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IN REPLY REFER TO;

March 26, 2001

ER 01/82

Mr. Bob Dach
National Marine Fisheries Service
525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, Oregon 97232-2737

Dear Mr Dach

The Department is currently reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for the Anadromous Fish Agreement and Habitat Conservation Plans for the Wells,
Rocky Reach and Rock Island Hydroelectric Projects, Washington. We note in the letter
accompanying DEIS that comments are due March 29, 2001.

i am currently working with the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Bureau of Indian
Affairs to develop the Department’s comments. Because of the magnitude of these issues
the Department will need additional time to discuss and coordinate our concerns prior to
submitting comments on the DEIS.

We therefore respectfully request a time extension until May 1, 2001 to provide
comments. I appreciate your cooperation in this matter. If you have any questions or
require any additional information you can contact me at (503) 231-6157 and
preston _sleeger@io s,doi,gg~.

CC:

Terry Martin, OEPC
Estyn Mead, FWS
Bernie Burnham, BIA

Preston A. Sleeger
Regional Environmental Officer



IN REPLY REFER TO:

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

500 NE Multnomah Street, Suite 356
Portland, Oregon 97239..2036

May ll, 2001

ER 01/0082

Mr. Bob Dach
National Marine Fisheries Service
525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, Oregon 97232-2737

Dear Mr. Dach:

The U.S. Department of the Interior (Department), through its bureaus the Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service) and the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), has reviewed the Draft Environmental
impact Statement (DEIS) for the Anadromous Fish Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans
for the Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island Hydroelectric Projects, Washington. in the DEIS,
the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) considers whether to authorize incidental take
permits pursuant to the Endangered Species Act Section 10(a)(1)(B) for 50-year anadromous 
agreements and habitat conservation plans (HCPs) with two Washington State public utility
districts (PUDs) operating three Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) licensed
hydroelectric projects on the mid-Columbia River. The Department offers the following
comments for your consideration in the development of a final environmental impact statement
(FEIS). These comments were prepared under the authority of and in accordance with provisions
of the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4321 et ~.; 83 Star. 852), as amended, the
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et .~,.q.; 48 Stat. 401), as amended, the
Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 et se__q.; g7 Star. 884), as amended, and the Federal
Power Act (16 U.S.C. 791-828c et seq.; 41 Stat. 1063), as amended, and other authorities
mandating our concern for environmental values.

GENERAL COMMENTS

We appreciate the document’s candor in highlighting each alternative and noting those areas in
which the alternative is or may be inconsistent with the requirements of Section 10 of the
Endangered Species Act or current science and technology. Obviously, these inconsistencies are
problematic for the NMFS and wilt require resolution before a final decision regarding permit
issuance can he made. The Department fully supports the document’s strategy of encouraging
reviewers to comment on these inconsistencies and suggest potential solutions. Accordingly,
these comments focus on those areas of the DEIS that do not adequately address or analyze the
potential consequences of permit issuance on areas of special interest to the Department. These
areas include the effect of the proposed action on Indian reserved fights and resources that are
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subject to the Federal trust responsibility, and Columbia River bull trout, a listed threatened
species for which consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service may ultimately be required.
We also provide comn~nts regarding the need to modify certain terms of the HCPs to reflect
current science and technology and align those plans with the requirements of the Endangered
Species Act.

In the DEIS, NMFS discusses three alternatives including the proposed action. Alternative 1 is
the "no action" alternative and describes baseline conditions and existing regulation of mid-
Columbia operations. Alternatives 2 and 3 utilize different sections of the ESA to protect and
recover fish species under the Act. Under Alternative 2, NMFS would enter into Section 7
consultatiom with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) and could require
modifications of the projects’ federally-licensed operations to protect and recover the listed
stocks. Under the proposed action, Alternative 3, NMFS would issue 50-year incidental take
permits for the affected species pursuant to conservation plans developed by the project operators
and implemented under Section 10 of the ESA.

Tribal Resources and Federal Trust Responsibility

Overview of the Proposed Action’s Trust Defieienci¢8

The projects at issue in this DEIS are located on the mid.Columbia River near lands that were
aboriginally occupied by the Tribes of the Columbia River Basin, and the existence and operation
of these projects impact and restrict the treaty-confirmed property fights of these and other Indian
Tribes. In 1855 treaties with the United States, four Columbia Basin Tribes ceded millions of
acres of land while specifically reserving the Basin’s fisheries for cultural, ceremonial, subsistence
and economic purposes. As the primary Federal agency responsible for protecting the trust
property 0flndian tribes, the Department has a strong interest in ensuring that these projects are
operated in a way that protects tribal trust resources, and specifically, the anadromous fish of the
Columbia River Basin.

The Department is primarily concerned that many of the elements of the DEIS’s proposed action,
Alternative 3, would impair the ability of the Federal government to fulfill its trust responsibilities
to the Columbia Basin Indian Tribes. To protect the Tribes’ rights to their treaty reserved
property and to avoid liability for a breach of the Federal government’s trust obligations, it is
essential that NMFS’s management role in the basin ensures the maintenance and utilization of the
reserved fisheries.

However, pursuant to Alternative 3, the Federal government’s responsibility to manage mid-
Columbia trust resources would be impermissibly transferred to non-federal entities who are not
accountable for breaches of Federal trust and treaty obligations. The decision-making process
described in Alternative 3 for implementing recovery measures severely constrains Federal
authority. Under Alternative 3, the species’ recovery and the management authority of the United
States is relegated to Coordinating Committees which yield ultimate decision-making authority to
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the non-federal commercial operators. Consequently, NMFS’s role in the management of the mid-
Columbia fisheries, including treaty trust fisheries, would be reduced to recommending mitigation
measures that the Coordinating Committees may reject. Despite the fact that its management
authority would be severely constrained, the United States would still be liable for a breach of its
trust responsibility should measures under Alternative 3 fail to recover the endangered fisheries,

Given the potemial liability, NMFS should require actions that are able, on a sound sciemific
basis, to protect the endangered fisheries in exchange for the proposed incidental take permits that
would be issued under Alternative 3. However, a recent quantitative analysis performed by
NMFS to assess the conservation measures included in the proposed action concluded that
"[e]ven under the most optimistic scenarios modeled regrading future survival rates and the
effectiveness of supplementation, additional survival improvements beyond those projected for the
draft HCP action [discussed in this DEIS] would be necessary to achieve extinction risk/recovery
criteria." See NMFS, Upper Columbia River Steelhead and Spring Chinook Salmon Quantitative
Analysis Report, Final Technical Review Draft, page ii (December 20, 2000) (QAR Report).
Moreover, in the context of operations and planned conservation for the entire Columbia River
system, the QAR Report determined that, "[t]he combined effect of meeting the HCP objectives at
the mid-Columbia PUD projects and meeting the off-site mitigation targets [for the rest of the
Columbia River] would be substantial but would fall short of meeting survival and recovery
criteria under the assumption that 19g0-prescnt conditions will continue." QAR Report at iii.
Thus, according to NMFS’s own best science, whether the DEIS’s proposed action does enough
to protect trust resources is questionable.

In contrast, the provisions of Alternative 2 maintain the Federal government’s and NMFS’s trust
respom~ility role while providing NMFS with the authority to ensure a full range of measures to
protect and ensure the continued existence of endangered mid-Columbia trust resources. In light
of the constraints that Alternative 3 would impose on the United States’ ability to manage
resources subject to its trust responsibility to the Columbia Basin Tribes, and given the scientific
uncertainties identified in the DEIS regarding the implementation of Alternative 3, the Department
is gravely concerned about the merits of issuing 50-year incidental take permits under the terms
described in the DEIS’s proposed action. We offer the following comments in support of these

The Proposed Action !mpermi~s.ib,,ty "Transfers" NMF~’s,,Y.edera!~ T~..t Remonsibilitv to Non-

The DEIS’s proposed action, Alternative 3, impermissibly transfers the Federal government’s
authority to ensure the maintenance and utilization of Indian trust resources to two non-federal
entities, the PUDs, operating projects on the mid.Columbia. Under Alternative 3, NMFS would
be subject to an implementation process that gives ultimate management authority to project
operators for the 50-year term of the incidental take permits. Pursuant to the three phase
decision-making process described in Alternative 3, NMFS would be unable to initiate recovery
measures and would be subject to the ultimate decision-making authority of the project operators.
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Moreover, should NMFS disagree with a project operator about recovery measures, NMFS
would be required to carry the burden of proof in a dispute resolution process with time and
evidentiary limitations. By const~ and transferring NMFS’s authority to manage threatened
trust resources, Alternative 3’s implementation process is contrary to common trust principles and
may expose the Federal government to liability for failing to sufficiently manage and protect the
Tribes’ treaty-reserved resources.

As described in the DEIS, Phase I of this three-phase process requires NMFS to transfer its
authority to manage the plan species to the project operators themselves. During this time, the
PUDs will attempt to modify project operations to attain 91 percent overall project survival and
95 percent juvenile passage survival at each project. According to Alternative 3, a Coordinating
Committee will be formed to ensure that the project operators are making "steady progress"
toward survival goals.1 This Coordinating Committee can recommend "parallel actions" to the
project operators. See DEIS at 2-35. However, ira Coordinating Committee is unable to reach
consensus as to mitigation procedures, or even whether a project is meeting survival standards,
the project operators themselves are provided the "ultimate authority" for final decision-making
under the Coordinating Committees. See DEIS at S-19 and 2-53.

if after five years the project operators are unable to attain the survival goals set forth in
Alternative 3, the implementation process moves to Phase II. During this phase, the Coordinating
Committee will evaluate the mitigation measures that were utilized by the project operators and
may recommend additional measures to ensure that survival goals are achieved. NMFS, as a
member of the Coordinating Committee, will be able to participate at this stage in the process and
may recommend more stringent mitigation tools. However, if the Coordinating Committee is
unable to reach consensus as to these additional measures, the project operators will retain the
ultimate authority to determine the necessary mitigation measures unless a dissatisfied member of
the Coordinating Committee is willing to submit itself to the dispute resolution process. See
DEIS at 2-53.

Pursuant to Alternative 3’s dispute resolution process, ifNMFS desires to oppose a decision of
the Coordinating Committee or to oppose the continued use of the project operators’ mitigation
tools, NMFS will be required to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the operators’
mitigation measures are insufficient. IfNMFS purports that the mitigation provisions violate the
ESA, NMFS must also overcome a presumption that favors the existing mitigation measures.2

The expertise of NMFS will receive no deference in the dispute resolution process, and NMFS

t This Coordinating Committee will be comprised of representatives of each signatory party. DEIS at 2-

36. Because the Tribes have been unable to agree to the terms of the existing HCPs, and are not expected tobe
signatory parties, the Tribes will not be represented on this Committee.

2 This is a presumption expressly built into the dispute resolution process and, more generally, the DEIS

asserts that because Alternative 3’s measures are consistent with "HCP agreements and protocols" by definition
they cannot violate the ESA. See DEIS at S-17.
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will have only five months to prove that the PUDs’ mitigation tools are insufficient. Under such a
dispute resolution process, NMFS’s ability to ensure that trust resources are protected is severely
constrained.3

Finally, if any of the project operators are able to demonstrate that they are meeting survival
standards, the implementation process enters Phase iii. Pursuant to Phase IU, the three
hydroelectric projects will be subject only to periodic review to assess whether they are meeting
Alternative 3’s survival standards. During this phase, NMFS will not be able to require any
additional mitigation actions. Even if, years later, the plan species require additional protective
measures, Alternative 3 precludes NMFS t~om imposing such measures. Consequently, for the
50-year term of the HCPs NMFS’s Federal responsibility and ability to ensure the survival and
utilization of endangered trust resources is effectively and impermissibly transferred to non-federal
parties.

The Tribes of the Columbia Basin will be depending on NMFS to ensure adequate protection of
the river’s tribal trust resources. IfNMFS, pursuant to Alternative 3, is required to transfer its
management authority to project operators, which are private commercial entities, NMFS would
be violating its trust responsibility to the Tribes and perhaps exposing the Federal government to
liability for failing to properly manage treaty-reserved resources.

Moreover, the DEIS fails to discuss the implications that Alternative 3 has on NMFS’s obligation
to manage the mid-Columbia’s resources in the best interests of the Columbia Basin Tribes.
While Alternative 3 would displace NMFS’s role as trustee for the Tribes" reserved fisheries, the
DEIS provides no general or specific discussion regarding the potential consequences or impacts
that may result from this "transfer" of management authority of treaty reserved resources to non-
Federal parties, or indeed, whether such a "transfer" is legally permissible.

In contrast, the provisions of Alternative 2 would allow NMFS, BIA, FWS, the Tribes, and all
other interested stakeholders to eonsutt with and/or appear before FERC to ensure that the
federally-licensed project operations account for the United States’ trust responsibilities. Under
the provisions of Alternative 2, NMFS would engage in Section 7 consultations with FERC and
would retain the authority and responsibility to ensure that the projects’ federally-licensed
operations are consistent with the biological needs of the endangered trust resources. For
example, Alternative 2 includes a range of specific recovery actions that NMFS has determined
are necessary to improve biological conditions for the affected species, but not all of these actions

3 The Dopartment is concerned that the dispute resolution process has already proven tO be an
unsuccessful mechanism to protect trust property or to carry out the Federal governm~at’s trust responsibility.
Specifically, the BIA notes that the project operators have been operating undg¢ the terms of the HCPs since 1998
and have been utilizing the dispute resolution process since th~ as well. Several disputes have arisen over the last
three years, specifically disputes rogarding timing and quantity of migration spill. The PUDs, Chelan in particular,
have basically ignored the dispute resolution proeess and have made unilateral decisions on how to proceed on
these issues despite repeated requests from NMFS and the Tribes. Such a track record does not bode well for future
cooperation on implementing disorctionarymeasures under Alternative 3.



Mr. Bob Dach 6

are included in the measures proposed under Alternative 3. See DEIS at 1-14 to 1-16. Of the
alternatives presented, only Alternative 2 ensures that NMFS is able to completely and responsibly
fulfill its role as trustee for the treaty-reserved resources of the Columbia Basin Tn~es.
Accordingly, the Department maintains that NMFS should utilize the procedures deseribed in
Alternative 2.

Th¢_DEIS and the Pro0osed Action do n..ot Adeouatelv Consider imp.at, ts...o.n the Tribe’s Treaty
Reserved F~ Economies

The DEIS’s analysis of the proposed action’s likely impacts on the Tribes’ reserved harvests is
inadequate and in key respects, absent. In place of such an analysis, the QAR Report, which
assesses the survival and recovery requirements of listed upper-Columbia steelhead and spring
chinook salmon, supposedly considers treaty harvests. However, harvest was modeled in the
QAR Report under the assumption that recent harvest rates would continue into the future. The
effect of assuming that treaty harvest rates for spring chinook would remain at the extremely low
levels of the past two or more decades is that the adequacy of Alternative 3’s project passage and
survival goals are overstated. While the DE/S, through the QAR Report, recognizes that
additional survival gains will be needed, Alternative 3 does not examine the relationship between
these additional survival needs and the needs of treaty harvest. The unfolding experiences of the
2001 drought indicate that it may not be prudent to assume that non-project survival would he
stable, let alone improve for Upper Columbia listed stocks.

Had the DEIS accounted for the protection and recovery of the Tribes’ trust property, the
reasonableness and necessity for additional tribal conservation of the listed species would have
been carefully analyzed, not assumed. In these circumstances, NMFS’s analysis should
demonstrate that such conservation could not be achieved by reasonable regulation of non-indian
activities. It is not clear that the alternatives in the DEIS were ranked in their ability to achieve
the required conservation purpose, Absent this ranking, an alternative may be selected that
discriminates against future Indian harvest necessitating conservation measures the Tribes are not
voluntarily willing to accept. Joint Secretarial Order 3206 states that when ESA listed species
affect the exercise of tribal rights, the Department and NMFS will cooperate with affected tribes
to develop and implement recovery plans in a manner that minimizes the social, cultural and
economic impacts on tribal communities, consistent with the timely recovery of listed species.
The DEIS acknowledges that Alternative 3’s proposed conservation measures were completed
without the benefit of such tribal cooperation. Secretarial Order 3206 pledges the Services to
working cooperatively with tribes to identify and implement the most effective measures to speed
the recovery process. Alternative 3 neither identifies the actions needed to assure a speedy
recovery, nor guarantees that such actions would be implemented.

Consequently, Alternative 3 is problematic due to its potential impact on the Tribes’ treaty
reserved harvests of mid-Columbia fisheries. The listing of ESA salmon populations which spawn
upstream from the subject projeets currently restricts harvest in treaty fisheries at treaty reserved
usual and accustomed fishing sites. This restrictive effect is detailed in the NMFS’s 2001
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Biological Opinion for spring and summer treaty harvest. See NMFS, Biological Opinion,
Impacts of the lnterim Management Agreement for Upriver Spring Chinook, Summer Chinook
and Sockeye on Salmon and Steelhead Listed Under the ESA 2001. The DEIS does not
quantitatively describe Alternative 3’s future effects on harvest. This is especially important in
light of the ramifications of underestimating ESA-permitted mortality of listed salmorL The
cumulative effects of such underestimation have two predictable consequences - dangerously low
numbers of returning adult salmon and the continued curtailment of tribal fisheries. The hatchery
mitigation component of Alternative 3 does not address this situation if present hatchery policies
yield an incomplete replacement of wild fish killed by the PUD projects.

Furthermore, the DEIS generally does not consider the range of issues related to NMFS’s trust
responsibility to ensure the utilization of fishery resources reserved by the Tribes. For example, in
Section 3.7 of the DEIS, "Soeioeconomics - Population, Employment, and Income," NMFS
mentions the tribal population of the region, but ~ to account for the impact of mid-Columbia
of projects on the Columbia Basin Tribes’ fishing economies, While the DEIS notes that in at least
one county impacted by the projects "Native Americans constitute an important part of the
County economy," there is no general or specific discussion of the projects’ economic impacts on
the Tribes’ commercial and subsistence fishing economies. See DEIS at 3-132. Rather, the DEIS
merely discusses project benefits to industry, tourism, and agriculture without contrasting these
perceived benefits in light of the substantial detrimental impacts on the Tribes’ fishing economy
for which NMFS is a trustee.

A recent study assessing the economic impacts of the mid-Columbia projects found that tribal
harvests on the mid-Columbia have dropped to less than 10 percent of traditional harvests. See
CH2MHILL, Human Effects Analysis of the Multi-Species Framework Alternatives 3-6 (1999)
(prepared for the Northwest Power Planning Council). In addition, specifically assessing the
broad social impacts on the Tribes, the study notes that such an economic and cultural loss
powerfully impacts the material well-being and self-sufficiency of tribal members and negatively
affects physical and psychological health, ld. at 3-7. Given NMFS’s role as a Federal trustee, and
considering that Native Americans constitute 11 percent of the population for one of the counties
under discussion, it is incumbent on NMFS to weigh the impacts of the proposed action on the
tribal fishing economies. Moreover, as the DEIS notes the region’s depressed economy, NMFS
should also include in its economic discussion the ways in which a profitable and self-sustaining
salmon harvest could increase tribal self-sufficiency, alleviate unemployment and poverty, and
improve the region’s depressed economy. See DEIS at 3-130.

In passing, we note that the economic impacts that are not fully discussed in the DEIS have far-
reaching consequences not only on the Tribes, but on non-indians as well. The CH2MHILL
study also reported that the non-Indian catch has fallen to less than 1 percent of commercial
catches in 1900. See CH2MHILL, Human Effects Analysis of the Multi-Species Framework
Alternatives 3-6 (1999) (prepared for the Northwest Power Planning Council). The economic
benefit of the power projects, as well as their economic detriments, nccd to be fully displayed in
the DEIS.
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The 50-Y~ar Term of the ProPOSed Action is Inappropriate for the Map.agemeLnt ofPd’verin¢
Ecosystems Suoporting Trust Resources

In light of the Federal government’s trust responsibility and the dynamic ecological conditions of
the Columbia River, the Departmcm believes it is inappropriate and risky to constrain the Federal
government’s authority to manage endangered riverine species for the 50-year term of the
proposed action. We strongly believe that the propoSed action would be greatly improved by
matching the term of the HCP with the licensing authority of FERC. Therefore, we recommend
that ifNMFS decides to issue incidental take permits for theSe projects, the permits should be for
no longer than the term of the existing FERC licenses. Subsequent licenses could include
identical provisions of the HCPs, if the HCPs are operating to protect and ensure the continued
existence of endangered mid-Columbia trust resources,

Under Alternative 3, NMFS would issue incidental take permits that establish the measures
through which the species’ losses can be mitigated. As proposed, the HCPs would contain the
only mitigation measures that NMFS would recommend to be employed for the next 50 years.
The practical effect ofa NMFS decision to select Alternative 3 is to predetermine the extem of
the recovery measures at relieensing and to impose conditions on subsequent licenses many years
before the relicensing process. This would Seriously undermine the relicensing process and is
beyond the scope of FERC’s authority to implement.

The purpose ofrelieensing is to evaluate the hydropower project under the environmental
conditions occurring at the time of licensing and to determine what changes are necessary to
ensure the protection of important public resources into the future. As such, FERC regulations
require the licensee to undertake a complete revaluation of their project and the impact on natural
resources, water quality, recreation, flood control, navigation, power production, and many other
factors. This would occur regardless of whether NMFS issues an HCP. Therefore, at the time of
relieensing, there will be a complete reevaluation of the project and a considerable amount
information in the admires" trative record outlining the continuing impact of the project on
important fish and wildlife resources, including listed species. It is possible that the information
may indicate unacceptable levels of impacts to listed species, or that the mitigation measures are
ineffective. IfNMFS issues an HCP for 50 years, they may find themselves in the difficult
position of recommending mitigation measures that have been shown to be ineffective, counter-
productive, or wasteful The Department strongly believes that perpetuating such mitigation is
not in the public interest, particularly when the relicensing process is intended to correct such
problems.

The proposed action’s 50-year time frame is especially problematic in light of the "no surprises"
policy set forth in regulations implementing Section 10 of the ESA. The "no surprises"
regulations were adopted to provide long-term assurances to landowners by allowing them to
avoid additional mitigation measures during the term of an incidental take permit. However,
constraining the Federal government’s ability to protect listed species in the mid-Columbia River
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for the next 50 years is inappropriate for the management of a fragile river habitat, particularly
since it exceeds FERC’s authority, and the action directly affects habitat that supports important
Federal trust resources and treaty reserved fishing fights. Unlike private lands, the Columbia River
is a public waterway and its biological health is essential to many stakeholders, including the
Tribes of the Columbia River Basil~

The proposed action is especially troubling in light of FERC’s responsibilities under section 7 of
the ESA. When a listed species is affected by project operations, FERC is required to consult
with NMFS (or FWS) pursuant to section 7 before issuing a new license. Such consultation
usually results in a biological opinion that specifies the ways in which a project can be operated to
avoid jeopardizing listed species. However, ifNMFS selects Alternative 3 of the DEIS, NMFS
may be unable to require FERC to include mitigation measures that go beyond those provided in
Alternative 3. This would occur despite the possibility that substantial information may be in the
record indicating significant impacts to listed species are occurring and may continue to occur
with any new license issued. Consequently, by committing to the terms of Alternative 3 prior to
section 7 consultation with FERC, NMFS effectively precludes the inclusion of additional
mitigation measures in a subsequent FERC license, even though there may be substantial
information indicating such measures are needed.

This is particularly problematic because the Wells’ license will not expire until 2012 and Rock
Island’s current license will not expire until 2028. Thus, even if salmon and steelhead populations
dramatically decline over the next several years, because of the projects’ incidental take coverage
under Alternative 3, NMFS may not be able to recommend additional mitigation measures for
unavoidable mortality in any subsequent licenses. The effeet of limiting additional mitigation
measures is that under poor environmental conditions, there becomes an "over appropriation" of
mortality with impacts on trust resources via otherwise avoidable fishery restrictions.
Consequently, in contrast to the requirements of Secretarial Order 3206, the proposed action’s
use of the "no surprises" policy and its effect on FERC licensing may subject tribal use of treaty
trust fisheries to long term diwlnlshment depending on climatic conditions or improvements
elsewhere in the Columbia Basin.

Instead, we suggest that NMFS limit the length of the incidental take permits to the term of each
project,s existing FERC license. By matching the length of the incidental take permits with limits
of the FERC license, NMFS aligns their actions with FERC’s authority plus they maintain the
ability to revisit the HCPs’ at reticensing. As such, NMFS would be able to ensure that, in the
unlikely event that these mitigation measures are unsuccessful at protecting listed species as
NMFS and the licensees expect, each new license could contain provisions that adequately protect
endangered trust resources. Conversely, if the HCP is operating as NMFS and the licensees
expect, we would not expect NMFS to recommend any further changes at relicensing. Under
these circumstances, the provisions of the HCP could continue through the next licensing period.
We believe this would be consistent with the "no surprises" policy.
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In addition, we suggest that NMFS incorporate some of the provisions of Alternative 2 into its
proposed action. Under Alternative 2, the project operators would seek new FERC licenses
pursuant to the Federal Power Act and FERC would consult with NMFS pursuant to section 7 of
the ESA. it is current FERC policy to routinely insert re-opener clauses into new licenses which
allow FERC to reconsider fish and other natural resource issues, if warranted. Thus, under
Alternative 2, FERC and NMFS would be able to ensure that the projects would be operated in a
way that is responsive to trust fishery needs. This is particularly important in a ecosystem as
dynamic as a fiver basin, where aquatic species populations constantly fluctuate in response to the
quality and quantity of water and habitat conditions.

Fish and Wildlife Resources

HC..P Performance Standards

As the DEIS notes, both the NMFS and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recornmend that
biological goals and objectives be incorporated into HCPs. The 95 percent juvenile dam passage
survival standard and the 91 percent total project survival standard incorporated into Alternative 3
(the proposed action) are examples of biologically-based standards. The 95 percent standard
limits the direct mortality of dam passage while the 91 percent total project standard is intended to
limit losses in the total project area, including the dam and reservoirs. We note, however, that
actual total project mortality is a combination of direct and ~ adult and juvenile mortality
attributable to project effects. Delayed mortality can and does occur outside the project area.
Many fish are injured as they pass through the pool above each dam and the tailrace below each
dam, but do not die until they are past the project boundary. Subsequently, by limiting the
application of the 91 percent total project survival standard to the immediate vicinity of the dams,
Alternative 3 fails to account for a potentially significant amount of incidental take, The issue of
delayed mortality (project-related mortality occurring outside of the project area) needs to 
addressed in greater detail. If necessary, the components of the total project survival standard
should be reevaluated to be certain that all forms of project take are fully considered.

The QAR Report indicates an improved potential for in reach survival for spring chinook salmon
and some increase in the probability of meeting recovery criteria if Alternative Ys survival
standards are combined with expected survival improvements at lower Columbia River Federal
dams contingent upon environmental conditions observed since 1960. However, the ability of
steelhead to meet recovery criteria is more problematic and is dependent on assumptions
concerning the effectiveness of hatchery supplementation and whether environmental conditions
would he similar to those seen since 1960. Although no one can predict exactly what future
conditions might be, using a long term database should more accurately reflect a full range of
environmental poss~ilities.
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The QAR modeled a range of different survival (including the survival standards proposed in the
HCPs), passage, and environmental conditions that could reasonably be expected to occur in the
future. If met, the standards identified in Alternative 3 should offer improvements in long term
survival for all olan species as compared to the current situation. Although the QAR Report did
not model potential survival for species other than steelhead and spring chinook salmon, we
expect that survival benefits would also accrue for sockeye, summer/fall chinook and coho as a
result of the survival standards and mitigation.

An example of the improvement expected with Alternative 3 compared to Alternatives 1 or 2
would be the benefits accrued for non-listed sub-yearling summer/fall chinook by applieation of
the survival standards during the summer juvenile migration at Rock Island Dam. Spill is the
primary juvenile stmmmr passage measure at this project, but the amount and duration of spill is
based on the dollar value of the Conservation Account which is a component of Alternatives i
and 2. As energy prices and demand rise, the spill program provides less fish protection over the
summer period. Since summer migrants are not ESA listed species (with the possible exception
of bull trout), the Conservation Account is the only passage measure providing assured protection
for these fish. The limited protection inherent in the Conservation Account does not apply to
Alternative 3. The HCP standards must be met regardless of the yearly cost of energy and are not
limited by a predetermined dollar amount, in addition, Alternative 3 provides an increased level
of juvenile fish protection because the 95 percent juvenile dam passage survival standard applies
over 95 percent of the run. This likely provides more protection than juveniles currently receive
via Alternative 1 spill and bypass programs at Rock Island Dam and Rocky Reach Dam for all
plan species. It also provides improved passage benefits for summer migrants, not necessarily
assured by Alternative 2. The current spill/bypass program at Wells Dam appears to he providing
protection over 95 percent of the run for all species.

The Department interprets Alternative 3 as indicating that for all plan species, the HCP standards
must be met regardless of the yearly cost of energy or drought, in addition, the projected
improvements at the lower Columbia projects must not be impacted by cost or drought. If that is
not the case, then the QAR analysis may be inadequate in modeling the future effects of this
alternative. The FEIS should clarify this aspect of Alternative 3 and the QAR analysis. In
addition, the DEIS should include data on the level of improvements needed to sustain mlaal
harvests well above recent severely restricted levels. Alternative 3 does not examine the
relationship between additional survival needs and the needs of treaty harvests.

yerifieation of Standards

Verifying the biological standards of Alternative 3 would be of critical importance in determining
whether this alternative actually meets its stated goal of no net impact (NNI) and contributes 
the recovery of anadromous salmortids. Achieving and maintaining these survival standards is the
element necessary to allow NNI attainment through hatchery compensation (7%) and tributary
habitat improvemems (2%).
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Unfortunately, direct measurement of total project survival (91% standard) is not technologically
feas~le at this time. This is acknowledged in the DEIS. Key problems are estimating survival for
subyearling summer/fall chinook (the primary fish migrating during the summer period),
measuring juvenile sockeye spring migration survival, identifying project related adult survival
independent of other non-project related impacts, and measuring cumulative indirect impacts for
adults and juveniles. Moreover, Alternative 3 does not even attempt to measure adult mortality.
Finally, the effect of delayed mortality on the ability of Alternative 3 to protect trust resources
also remains to be clarified. These measurement problems exist for all alternatives, but under
Alternative 3, compensation programs may be adjusted up or down based on these survival
studies.

The DEIS recognizes these problems but offers only the use of some indirect methods
(’~representative survival studies") to assess survival and indirect losses. Such representative
studies are an unacceptable way to measure the survival of all the species affected by the projects,
species that contribute to treaty fisheries. Additionally, these "representative studies" are less
likely to assure the broad protections that the DEIS claims because they do not measure all of the
affected species at a variety of life stages and flows. Given these uncertainties, Alternative 3
earmot be considered to be protective of treaty trust fisheries unless it includes an established
scientific methodology for measuring fish survival.

If the survival standards cannot be fully verified, the size of compensation programs necessary to
reach NNI cannot be fully identified. Until the uncertainty surrounding measurement of total
project survival is resolved, it may be appropriate to develop an interim measurable standard such
as 93 percent juvenile total project survival before moving to Phase 3 and triggering adjustments
in hatchery/tributary compensation levels down from the 7 percent and 2 percent levels. Allowing
a reduction in compensation without appropriate verification or an approved alternative would
not be consistent with the intended goals of Alternative 3.

Adjusting Comvensation

The DEIS notes that dam and project juvenile survival has been measured for the Douglas PUD
project for steelhead, spring chinook, and fail chinook yearling migrants. These evaluations have
occurred over the spring migration season in one or several years, but have not occurred over the
range of conditions that are expected to occur from year to year. According to the DEIS,
Douglas PUD hopes to adjust its hatchery compensation levels and tributary habitat fund
proposed in its HCP utilizing the survival studies that have been done to date. We surmise that
Douglas PUD would adjust the hatchery component for steelhead and spring chinook salmon
below the 7 percent compensation level based on these spring migration survival studies coupled
with other indirect survival measurements. Given that under Alternative 3, total project survival is
not based just on juvenile survival, we find it difficult to support reducing hatchery compensation
levels below the 7 percent level for a species without a process to address at least some of the
other uncertainties. As noted previously, this leaves Alternative Ys goal of NNI without any
verifiable method ofvalidatiorL In addition, we have concerns about reducing the tributary fund
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component (2%) without a more systematic approach to defining what actual survival 
occurring. Such a reduction of compensation without an agreed upon way of verification is
inconsistem with the government’s trust obligations to the Colmnbia Basin indian Tribes and the
goals and objectives of Altemative 3.

One means of correcting this inconsistency would be to revise Alternative 3 to preclude a
reduction in hatchery compensation and tributary habitat improvement below the 7 percent and 2
percent levels without agreement on the appropriate measurement criteria for these critical
uncertainties by the mid-Columbia Coordinating Committee or some similar technical group, it
would be essential for tribal issues regarding the proposed action to be overcome and for the
Tribes to be active participants in plan implementation. Alternatively, the total project survival
standard could be revised to an interim juvenile total project survival standard of 93 percent.
Measuring juvenile project survival is something that can be accomplished with current methods
and technology, Once a method of measuring adult survival and indirect juvenile mortality is
available, the total project survival standard could return to the 91 percent level and compensation
levels adjusted as described in Alternative 3. Lastly, we note that Alternative 3 does not dearly
indicate that achieving and maintaining the survival standards for one plan species does not mean
that the survival standards have been reached for all plan species. Use of yearling chinook and/or
steelhead as surrogates for doing survival studies of sockeye and subyearling chinook is not
appropriate for these fish which demonstrate different behaviors and life histories. No reductions
in compensation levels should occur for any plan species where components of the total project
survival standard are unknown. It is hoped that full consideration of these suggested
modifications will lead to an acceptance of the HCPs by all parties.

Maiutainilm 7 Percent Hatchery Co~nsation

ESA issues related to the potential impacts of hatchery supplementation on wild productions have
the potential to limit attainment of the 7 percent hatchery compensation level, the goals for the
recovery of listed species, and NNI. This is identified in the DEIS as a significant unresolved
issue with respect to Alternative 3. This impact also has a direct bearing on the results of the
QAR analysis and selection of the most appropriate alternative. For example, if hatchery
steelhead are just as effective reproductively as wild fish, then Alternative 3 would not meet
conservation criteria under any scenario. Additionally, the constraints imposed by the ESA also
limit the potential expansion of hatchery programs to meet compensation requirements and NNI
needs. These constraints include the potential short and long term negative genetic, behavioral
interaction, and spawning fitness impacts of hatcheries and supplementation on the viability of
naturally spawning populations of listed fish. These issues relate to all three alternatives, but most
severely effect the potential expansion of hatchery production in Alternative 3 to reach NNI.

The DEIS states that NMFS can not commit to the 7 percent hatchery compensation goal.
Because of NMFS concerns that hatchery fish may adversely affect wild fish populations, all fish
produced from the hatchery program must come from local stocks. See DEIS at 2-43. The DEIS
acknowledges that it will be difficult to produce the number of fish needed to ensure 7 percent
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compensation from local stocks alone, id. Lastly, the DEIS states that "if the 7 percent hatchery
compensation level is not met due to NMFS’s ESA concerns, neither the dam passage survival
standard, the total project survival standard, nor the habitat compensation standard would be
adjusted." DEIS at 2-43. Consequently, reliance on Alternative 3’s hatchery programs to
compensate for the incidental take of listed species is problematic.

While we recognize that NMFS’s concern with hatchery supplementation programs applies to all
the alternatives considered in the DEIS, hatchery compensation is a signifieam factor for
Alternative 3 because it is wedded to the attainment of NNI. Erosion of the hatchery
compensation provisions of Alternative 3 would prevent NNI from being achieved. More so,
given the absence of provisions in Alternative 3 to compensate for take through other means if the
hatchery programs fail to produce the number offish necessary to meet the 7 percent hatchery
compensation standard. Furthermore, hatchery compensation is significant in light of the fact that
the Columbia Basin Tribes have reserved the right to harvest the affected species. These Tribes
have already faced significant restrictions in tribal harvest caused by the status of listed stocks,
and a disconnection of the hatchery compensation program from continued losses of wild fish to
the projects can only result in additional harvest restrictions.

Columbia River salmon and steelhead constitute important tribal trust property, and the fight to
fish at usual and accustomed fishing sites on the Columbia River, and to have a meaningful fishery
there, is a property right that is protected through treaties with the Federal government. The mid-
Columbia’s stocks of salmon and steelhead are being depleted at alarming rates, and the ESA has
forced the Federal government to seek severe restrictions on the number of fish available for tribal
harvest, if the river’s stocks continue to decline, the Tribes may face even tighter restrictions.
Hatchery production is critical to the on-going harvesting needs of Tribes of the Columbia River
Basin. Consequently, it is imperative that the hatchery compensation provisions of the selected
alternative assure that there would he mitigation to fully compensate for the treaty fish lost
through incidental take.

The effectiveness of hatchery compensation as a tool for achieving NNI might be strengthened by
including in the HCPs studies to evaluate the effects of hatchery supplementation on the viability
and restoration of self-sustaining, natural populations of salmon and steelhead. This should be
done at a selected site or two in the upper Columbia River with an existing or new
supplementation effort. We also recommend the Bonneville Power Administration(BPA) as 
potential funding source because this issue is common to all supplementation programs, and BPA
is funding offsite mitigation measures associated with operation of the Federal Columbia River
Power System (FCRPS). Such a study would start answering uncertainties related to genetic
interaction and reproductive fitness issues that are a major source ofeomention. These
recommended studies are critical to recovery efforts, full mitigation compensation, and in
satisfying the harvest needs of the Tribes.
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Tributary Conservation P~

Under Alternative 3, 2 percent of the fish lost through incidental take at each project would be
compensated for through tributary habitat restoration. Tributary habitat restoration is a
significant component of Alternative 3 because it is wedded to the attainment of NNI. The
proposed action, however, does not provide for the monitoring of tributary contributions to
ensure that this percentage is met. In addition, it is aclmowledged that the 2 percent tr~utary
compensation standard is a negotiated figure. This figure is not based on scientific analysis which
predicts that tributary restoration would result in increased tributary compensation. Instead, this
figure is based upon the level of funding that the project operators are willing to set aside for
tributary habitat restoration. The DEIS assumes that attainment of the 2 percent compensation
level is reasonable because the selection of restoration projects would be controlled by a technical
committee. If this assnmption proves optimistic, there are no provisions in Alternative 3 that
allow for this contribution to be increased or for other restoration measures to be implemented.
Hence, the reliance on tributary habitat restoration to compensate for the incidental take of listed
species and achieve NNI is problematic.

The DEIS acknowledges that there are "difficulties and uncertainties associated with monitoring
and quantifying the effects oftributary habitat improvements." DEIS at S-18. The DEIS does
not propose a way to overcome these "difficulties and uncertainties" and construct a standard by
which the percentage of tributary compensation would be accurately measured. The risk that
NNI may not be met if the assumed benefits of habitat restoration are not realized must be fully
disclosed. Still, disclosure of this risk is not a substitute for the mitigation of potential impacts on
trust resources. At the very least, the FEIS should explain how Alternative 3 meets the criteria
for issuance of an incidental take permit in the absence of a viable method for confirming tn’butary
contributions to NNI or, lacking a measurable standard, a clearly specified alternative strategy for
achieving this 2 percent compensation level.

We also note that Alternative 3 apparently limits the compensation that may be achieved through
habitat restoration by shifting the focus of habitat restoration activities to the tributaries and away
from the mainstem river. The DEIS makes numerous references to locations where active
mainstem spawning is oecun~g. While the mid,Columbia projects ultimately limit mainstem
habitat productivity, these pockets ofmainstem spawning habitat within the project boundaries
provide models for increasing spawning and rearing habitat within the mainstem fiver: Therefore,
mainstem habitat restoration should be considered to be within the scope of the this alternative’s
tributary habitat improvement program. Taking steps to conserve and protect existing mainstem
spawning habitat should not be overlooked as a potential means of minimizing the impact of
ineidental take.

Water O~litv and Water Temoerature

Alternative 3 acknowledges that the Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island Projects negatively
impact water quality, and, most particularly, dissolved gas levels. The proposed action fails to
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address mitigation of these negative impacts other than to indicate that the PUD’s would meet
state standards for water quality. Because spill appears to be a needed component for fish bypass
at each of these projects, avoiding spill does not appear to be a long-term solution to resolving
dissolved gas problems. Consequently, the discussion of alternatives in the DEIS should be
expanded to include measures to address meeting water quality standards through the installation
of gas abatement structures.

Water teinperature is also a matter of concern. Water temperatures can be high in the surface
waters of reservoirs in the Columbia River and in fish passage facilities. Under Alternatives 1 and
2, measures to improve thermal conditions at each project could be pursued through avenues such
as FERC relicensing, Clean Water Act compliance, or ESA section 7 consultation. Alternative 3
proposes a specific set of measures to meet the NNI standard of the HCPs. However, the
implementation of structural and operational modifications to improve the water temperatures at
these dams does not appear to be specifically included. If an incidental take permit is issued
incorporating the proposed terms of Alternative 3, the adoption of other measures to improve
thermal conditions may be precluded. The FEIS’s discussion of Alternative 3 should be expanded
to include plans to monitor water temperature and, if problems are observed, implement
structural and operational modifications to improve thermal conditions at these projects.

B~ Trout

The DEIS correctly acknowledges that bull trout occur in the mid-Columbia reach where the
PUD projects operate and presents information l~om most available sources. Information on the
distribution of bull trout in the mid-Columbia River area is limited, However, additional
information may be available to augment the information presented in the DEIS. PUD ladder
counts have noted the presence of adult buU trout for many years. The recent listing ofbuU trout
has prompted additional vigilance at these counting stations during in the last two years. The
PUDs have also recently initiated a research effort aimed at tracking the movements of bull trout
in the Columbia River. Hence, additional recently developed information may be available. Other
sources of information include the Washington State Salmonid Stock Inventory for bull
trout/dolly varden.4 With this information in hand, a more complete analysis by NMFS of the
effects of permit issuance and HCP implementation on bull trout can and should be incorporated
in the FEIS.

The effects ofhydropower operations on bull trout in the mid-Columbia River are not specifically
known, as indicated in the DEIS, but inferences may be suggested by comparing what is known
about bull trout behavior and distribution with the effects that have been described for bull trout
and other salmonids at other Snake and Columbia River hydropower projects and associated
reservoirs (see the December 2000 NMFS and Fish and Wildlife Service biological opinions on
the FCRPS operations). These effects include entrainment, turbine-associated mortality and

4 Washington Deparunent offish and Wildlife. 1996. Washington state salmonid stock inventor,ft, bull

trout/dolly vardcn. Draft Report.



Mr. Bob Dach 17

injury, passage delays, habitat alteration, stranding, reduced prey base, and associated adverse
effects on individuals and discrete populations. The effects ofhydropower project operations on
adult steelhead may be especially analogous to those affecting adult bull trout, as both species
have the potential to migrate downstream as well as upstream (although fluvial bull trout generally
survive spawning and return to the mainstem river as a rule, while this may be the exception for
steelhead).

Except for a brief discussion of the potential effects of project operations and HCP
implementation on adult migratory bull trout, no inferences are made in the DEIS regarding
potential adverse effects on juvenile bull trout. Nor does the DEIS consider conservation
measures to minimm" e the incidental take of bull trout that could be included in the proposed
HCPs or stipulated as conditions inNMFS’s section 10(a)(1)(B) incidental take permits. 
lead Federal action agency responsible for the development of the DEIS and the proper
implementation of the proposed HCPs, NMFS has the primary responsibility to descnqge the
effects of its proposed actions and to avoid or reduce adverse effects on bull trout.5 Such
information should be included in the FEIS.

Pending the development of any new information, bull trout conservation measures that should be
incorporated in the HCPs and reflected in the FEIS to reduce potential adverse effects include, at
a minimum, those identified in the December 2000 NMFS and Fish and Wildlife Service biological
opinions on the FCRPS operations. In the NMFS biological opinion, those measures identified
for steelhead are particularly germane to the conservation of bull trout. Implementation of these
measures would partially fulfill section 7(a)(1) requirements of the respective Federal agencies,
and enhance timely section 7(a)(2) consultation in the future. They are as follows:

The PUDs should determine the extent of bull trout use of the middle Columbia River
affected by the subject hydropower projects. This would include the river reach from the
Chlef Joseph Dam downstream to Wanapum Dam reservoir. This effort would include
recording the occurrence of bull trout in the smolt monitoring facilities at the middle
Columbia River dams and their useof adult ladders.

The PUDs should include bull trout as a species of concern in their research efforts to
determine the upstream and downstream passage requirements of salmonids at middle
Columbia River dams. These investigations should address entrainment, both upstream
and downstream adult passage, and juvenile passage. Consideration of spill flow
attraction, temperature and other issues affecting passage should be included.

The PUDs should include observations of bull trout captured in field activities under their
funding (e.g., research studies and northern pikernirmow reward program fisheries) and

s On page 4-48 and d~wdaere, NMFS appears to suggest that consultation under seOJon 7 of the ESA

regarding the effects of permit issuance and HCP implementation on bull trout is a matter to be resolved between
the Fish and Wildlife Service and the FERC.
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report that information annually to the Fish and Wildlife Service.

The PUDs should cooperate in studies to determine the movements of bull trout from
tributaries into middle Columbia River reservoirs. Include the Service, Washington
Department offish and Wi/dlife, Forest Service, and Native American Tribes, whenever
appropriate, in development of research/study plans.

The PUDs should initiate studies to determine the effect of flow fluctuations on river or
reservoir water surface elevations and on stranding or entrapment ofbuU trout and other
aquatic life related to the prey base of bull trout.

Depending on the results ofmonitoring described above, the PUDs should, in consultation
with the Fish and Wildlife Service, consider expanding the fish counting periods to include
time periods outside the normal upstream migration periods for adult salmon and
steelhead. It is important to note that if bull trout are seldom observed, it may mean they
seldom use the fish passage facilities or migrate at different times than salmon and
steelhead, and does not necessarily mean they seldom use the mainstem fiver and
reservoirs.

The PUDs should implement an adaptive management approach for designing and
implementing actions, including performance standards, relative to bull trout that are
similar to those being developed in the HCP for Permit species (salmon and steelhead).

The PUDs should include consideration ofbuU trout in any studies addressing downstream
movement of steelhead kelts and any subsequent operational or structural modifications
aimed at improving the survival of adult salmonids migrating downstream through the
dams.

The Fish and Wildlife Service recommends that the PUDs participate in implementation
(when completed) of the bull trout recovery plan.

Section 7 consultation requirements regarding the effects oflmplementing the proposed HCPs on
listed species may he addressed by NMFS through several pathways: 1) internal ESA section 
consultation analyzing the effects of issuing section 10(a)(1)(b) incidental take permits on 
salmon and steelhead; 2) external consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service analyzing the
effects of NMFS issuing section 10(a)(1)(b) incidental take permits on listed bull trout and 
species not under NMFS’s authority; and/or 3) concurrent section 7 consultation by both NMFS
and the Fish and Wildlife Service with FERC analyzing the effects of amending existing licenses to
implement the provisions of the proposed HCPs. The latter would be technically feasible if
implementation of the HCP coincides with issuance of the required license amendments. Of these
three pathways, the Fish and Wildlife Service views concurrent section 7 consultation with FERC
as the approach most likely to assure the development of new information and expedite the
consultation process. Consideration of all affected species in the planning process (e.g.,
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finalization of the HCPs, FEIS, and FERC license applications) would effectively streamline the
various potential elements of future consultation processes. The Fish and Wildlife Service will
work with NMFS, the PUDs, and FERC to further identify bull trout biological information,
potential effects related to hydroelectric project operations, and mechanisms to reduce or
eliminate any potential adverse effects for inelusion in the FEIS and HCPs.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

S.5.3.8, page S-22. Tributary Conservation Plan. It is our understanding that the Douglas PUD
Tributary Program contribution could be reduced if total project survival is greater than 95
percent, not 95 pereent dam passage survival as listed.

1.6.3, page 1-15. Alternative 3. Another unresolved matter in the HCP is the status of parties
such as an agency or Tribe not signing the HCP. How would FERC deal with their Federal
Power Act and other authorities concerning these projects if they remain outside of the
agreement?

2.6,3.3, p.2-53. Alternative 3. According to this section, each of the signatories to the HCP
agreement agrees not to institute any action under ESA, the Federal Power Act, the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act, or the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning Conservation Act.
This statement should be altered to state that these restrictions pertain to plan species at these
projects only.

3.2.8.1, p.3-50. Bull Trout. This section indicates that bull trout are only occasionally observed
in adult and juvenile passage facilities of the mid-Columbia River Dams. More recent information
provided by Douglas PUD and Chelan PUD indicates yearly observations of adult bull trout seen
passing through fish ladders at Wells Dam and Rocky Reach Darn. This information should be
included.

3.2.9.3, p. 3-63. Steelhead. This section should utilize more recent information generated by
radio telemetry studies to describe migration patterns in the mainstem and tributaries. This
information is available in the draft report, Assessment of Adult Steelhead Migration through the
Mid-Columbia River using Radio-Telemetry Techniques, 1999-2000 by Karl English, Cezary
Slinwinsld, Bryan Nass and John 1L Stevenson.

4.2.1.3, p. 4-10. Action Analysis. It is not clear in this discussion how having or not having the
Grant PUD projects under the HCP standards or under situations similar to Alternatives 1 and 2
effect the outcome of the QAR analysis and the potential success of HCP measures in meeting
recovery for the listed plan species. This needs to he clearly addressed.

4.2,1.10, p 4-15. Methow River Steelhead. If the assumptions (p.4-11) concerning low hatchery
fish eontn"oution to natural production are not V a!i’d, then steelhead would not likely meet
recovery criteria under the HCP. Studies to evaluate the success of hatchery fish in natural
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production are absolutely critical to determining if the HCP measures for this species would lead
to recovery. These studies must be done as part of this HCP to determine the appropriate level of
hatchery compensation for long term recovery.

Additional Data Needs

The 2001 water year is proving to be an extraordinary year. The Department believes that the
FEIS should fully consider emerging scientific information and data that will result from the
analysis of the 2001 juvenile outmigration season. The importance of fuUy utilizing the most
recent data cannot be overemphasized, and is particularly significant when tribal trust property is
at stake. See S~.ole Nation v. United States, 316 U.S. 286, 296-97 (1942) (describes 
exacting standards that must be followed by the United States in its trustee capacity). Pursuant to
the ESA, an incidental take permit applicant is required to establish that the incidental take will
not "appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival and recovery of" the plan species. 16
U.S.C. § 1539(a)(2)(B)(iv). The results of this year’s outmigration may alter some of the 
assumptions underlying the HCPs. Consideration of this year’s extraordinary circumstances is
consistent with NMFS’s obligation to base its decisions on the best available scientific
information. This information includes the effects of natural climatic variations such as drought,
and the resultant increased juvenile mortality that is acknowledged to be an outcome of the
current FCRPS emergency operations plan.

The presence and operation of the projects ereate many dit~ulties for adult salmon and steelhead
that return upstream to spawn. For example, adult telemetry studies indicate that adult fish
experience signifieant delays in the tailraees of the dams and in the trifurcation pool areas of the
fishways. See Stuehrenberg, et al., Migrational Characteristics of Adult Spring, Summer and
Fall Chinook Salmon Passing Through Reservoirs and Darns of the Mid-Columbia River (1994).
These delays can cause adult fish to deplete their energy reserves and may lead to increased adult
mortality. In addition, the process of traveling through the reservoirs and the fishways may cause
increased stress to adult fish. Given these kinds of impacts and the uncertainties related to the
measurement of delayed adult mortality and total project survival, the Department believes the
HCPs should be modified to include specific actions to minimize deNNy and adult mortality at the
dams and fishways. This could increase the likelihood of achieving the 91 percent total project
survival standard. Improving passage conditions for adults is consistent with incidental take
permit criteria that require applicant’s to minimize and mitigate the impacts of incidental take to
the maximum extent practicable. This issue should be addressed in the FEIS.

¯ svM v co wmrs

The Department concurs with the DEIS’s findings that certain portions of some of the alternatives
considered are or may be inconsistent with the requirements of section 10 of the Endangered
Species Act or current science and technology. Clearly, these inconsistencies require clarification
and include issues related to HCP performance standards, verification of standards, adjusting and



Mr. Bob Dach 21

maintaining hatchery compensation levels, and future consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service regarding the effects of permit issuance and HCP implementation on bull trout. In
addition, the Department is concerned that the DEIS does not adequately address the effects of
the proposed action on indian reserved fights and resources that are subject to the Federal trust
responsibility. We are especially concerned that by implementing HCPs as presently proposed,
the NMFS would transfer the Federal government’s obligation as trustee for the Tribes fisheries
to non-federal, commercial entities. We recommend that NMFS renew its efforts with the PUDs
to address these issues and attain the support of the Tribes regarding implementation of the HCPs.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this draft environmental impact statement for the
Anadromous Fish Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans for the Wells, Rocky Reach, and
Rock Island Hydroelectric Projects, Washington. If you have questions or require clarification
regarding any of the fish and wildlife comments contained herein, please contact Mark Miller,
Project Leader, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Eastern Washington Ecological Services Office,
32 C Street NW, P.O. Box 848, Ephrata, Washington 98823 (509-754-8580). Questions 
clarifications for the Bureau of Indian Affairs should be directed to Stan Speaks, Regional
Director, U.S. Bureau of indian Affairs, Northwest Regional Office, 911 NE 1 lth Avenue,
Portland, Oregon 97232-4169 (503-231-6702). If you have any other questions please contact
me at (503) 231-6157.

Preston A. Sleeger
Regional Environmental Officer
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Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning
Room 6’117, Herbert C. Hoover Building
U.S. Department of Commerce
Washington, DC 20230

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Anadromaous Fish Agreements and
Habitat Conservation Plans for the Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island
Hydroelectric Projects

Dear Ms. Fruchter:

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) has reviewed the subject document
and participated in the development of the proposed Habitat Conservation Plans (HCP) and
associated appendices. The WDFW appreciates the efforts of the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) and associated preparers to produce a comprehensive and concisely written
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

Through our participation in the lengthy process which developed the proposed draft HCPs, we
generally accept that the goals and framework of the proposed HCPs should be sufficient to meet
our standard of No Net Impact (NNI) regarding the operational impacts of the Wells, Rocky
Reach, and Rock Island hydroelectric projects to the anadromous salmonids of the Mid-
Columbia River. However, there are specific issues which either were not resolved at the time the
draft HCPs were submitted for environmental review or have been brought to light in the course
o.f scoping meetings conducted during the preparation of the draft EIS for the HCPs.

¯The WD.FW has the greatest concern regarding the following issues, and views the satisfactory
resolution of these issues as essential for acceptance of the HCPs. These are issues that are.
germane to the i~lipicmentation of tho ~ ..... ~, and are not an attempt to re-negotiate the draft

HCPs.
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Achievement of Survival Standards

Modification of project operations and/or structures to achieve specific juvenile and adult
survival standards associated with passage of the projects during migration is the major objective
of the proposed actions. The proposed HCPs are specific regarding the standards of 95% survival
at the project for juveniles and 91% total project surv.ival for both juveniles and adults, but there
is lack of specificity regarding how to measure the achievement of the standards. In part this was
intentional in order to allow for accommodation of new technologies as they might become
available. However, to the extent that survival evaluation of specific species or life stages is not
practicable in the time frames required under the proposed HCPs a specific methodology needs
to be established for using surrogate data to estimate achievement of survival standards. This
methodology needs to be developed by the parties to the proposed HCPs and incorporated prior
to finalization of the proposed HCPs. Clarification is also necessary to specify that survival
standard confirmation is required for each migrant life stage of each plan species. This
confirmation must be provided through either direct evaluation or estimates based upon methods
and data agreed to by the parties. In addition, the survival standards must be presumed to not be
met until the specific confirmation as discussed above has been documented and certified by the
coordination committee.

Hatchery Compensation Plan

Since the implementation of juvenile survival improvement measures at the dams is essentially
capped at 95% juvenile passage survival, it is imperative that the 7% hatchery based
compensation be provided to achieve the overarching goal of No Net Impact for each plan
species. WDFW recognizes that there may be situations in specific years where abundance of
broodstock and/or logistical constraints associated with broodstoek collection preclude the full
execution of programs for which the PUD’s have provided the facilities and other resources to
meet :the production goals. However, discussions with NMFS during the coarse of this NEPA
reviewprocess have made it clear that NMFS may limit hatchery based production to something
less than the 7% levels specified in the Mid-Columbia River Hatchery Program, to avoid
conflicts with the recovery of listed species. If such production limitations do occur and are of
substantial duration, we need to provide a mechanism for an alternate form of meeting the
hatchery based compensationobligation.

, ,.

Dispute Resolution Process
,’ ~ "r

Our concern regarding the dispute resolution process relates to the issue of the burden of proof
when disputes are brought forward through the Alternative Dispute Resolution Process. We are
concerned that there may be the opportunity to assert achievement of the survival goals
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based upon inadequate scientific assessment. If other parties chose to dispute the assertion they
would appear to have the burden of trying to provide proof without an adequate information
having been developed to support the initial assertion. As discussed above, WDFW believes that
survival goals should be assumed to not be met until confirmation is achieved via the
coordination committee. This status would encourage all parties to work cooperatively to
develop appropriate data and data gathering techniques to assure that the HCP measures are
meeting the survival goals.

Adult Survival

Adult survival associated with passage at the dams is clearly included in the total project survival
goal of 91%. However, there is no specific language requiring or specifying a mechanism for
assessment of adult passage survival. Adult passage survival must be assessed either directly or
indirectly to provide adequate assurance that the 91% total project survival goal is being
achieved for each plan species. Assessment of adult passage survival should be added as an
additional function of the Coordinating Committee.

System Survival

The Quantitative Analytical Report (QAR) as discussed on page 2-28 indicates that passage
survival improvement is required at all Mid-Columbia projects as well as Lower Columbia
federal projects to achieve an acceptable probability of achieving recovery for the listed
populations. The lack of participation by Grant County Public Utility District (PUD) in the HCPs
has been a concern to WDFW. We are currently working through the relicensing process for
Grant County PUD’s Priest Rapids Project to assure survival improvement comparable to the
survival goals of the HCPs. We are also working with NMFS through the regional forums
established in the 2000 Biological Opinion for operation of The Federal Columbia River Power
System to achieve increased survival for plan species at McNary, John Day, The Da!les, and
Bonneville Darns. If the survival improvements for these other portions of the system are not
achieved, the adequacy of the survival goals of the HCPs may need to be reassessed.

- Alternative Selection

Due to the substantial unresolved issues discussed above regarding the proposed HCPs and the
extreme difficulty fc,, o~,~cessful implementation which these issues pose, the WDFW
recommends that additional consultation and negotiation occur between the potential HCP
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parties prior to NMFS selection of Alternative 3 for implementation.. If additional consultation
and negotiation do not result in satisfactory resolution of these issues in a timely manner,
WDFW will endorse Alternative 2.

oc: BobDa h,r, S,
Dick Nason, Chelan PUD "~
Bob Clubb, Douglas PUD
Curt Smitch, Office of Financial Management
Bill Frymire, Assistant Attorney General
Mid-Columbia Coordinating Committee
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Mid-Columbia Anadromous Fish
Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans

The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR), Department of Natural
Resources, offers the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for the Anadromous Fish Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans (AFAs/HCPs) for the
Wells, Rocky Reach and Rock Island Hydroelectric Projects prepared by the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS). Our comments incorporate by reference the comments of the
Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission (CRITFC), submitted on behalf of the Columbia
River Treaty Tribes] We also incorporate by reference all prior correspondence and comments
submitted by the CTUIR and CRITFC on our behalf, such as Scoping Comments dated February
5, 1999.

1 Tile Columbia River Treaty Tribes include the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation,

the Nez Perce Tribe’ the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon, and the
Confederated Tribes of the Yakama Nation. The four tribes possess rights reserved by treaties with the
federal government to take a fair share of the fish destined to pass our usual and accustomed fishing
places. Among these fish are the anadromous species that originate in the Columbia River and its
tributaries, including the Mid- and Upper Columbia.



Introduction

The construction and continued operation of the Wells, Rocky Reach and Rock Island dams have
greatly impacted the rights and resources of the CTUIR and its members. They have harmed
anadromous fish populations and significantly altered their habitat. These fish and their habitat
have been a critical part of tribal existence for thousands of years. Even when faced with the
overwhelming power and unfair bargaining position of the United States during negotiations
over the Treaty of 1855, the Cayuse, Umatilla and Walla Walla tribes were adamant in
specifically securing the pre-existing right to fish at all usual and accustomed places. Retaining
the right to continue their traditional fishing practices was a primary objective of our ancestors
when they signed the Treaty.2

While the Draft AFAs/HCPs may have been developed pursuant to provisions of the Endangered
Species Act (ESA), NMFS (and other federal agencies) should not lose sight of the fact that 
are subject to additional, higher duties and obligations such as those imposed by the Treaty of
1855. In this process and all others involving salmon and steelhead in the Columbia River Basin,
the federal government must adhere to the paramount goal of protecting, enhancing and restoring
anadromous fish and their habitat so as to lead to sustainable, harvestable fish populations
consistent with tribal Treaty Rights: The United States must honor those Rights, ensure the free
exercise of those Rights by tribal members, and fulfill its Trust Responsibility toward tribal trust
resources.

The DEIS And Underlying AFAs/HCPs Do Not Adequately Honor Treaty Rights Nor
Fulfill Federal Trust Responsibility

Unfortunately, the Draft AFAs/HCPs and the DEIS examining them indicate that the federal
government has fallen far short of above goal thus far. Merely striving to "de-list" species
currently listed under the ESA is insufficient. It may serve as an initial step in the right direction,
but our Treaty demands more. Other laws have separate mandates, and also require more
rigorous results, such as the Federal Power Act, the Northwest Power Act and the Clean Water
Act, for example.

The Proposed Action (Alternative 3) does not fulfill the federal Trust Responsibility to the
CTUIR or other tribes. The Draft AFAs/HCPs lack assurances that 7% hatchery compensation
will be achieved, which we believe is essential in order to eventually enjoy healthy, harvestable
fish populations. The federal government seems willing to offer "No Surprises" assurances to
other parties, but is unwilling to extend equivalent ones to the tribes. The United States is also
reluctant to include provisions assuring the tribes that nothing within the AFAs/HCPs will be
used against us in possible future litigation, should any arise. Finally, the federal agencies also
may be prevented from taking additional necessary recovery and rebuilding measures in the
event fish resources continue to deteriorate despite implementation of the AFAs/HCPs.

2 See Tulee v. Washington, 315 U.S. 681,684-85 (1942); UnitedStates v. Washington, 443 U.S. 658, 664-

69 (1973).



The Agreements Are Not Ripe For Review

Before proceeding further, we should note that we seriously question whether it is appropriate
for the AFAs/HCPs to be subject to environmental review at this time. The parties to the
negotiations agreed that the documents were not to move forward in the absence of a "final
package" acceptable to all the parties. At present, this is not the case--not everyone is "on
board" with the draft documents, in particular the tribes. Unfortunately, the DEIS apparently
presumes that the AFAs/HCPs are final, official, and suitable for implementation, when in fact
there are as of yet no signed HCPs and no ESA Section 10 permits.3 Thus, the region should be
proceeding under regular relicensing, for dams such as Rocky Reach, until the HCP process has
reached a satisfactory conclusion.

The DEIS Contains Inaccuracies And Promotes Mispereeptions About Tribal Positions
and Involvement

The DEIS inaccurately portrays the CTUIR’s position on a number of issues. While the CTUIR
and others offered substantial concessions during negotiations in exchange for the incorporation
of certain measures in the AFAs/HCPs, those measures were not included in the Draft
AFAs/HCPs submitted to NMFS. Thus, no valid, binding agreements have been reached
between the parties as of this date. Consequently, the DEIS cannot and should not imply or
suggest that the CTUIR has agreed to the sum of contents of the AFAs/HCPs.

In the past, the CTUIR informed NMFS that it should not create the appearance that the CTUIR
fully supported the AFAs/HCPs or any portion of them, specifically asking that our name be
removed from certain documents.4 This was not done, and explanations in the DEIS relative to
the CTUIR’s positions do not adequately convey the fact that we have not agreed to the
AFAs/HCPs in their present form.

The CTUIR also seeks additional assurances in the AFAs/HCPs addressing not just hatchery and
production, as the DEIS mentions. There are other guarantees that are as important to us as those
sought by the Public Utility Districts (PUDs), and are required before we can agree to the
AFAs/HCPs. Finally, there are assertions that the "No Net Impact" (NNI) concept was
developed with tribal biologists, implying wholesale tribal acceptance when that was not the

5
case,

3 See DEIS at p. 2-35, pp. 2-41 to 42.

4 See Letter from Alphonse F. Halfmoon, Vice Chairman, Board of Trustees, to Mr. William J. Stelle, Jr.,

Regional Director, Northwest Region, National Marine Fisheries Service, Sept. 28, 1998; Letter from
Antone C. Minthorn, Chairman, Board of Trustees, and Alphonse F. Halfmoon, Vice Chairman, Board of
Trustees, to Mr. William J. Stelle, Jr., Regional Director, Northwest Region, National Marine Fisheries
Service, Dec. 9, 1998.
5 See DEIS, p. 2-35.



NMFS Has Not Complied With The Secretarial Order In Developing The AFAs/HCPs Or
The DEIS

In participating in the development of the AFAs/HCPs and producing the DEIS evaluating them,
NMFS has failed to comply with the 1997 Secretarial Order of the Secretaries of Commerce and
Interior entitled "American Indian Tribal Rights, Federal-Tribal Trust Responsibilities, and the
Endangered Species Act." The Secretarial Order requires the agencies to interpret and
implement the ESA in a manner that harmonizes the tribal rights and our sovereignty with the
Secretaries’ duties under the ESA. It also requires that the agencies ensure that tribes not bear a
disproportionate share of the conservation burden for listed species. The DEIS must account for
the Secretarial Order’s requirements, but does not.

The DEIS And Underlying AFAs/HCPs Have Additional, Substantial Deficiencies

The DEIS and the AFAs/HCPs also suffer from numerous other serious flaws that render them
inadequate and unsupportable. Some of these are summarized below:

The DEIS neglects to address several important legal issues, such as compliance with Clean
Water Act requirements for water quality and quantity. The document acknowledges that the
projects exceed water quality standards for temperature, yet it contains no information about how
this problem could be addressed under the alternatives.6

The DEIS lacks meaningful analysis of survival, recovery and rebuilding. Quantitative detail is
absent in both the AFAs/HCPs and the DEIS on how listed species would be impacted by
implementation of the AFAs/HCPs. While the DEIS mentions the Quantitative Analytical
Report (QAR) produced by NMFS, it does not incorporate its results into the alternatives
analysis. This is a significant oversight in that, according to NMFS’s own data in the QAR,
measures in addition to those set forth in the AFAs/HCPs will be necessary for recovery:

"Even under the most optimistic scenarios.., regarding future survival rates and
the effectiveness of supplementation, additional survival improvements beyond
those projected for the draft HCP actions would be necessary to achieve
extinction risk/recovery criteria.’’7

The DEIS essentially ignores the QAR’s finding that meeting the HCP standards and achieving
off-site mitigation "would fall short of meeting survival and recovery criteria under the
assumptions that 1980-present conditions will continue.’’8 Therefore, according to the QAR,
additional measures are going to be required for recovery, but such measures are not required nor
allowed by the AFAs/HCPs. The DEIS must more fully and completely address these issues
relative to all the alternatives.

6See DEIS, pp. 3-96 to 3-100.
7QAR, p. ii.
8QAR, p. iii.
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Furthermore, the geographic scope of the DEIS is inadequate. It fails to address or analyze
cumulative and synergistic effects. It lacks a reasonable range of alternatives. Its "No Action"
Alternative is inadequately described and evaluated. The DEIS’s comparison and contrast of
Alternatives 2 and 3 is biased and inadequate. The DEIS fails to fully consider and address
potential constraints on federal authorities under various statutes, and difficulties in fulfilling
federal Trust Responsibility, associated with adoption of Alternative 3. The assurance of "No
Surprises" for the PUDs is inappropriate for HCPs of this type, covering facilities that are
inextricably interconnected with other facilities and activities not covered by the HCPs, all of
which affect the anadromous fish populations at issue.

"No Net Impact" under Alternative 3 is misrepresented in the DEIS, which fails to take into
account recent scientific information or uncertainties about funding. Additional NNI issues
should be explored as follows:

Assess potential impacts on species within the first five years of the HCPs, during the time in
which NMFS and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service are limited in prescribing or preempting
the plans of the PUDs;

Analyze and explain the biological basis for the draft AFAs/HCPs’ assumption that 91%
survival + 7% hatchery mitigation + 2% tributary mitigation are additive so as to guarantee
zero impact on the species;

¯ Examine the relationship between the NNI standard and long-term stock viability;

Analyze whether or not the proposed measurement of the performance standard for 95%
Juvenile Dam Passage Survival, by measuring juvenile survival over only 95% of the run,
ensures a juvenile passage mortality of only 5% such that the draft AFAs/HCPs address full
mitigation for take;

Examine passage impacts to anadromous fish and lamprey and descaling injuries
(particularly on sockeye) if screens are installed, and assess whether such impacts are
accounted for within the NNI standard;

Determine what impacts may occur during the time period that elapses before the PUDs
actually meet the proposed survival requirements and analyze whether those impacts can or
will be appropriately mitigated;

¯ Determine impacts on the species should the survival goals never be reached during the term
of the AFAs/HCPs;

¯ Assess impacts on spring migrating Chinook salmon if they are exempted from the 95%
Juvenile Dam Passage Survival standard as planned; and

¯ Provide an accurate evaluation of losses and determine whether the mitigation proposal is
supported by adequate data to ensure no unmitigated take.



The DEIS also misrepresents the issue of drawdown in its comparison of the altematives, making
it appear to be a much more accessible and available option under Alternative 3 than it actually
would be in reality. In truth, it would be virtually "off the table," notwithstanding the status of
the fish, whether their numbers continued to decline, or whether the dams were responsible.
Drawdown must therefore be given serious consideration under Alternative 2 and should also be
analyzed as its own alternative.

The AFAs/HCPs lack satisfactory provisions for measuring and evaluating the results if the plans
are implemented. The DEIS states, "There is currently no methodology that all parties support
for determining the survival of adult fish through the projects.’’9 The DEIS improperly refers to
existing conditions as the baseline in its assessment of the alternatives, precluding the
meaningful examination of the ongoing, lingering effects of prior degradation. A "natural river"
baseline is more suitable and appropriate.

The DEIS does not give adequate consideration to lamprey and sturgeon. It does not give
adequate consideration to the issue of long-term risks associated with Alternative 3.10 It does not
evaluate the alternatives in terms of the widely accepted scientific determination that re-
establishment of more "normative" river conditions is essential to long-term salmonid survival.
It does not adequately portray tribal economic issues and impacts. It does not adequately inform
the public and decision-makers about the requirements and responsibilities of all applicable
federal statutes and treaties. It lacks adequate analysis of the off-site mitigation proposals.

Conclusion

The DEIS fails to establish that the proposed AFAs/HCPs are sufficient to protect anadromous
fish in the Mid-Columbia region. Standards and benchmarks are difficult to assess. Risks and
uncertainties remain disproportionately balanced on the backs of the salmon and the steelhead on
which we depend for the exercise and fulfillment of our rights, religion, economy, culture and
spirit. This seems particularly inappropriate at the moment, given the unwillingness of the
federal agencies to carry out many of the very measures that they prescribed for themselves in
operating the federal hydrosystem.

Plans for configuring and operating the Rocky Reach, Rock Island, and Wells dams should have
more certainty as to whether or not standards will be achieved, and whether or not those
standards are in fact enough. Significant doubts as to the ability to comply with even minimal
ESA requirements are raised; thus, far greater doubts as to satisfying tribal Treaty Rights and
fulfilling the federal Trust Responsibility are inescapable.

9 DEIS, p 2-41.

10 See DEIS, p. 4-77.
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The CTUIR remains hopeful that the outstanding issues in the AFAs/HCPs can one day be
ultimately resolved in a manner that mutually benefits all the parties. Thank you for your
consideration of our comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Anadromous Fish Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans for the Wells, Rocky Reach and
Rock Island Hydroelectric Projects. if you have any questions or wish to discuss any of these
matters further, please contact Carl Merkle with our staff at (541) 276-3449.

Sincerely,

Michael J. Farrow
Director, Department of Natural Resources

MJF: DNR EP/RP: CFM: cfm

cc: Susan Fruchter
NEPA Coordinator
Office of Policy and Strategic Planning
Room 6117
Herbert C. Hoover Bldg.
U.S. Department of Commerce
Washington, D.C. 20230

CTUIR Fish and Wildlife Committee
Donald Sampson, Executive Director, CRITFC
Carl Scheeler, Chair, Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority
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Mr. Bob Dach
NMFS, NWR, Hydro Program
525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

Re: Comments of the Yakama Nation on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the "Mid-Columbia Habitat Conservation Plans."

Dear M~

The Yakama Nation (hereinafter "YN" or "Tribe") hereby submits its comments on the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared by the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) on the Anadromous Fish Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans for the
Wells, Rocky Reach and Rock island Hydroelectric Projects (hereinafter "Mid-Columbia HCPs"
or "HCPs"). We appreciate the opportunity to provide you with comments pursuant to the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. § 4322(2)(c).

The NMFS’ analysis under this DEIS and the resulting Final Environmental Impact
Statement, and its decisions regarding the HCPs, directly affect the Tribe and the Tribe’s treaty,
reserved rights. The geographic scope of the HCPs falls within the ceded territory of the YN and
the operation of the hydroelectric projects at issue in the HCPs affects the treaty fish on which
the Tribe relies. In the Treaty with the Yakima Tribe., 12 Stat. 951, Art. 3 (June 9, 1855), the 
reserved the right of "taking fish at all usual and accustomed places in common with citizens of
the United States." Retaining the right to continue its traditional fishing practices was a primary
objective of the Tribe during treaty negotiations. Tulee v. Washington, 315 U.S. 681,684-85
(1942); Washington v. Washington State Commercial Passenger Fishing Vessel, 443 U.S. 658,
664-69 (1973).
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The treaty guaranteesto the Tribe an equitable share of the fish. See United States v.
Oregon, 302 F. Supp. 899 (D. Or. 1969) and United States v. Washington, 384 F. Supp. 312
(W.D. Wash. 1974). Anadromous fish and lamprey have significant cultural and religious
significance to tribal members, provide members with subsistence for health and well-being, and
contribute to a critical share of tribal commerce in an area of limited economic opportunity.
Additionally, the YN actively co-manages the fishery resource along with federal and state
authorities and is a party to the Mid-Columbia Proceeding before the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission involving the Chelan and Douglas County Public Utility Districts.

As described more fully below, the YN also participated in the negotiations of the HCPs
at issue in the DEIS and thus is intimately familiar with the HCPs and issues of importance to the
Tribe. The YN believes that the DEIS misrepresents the YN’s participation and fails to identify
for the public at large the status of the HCPs as being incomplete, the YN’s lack of support for
the HCPs at this time, and the real reasons for such a lack of support. We discuss this in further
detail below.

Below the YN first sets forth its general comments about the DEIS and then provides
specific comments related to specific sections of the DEIS. Please note that these are not
necessarily set forth in the order of importance to the Tribe and thus all of the Tribe’ s comments
should receive adequate and equal consideration.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The HCPs Are Unfinished, Incomplete, and Thus Not Yet Ready for Environmental Review

As the DEIS recognizes, the negotiation of the HCPs was the subject of much debate and
controversy. The DEIS is unclear in its explanation of the negotiation process, as it does not
adequately discuss either the scope of, or ground rules for, the negotiation. However, these
issues surrounding the negotiation process are important to understanding that the HCPs are
incomplete and unfinished at this time.

The scope of the negotiations was much broader than that which normally occurs within a
usual HCP process because the Public Utility Districts, together with NMFS and the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), agreed to negotiate not only an HCP, but also a long-
term licensing agreement for the Districts’ hydroelectric projects under the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission. The ultimate agreement intended to come out of the negotiation was to
be not only an HCP providing long-term ESA protection, but also an agreement that would
provide the Public Utility Districts an opportunity to renew their hydroelectric dam licenses
without opposition from the parties to the negotiation. Those agreements regarding the licenses
were no less important to Public Utility Districts than the HCPs.

As a result of this aspect of the negotiation process, the NMFS, USFWS and the Public
Utility Districts invited the YN and other non-agency parties to participate. As this was a long-
term and potentially contentious negotiation, the Public Utility Districts hired a professional
mediator/facilitator to work with the parties. There was one hard and fast rule of the negotiation
to which the parties were expected to adhere: the concept of "Conditional Closure." Under
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Conditional Closure, the negotiation was to proceed in such a way as to allow the parties to reach
agreement on an issue-by-issue basis with the understanding that such issues were only
"conditionally closed," such that there would be no binding effect or agreement on any single
issue until everyone agreed on the total package. Conceptually, this general rule allowed a party
to agree "conditionally" on one issue that it did not completely accept, but the acceptance would
be conditioned on receiving a later agreement on other important issues. If the later agreement
could not be made, then there was no agreement on any issue.

No one involved in the negotiation was mistaken as to the basis upon which it was being
conducted. The Conditional Closure ground rule was echoed time and time again by the Director
of NMFS and other NMFS staff, the USFWS representative and the facilitators/mediators.
Throughout the course of the negotiations, many contentious points were "conditionally closed"
only because the parties expected to come to agreement on other issues as well. All parties
clearly understood that if one part of the agreement failed, the entire agreement would fail.

The Tribe entered into the negotiation only because of those assurances, and has
scrupulously honored its part of the bargain. Until the negotiations simply stopped, with the
Public Utility Districts receiving all of their consideration and YN and other non-agency parties
receiving virtually none of the theirs, the Tribe relied on the assurances of the federal
government and the Public Utility Districts that they would honor their part of the bargain as
well. As we discuss further below, the YN has not agreed to the terms of the HCPs because the
terms the YN requires to reach such an agreement have been rejected by the other parties.
Accordingly, the negotiation--conducted under the Conditional Closure rule---is unfinished and
incomplete. As such, the YN cannot support the HCPs as they are drafted.

It is both disheartening and somewhat shocking that the YN must file comments on the
DEIS for the "completed" HCPs in light of the clear fact that there is no agreement on the terms
of the HCPs and hence no document upon which the DEIS may be based. The YN participated
in the HCP process only on assurances from its trustee, the United States, acting through NMFS
and USFWS, that there "would be no deal unless everyone agreed to all aspects of the deal." The
Tribe expected the United States to fulfill its best and highest fiduciary responsibility to it in
making such promises. Unfortunately and shamefully, NMFS and USFWS have turned their
backs on the Tribe in favor of the Public Utility Districts, to whom they owe absolutely no
obligation.

There is no disagreement among the parties to the HCP negotiation that the YN has not
received the benefits for which it bargained. Nevertheless, the representatives of United States
and the parties who have received the benefit of their bargain at the expense of the Tribe, have
decided in the interests of expediency to push forward regardless. This results in the DEIS being
manipulated in the interests of making it appear that there is an agreement despite the fact that no
such agreement exists. For instance, at the second scoping meeting on DEIS, held that the West
Coast Sea-Tac hotel, a YN representative asked the NMFS representative why NMFS was going
forward with environmental review of a non-existent HCP, particularly because NMFS and
everyone else involved in the negotiation knew there was no agreement among the parties. The
NMFS representative responded that the environmental review will never "see the light of day
unless there is agreement" among all the parties. Currently, there is simply no agreement among
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the parties, yet the DEIS is in place and the NMFS appears ready to move forward with choosing
a preferred alternative.

An additional and related problem is that the DEIS implies that the HCPs are at least
nominally in place and that the Public Utility Districts are currently operating under the HCPs.
See, e.g., DEIS at 2-35, 2-41. However, there is no final agency action under which the Public
Utility Districts can be allowed to operate. The DEIS is thus tremendously misleading in light of
the fact that there are no agreed to HCPs in place and no awarded Section 10 permits. As a
result, the Public Utility Districts are currently taking listed salmon without valid ESA protection
in violation of Section 9 of the ESA. Instead of pretending that some sort of agreement exists,
the NMFS and Public Utility Districts must face the circumstances as they truly exist and
proceed to either finalize a valid HCP agreement or move forward with Section 7 consultations
to cover the take of listed species.

Based solely on the circumstances surrounding the negotiations, the lack of closure on
any agreement to the HCPs, and NMFS’ promise that this document would not "see the light of
day" without such agreement, the NMFS should immediately withdraw the DEIS and seek other
means for supplying ESA coverage for current PUD operation. Additionally, notwithstanding
the fact that there is no agreement, the comments that follow provide further reflection that the
provisions of the HCPs are seriously broken and badly in need of repair prior to any finalization
of such a concept. NMFS should withdraw the DEIS on that basis as well.

The DEIS Inaccurately Portrays the Tribe’s Position

The DEIS portrays the YN’s concern with the HCPs as being based solely on the lack of
guarantee for hatchery production. As discussed below, the YN believes that the refusal to
guarantee hatchery production has the potential to further depress runs in the mid-Columbia,
which provides treaty fishermen with virtually no benefit from the HCPs while allowing the
Public Utility Districts virtually unfettered generation at their dams. While hatchery production
is an issue of extreme importance to the scientific validity of the entire agreement, particularly
because the underlying principle of the HCPs’ No Net Impact standard is impossible to achieve
without a guaranteed and successful hatchery component, this is not the sole tribal issue to be
ignored by the HCP parties and the DEIS drafters.

During the HCP negotiations, the Tribe also requested, in return for its agreement to the
other provisions of the HCPs, that it would receive its own "no surprises" type assurance. Such a
provision was intended to assure that if the HCPs fail to provide adequate protection and
recovery of the fish, then tribal harvest or other tribal interests consistent with the YN’s treaty
rights would not be the first in line to bear the brunt of NMFS’ and USFWS’ responsibility to
make up the difference. See discussion of No Surprises further below. The YN’s proposal for
such an assurance has been rejected by NMFS on numerous occasions, yet is nowhere mentioned
in the DEIS.

Of equal importance is a tribal proposal that the HCPs would not be used by NMFS as a
defense in any non-HCP related litigation between it and the Tribe. This is an issue of major
importance to the YN, as the Tribe is concerned that NMFS will contend in future litigation that
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the HCPs satisfy NMFS’ treaty obligations to YN and that the YN is estopped from asserting
otherwise. The Tribe’s proposed language was only intended to make clear that any future
litigation "playing field" between it and NMFS would remain level. NMFS rejected this
proposal but fails to discuss it in the DEIS.

The DEIS ignores the fact that the rejection of these important issues to the YN results in
there being no agreement on any of the provisions of the HCP. The YN’s inability to obtain
agreement on its proposals results in the Tribe withdrawing its agreement to other "conditionally
closed" issues. The DEIS ignores the fact that all parties to the negotiation, including NMFS,
agreed that this would be the basis on which the HCP was negotiated. The DEIS needs a fair and
frank discussion of the rules and terms of the negotiation so that a reader may judge as to
whether or not there is in fact any basis for claiming agreement at this juncture.

The DEIS treats the Yakama issues as somehow disjointed from the "overall agreement,"
implying that the other HCP parties may proceed with their part of the agreement while the YN
receives nothing in return. Such a proposal has no basis in law, equity or simple justice for a
party that negotiated in good faith for nearly three years but now receives nothing. Again, such
an interpretation is both highly misleading and violates the understanding between the parties.

Despite the total lack of agreement, the DEIS contains several statements that
misrepresent that there is tribal consent to certain terms of the HCPs. For example, the DEIS
states that the No Net Impact concept was developed "with tribal biologists," DEIS at page 2-35,
implying that there is tribal agreement on that concept. Of major importance is the fact that the
No Net Impact concept requires that there be the guaranteed 7% hatchery production component.
However, the No Net Impact concept has been effectively destroyed by NMFS’ position on
hatchery production. Accordingly, to imply that tribal scientists still agree with that vastly
altered concept is improper.

Finally, the DEIS is devoid of any mention of the YN’s efforts to resolve these issues.
The DEIS should include information regarding tribal efforts to resolve outstanding issues,
including numerous meetings with regional NMFS staff and, on at least three occasions, with
high-level policy makers for NMFS and the Department of the Interior in Washington D.C. All
of these meetings concluded without success. The DEIS should likewise note that the YN and
the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation formally provided a written request
that NMFS remove their names from the DEIS as parties to the HCP, and even that effort was
unsuccessful.

The Proposed Action--Alternative 3--Fails to Fulfill Federal Trust Responsibilities

The NMFS and the USFWS, as federal agencies, have a fiduciary trust obligation to
indian tribes, which must be carried out according to a strict fiduciary standard. See United
States v. Mason, 412 U.S. 391 (1973); Seminole Nation v. United States, 316 U.S. 286 (1942);
Felix Cohen, HANDBOOK OF FEDERAL INDIAN LAW 225 (1982). These trust obligations apply 
federal agency actions that affect trust resources. See, e.g., Covello Indian Communi~ v. FERC,
895 F.2d 581,586 (9th Cir. 1990). The agencies thus have a required duty to protect, maintain
and enhance the YN’s treaty fishing rights and the fish on which the Tribe rely.
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The proposed alternative in the DEIS regarding the HCPs fails to meet this strict
fiduciary duty for a number of reasons. For example, the HCPs lack certainty for the 7%
hatchery compensation levels, which the Tribe believes is a necessary component for rebuilding
the Tribe’s treaty fish resources. The YN bargained for such hatchery compensation in the
negotiations and is unwilling to support the HCPs absent assurances of what the Tribe believes is
critical for sustainable populations to fulfill the Tribe’s treaty rights to fish. For further details of
the Tribe’s concerns about this issue, please see our discussion below.

Other examples where the agencies would fail to uphold their trust responsibility under
the proposed alternative include the No Surprises assurance (please see our specific discussion of
this issue in greater detail below); the agencies’ unwillingness to include provisions assuring the
Tribe that nothing within the HCPs will be used against the Tribe in future litigation matters; and
a general failure to guarantee the protection and enhancement of the Tribe’s trust resources.
Additionally, the proposed alternative requires that the agencies shift management authority to
the Public Utility District within the first five (5) years and "also may prevent agencies from
taking necessary recovery and rebuilding measures in the event that the fishery resource
continues to dwindle despite the HCPs.

Alternative 3 thus frustrates the NMFS’s and USFWS’ ability to uphold its strict fiduciary
duty to the Tribe, yet these factors are not addressed or weighed within the DEIS. The NMFS
must adequately discuss its trust responsibility and explain, in a comparison between the
alternatives, the extent to which NMFS and the USFWS are able to completely fulfill their roles
as trustees to the Tribe and the Tribe’s treaty-reserved resources.

NMFS and USFWS Must Comply with the Secretarial Order

A related concern is that the NMFS and USFWS have to date failed to comply with the
1997 Secretarial Order of the Secretaries of Commerce and Interior titled "American Indian
Tribal Rights, Federal-Tribal Trust Responsibilities, and the Endangered Species Act." The
Secretarial Order requires the agencies to carry out the Endangered Species Act (ESA) in such 
way that harmonizes the Tribe’s soverei~ty and rights with the Secretaries’ duties under the
ESA. Section 1. The Secretarial Order also requires that the agencies ensure that the Tribe not
bear a disproportionate share of the conservation burden for listed species. Section 5, Principle 3.

The DEIS must take the requirements of the Secretarial Order into account. The Tribe
finds that the DEIS is deficient of a detailed discussion about how the HCPs and the other
alternatives may now, and in the future, be consistent or inconsistent with the Tribe’s treaty rights
and tribal sovereignty. The DEIS likewise lacks a discussion of whether or not any of the
particular alternatives may cause NMFS or USFWS to fail to fully uphold its trust responsibility.
Furthermore, under the Secretarial Order, the Tribe has repeatedly asked for a consultation
meeting that has not yet taken place. The YN therefore respectfully requests that the NMFS
immediately arrange a formal consultation meeting that can take place with the YN’s
governmental officials and legal counsel on a government-to,government basis. To be
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meaningful, such an action must take place before the NMFS makes a decision about which
alternative to choose as the preferred alternative.

The DEIS Neglects to Address Several Important Legal Issues

Discussion and analysis contained within the DEIS are inadequate or completely lacking
on severn legal matters that the YN believes deserve due attention. For example, the analysis in
the DEIS is cast in terms of ESA recovery, but the nature of what Alternative 3 is meant to
legally satisfy is such that the analysis must go beyond mere ESA standards. As the DEIS
recognizes, the HCPs would constitute long-term settlements under the Federal Power Act, the
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act, the Northwest Power Planning and Coordination Act, and
Title 77 of the Revised Code of Washington. DEIS at S-15. However, the DEIS couches its
review in ESA terms without analyzing whether the alternatives meet the requirement of these
laws or other laws, such as the United States-Canada Pacific Salmon Treaty and tribal treaty
rights.

As one example, the Public Utility Districts plan for the terms of the HCPs to be wrapped
into at least one relicensing process for each of the three hydroelectric projects at issue, though
this intent is based on an agreement of the parties to the HCPs that now does not exist. The
DEIS contains no discussion or analysis of whether the HCPs would independently satisfy the
Federal Power Act (FPA) requirements for equal consideration, protection, mitigation and
enhancement, which are all standards that would be need to be addressed at relicensing pursuant
to the FPA. See 16 U.S.C. § § 803(a), 803(i). Additionally, because each of the projects would
be relicensed during the term of the HCPs if put into place, and thus would presumably be
incorporated into their license terms and conditions, the Public Utility Districts may believe that
they will receive 50+ years of protection under the HCPs and similarly long-term licenses. The
DEIS must address this with the understanding that the YN would likely insist on a traditional
relicensing process and assert that the HCPs fail to satisfy FPA requirements.

The proposed HCPs also affect tribal trust resources over a long period of time, so the
analysis of impacts on species must also include compliance with treaty reserved fights -
including rebuilding to sustainable, harvestable populations over and above what would be
required for de-listing under the ESA. As NMFS’ own salmon recovery policy provides, "It is
our policy that the recovery of salmonid populations must achieve two goals: (1) Restore
salmonid populations to the point where they no longer require the protection of the ESA, and
(2) restore salmonid populations to a level that allows meaningful exercise of tribal fishing
rights. McElhany, P., M.H. Ruckelshaus, M.J. Ford, T.C. Wainwright, and E.P. Bjorkstedt
2000. Viable salmonid populations and the recovery of evolutionarily significant units. U.S.
Dept. Commer., NOAA Tech. Memo. NMFS-NWFSC-42,156 p. 34 (hereinafter "NMFS VSP"),
citing (Garcia 1998). The DEIS therefore must provide analysis of the alternatives under the
laws referenced above and examine recovery and rebuilding consistent with the NMFS policy.

The Public Utility Districts also plan for the HCPs to constitute a settlement of the Mid-
Columbia Proceeding, which is under the continuing jurisdiction of an administrative law judge
of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, so the DEIS should take into consideration the
opportunities, function and protection provided under the Proceeding and all settlements that
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have been entered into (the Wells Settlement Agreement, the Rock Island Settlement Agreement,
and the past stipulations for Rocky Reach). The existing status of interaction among the parties
under the Mid-Columbia Proceeding make up part of the current situation, yet are not thoroughly
addressed in the DEIS under the No Action alternative, nor under the other alternatives.

The DEIS "also neglects to provide sufficient consideration of Clean Water Act
requirements for water quality and quantity. Though the DEIS recognizes that the hydroelectric
projects at issue have negative impacts on water quality, mainly increased total dissolved gas
levels, the DEIS contains minimal discussion of mitigation for such impacts. The only proposed
solution that the Public Utility Districts offer is reduced spill. See DEIS at 2-46. The Tribe finds
this to be an inadequate solution because spill is one of the most effective methods of safely
passing juvenile fish through the projects. Other solutions should be fully explored and
addressed across all of the alternatives. The DEIS also recognizes that the projects are exceeding
Clean Water Act temperatures, see DEIS at 3-96--3-100, yet the DEIS contains little
information about how this problem could be addressed under the alternatives. The DEIS must
therefore address Clean Water Act requirements and how such requirements - for both quality
and quantity - may be met under the parameters of the HCPs and under the other alternatives.

Another legal issue not mentioned in the DEIS is whether or not Section 10 of the ESA is
an available option to the Public Utility Districts for Section 9 takings protection or whether
Section 7 of the ESA is instead the proper vehicle. When the YN first entered into negotiations
with the Public Utility Districts on the HCPs, the Tribe had questions about whether or not
Section 10 was an available option, but the Tribe’s concern at the time was the substance of the
negotiations. The parties never addressed the procedural issue. The YN assumed that if a deal
could be negotiated, the parties could find the proper vehicle to make it work. We believe,
however, that this stage of environmental review is the appropriate time for such an analysis to
be completed.

The YN understands that the Section 10 permit process is available to non-Federal
entities but is not available to Federal landowners such as the United States Forest Service. As
the NMFS’ and USFWS’ HCP Handbook explains at page 1-4, the HCP process is "designed to
address non-Federal land or water use development activities that do not involve a Federal
action that is subject to section 7 consultation." (emphasis added). Furthermore, it provides,
"Federal activities and non-federal activities that receive Federal funding or require a Federal
permit (other than a section 10 permit) typically obtain incidental take authority through the
consultation process under section 7 of the ESA. Id. Hydroelectric projects, though owned by a
non-Federal entity, are intertwined with extensive federal actions, including licensing,
conditions, rates, and generation. The YN believes that the DE1S must address the applicability
of Section 10 to the Public Utility Districts’ projects in order to determine whether Alternative 3
may even be chosen as the preferred alternative.

The DEIS Lacks Meaningful Analysis of Survival, Recove~and Rebuildin~

Under Section 10 of the ESA, an HCP must explain the impact that the proposed take
will have on listed species. 16 U.S.C. § 1539(a)(2)(A)(i). See also 50 C.F.R. § § 17.22(b)(I);
17.32(b)(1); 222.22. Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), agencies 
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required to take a "hard look" at the consequences of their actions before acting. Robertson v.
Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 249 (1989). This requires more than broad 
general statements about risk, especially when more detailed information could be provided. See
Neighbors of Cudd¥ Mountain v. United States Forest Service, 137 F.3d 1372, 1380 (9th Cir.
1998).

The YN believes that the DEIS fails to take the required hard look at impacts on
anadromous fish and other trust resources. Neither the HCPs nor the DEIS present adequate
quantitative detail of how listed species would be impacted by the HCPs. Furthermore, the DEIS
does not do so under the other alternatives. The DEIS mentions the Quantitative Analysis Report
(QAR) conducted by the NMFS, but does not incorporate the analysis into the alternatives. The
reviewer of the DEIS is left without any idea of how each of the alternatives actually compares
in terms of survival and rebuilding benefits.

In the discussion of the No Action alternative, the DEIS states, "[e]xisting measures
however, may not prevent the extinction of listed species." DEIS at 2-49. However, the
discussion of the other alternatives fails to provide analysis of whether or not they will be an
improvement and not also lead to extinction. The DEIS states that implementation of the HCPs
would result in an increase in survival levels, but fails to explain what that means in terms of
ESA standards or FPA requirements. DEIS at 4-39. According to NMFS’s own data in the
QAR, measures in addition to those set forth in the HCPs will be necessary for recovery, yet
such information is not adequately addressed or analyzed in the comparison of alternatives. The
QAR report at ii states, "Even under the most optimistic scenarios.., regarding future survival
rates and the effectiveness of supplementation, additional survival improvements beyond those
projected for the draft HCP actions would be necessary to achieve extinction risk/recovery
criteria." This information should be analyzed in the DEIS.

The DEIS also does not account for the QAR’s statement that meeting the HCP standards
and off-site mitigation "would fall short of meeting survival and recovery criteria under the
assumptions that 1980-present conditions will continue." QAR at iii. Therefore, according to
the QAR, additional measures are going to be required for recovery, but such measures are not
required or allowed by the HCPs. If something more than the HCPs is required, then Alternative
2 would be the only avenue for providing it. The DEIS must address this omission and include
meaningful analysis across all of the alternatives.

As NMFS provides in the "Recovery" section of the NMFS VSP, the NMFS, States,
Tribes and many other stakeholders have an interest in the recovery of salmon populations to the
level that the populations can support "sustainable harvest or other ’broad sense’ recovery goals."
NMFS VSP at 34. NMFS provides that where a certain level of harvest may have an affect on
the population’s sustainability, NMFS could use VSP guidelines "to help determine the
population abundance, productivity, diversity, and structure that would be required." Id. The
YN would accordingly like to see the NMFS take into consideration the factors that led to the
initial decline of the salmon and provide analysis that examines the impact that the various
alternatives would have on the sustainability of the salmon populations and the ability of such
populations to meet broad (beyond mere ESA) recovery goals.
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The Geographic Sco.p. e of the DEIS is Inadequate.

Use of the proper geographic scope in an environmental impact statement is paramount to
assuring that the consideration of effects on the environment are adequately considered and
addressed. The scope of environmental review is supposed to take into consideration three types
of actions: (1) actions that may be connected (includes actions that are closely related, would
trigger other actions that require environmental review, or interdependent parts of a larger
action); (2) cumulative actions; and (3) other similar actions (those that have reasonably
foreseeable similarities, such as timing or geography). 40 CIF.R. § 1508.25. Under this
requirement for determining scope, it is apparent that the scope of the DEIS is too limited.

Consistent with the concepts of aquatic systems and the operation of hydroelectric
projects, the scope of the environmental review in the DEIS should at least include tributaries in
the mid-Columbia Basin, upstream federal projects, the Lake Chelan Dam, downstream projects
operated by Grant County Public Utility District, the Vernita Bar, and the Hanford Reach. The
three hydroelectric projects at issue cannot be plucked out of the geography and their impacts on
downriver systems ignored. Furthermore, power operation upstream of Wells, Rocky Reach and
Rock Island affect anadromous fish survival, flow management and water quality at those
projects.

In its scoping comments, the YN advocated that the scope of the review should include
the entire mid-Columbia River Basin from the Yakima River to Roosevelt Lake. However,
much of the benefit of salmon recovery in the Columbia Basin will accrue to the Columbia River
tribes in terms of expanded harvest opportunities at usual and accustomed fishing places in Zone
6 (Bonneville Dam to McNary Dam). Accordingly, the geographic scope of the DEIS should 
expanded to account for the relative effects on the proposed alternatives on treaty fisheries in this
area. See also discussion of Baseline below.

The DEIS Does Not Adequately Address or Analyze Cumulative Effects

Under NEPA, an environmental impact statement must contain consideration and
analysis of cumulative effects. Cumulative impacts are effects from "the incremental impact of
the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless
of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions raking place over a
period of time." 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7.

The YN, in its Scoping Comments on the HCPs, asked for such consideration and
analysis, but the DEIS does not adequately accomplish this. See DEIS at 4-6~4-47. The Tribe
believes that the NMFS should have considered factors for decline throughout the entire life
histories of each species, including effects that fall outside of the geographic scope of Alternative
3. Furthermore, the analysis should have included cumulative and synergistic impacts from the
Federal Columbia River Power Systems operations and all five of the mid-Columbia Public
Utility District Dams (Wells, Rocky Reach, Rock Island, Priest Rapids, and Wanapum).

10
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Additionally, the results presented in the DEIS reinforce the YN’s concerns that an inability to
enforce operations at federal dams or to impose environmental conditions are assumed in the
QAR model. Therefore, we fear that the effectiveness of the HCP measures cannot be assured.
In order to effectively give consideration to cumulative effects as required by NEPA, the Tribe
believes that the NMFS must provide a review and analysis of no less than what we requested in
our Scoping Comments.

The DEIS Lacks a "Reasonable Range of Alternatives."

The NEPA requires that environmental review contain a reasonable range of alternatives.
See 40 C.F.R. § § 1502.14. Agencies are required to "[s]tudy, develop, and describe appropriate
alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved
conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources." 42 U.S.C. § 4322(2)(E). 
discussion of the alternatives is the "heart" of the NEPA process. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14.

The DEIS offers as its only alternatives a general Section 7 process and the HCPs (along
with the No Action alternative, which we address below). The YN does not find this to be 
reasonable range of alternatives to meet NEPA requirements. The YN asked for additional
alternatives in the Tribe’s Scoping Comments, specifically that the NMFS include as alternatives
three options that cannot realistically be pursued under the HCPs: drawdown, dam removal and
non-power operations. The DEIS states that these alternatives do not merit further consideration,
but offers no satisfactory explanation for why these alternatives were not given analysis. DEIS
at 2-45--2-48. This deficiency must be remedied and proper analysis be included in the
environmental review, particularly in light of the NMFS’ findings, as reported above, that the
HCPs fall short of what would be requh’ed for ESA survival and recovery, let alone what is
required under the United States’ trust obligation to the Tribe.

The No Action Alternative Ls Inadequate

The NEPA requires that a No Action alternative be included in an Environmental Impact
Statement. See 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(d). However, the way in which the No Action alternative 
presented in the DEIS misrepresents the existing situation and sets it up so that it cannot be given
serious consideration. For example, the discussion of the No Action alternative completely
omits statutory authorities at relicensing. This is particularly key relative to the Rocky Reach
project, which is currently going through the relicensing process. In addition, Section 1.7.3.1 of
the DEIS references the settlement agreements under the Mid-Columbia Proceeding, but the
analysis of the No Action alternative does not fully describe the settlements, cross-reference
them throughout, or analyze the level of species protection provided through the settlement
agreements and coordinating committees. NMFS should reframe the No Action alternative so
that it accurately represents the actions that may be taken under the existing license, settlement
agreements and statutory authorities.

By failing to take into consideration the activities of the coordinating committees under
the settlement agreements, the No Action alternative and the DEIS in general also fail to
adequately consider the interests of the Tribe, to which the NMFS has a trust responsibility. The
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Tribe is a party to the Mid-Columbia proceeding and has a place in the coordinating committees,
which allows the Tribe to exercise its involvement in co-management of the Tribe’s trust
resources. If the HCPs are put into place, with the idea that the HCPs will supercede these
settlement agreements, the fishery-related signatories to the HCPs become a new coordinating
committee. See DEIS at 1-9, 1-15. However, if the Tribe is not able to sign the HCPs due to a
lack of bargained-for consideration and assurances from the federal government, then the Tribe’s
participation in co-managing its trust resources may be affected. This should be addressed in the
No Action alternative and factored into the comparison of the other alternatives.

The Comparison of Alternatives 2 and 3 ls Inadequate

The DEIS creates the illusion that Alternatives 2 and 3 are very much alike and neglects
to highlight the very real and substantive differences between them. The DEIS also unfairly
downplays certain benefits of Alternative 2 in order to emphasize certain provisions of
Alternative 3, making Alternative 3 seem like the better choice even though it may not be.

For example, the DEIS states that NMFS would require measures for tributary habitat
improvement under Alternative 2 just as such improvement would be required under Alternative
3. See DEIS at 4-32----4-33. (Note that elsewhere in the DEIS it states that tributary
enhancement is only provided by Alternative 3. See, e._~., DEIS at 4-77). However, the DEIS
provides no analysis of whether the tributary habitat improvements provided through Alternative
3 are even adequate, or whether the funding proposed is adequate to accomplish what is
necessary for ESA requirements. The DE1S also does not discuss whether greater protection
could be provided under Alternative 2, as it most likely could were it needed to provide a
measurable benefit to the fish.

The DEIS downplays Alternative 2 and underscores Alternative 3 by asserting that
Alternative 2 would only protect ESA-listed fish while Alternative 3 would provide additional
protection for non-listed species. However, measurements under Alternative 3 are likely to use
target species to represent the level of protection being provided to the other species. Se__ee DEIS
at 2-41 (discussing the PUDs proposed use of "representative survival studies" on yearling
Chinook and steelhead). Given the complications with measuring survival of listed as well as
non-listed species, the level of protection provided under either alternative is likely to be gauged
off of target species. See discussion of measurement and evaluation below. Furthermore, non-
listed species such as lamprey and sturgeon, which are not included in the HCPs, would need to
be considered at relicensing under the Federal Power Act and are currently taken into account by
members of the Mid-Columbia coordinating committees. Listed species, such as bull trout, are
also not covered by the HCPs, but would have to be addressed under Alternative 2, and
Alternative 3 would most certainly affect USFWS’ ability to meet its federal responsibilities for
that and other listed species not covered by the HCPs. Therefore, it is not accurate to assume
that Alternative 3 will provide a broader range of protection than the other alternatives.

Another concern that the Tribe has with the DEIS is that it repeatedly asserts that
Alternative 2 would be thwarted by indefinite delays. Se.____ge, e._~., DEIS at 1-15. Because the
DEIS uses "the speed at which each alternative could be implemented" as criteria for comparing
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Alternatives 2 and 3, DEIS at 2-49, it appears that the "indefinite delays" are used to weigh
against Alternative 2 in favor of Alternative 3. However, the YN believes that "indefinite
delays" under Alternative 2 are theoretical and impracticable, and as such, should not be used to
justify a decision in favor of Alternative 3. The absence of protection from the Section 9 takings
prohibitions could be a significant motivator for the Public Utility Districts to seek Section 7
protection in the absence of a Section 10 permit. Furthermore, Alternative 3 may likewise suffer
theoretical delays if the tools used by the Public Utility Districts in the HCP toolbox fail to
provide improvement in survival and recovery or if the Public Utility Districts believe they have
met a standard or wish to use a specific tool even though all others disagree,1 yet such delays are
not factored into the analysis of Alternative 3.

Finally, the Tribe believes that the DEIS improperly includes drawdown as an option
under Alternative 3, which further attempts to blur the distinction between Alternatives 2 and 3,
though drawdown is really only an option under Alternative 2. We discuss this further below.

Under Alternative 3, the DEIS Should Address Limits on Statutory Authorities and the Trust
Responsibility.

The HCPs that make up Alternative 3 may place significant limits on the statutory
authorities of federal agencies and on the ability of such agencies to comply with their trust
responsibility to the Tribe, yet the DEIS fails to consider or assess these limitations. For
example, under the dispute resolution provision of the HCPs, the NMFS’s decision-making
authority on scientific information is forfeited to a neutral third party. Furthermore, the No
Surprises assurance prohibits NMFS and other agencies from exercising authorities and
responsibilities by pre-determining what measures are required and prohibiting the imposition of
additional mitigation.

If NMFS chose Alternative 3 as its preferred alternative, NMFS would predetermine the
operations of the hydroelectric projects before the FERC could determine whether the amended
or new license it issues complies with the Federal Power Act and FERC’s trust responsibility. At
relicensing, all of the participating state and federal agencies, such as the Washington
Department of Ecology, FERC, USFWS, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs, would be constrained
from exercising their statutory authorities to require what they believe is necessary for
protection, mitigation and enhancement under the Federal Power Act or for meeting their trust
obligation to tribes. These limitations on the authorities and responsibilities of other agencies
should be addressed in the DEIS.

1 As a case in point, the Tribe’s representatives (and others as well) on the Mid-Columbia Coordinating Committee
(MCCC) are currently experiencing difficulty with Chelan Public Utility District, who asserted at ,an April 2001
MCCC meeting that it can meet a 95% survival rate by operating its bypass system, providing a $5 million habitat
mitigation fund, and generating electricily with water that would otherwise be used for spill. The Tribe’s
representatives have been given very little to no input on the deci~on-making and have asserted that there is no
scientific information being presented to demonslrate that Chelan has reached a reasonable conclusion. Thus, if
history is any indication, Alternative 3 is likely to be thwarted by even greater delays than those imagined under
Alternative 2.
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The No Surprises Assurance ls Inappropriate for These HCPs

The No Surprises rule was adopted in order to provide certainty for landowners that
additional land or other mitigation (financial resources) would not be required of them for the
protection of listed species except in "extraordinary circumstances." Instead, the obligation for
providing the necessary, additional mitigation would rest with the federal government or other
non-federal landowners who lack their own similar assurances under the ESA. For example, if
non-federal landowner "A" has an HCP that fails to provide adequate habitat for spotted owls,
Landowner A’s neighbors, the United States Forest Service and non-federal landowner "B,"
would have to keep their lands available for the habitat needed by the owls.

In the aquatic situation such as the Mid-Columbia HCPs, however, there are no
"neighboring landowners" to be responsible for habitat or other protective needs. For example,
even if the federal projects upstream and the non-federal and federal projects downstream of the
Chelan and Douglas were required to provide 100% survival in order to make up for declines
allowed by the HCPs, the fish and the water nevertheless must pass through the Chelan and
Douglas projects. To roughly translate this to the land-based HCP as outlined above, it would be
as if Landowner A’s HCP allowed him not only to destroy owl habitat, but to shoot at all owls
that flew over his property on their way to the habitat being preserved by the United States
Forest Service and Landowner B.

The fiver and the hydroelectric system are so interconnected that there are not adequate
"neighbors" to make up the difference if needed by the anadromous fish. The Tribe is concerned
that the application of the No Surprises assurance to a river-based HCP may result in the NMFS
seeking to restrict the Tribe’s fisheries. However, the Tribe would view this as a breach of
fiduciary duty and a violation of federal case law. Therefore, the DEIS should provide an
analysis of the feasibility of the No Surprises assurance to the HCPs and the extent to which
shortcomings in protective measures could be met, keeping in mind the federally recognized and
protected resource fights of the Tribe and the United States’ trust responsibility.

No Net Impact Under Alternative 3 is Misrepresented in the DEIS

The YN believes that the "100% No Net Impact" (NNI) standard of the HCPs 
Alternative 3 is misrepresented in the DEIS, which fails to take into account recent scientific
information. NNI represents 91% dam passage survival (which includes a 95% juvenile dam
passage survival component) and 9% mitigation (7% via hatchery compensation and 2% via
tributary improvements)..The 100% NNI concept was created with the idea of making the dams
"invisible" to the fish. The concern that the Tribe expressed in its Scoping Comments is that the
components of NNI do not add up to 100% because the gains in survival may be exponentially
additive but not linearly additive, and the components consist of different "currency" by mixing
juveniles with adults.

The 9% mitigation requirement fails to assure the benefits that it is presumed to provide.
The parties to the HCPs are not even thinking about measuring the 2% habitat component, but
instead plan to just assume that the funds will provide a 2% benefit. There has been no an’,flysis
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of whether the proposed funding levels will be capable of providing the presumed benefit. The
2% number is in fact pure fiction. The YN is very concerned that the funding levels are
inadequate. The bulk of the funding for the tributary plan was to come from Grant County
Public Utility District when it was involved in the HCPnegotiations. Once Grant pulled out of
the process, the total amount of the tributary fund was greatly reduced, even though it started out
much lower than many of the fishery parties thought necessary to confer a 2% benefit.
Subsequently, Douglas County Public Utility District’s share of the funds may be reduced in half
of what it originally proposed to provide. In the YN’s opinion, the tributary fund is thus left
much under-funded. In its Scoping Comments, the Tribe requested a watershed analysis to
further explore this concern. The DEIS should provide such an analysis in order to determine
whether the funding will provide the needed benefit.

There also exists a lack of certainty regarding the 7% hatchery compensation level. If the
Public Utility Districts are not allowed to meet the 7% component through hatcheries, then there
will be a deficit in the required mitigation. NNI would not be achieved, but the HCPs would
allow the hydroelectric projects to continue taking fish. The DEIS takes this in account in some
places, but fails to address it in others, and the lack of obtaining the 7% is not factored into any
analyses of Alternative 3 that we could locate. The DEIS also fails to provide evaluation of the
adequacy of the proposed mitigation plan as the Tribe requested in its Scoping Comments.

Further, there is reason to believe that adult losses are much greater than the 2%
estimated, yet the HCPs require mitigation for only 2% through either habitat or hatchery,
neither of which are guaranteed. The DEIS should provide analysis of actual adult losses,
examine the adequacy of the adult passage plans, and address mitigation for adult losses under
the various alternatives.

Despite the lack of analysis and the problems with the concept of 100% NNI, the DEIS
frequently states that the HCPs "guarantee 100 percent no net impact for each of the Plan
species." See, e.g., DEIS at 2-54 (emphasis added). The DEIS also lacks any analysis as 
whether 95%, 91% and 100% NNI will meet ESA requirements and the requirements for
protection, mitigation and enhancement under the Federal Power Act. These and other concerns
about the NNI standard were set forth in the Tribe’s Scoping Comments, but were not considered
or an’,dyzed in the DEIS as requested. The Tribe hereby reiterates its request that these NNI
issues be addressed in the DEIS, as well as the following:

¯ Assess potential impacts on species within the first five years of the HCPs, during
which time the NMFS and USFWS cannot prescribe or preempt the plans of the
Public Utility Districts;

¯ Analyze and explain the biological basis for the draft HCPs’ assumption that 91%
survival + 7% hatchery mitigation + 2% tributary mitigation are additive to guarantee
zero impact on the species;

¯ Examine the relationship between the NNI standard and long-term stock viability;
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¯ Analyze whether or not the proposed measurement of the performance standard for
95% Juvenile Dam Passage Survival, by measuring juvenile survival over only 95%
of the run, ensures a juvenile passage mortality of only 5% such that the draft HCPs
address full mitigation for take;

° Examine passage impacts to anadromous fish and lamprey and descaling injuries
(particularly on sockeye) if screens are installed and assess whether such impacts are
accounted for within the NNI standard;
Determine what impacts may occur during the time period that elapses before the
Public Utility Districts actually meet the proposed survival requirements and analyze
whether those impacts can or will be appropriately mitigated;

,, Determine impacts on the species should the survival goals never be reached during
the term of the HCPs;

¯ Assess impacts on spring migrating Chinook salmon if exempted from 95% Juvenile
Dam Passage Survival as planned (See Wells Agreement at Sec. IV(1)(b)); 

° Provide an accurate evaluation of losses and determine whether the mitigation
proposal is supported by adequate data to ensure no unmitigated take.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Drawdown

The YN is very concerned about the misrepresentative nature of the DEIS’ references to
drawdown in the comparison of the alternatives. The DEIS states that the Public Utility
Districts, the NMFS and the USFWS can mutually agree to drawdown (or dam remov’,d or non-
power operations). See, e.g., DEIS at 2-33. This is true under the HCPs only ifNNI has not
been achieved and maintained after 20 years has elapsed but the Public Utility District is
otherwise in compliance with the Section 10 permit. See, e.g~., Wells Agreement at Sec.
II(2)(a)(ii). Furthermore, the topic of agreement among the Public Utility District, the 
and USFWS is not to implement drawdown, but to allow the NMFS to pursue such a measure.
See id. There is no ability to use drawdown even if, though NNI has been achieved, the
anadromous fish resource is not rebuilding and the Public Utility Districts’ hydroelectric projects
are a significant factor in the failure to rebuild. See id. at Sec. II(2)(a)(i).

Instead, the HCPs provide, under the Assurances sections, that drawdown is precluded
from consideration: "[E]ach Party during the term of this Agreement will not advocate for or
support additional or different fish protection measures or changes in Project sU’uctures or
operations other than those set forth in this Agreement. This Agreement does not include as
Measures: partial or complete drawdowns, partial or complete dam removal, and partial or
complete non-power operations." See, e.g., id. at Sec. IX(10) (emphasis added). Furthermore,
the Public Utility Districts party to the HCP negotiations were adamant that none of the other
parties to the HCP negotiations even breathe a word about drawdown, to the extent that the
parties joked that they could not say the word "drawdown" at a cocktail party. Thus, based on
the intent of the Utility Districts and the language of the HCPs, drawdown is not at all an option
under Alternative 3.
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By lumping drawdown into Altemative 3, even though the HCPs basically forbid its use,
and pretending that Alternative 3 is no different on this issue than Alternatives 1 or 2, blurs one
of the more substantive distinctions among the alternatives. The YN opposes the NMFS’s
approach on this issue.

Furthermore, the DEIS states that drawdown could not be required under Altemative 2
except at the time of relicensing. DEIS at 4-29. ff the NMFS requires drawdown as a reasonable
and prudent alternative under the Section 7 process, but the license is not amended to include the
drawdown requirement, then the Public Utility Districts would be in violation of the ESA.
Perhaps there is a reason why drawdown can be required only at relicensing, but the Tribe is not
currently aware of such. The YN thus requests a detailed explanation. Even if the DEIS is
correct, the possibility of drawdown exists for each of the three projects under Alternative 2
because all of them will be relicensed at some point during the next 50 years (which would be
the term of the HCPs).

Drawdown must therefore be given serious consideration under Alternative 2 and should
also be analyzed as its own alternative as the Tribe requested in its Scoping Comments.. The YN
understands that the DEIS finds drawdown to be an unrealistic altemative, DEIS at 2-48, yet
such a blanket statement without any discussion or analysis is inadequate. Additionally, the
emphasis that the DEIS places on the ability to use drawdown as a tool under Alternative 3
(though false) indicates that it is not as valueless as it is made to seem under the other
alternatives. These problems with the approach to drawdown must be accurately resolved in the
revisions to the DEIS.

Measurement and Evaluation of the HCP Permit Obligations

The YN believes that the measurement and evaluation provisions of the HCPs are key to
determining whether the Public Utility Districts are meeting the perrnit obligations and what
impacts the dams are having on the anadromous fish resource. However, there are no methods to
which the parties agreed for measuring the standards or for what species and life histories to
study. The DEIS states, "There is currently no methodology that all parties support for
determining the survival of adult fish through the projects." DEIS at 2-41.

If measurement and evaluation cannot at least initially be decided, it could result in years
of delay where the Public Utility Districts fail to actually meet the standard but are allowed to
take species nonetheless. Similarly, there is no standard or method for measuring the "steady
process" required within the first five years of the HCPs. Due to the uncertainties in measuring
the standards, and the assumption of certain components of NNI (see above), it could be next 
impossible to determine whether or not the Public Utility Districts are achieving the proposed
NNI standard on which the permit would be based. The DEIS should squarely address this issue.

Baseline

The YN believes that the DEIS must discuss the impacts that Alternative 3 would have
on the Tribe’s treaty resources. In order to do so, it is imperative that the baseline from which the
improvements or impacts are measured is proper. However, the DEIS uses Alternative 1 as the
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baseline condition, DEIS at 2-22, which fails to account for whether existing mitigation or
compensation levels are adequate and presupposes that existing degraded conditions do not need
to be considered.

The DEIS states,

Mitigation measures for these impacts have already been implemented as part of
the existing licenses. Prior activities are not considered an action subject to
additional mitigation beyond license requirements unless they are considered to
cause a continuing "take" of a listed species as defined under the [ESA]. Existing
hatchery production levels are initially assumed to provide adequate
compensation for original inundation by the projects. Therefore, the baseline is
considered to be the existing conditions. These baseline conditions also form the
basis for determining what effect continuation of the existing conditions would
have on listed species. The baseline conditions that existed as of January, 1997,
would be used to determine if progress were being made to increase the survival
of the Plan species through the implementation of the HCPs.

DEIS at 2-23.

The YN disagrees with the DEIS’s assumptions. Use of the currently degraded
environment as the measuring stick for determining what harms and benefits the alternatives will
have on treaty resources fails to take into consideration the fact that the development of the
hydroelectric projects set in motion a decline in fish populations that is still being felt in the
Basin and that is still negatively impacting tribal trust resources. Instead, the Tribe requested in
its Scoping Comments that the DEIS use a natural river baseline. The 1995-1998 Biological
Opinion on the Federal Columbia River Power System, drafted by NMFS, was of the opinion
that an accurate baseline relative to considerations about hydroelectric dams examines
continuing effects of previous degradations. It defines the environmental baseline as the effects
of the proposed action as added tO past and present impacts of all Federal, State, and private
activities in the action area, which is itself defined as all areas directly or indirectly affected by
the federal action and not merely the immediate area involved in the action. Se.___~e Biological
Opinion at 12. As NMFS has done in the past, it should recognize in the DEIS that the nature
and extent of ongoing impacts must be analyzed in a systematic way.

Lamprey and Sturgeon

The YN believes that lamprey and sturgeon should be given greater consideration in the
DEIS. Comments about lamprey and sturgeon are sprinkled throughout the DEIS, but the
analysis of the impacts or benefits to these species is inadequate.

For example, the DEIS states in general terms that lamprey and other species (trout) are
"expected to benefit" from the tributary improvements that would take place under the HCPs, but
the DEIS contains no data or analysis to support such an assertion. Though not a species listed
under the ESA, Alternative 2 may have benefits or impacts on lamprey, which are not mentioned
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in the Environmental Consequences discussion about Alternative 2. Because lamprey are an
important part of tribal culture and a subject of the federal government’s trust responsibility, the
Tribe is very concerned that such a species receives so little attention in the analysis.

Sturgeon is likewise given very little attention in the DEIS. Though listed as a resident
fish resource, DEIS at 3-47, it is not discussed under the life histories section, DEIS at 3-47--3-
52, and is not even cross-referenced in the Environmental Consequences Sections that address
fishery resources under Alternatives 2 or 3. Though little may be known about lamprey and
sturgeon, as the DEIS suggests, DEIS at 4-27---4-28, consideration of the impacts and benefits to
these species, based on analysis, should be included under all of the alternatives.

Long-Term Risks

The YN is concerned that not enough deliberation has been given to the long-term risks
of Alternative 3. See DEIS at 4-77. We believe that NMFS should place greater weight on the
risk of uncertainty over the 50-year period of the proposed Section 10 permit, especially because
the NMFS recognizes the "limits of existing information." Id. NMFS should also assess the lack
of ability to apply greater protective measures relative to long-term risks given the No Surprises
assurance. Even though the HCPs contain adaptive management provisions, the framework of
the HCPs is locked in for 50 years and the federal resource agencies will be prohibited from
requiring higher survival levels if needed and if technology allows.

The DEIS also fails to assess the consistency of the alternatives under the concept of a
normative river and multi-species restoration, determine risks posed through a probability of
assumptions being mistaken over long periods of time, address how the alternatives may select
against certain species and life histories, and examine opportunities for and feasibility of
reintroducing Coho. The Tribe requested in its Scoping Comments that these risk issues be
addressed in the DEIS and reiterates its request here.

Measures for Adult Fish

The HCPs fail to adequately address adult passage and survival standards and measures,
which are in turn inadequately addressed in the DEIS. The adult anadromous fish issue was a
significant sticking point during the HCP negotiations, with the result being inadequate
provisions for adult in the HCPs. Though the HCPs take into account some adult losses (an
assumed 2% that figures into the 9% mitigation component of No Net Impact), the actual amount
of adult losses has not been quantitatively measured. Such a lack of measurement is likely to
allow the Public Utility Districts to ignore operational and structural fixes under Alternative 3
that could be made at their projects to benefit adults. This factor should be taken into account in
the DEIS analysis and comparison of the alternatives, particularly because returning adults that
make it to the spawning grounds contribute significantly to the next generation of juveniles.
Adults must not be forgotten or ignored in the environmental review. Furthermore, under each
of the alternatives, the DEIS should provide a discussion and analysis of measures and standards
that could increase adult passage survival, such as improved passage time, reduction of adult
fallback rates, and limits on power peaking operations.
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Summer/Fall Chinook

The Tribe believes that the DEIS should not lump the summer and fall Chinook together
as one species. Under the HCPs, at the request of the tribes participating inthe negotiations, the
parties made a conscious decision to list the species separately. For example, the Wells
Agreement defines "Plan Species" as "spring, summer and fall Chinook salmon." Wells
Agreement at Sec. XIII(11). The Tribe has previously provided extensive comments to the
NMFS on the proposed listing of summer Chinook demonstrating clear distinctions between
summer and fall Chinook in run timing, spawning locations and flesh quality. Yakama Nation.
1993. Comments on the Proposed Listing of Mid-Columbia Summer Chinook Salmon Under the
Endangered Species Act. Yakama Nation Fisheries Resource Management Program. p. 19. The
YN thinks that the analysis contained in the DEIS regarding effects on the species should thus
treat each race as independent of the other.

Evolutionarily Significan..t. Units (ESU)

The DEIS fails to clearly identify the standard by which the status of the ESU is
measured. We understand that NMFS has established by rule that the Upper Columbia River
(UCR) spring Chinook ESU is comprised of naturally-spawning spring Chinook returning 
tributaries above Rock island Dam, and UCR steelhead as those above Priest Rapids Dam. The
DEIS appears to establish separate measures and standards for the recovery of three tributary
populations in the Wenatchee, Entiat, and Methow rivers. The geographic place and biological
terms that will be used to measure progress toward recovery of these ESUs should be clearly
described, along with any applicable law or policy. The YN also requests that the NMFS
provide an explanation of its authority to manage units smaller than the ESUs.

Economic Impacts on Tribes

Section 3.7 of the DEIS addresses socioeconomic impacts on populations, employment
and income. However, the Tribe believes that consideration should be given to the impacts on
Tribes for loss of fishing due to reductions in the Tribe’s treaty resource. The wealth of salmon
that the Tribe used to enjoy has been redistributed to non-tribal persons or entities in the form of
irrigation, navigation, and flood control, to name a few. This redistribution has resulted in
significantly high poverty rates and death rates for tribal members above those of the non-Indian
population or non-tribal communities. See CH 2 M Hill. 1999. Human Effects Analysis of the
Multi-Species Framework Alternatives (prepared for the Northwest Power Planning Council).

Specific to the mid-Columbia hydroelectric projects, the dams have been recognized as
taking away sustainable wealth from the tribal people. Id. The YN’s tribal members now take
less than 10% of the fish that they used to take in traditional salmon harvests, which significantly
contributes to the YN’s low per capita income (43% of that of the State of Washington) and high
poverty levels(42.8% compared to 10.9% in Washington). Id. Every juvenile salmon that
survives the hydroelectric system and returns as an adult brings back to the Tribe some of the
river’s wealth for tribal economy and culture. The DEIS altematives must therefore be evaluated
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as to their effects on tribal culture and economics, and their ability to redistribute the river wealth
back to tribal peoples.

Scopin~ Comments

The YN wishes to incorporate by this reference anything not specifically addressed in
these comments, but addressed in the Tribe’s Scoping Comments filed in conjunction with the
Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission and the Confederated Tribes of the Umatina
Indian Reservation. The comments were filed on February 5, 1999 and are part of the Scoping
record. We also point out that the Tribe has not yet received a response from the NMFS on its
Scoping Comments, which were never specifically addressed in the scoping meetings.

CONCLUSION

Based on the above comments, the YN believes that the NMFS should immediately
withdraw the DEIS. The HCPs need finalization before environmental review should take place.
At the least, the DEIS is in need of significant revisions and additions as described above. In the
meantime, the YN believes that the only option available is to immediately begin Section 7
consultation in order for the Public Utility Districts to receive protection under the ESA.
Furthermore, the stakeholders in the region should be allowed to participate in the relicensing of
the Rocky Reach project without the constraint of the HCP, since there is a complete lack of
closure and absence of an agreement.

We again thank you for the opportunity to present the comments of the Yakama Nation
on the DEIS. ff you have any questions, please contact Tim Weaver at 509/575-1500, Starla
Roels at 503/242-1745, or Steve Parker or Bob Rose at 509/865-6262.

Sincerely,

Tim Weaver, Esq.
Attorney for the Yakama Nation

Starla Kay Roels, Esq.
Hobbs, Straus, Dean & Walker, LLP

Randy Settler, YN Executive Committee
Steve Parker, YN Hatcheries Manager
Bob Rose, YN Envtl. Biologist
Bob Heinith, CRITFC
Susan Fruchter, NEPA Coordinator
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Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) regarding
the proposed Anadromons Fish Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans
(HCPs) for the Wells, Rocky Reach and Rock Island Hydroelectric Projects.

Dear Mr. Dach:

The Confederated Tribes of the Colville Indian Reservation (Colville Tribes) has
reviewed the DEIS regarding the Proposed Anadromous Fish Agreements and
Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) for the Wells, Rocky Reach and Rock Island
Hydroelectric Projects. We appreciate the opportunity to review the document and
provide the following comments. The Colville Tribes has been a participant in the
process of this HCP development since it’s initiation more than six years ago. We
have in good faith attempted to support and move the process forward towards
meeting the recovery, protection and conservation of Mid-Columbia anadromous
fish resources which are so important to the Colville Tribe’s subsistence,
religious, ceremonial and cultural way of life. However, since last year it has
become evident to the Colville Tribes that several unresolved issues exist with
respect to the HCPs which place in question whether they fall short of providing
the necessary protection, conservation and recovery for Mid-Columbia River
anadromous fish resources. We will discuss these issues and the uncertainties they
create for the HCP altemative in our comments below.

General Comments

The most important element of the HCP alternative from the Colville Tribes
perspective is the overall performance standard of 100% which is known as
the No Net Impact standard. This standard in our view is the foundation of the
HCPs and is intended to achieve no net impact for all plan species at each
project. It includes both a project survival requirement of 91%, which includes
a 95% juvenile dam passage survival, and a 9% compensation requirement for
unavoidable project mortality, which is provided through 7% hatchery and 2%
habitat compensation programs. During the late stages of HCP development,
the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) determined that they could 
longer support the 7% hatchery compensation requirement as had been
identified during the prior 4 years of HCP development. They were concerned



with the potential impacts to ESA recovery from hatchery programs and
therefore could not guarantee the 7% compensation level. We question this
decision by NMFS, especially since their assessment (QAR) of implementing
only the HCP survival and tributary improvements (no hatchery compensation
measures), indicate that these HCP actions would not meet interim recovery
levels for either spring chinook or steelhead. The reluctance on the part of
NMFS to guarantee the 7% hatchery compensation level creates a major
concern for the Colville Tribes and as long as the No Net Impact standard
remains unresolved, the Colville Tribes will not support the HCP alternative.

A major objective of the HCP alternative is to protect and conserve both listed
and non-listed anadromous fish plan species which include: spring run
chinook salmon, summer/fall chinook salmon, sockeye salmon, coho salmon
and steelhead inhabiting the Mid-Columbia River basin. The hatchery
compensation plan for.one of these plan species, Okanogan River sockeye
salmon, is inconsistent with this objective. This plan species, and only this
species, is subject to a substitution measure, which allows sockeye smolt
production to be eliminated and substituted by summer/fall chinook. The
Colville Tribes oppose this action and voiced concem on many occasions
during the HCP development process that they would not support an action,
which substituted one plan species for another. However, one of the HCP
proponents, Douglas County PUD continues to pursue this action and just
recently reminded the Colville Tribes of their ability to continue this action
within the HCP process. Okanogan River sockeye are an important
anadromous fish species to the Colville Tribes and we are concerned about the
well being of this species in light of the unavoidable losses caused by the
Wells Hydroelectric Project. We will not agree to an HCP that contains
measures that allow unavoidable mortality of Okanogan River sockeye to be
compensated by substituting hatchery production of sockeye for that of
another species.

The verification of survival standards also concerns the Colville Tribes.
Currently, technology is not available to sufficiently conduct all of the
survival evaluations required in the HCPs for all plan species. The HCPs
propose to conduct representative survival studies for yearling chinook and
steelhead and then develop indirect methods to measure compliance of other
plan species during Phase I. Efforts would continue to determine more direct
compliance during later phases but no mandatory survival studies to verify
survival standards of all plan species is required. This strategy tends to
suggest to the Colville Tribes that there is a lack of commitment on the part of
the proponents to conduct survival studies on any plan species except the
listed species. They want a 50-year agreement that supposedly will conserve,
protect and recover all anadromous plan species, both listed and unlisted, but
in reality the survival studies only deal with listed species. Why would the
Colville Tribes commit to a 50-year agreement that would affect the Tribe’s
ability to raise other anadromous fish issues that may become important to the



Tribe during the next 50 years, when only listed species will be the focus of
this HCP. We can almost certainly obtain those same assurances with the
Section 7 Consultation Alternative without having to commit to a 50-year
agreement. This issue is discussed in more detail in specific comments, 2, 3,
and 4 below.

Specific Comments

* We note that survival estimates and monitoring efforts appear to be
heavily reliant upon marking programs (PIT tags, balloon tags, radio tags).
We feel that although theoretically this may be sound, in practice, large scale
marking programs as needed to assess both juvenile and adult passage rates
and survival may not be possible due to the scarcity of test animals. We offer
no solution to this situation but question, given the stress and mortality
associated with fish handling and marking, the practicality of marking large
numbers of Plan or Permit species for either phase I or II evaluation or phase
III monitoring efforts.

We also note that survival studies utilizing PIT tags require downstream
recovery locations equipped with passive interrogation systems. At present,
the primary recovery locations for PIT tagged fish used in survival studies at
Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island Dams would be at McNary and John
Day Dams. Due to the great distance between the release and the recovery
locations and associated in-river mortality, precise survival estimates would
require the release of large numbers of PIT tagged fish. For example,
approximately 70,000 yearling chinook were required to evaluate survival
rates at Rocky Reach and Rock Island Dams in 1998 and even with these large
numbers of marked fish the precision of survival estimates were lower than
anticipated due to lower than expected recovery rates. Recovery rates for
sockeye and zero age chinook would likely be lower than that of yearling
chinook, requiring excessive, possibly unrealistic, numbers of PIT tagged fish
to conduct the survival studies.

It is our understanding that turbine mortality studies with balloon tags are
normally conducted by releasing individual marked fish through turbine
intakes. Although we agree that this type of assessment does provide some
level of insight into the effects of turbine passage on juvenile salmonids, we
do not believe that this assessment technique adequately represents the
simultaneous passage of thousands of juveniles through turbine intakes as
occurs during peak outmigration periods. We therefore suggest that other
evaluation techniques be used in conjunction with balloon tag studies to
adequately assess juvenile turbine passage mortality.



* We have noted that the HCPs rely heavily on marking programs to verify
compliance with survival standards and have questioned that adequate
numbers of test fish will be available to conduct these evaluations. We also
note that under "Phase I Measurement and Evaluation, section d" in each HCP
it states:

"lf the differences between the study results and the District’s performance
standard being measured are not statistically significant, then the District’s
performance standard has been met."

We object specifically to this clause as non-significant differences, which
would be interpreted as meaning that the District’s have met their performance
standards, can easily result from a combination of inadequate numbers of
marked fish or lower than anticipated recovery rates.

* We acknowledge the use of surrogate species (i.e., yearling fall chinook
for spring chinook) in marking studies as an alternative to marking
endangered species. However, we question that yearling chinook and
juvenile steelhead adequately represent the FPE or mortality rates of juvenile
sockeye or zero age chinook summer migrants. We note that Fish Guidance
Efficiency research at COE projects has consistently shown both sockeye and
zero age chinook to have considerably lower Fish Guidance Efficiencies
(FGE) compared to those of yearling chinook and steelhead. In addition,
descaling and mortality rates for juvenile sockeye are typically higher than
those of yearling chinook and steelhead at Columbia River COE projects. We
also note that both turbine passage mortality and predator susceptibility for
juvenile sockeye and zero age chinook are likely different from those of
yearling chinook and juvenile steelhead. We suggest that FPE and survival
estimates derived through the use of tagging studies with yearling chinook and
steelhead likely will overestimate FPE and survival for the other Plan species
(sockeye, zero age chinook, and possibly coho) under Alternative 3. 
addition, because adult passage studies have not been completed for each of
the three hydroelectric projects and juvenile studies have not been completed
for each of the Plan species, the only standard to which project survival can be
measured under Alternative 3 are survival studies of juvenile steelhead and
yearling chinook. We further note that the yearling chinook used in such
studies were yearling fall chinook as a surrogate for yearling spring chinook.
We suggest that both juvenile and adult passage and survival evaluations need
to be completed for all Plan species and used to evaluate and monitor
compliance standards for all three HCPs. However, we also question the
practicality of completing such work and repeating such work on a timely
basis as necessary for either evaluation or monitoring activities.



* Under Alternative 3, the HCPs indicate that the evaluation portion of Phase
I will occur over a three year period. We question that all five Plan species
could be evaluated during such a short period of time.

* We applaud the consideration given to adult fallbacks in both Alternatives 2
and 3. We are aware of 1999 radio tracking work conducted with adult
steelhead in the Mid-Columbia which, when the data analysis is complete,
will provide some reference on adult steelhead migration behavior including
fallback at mainstem projects. We are not aware of work specifically
designed to address: 1) kelt passage in terms of guidance efficiency, direct
and delayed mortality (note that kelts are downstream migrants and not true
fallbacks) or 2) fallback guidance efficiency, direct and delayed mortality.
We believe this to be an outstanding unresolved issue, which has not been
adequately addressed in either the action areas of the Wells, Rocky Reach, or
Rock Island Projects or elsewhere in the Columbia Basin.

* We agree that Pacific lamprey, although currently not listed as a Plan
species, may benefit from tributary improvements as part of Alternative 3.
Pacific lamprey currently are the focus of dam passage research elsewhere in
the Columbia Basin due to declining populations. Currently, little is known of
juvenile lamprey FPE or turbine passage mortality and we therefore consider
this to be an outstanding unresolved issue. We further request that due to the
cultural importance of lamprey to the Colville Tribes, that Pacific Lamprey be
included as a Plan species under Alternative 3.

We also note that restoration of lamprey populations is consistent with the
objectives for basin level biological performance as indicated under the
"Anadromous Fish Losses" section of the Northwest Power Planning
Council’s 2000 Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program.

"Halt declining trends in salmon and steelhead populations above Bonneville
Dam by 2005. Obtain the information necessary to begin restoring the
characteristics.of healthy lamprey, populations. "(Page 18)

* Similar to Pacific lamprey, white sturgeon are another anadromous species,
which have been affected by the development of the hydrosystem but are not
listed as a Plan species. The DEIS mentions little about white sturgeon other
than that little is known about their population status. Sturgeon are an
important species to the Colville Tribes and we believe the most likely
impacts to sturgeon populations have been loss of spawning habitat due to
inundation and blocked migration due to dam construction. We consider the
effect of hydroelectric development on white sturgeon populations in the Mid-



Columbia to be an outstanding unresolved issue, and request that white
sturgeon be included as a Plan species under Alternative 3.

* We note that natural river drawdown and dam removal, although not
considered to be viable alternatives in and of themselves, would appear to
remain as possible actions available to be evaluated through the FERC
relicensing process under Alternative 2 but, except as where specifically
noted, not under Alternative 3.

Alternative 2

"Although natural river drawdown is not an option under the existing FERC
licenses, it could be evaluated during relicensing procedures. The current
FERC licenses expire in 2006, 2012, and 2028for Rocky Reach, Wells, and
Rock Island dams, respectively. " (Page S-11)

"In addition to the required research and monitoring efforts, the following
measures, or combination of measures, could potentially be required as a
result of the Section 7 consultations:...

... Other non-power actions (i. e., drawdown) if the combination of project and
habitat related measures have not adequately addressed the decline of listed
species. " (pages 1-14 through 1-15

Dam removal is extremely controversial, and can only be legally mandated at project
relicensing." (page 2-45)

Alternative 3

Under Alternative 3, it would appear that drawdown or dam removal are
actions that could be ordered by FERC as part of the relicensing process,

"HCP’s also have termination provisions if the performance standards are
not achieved. An HCP could be less than 50years under the following
circumstances:...

... FERC orders removal or drawdown of the project." (page 2-33)

But, given ...

"/t is the intention of the PUDs that mitigation measures agreed upon as part
of the HCP be consistent with, and where possible form the basis of
subsequent FERC license articles developed to address impacts on
Anadromous salmonids." (page 2-33)



it would appear that such an order from FERC would be unlikely.

A special provision has been made to allow for drawdown or dam removal
without termination of the HCP but requires mutual agreement between the
services and the PUDs.

"Any party to the HCP (except the PUDs) may elect to withdraw from the
agreement, based on the non-compliance provisions of the HCP agreements.
However, NMFS and USFWS will not exercise their right to withdraw from
the HCP if the PUDs have complied with all aspects of the agreement but
have not met the survival standards. 1.f mutual agreement is reached between
P UDs and the two Federal agencies, the services (NMFS and USFWS) can
seek natural river drawdown, dam removal, and~or non-power operations
without withdrawing.from the agreement or Suspending or revoking the
Incidental Take Permit. "(page 2-33)

We further understand that, based upon the conditions as stated in the
"Assurances" sections of the HCPs, signatories to the HCP cannot advocate
drawdown or dam removal accept as noted above. However, we assume that
non-signatory parties could request an evaluation of drawdown or darn
removal as part of the FERC relicensing process for each project.

We request verification that our understanding is correct.

* We note that significant differences related to hatchery production exist
between Alternatives 2 and 3. Changes in hatchery production are not
specifically identified under Alternative 2 although hatchery production may
be refined (increased or decreased) based upon effects on listed species.

Under Alternative 3, the HCPs provide 7% hatchery compensation for
unavoidable project mortality. We understand from the statement below that
the 7% hatchery compensation for unavoidable project mortality is above and
beyond that provided for original project inundation (i.e., baseline conditions).

"HCP Baseline Conditions. The HCP’s do not address impacts resulting from
original project construction or mitigation from past damages. Mitigation
measures for these impacts have already been implemented as part of the
existing licenses. Prior activities are not considered an action subject to
additional mitigation beyond license requirements unless" they are considered
to cause a continuing "take" of listed species as defined under the
Endangered Species Act. "

Exiting hatchery production levels are initially assumed to provide adequate
compensation for original inundation by the projects. Therefore, the baseline
is considered to be the existing conditions. " (page S-16)



We interpret these statements as meaning that hatchery production would be
increased under Alternative 3 to provide an additional 7 percent compensation
above baseline conditions (conditions present as of January 1997) unless
NMFS determines that such production results in jeopardy to listed species.

However, current PUD funded hatchery production includes compensation
for both inundation losses (baseline) and for some level of unavoidable
project mortality. For example, Rock Island and Wells Settlement
Agreements also provide for passage loss through Eastbank and Methow
Hatchery Programs. So at least some of the 7% is already being provided
under the existing settlement agreements and the PUD’s may be providing
additional compensation above what is currently required. Because of this, it
is difficult to discern from the DEIS how hatchery production levels for each
of the Plan species will change under each HCP. Will the Douglas PUD
funding for 14% hatchery compensation be reduced with the adoption of the
Wells HCP?

In addition, the DEIS states,

"During the development of the HCPs, NMFS determined that the 7percent
hatchery compensation levels might adversely affect wild salmon populations
under certain conditions. For example, it may be necessary to use adult
salmon and steelhead that are not adapted to the local habitat conditions in
order to produce enoughjuvenile fish to meet the 7percent compensation
level. In order to ensure that these compensation levels do not effect the long
-term health of the wild populations, all fish produced under this program
must be from local stocks. Therefore, until the specific details of the
compensation programs are developed, including identification of appropriate
broodstock, maximum percentages of the wild population that can be trapped
.for broodstock, and the total number offish that can be produced through
artificial means, NMFS can not guarantee that the 7percent compensation
level will satisfy Endangered Species Act requirements and no net impact
would not be achieved." (page S-26)

It would appear that under Alternative 3, current hatchery production levels
could be reduced if they:

currently exceed the 7% unavoidable project mortality compensation
level, or

> are determined to jeopardize the recovery of ESA listed stocks, or

must rely on insufficient numbers of local broodstock.

We request clarification as to specifically how hatchery production for each
Plan species will change from current production levels under each of the
HCPs.



We note that under "Initial Production Capacities" in the HCPs for the Wells,
Rocky Reach, and Rock Island Projects, production of coho is not mentioned.
As a Plan species, coho need to be included in the 7% hatchery compensation.
As native coho salmon are considered to be extirpated from the Mid-
Columbia River region, how will hatchery production levels be established
for this species under the HCPs?

* We understand that under Alternative 2 a biological opinion will be created
and will be a "living document" that will be updated at any time that new
information becomes available.

"Specific measures required in the initial biological opinion may be modified
or new measures may be required as a result of this process. In addition, if
other species were listed under the Endangered Species Act, additional
consultation practices would occur. " (page 2-27)

We note that under Alternative 3,

"The requirements of Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act provide the
guidelines for HCP preparation. The information within each of the HCP’s
includes the following:.. Proposed mitigation and enhancement measures to
address unresolved and unknown future issues (note: an adaptive
management plan to address changing circumstances and unknown future
events addresses this issue in the proposed HCPs). " (page 2-32)

However, under Alternative 2,

"National Marine Fisheries Service has the legal authority to determine the
actions necessary to ensure the survival and recovery of listed species. This
includes determining the most appropriate measures to be taken at each
project, the necessary level of survival at each project, determining the most
appropriate data to be considered when evaluating survival; and modifying
the measures as needed if species continue to decline .... Under Section 7,
NMFS has a legal ,responsibility to, provide the benefit of the doubt to listed
species with respect to gaps in the information base.

If FERC or the PUDs disagree with the NMFS’s decisions under this process,
lengthy legal proceedings may ensue." (page 2-53)

Under Alternative 3,

"According to provisions in the HCP" s, the authorifly to determine the appropriate
protection measures for all of the Plan species, including Endangered Species Act
species, fundamentally shifts away from NMFS under Alternative 3 (HCPs) once the
incidental take permit has been issued. During Phase I of the HCPs, the PUDs



would have the ultimate authority to determine the measures necessary to achieve the
survival standards. During Phase II, a Coordinating Committee (comprised of the
PUD responsibte for the HCP, NMFS, and each of the signatories to the agreement),
jointly decides on the appropriate measures. If the Coordinating Committee cannot
reach consensus, the PUDs may continue to determine the appropriate measures
unless the matter is addressed through the dispute resolution process."

"The party brin~:ing an issue to dispute resolution must prove its case by a
preponderance of the evidence. There is no requirement to provide the benefit
qf the doubt to the species Of concern with respect to gaps in the information
base and NMFS has no authority to determine what constitutes the best
available information to be utilized in support of any decisions. The dispute
resolution process is limited to under 5 months, ensuring that lengthy legal
disputes would not occur, and decisions reached through the dispute
resolution process are binding. " (page 2-53)

We note that both alternatives provide for some level of adaptive management
and that adaptive management under Alternative 2 would only apply to listed
species whereas under Alternative 3 adaptive management would apply to all
Plan species.

We further note that although Altemative 3 appears to provide an expedited
mechanism for settling disagreements, the emphasis shifts away from
providing the benefit of the doubt to the species of concern. We recognize that
the species of concern would include all Plan species under Alternative 3 as
opposed to just ESA listed species under Alternative 2. However, given that
substantial data gaps pertaining to fish passage and survival do exist and are
likely to continue to exist in the future, we doubt that a "preponderance of
evidence" can be readily assembled to support a resolution in favor of the
species of concern. We consider this potentially to be a fatal flaw in
Altemative 3, as non-compliance to HCP standards must be proven under the
dispute resolution process, presumably through some mark recapture study
about which we have already expressed concerns (see Comments 2-4). 
such proof is not available, then actions detrimental to the species of concern
will be allowed to continue.

We believe that lack of direct evidence should not constitute assumed
compliance with survival standards.

* It would appear that tributary habitat enhancement is possible under both
Alternatives 2 and 3. Under Alternative 2, such actions are not expected but
could be required if other on-site actions do not lead to the recovery of the two
listed species.

"In addition to the required research and monitoring efforts, the following
measures, or combination of measures, could potentially be required as a
result of the Section 7 consultations:...



7. Improvements in tributary habitat if the project specific measures have not
adequately addressed the effects of project operations." (pages 1-14 through 1-15)

Under Alternative 3, a Tributary Conservation Plan and Plan Species Account
would be created to compensate for 2 percent of the unavoidable project
mortality. Contributions to this account would be made by the PUDs on behalf
of each project. We note that for the Wells Project:

"For the Wells Project, the Douglas County PUD would make an initial
contribution to the account of $991,000 (1998 dollars adjusted for inflation).
If juvenile dam passage survival after three years of evaluations remains
greater than or equal to 95percent, the district would make annual payments
0/’$88, 089 (1998 dollars) throughout the HCP term or would pay$1,321,333
(equivalent to 15 years of annual payments), deducting the actual costs of bond
issuance and interest. If juvenile dam passage survival is less than 95 percent, the
Douglas County PUD shall contribute an additional $991,000 and increase the
annual funding to $176,178, or make an up front contribution of $2,642,667
(equivalent to 15 years of annual payments in 1998 dollars), deducting the actual
costs of bond issuance and interest." (pages 2-38 through 2-39)

We have several concerns related to this clause.

Per our previous comments related to the heavy reliance of the HCPs on the
results of marking programs, to ensure that the 95% juvenile passage survival
standard is accurately measured, evaluations must be conducted using each of
the Plan species and not through the use of surrogates (Comment 3). 
indicated in Comment 4, we once again question that survival studies for each
of the five plan species can be completed in a three-year period. As indicated
in Comment 2 we object to the clause "If the differences between the study
results and the District’s performance standard being measured are not
statistically significant, then the District’s performance standard has been
met." In this case non-significant differences would result in a reduction in
Douglas PUD contributions to the Plan Species Account.

In addition, during Phase III of the HCP, juvenile survival is to be periodically
re-assessed. If the 95% survival standard were to be met under Phase I, no
provision appears to exist to allow additional monetary compensation if
juvenile survival is determined to drop below the 95% standard as measured
during Phase Iii monitoring efforts.

We suggest that a statement such as the following should be added:

"In the event that the 95% survival standard is met for each of the Plan
species during the phase I three year evaluation period, but subsequent!y
determined to decline to a survival level less than 95% for any of the Plan
species during Phase III monitoring activ!t.ies, Douglas County P UD will



provide an additional $991,000 and will increase annual contributions from
$88,089 to $176,178. The..$991,O00 (1998 dollars) will be a one time
additional payment required.for non-compliance with the 95% juvenile
survival standard. The increase in annual contributions from $88,089 to
$176,178 will continue until further monitoring assessments determine
the 95%./uvenile survival standard is met for each of the Plan species.
Douglas County PUD may provide an additional $1,321,333 one-time
payment in lieu of the additional annual $88,089. "

that

We further note that the annual payments would begin "...after three years of
evaluations... "In addition "The HCPs set an initial 5-year period for the
P UDs to meet the 95 percent juvenile dam passage survival standard,
followed by up to three years of evolutions." From this, we conclude that the
annual payments to the Plan Species Account may not begin until eight years
after the start of Phase i. We suggest that the initial payment of $991,000 be
increased to $1,695,712 (1998 dollars) to account for the eight years of annual
payments of $88,089 that will be missed during Phase I.

* We question and seek clarification as to what happens if an affected party
does not sign the HCPs under Alternative 3. Our understanding is that
because the HCPs are voluntary ESA compliance efforts on the part of the
PUDs, that technically they need only include the services (NMFS, USFWS),
FERC and the PUDs themselves. It would appear that non-signatories
couldn’t participate as members (either voting or non-voting) on either of the
Coordinating Committees or the Hatchery Committee. The same is generally
true for the Tributary Committee, however, a non-signatory party could
potentially be selected to serve as an expert non-voting member by the
Tributary Committee.

* Within the mid-Columbia River, total dissolved gas (TDG) supersaturation
is the foremost water quality concern. It causes migration delays and
mortality from "gas bubble disease". Most of the TDG is a result of spilling
done to aid downstream fish passage or to manage excessive flows. The high
TDG levels persist well downstream of the project area where they originate.
Currently, spill deflectors are a voluntary mitigation measure, and WDOE
grants waivers to the dams for exceeding TDG levels.

We note that spill remains the primary juvenile passage strategy at Rock
Island Dam under Alternatives 2 and 3. Spill is also the primary juvenile
passage strategy at Wanapum and Priest Rapids dams. We are concerned that
increased volumes of spill at Rock island Dam, as potentially advocated under
both Alternatives 2 and 3, may result in increased Total Dissolved Gas levels,
which may cripple or preclude spill operations for juvenile passage at the
Wanapum and/or Priest Rapids projects.



Given the larger water volumes stored and/or spilled at Chief Joseph and
Grand Coulee dams, TDG and other water quality problems originate
upstream of the area the DEIS considers. Just as tributaries to the Mid-
Columbia are included in habitat and water quality considerations, the effects
of the upstream dams should be part of any HCP.

More specifically, the DEIS does not mention any specifics with respect to gas
abatement structures at Chief Joseph or Grand Coulee dams. In addition, the
large storage behind Grand Coulee Dam (in terms of both areal extent and
temporal duration) allows a thermocline to develop during warmer months.
The increased temperatures exacerbate the effects of total dissolved gas
supersaturation. High water temperatures have other adverse effects on
salmonids; these are discussed in a separate section.

Wells: A controlled spill with modified spill bays is currently used for
juvenile fish passage, and is relatively successful, having an overall survival
rate of 98 percent. The spill form is not clear in the DEIS - is it a step-pool
cascade structure? If so, it might result in relatively lower TDG levels
resulting from spills (because of decreased vertical drop). The DEIS states
that TDG levels "sometimes" exceed state standards; in fact, the Mid-
Columbia is 303(d) listed for this parameter because of high TDG levels
below Wells Dam. Could the goal of improved fish passage and WDOE’s
water quality responsibility to reduce TDG justify a more elaborate structure
to accommodate spills (and fish passage)? There is no mention in the DEIS 
spill deflectors at Wells Dam, and there have been no new structural
modifications there since 1990.

Rocky Reach and Rock island are part of the same reach for WDOE water
quality designations, and are currently listed for TDG, as well as temperature
and bioassay levels. Rocky Reach has a spill program to aid juvenile fish
passage (and perhaps adult fall-backs and kelts); the program provides for
spill levels equal to 15% of daily flows during spring and 10% during
summer. In addition, a turbine bypass system (for fish passage) was installed
in 1994 and is still being modified. There is no mention in the DEIS of spill
deflectors at Rocky Reach Dam.

Rock Island: As mentioned above, TDG, temperature, and bioassay levels are
303(d) listed in the reach that includes Rock Island. Currently, there is 
primitive orifice bypass used for spill purposes, and spill is purchased with a
conservation account. Thus, timing and magnitude of spill may be dependent
on available funds. Given the effect of spill on TDO, this might also restrict
options for resolving water quality problems.

A bypass system has never been adequately developed at Rock Island. The
DEIS states that several modifications for fish passage are being considered: a
forebay guidance curtain, testing spill configurations, turbine bypass systems,
and other options for juvenile bypass. Consideration of water quality effects



(especially TDG), including opportunities for improvement, should be part 
all bypass development plans.

There is no mention in the DEIS of spill deflectors at Rock Island Dam. Both
Rock Island and Rocky Reach dams have TDG and gas bubble disease
monitoring mentioned as part of Alternative 2, yet there is no planned
response to those problems.

* The Washington Department of Ecology is in the process of revising the
Water Quality Standards for Surface Waters of the State of Washington
(Chapter 173-201A WAC). The revised standards, if adopted, will be more
stringent with regards to water temperature and dissolved oxygen
concentrations. Water body classifications will be "use-based" with specific
attention paid to use by salmonids. There do not seem to be provisions within
the DEIS or the HCPs to account for or integrate these more stringent water
quality standards.

For example, the DEIS acknowledges violations of current state temperature
standards with maximums as high as 23.8°C and three-month averages
ranging from 10.0 to 18.8°C. Temperatures in Tables 3-5 and 3-6 are often in
excess of the proposed revised WDOE standards for seasonal daily maximums
and moving 7-day averages for daily maximums. For salmonid rearing and
migration waters, the proposed water temperature standard is 15°C (moving 7-
day average of daily maximums) with no single daily maximum to exceed
17.5°C from June 1 through September 14.

DO levels are linked to temperature; the DEIS consistently states for all three
dams that "DO levels do not typically drop below 8.0 mg/L" but under the
proposed revised standards, this only applies from June 1 through September
14, and only for rearing and migration waters. For salmonid spawning waters,
average daily DO levels cannot fall below 10.5 mg/L from September 15
through May 31, with no single daily minimum falling below 9 mg/L.

We also note that the Wells project has inundated the lower 17 miles of the
Okanogan River resulting in elevated water temperatures for this reach.
Elevations in water temperature have delayed adult sockeye migration into the
Okanogan River and possibly resulted in an elevation in pre-spawn mortality
rates. This needs to be addressed in the HCP for the Wells Project.

* Fall and summer chinook in the Mid-Columbia River are generally
considered to outmigrate during the first year of life as zero age summer
migrants. However, it is our understanding that a high percentage (46%-78%,
John Sneva, WDFW, personal communication 3/21/01) of the Wenatchee
River adult summer chinook show scale growth patterns indicative of an
additional year in fresh water. These fish may be relatively small in number
but an important component of adult returns. In addition, these fish may over-



winter in hydroelectric reservoirs and therefore may arrive at hydroelectric
projects at any time during the year such as late summer or early spring.

Summer chinook are not an ESA listed species and therefore not addressed in
Alternative 2. They are plan species under Alternative 3, but the holdover
component of the juvenile population does not appear to be considered, most
likely because this characteristic has not been adequately assessed. We
further note that the 95% dam passage survival standard for juveniles under
Alternative 3 applies to 95% of the run period for each Plan species, which
may not provide adequate protection for holdover summer chinook. We
consider this to be an outstanding unresolved issue.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the HCP DEIS. If you have
questions about our comments or need further clarification, please contact Joe
Peone, Director of the Cotville Tribal Fish and Wildlife Department at 509
634-2113.

Sincerely. /"~: ..

~,~q.9/ D.R. Michel,
Chairman, Natural Resource Committee
Colville Tribal Business Council

Cc: Tim Brewer
Joe Peone

Office Reservation Attorneys
Fish and Wildlife Dept.



May 1, 2001

Bob Dach
National Marine Fisheries Service
525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, Oregon 97232-2737

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement: Anadromous Fish Agreements and
Habitat Conservation Plans for the Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island
Hydroelectric Projects

Dear Mr. Dach:

American Rivers̄  appreciates the opportunity to review the draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the PrOPosed Anadromous Fish Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans for the
Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island Hydroelectric Projects, dated November 2000. We
strongly support and endorse the comments submitted on behalf’of the Save Our WiM Salmon
Coalition (SOS), and have reiterated and emphasized several specific concerns below.

As noted in the DEIS, American Rivers was involved in the development of a long4erm
anadromous fish protection plan for thethree hydropower projects at issue. It was our goal to
ensure that any alternative that allows continued project operations wo01d (1) promote recovery
of ESA-listed stocks and make certain that such operations do not jeopardize their continued
existence, (2) adequately protect non-listed species and provide sufficient mitigation for the
effects of the hydropower projects, and (3) comply with all relevant laws and policy. Prior 
resolution of several critical isstles and finalization of any plan, Public Utility District No. l of
Chelan County and Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County (collectively, the PUDs)
submitted the draft Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) to the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NIVIFS) for environmental analysis. The limited analysis contained in the DEiS highlights the
failings of the proposed HCPs to adequately protect anadromous salmonids and ensure
compliance with relevant federal law and policy. Accordingly, American Rivers does not support
the proposed HCPs and urges you to more.fully evaluate alternatives that sufficiently protect
anadromous salmon and steelhead in the Columbia River basin. The alternatives must be
consistent with all relevant federal law and policy.

National Environmental Policy Act

As elaborated on in the comments submitted by SOS, the DEIS falls far short of satisfying the
fundamental requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act. NEPA requires that federal
agencies take a hard look at the consequences of their actions prior to undertaking them.. To do
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so, agencies must carefully consider the significant environmental impactsofthe action,
including direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. NEPA also requires that federal agencies
evaluate a range of alternatives to the proposed action, including the alternative of taking no
action at all. This alternatives analysis is at the heart of NEPA. The DEIS does not meet any of
these requirements for the ̄ following reasons:

° The DEIS fails to take a "hard look" at all of the environmental information and
consequences of each alternative, fundamental purposes of the Act.

¯ The DEIS fails to analyze the cumulative impacts of myriad other actions that affect Mid-
Columbia salmon and steelhead.

¯ The DEIS fails to consider an adequate range of alternatives
¯ The DEIS fails to adequately inform the public and decision-makers of the requirements

and responsibilities of all federal statutes and treaties.

NMFS may not, as it has done throughout this DEIS, ignore relevant information and rely upon
conclusory statements and unsupported assertions to satisfy NEPA requirements. General and
speculative statements about hoped for benefits fail to ensure informed decision making, one of
the fundamental purposes of NEPA. Consideration of a range of reasonable alternativesto the
proposed action is a critical component of any NEPA analysis. However, NMFS effectively
evaluates only two alternatives, admitting that the no action alternative would violate the ESA.
NMFS must explore and objectively evaluate an adequate range of alternatives including a true
no action alternative that considers no project conditions, drawdown, and n0n-power operations,
to name a few. Also, NMFS must consider an alternative that would provide greater protection
for salmon and steelhead than the proposed action. While such alternatives may cost more, the
DEIS presents no information for the decisioff-maker or the public to draw any conclusign about
the benefits, or cost of such a measure.

/

Finally, the cumulative impacts analysis fails to consider a myriad of easily identifiable,
foreseeable actions that affect Mid and Upper Columbia River salmon and steelhead. For
example, NMFS must analyze the proposed Columbia River channel deepening project, the Lake
Chelan Hydroelectric Project, and numerous other land management activities in the basin.

We believe that these deficiencies present an inaccurate picture of the impacts to the public,
making it impossible for anyone, including NMFS, to draw any reasoned conclusions about the
environmental impacts of the three alternatives presented in this DEIS.

Endangered Species Act

To echo SOS’ comments, NMFS’ analysis in the DEIS is wholly insufficient to comply with the
underlying legal obligations of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), 16 U.S.C. §§ 1531 et seq.

The DEIS states that the "purpose of the HCPs is to protect fish in the Mid-Columbia River while
generating electricity." DEIS at 1-3. This statement too narrowly cabins the rest of the analysis by
removing, among other things, consideration of atrue "no action" alterna}ive as well as assumes that the
HCPs analyzedin Alternative 3 are the proper means to comply with the ESA. We believe that the purpose
and need must be expanded to emphasize protection of listed species and compliance with the requirements
ofthe Endangered Speciel~ Act as the purpose of this DEIS. The HCPs are only a proposal to meet the
r~equirements of the ESA, they are not an end in themselves. Indeed, to perform a valid NEPA analysis, ’
NMFS must not assume, as it does in the current purpose and need statement, that the HCP Alternative
fulfills the mandates of the ESA.



The ESA is the "most comprehensive legislation for the preservation of endangered species ever
enacted by any nation." TVA v. Hill, 437 U.S. 153, 180 (1978). ’,[T]he language, history, and
structure of the legislation.., indicate[] beyond a doubt that Congress intended endangered
species to be afforded the highest of priorities." TVA, 437 U.S. at 174. As a result, agencies are
required to use "all methods and procedures which are necessary," 16 U.S.C. § 1532(2), 
"prevent the loss of any endangered species, regardless of the cost." TVA, 437 U.S. at 188, n. 34.
The DEIS does not meet that standard and in fact, if implemented would result in serious harm to
listed species in the Mid-Columbia. The DEIS violates the ESA for several basic reasons~:

The DEIS violates the fundamental principle of species conservation - erring On the side
of caution in the face of uncertainty.

* The DEIS misunderstands the requirements of the ESA.
.The DEIS fails to analyze inconsistencies between Section "7 consultation requirements,
and the proposed Section 10 Incidental Take Permit and Habitat Conservation Plan.

Fii-st and foremost, NMFS repeatedly fails to ensure that uncertainty is resolved in a manner that
does not place the species further at risk. Of particular concern is the failure to provide the
benefit of the doubt to species̄ with respect to data gaps or information disputes. NMFS’
approach undertaken in the DEIS is at odds with the cautionary approach required under the ESA.
Any risk must be borne by the projects, not by the listed species. The ESA does not allow for an
alternative that provides substantial certainty for the project, while placing,the risk of uncertainty
on the species.

Second, the ESA requires NMFS to consider alternatives that are more protective of fish than the
HCP. Failure to do so violates the ESA requirement that take of.listed species be minimized and
mitigated to the "maximum extent practicable." One possible alternative includes drawdown,
which NMFS incorrectly maintains is available only at relieensing.

Finally, the DEIS fails to analyze a critical issue raised in some of the scoping comments - that
the Section 10 incidental take permit process is available only for non-federal ’actions. NMFS’
Habitat ConservationPlanning Handbook maintains that the Section 10 process is intended to
address non-federal actions that are not otherwise subject to-Section 7 consultation. As such, the
Section’ 10 ITP and HCP process may not even be an available option to the PUDsl Although
hydropower projects are owned by non-federal entities, FERC clearly maintains ongoing
authority and jurisdiction over the project. This ongoing authority constitutes federal agency
action, requiring FERC to initiate consultation Under the ESA. Although this procedural analysis
was not undertaken during development of the HCPs, the DEIS must address the applicability of
Sectionl 0 to the FERC-licensed hydropower projects in question.

If such an option is available, it does not relieve FERC of its ESA Section 7 responsibilities to
insure that the action is not likely to j eopardize the continued existence of any endangered or
threatened species. As such, the ITP and HCP must be consistent with FERC’s Section 7
obligations. To ensure consistency, FERC must undertake consultation prior to further
development of the HCPs.

Federal Power Act

The DEIS fails to adequately analyze statutory.requirements of the Federal Power Act despite the
intention that the HCPs supercede existing FERC license articles and satisfy NMFS’ obligations
pursuant to sections 18, 10(a), mad 10(j) of the FPA. The FPA requires that the commitment 



river to power production be reevaluated anew at the time of relicen_sing and establishes various
legal obligations that must be met prior to relicensing. The DEIS fails to analyze any of these
requirements, and the fundamental nature of the HCP precludes fulfillment of some.

The DEIS fails to consider the following Federal Power Act requirements:

The DEIS fails to analyze the requirements necessary for the HCPs to supercede the
existing FERC license articles and satisfy NMFS’ obligations pursuant to sections 18,
10(a), and 10(j)of the Federal Power 
The DEIS and HCPs limit the requirement that a hydr0Power project licensee evaluate
pre-project conditions as required by, the Federal Power Act and NEPA.
The DEIS provides no analysis of whether the HCPs at issue satisfy the FPA.
The HCPs’~ "no surprises" assurances pr_esuppose the term and content of the PUD FERC
licenses and are inconsistentwith reopener clauses intended to ensure"equitable
treatment for fish and wildlife over the terms of the license agreement."

¯ Clean Water Act

To reiterate SOS’ comments, the DEIS provides no analysis of Clean Water Act requirements.
The CWA requires that all federal agencies "having jurisdiction over any property or facility ....
shall be subject to and comply with" all applicable federal, state, and local water quality laws. 33
U.S.C. § 1323. As a federal court has recently held, dams are no exception to this rule. See
National Wildlife Fed’n v. U.S. Army Corps qf Engineers, 92 F. Supp.2d 1072 (D. Or. 2000)
(holding that the Corps’ dams on the lower Snake River must comply with state water quality
standards). Further, NMFS’ issuance of an incidental take permit or incidental take statement
will require certification under section 401 of the CWA. In light of these requirements, the DEIS
is deficient in several respects.

* Thb DEIS lack any analysis of whether the alternatives willcomply with water quality.
standards.

. The DEIS fails to discuss section 401 certification requirements.. ’

NMFS must analyze file water quality impacts of the hydropower projects at issue - Rocky
Reach, Rock Island, and Wells - and ensure compliance with the relevant water quality impacts.

Inadequacy of HCP Provisions

The fundamental principle set forth in the HCP is a "no net impact" standard for salmon and
steelhead protection at the hydropower proj ec, ts. This standard consists of two key components-
a 91 percent total project survival rate, including an independent 95 percent juvenile passage rate,
and 9 percent compensation through hatchery and tributary improvement programs. The DEIS
clearly highlights but overlooks the shortcomings of the proposed standards in the HCP: The
serious shortcomings place unacceptable risk on the species contrary to ESA requirements, and
fail to sufficiently protect salmon and steelhead.

j



The DEIS analysis of adult and juvenile survival standards is insufficient. There ̄exist no
scientifically credible methodologies to evaluate survival for all covered species at all life
stages.

¯ The DEIS lacks adequate analysis of the off site mitigation proposals ’ Tributary .
Improvement Fund or Hatchery Supplementation Program.

¯ Inconsistencies between the QAR and the DEIS call the DEIS analysis into question

American Rivers would lille to reiterate and emphasize the inadequacy of the HCP provisions as
outlined in SOS’ comments. In particular, we view the inability to measure the proposed survival
standards and the inadequate data to support the independent programs as some of the most
significant shortcomings of the HCP. And, although acknowledged in the DEIS, NMFS utterly
fails to address these ̄ issues. Recent actions undertaken by Chelan County PUD highlight the risk
that immeasurable standards place on the species. Chelan County PUD basedits decision to
forego the minimum spill requirement, at the Rocky Reach Hydroelectric Project on limited
analysis of yearling spring chinook and steelhead. Although not allowed under the HCP, Chelan
County PUD relied on rePresentational studies to support its decision¯ Development of agreed-
upon methods for assessing compliance with survival standards for all species must occur prior to
implementation of the HCPs.

The. DEIS acknowledges that there are limited or no methodologies for assessing juvenile and
adult survival for all species and all life stages. NMF$ cannot issue an ITP while at the same
time expressly acknowledging an inability to determine whether the applicant is in compliance
with its terms. Moreover, the ESA requires that NMFS resolve uncertainties and information
disputes in favor of the specirs of concern, contrary to what the HCP currently provides. Until
the PUDs complete accurate assessments of juvenile and adult survival, the ESA’s cautionary
principle prohibits NMFS from assuming that the survival rate estimates in the HCP are correct.
The DEIS provides insufficient data to support the estimates.

The DEIS also fails to consider the effect of (1) maintaining a 95 percent juvenile dam passage
survival standard over only 95 percent of the run,.and (2) excluding spring migrating chinook
smaller than 50 mm inlength from the 95 percent juvenile dam passage survival for the full run
of that species in the event turbine intake screens are installed certain instances.

Further, the DEIS provides insufficient evaluation of the tributary habitat improvement or
hatchery supplementation program, both of Which are key to attaining the no net impact standard.
The DEIS acknowledges that there are no means to assess the benefits from these programs and
then simply assumes that,the funding and Supplementation levels contained in the HCPs are
adequate. There is no data to support the proposed funding levels for the tributary habitat fund,
and NMFS acknowledges that there is no way to assess whether the tributary program is actually
providing 2 percent compensation. While a habitat restoration program is critical to salmon
recovery efforts, it must be accompanied by measurable goals and objectives. The DEIS also
provides no scientific justification for reducing Douglas County PUDs contribution to the habitat
fund in thQ event it achieves a 95. percent juvenile dam passage survival rate at Wells dam.

Similarly, the DEIS provides insufficient analysis of the proposed hatchery program, other than to
assert that it must.be consistent with ESA recovery goals. The DEIS fails to explain how such’
consistency may affect the program and its ability to provide 7 percent compensation. Although
unable to guarantee .7 percent hatchery compensation, NMFS fails to analyze the effect of not
¯ meeting the 7 percent, and in turn, the no net impact standards.



Finally, the Quantitative Analytical Report (QAR) relies on several unjustified assumptions in its
analysis. There is no data to support that (1) the survival improvements that the HCPs call for 

’ the h3Cdropr0jects, and through off-site mitigation, occur instantaneously, (2)Grant County
PUD’s Priest Rapids Project has achieved a 95 percent juvenile survival standard, and (3) the
survival improvements called for in the Federal Columbia River Power System Biological
Opinion are being met. ’Inconsistencies between the QAR and available facts call into question
NMFS’ reliance on the analysis to draw any conclusions about the adequacy of the HCPs.

All of this adds up to insufficient protection for salmon and steelhead. The significant uncertainty
associated with the HCP standards (95/91/7/2 percents), coupled with an inability to determine
compliance, is inconsistent with ESA requirements and precludes NMFS from fully assessing the
environmental impacts of the HCPs.

Conclusion

The DEIS fails to demonstrate that the proposed HCPs ~rovide sufficient protection tO Columbia
Rioter Basin salmon and steelhead that are negatively affected by the hydroelectric projects.
Moreover, the DEIS highlights the significant shortcomings of the HCPs and their failure to
comply with all relevant federal law and policy. American Rivers does not support these long- ̄
term salmon and steelhead protection plans. The limited analysis in the DEIS in no way justifies
issuance of incidental .take permits that will lessen NMFS" ability t o undertake whatever actions
are necessary to protect and recover listed species for the next 50 years.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please feel free to call if you have any questions
regarding these comments.

Sincerely,

Brett Swift _

CC: Susan Fruchter, NEPA Coordinator
Office of Policy and Strategic Planning
Room 6117
Herbert C. Hoover Bldg.
U.S. Department of Commerce
Washington D.C. 20230



VanNess
Fel 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

April 30, 2001

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
821 Second Avenue, Suite 2100
Seattle, Washington 98104-1519
(206) 623-9372 Telephone
(206) 623-4986 Facsimile
www.vnf,com

Washington, D.C.
(202) 298-1800

IVIalcolxn C. M~
(206) 829-1814
mcm @ vnf.com

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region, Hydro Program
525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Habitat
Conservation Plans proposed for Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas
County, Washington, and the Public Utility District Nol 1 of Chelan
County, Washington, 65 Federal Register 82976 (Dec. 29, 2000), 
amended by 66 Federal Register 2903 (Jan. 12, 2001)

Dear NMFS:

Public Utility District No. 1 of Chelan County, Washington (the "District")
appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Habitat Conservation Plans proposed for Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas
County, Washington, and Public Utility District No. 1 of Chelan County, Washington
(the "DEIS").l

We appreciate this first major step in the regulator review of the District’s
incidental take permit applications.2 However, we have a number of concerns. First, we
are very disappointed in the amount of time it has taken to reach this step. The District’s
incidental take permit applications were filed with NMFS on July 30, 1998. At NMFS
instance, the District along with Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County have
funded Parametrix, Inc. since 1998 to expedite NMFS’ regulatory review of the
incidental take permit applications. The District promised a two-year regulatory review

65 Federal Register 82976 (Dec. 29, 2000), as amended by 66 Federal Register 2903 (Jan. 12, 2001).
2 Application for Individual Incidental Take Permit for the Rocky Reach Hydroelectric Project, FERC No.

2145 (July 30, 1998); Application for Individual Incidental Take Permit for the Rock Island Hydroelectric
Project, FERC NO. 945 (July 30, 1998).
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process in consideration for funding NMFS’ contractor. We have not received expedited
treatment.

Second, the DEIS does provide a clear explanation of the Anadromous Fish
Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans (the "Agreements") upon which the
incidental take permit applications are based. As a result the Agreements cannot be fully
compared with the other alternatives, and the analysis of the Agreements is not complete
or accurate. To address the second problem, the District’s comments start with a
summary and interpretation of the Agreements. In this section the District provides, for
the benefit of NMFS and the general public, a general summary of how the Agreements
should be interpreted.

Third, as pointed out in the Specific Comments, there are several instances where
NMFS misstates data. This provides a skewed view of how the Agreements will work,
and how the Agreements compare with other alternatives. Of greatest concern is NMFS
continued reliance upon the Quantitative Analytical Report (the "QAR"). The QAR 
another processes the District and Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County,
Washington were forced to fund to expedite review of the Agreements. in consideration
for funding the QAR, NMFS promised that the QAR would be a fair, open and scientific
process.

The QAR should not be included in the DEIS. NMFS has kept the QAR intemal
to NMFS. The QAR is not final or peer reviewed. The District has not had an opportunity
to view the QAR, yet NMFS heavily relies upon the QAR throughout the DEIS. As a
result, neither the District nor the public can evaluate the DEIS with the QAR.
Furthermore, based upon the District’s limited knowledge of the QAR the QAR is
severely mischaracterized in the DEIS.

Fourth, again as pointed out in the Specific Comments, the District continues its
objection to NMFS’ choice of alternatives. NEPA requires an environmental impact
statement to review the proposed action with other measures. It is not appropriate for
NMFS to compare regulatory review processes as alternatives in a DEIS.

It is the District’s hope that NMFS will address the concerns we raise in these
comments and amend the DEIS accordingly.

Summary of the Agreements

On July 30, 1998, the District submitted incidental take permit applications to
NMFS for the Rocky Reach and Rock Island Hydroelectric Projects (the "Projects"). The
incidental take permit applications are based upon proposed Anadromous Fish
Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans (the "Agreements"). The Agreements are
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"intended to constitute a comprehensive and long term ada,p4tive management plan for
Plan Species3 and their habitat as affected by the Projects.’ They are unlike any other
habitat conservation plan ever filed with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service or
the National Marine Fisheries Services.

The Agreements are revolutionary due to their scope and management plan. The
Agreements are titled Anadromous Fish Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans and
not just habitat conservation plans because they address more than just the Endangered
Species Act. They also address Federal Power Act, the Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act, the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act, the Clean
Water Act and Title 77 of the Revised Code of Washington in one comprehensive
agreement for each Project.

Because the Agreements are comprehensive settlements, they propose a standard
greater than that required under the Endangered Species Act. The Agreements establish a
survival standard of 100% No Net Impact ("NNI") which means that the Projects appear
invisible to the species migrating past the Projects. There are two basic components of
NNI. First, to protect the species migrating past the Projects, the Agreements establish a
series of performance standards based upon the actual survival of the species, not simply
measures to be implemented regardless of their actual benefit to the species. Second, all
unavoidable mortality is mitigated. This occurs though tributary habitat improvements
and through state of the art hatchery supplementation. Central to the Agreements are the
processes for making decisions and resolving disputes. All the stakeholders that sign the
Agreements make the decisions, and disputes can be resolved in as little as 16 days.
These Agreements actually protect the survival of the salmon and restore their habitat.

The level of protection afforded in the Agreements is provided to not just listed
Upper Columbia River steelhead and Upper Columbia River spring chinook. It also
protects all other species of salmon migrating past the Projects; even coho salmon which
are extinct from the Upper Columbia River, but are being re-introduced by the
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakarna Indian Nation (the "Yakama Indian
Nation").

The Agreements are the result of an extensive collaborative process dating back to
1993, and represent the collective wisdom and professional judgment of the scientists and
regional policy makers of the NMFS, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the
Washington Department ofFish and Wildlife, the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the

3 Plan Species are defined as spring, summer and fall chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch), sockeye
salmon (O. nerka), coho salmon (O. kisutch), and steelhead (O. rnykiss). Rocky Reach at Section XII. 11;
Rock Island at Section XII. 11.
4 Rocky Reach, Introduction, Paragraph A.; Rock Island, Introduction, Paragraph A.
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Colville Indian Reservation, the Yakama Indian Nation, the Confederated Tribes of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation, and American Rivers, Inc. participating in the process.

The Am’cements

To assist in understanding the Rocky Reach and Rock Island Anadromous Fish
Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans, the District provides the following summary
and interpretation of the Agreements.

What species are protected?

The Agreements apply to anadromous salmonids, known as the "Plan Species.’’5

Plan Species are defined as spring, summer and fall chinook salmon (Oneorhynehus
kisutch), sockeye salmon (O. nerka), coho salmon (O. kisutch), and steelhead (O.
mykiss).6 However, since coho salmon are extinct in the portion of the Columbia River
affected by the Projects, the District did not request that the incidental take permit apply
to coho salmon. The sub-set of the plan species for which the incidental take permits are
requested are referred to in the Agreement as the "Permit Species."

What is the biological olan? (the standards)

The Survival Standards. The objective of the Agreements is to achieve 100% No
Net Impact for each Plan Species affected by the Projects] NNI consists of two
components: (1) 91% Project Survival achieved within the geographic area of each
Project by project improvement measures, including an independent standard of 95%
Juvenile Dam Passage Survival; and (2) 9% compensation for Unavoidable Project
Mortality provided through hatchery and tributary programs, with 7% compensation
provided through hatchery programs and 2% compensation provided through tributary
programs.8 NNI will be maintained for the duration of the Agreement for each Plan
Species affected by the Project. A coordinating committee composed of each entity that
signs the Agreements will ensure the NNI is achieved and maintained by: (1) overseeing
monitoring and evaluation, and (2) periodically adjusting the measures being
implemented to address actual project survival and compensate for all unavoidable
project mortality.9

5 Anadromous Fish Agreement and Habitat Conservation Plan Rocky Reach Hydroelectric Project, FERC

No. 2145 (Rocky Reach), Section XII. 1; Anadromous Fish Agreement and Habitat Conservation Plan Rock
Island Hydroelectric Project, FERC No. 943 (Rock Island), Section XII. 
6 Rocky Reach at Section XII. 11 .; Rock Island at Section XII. I 1.
7 Rocky Reach, Introduction, Paragraph B; Rock Island, Introduction, Paragraph B.
s Rocky Reach at Section HI. 1.; Rock Island at Section III. 1
9 Rocky Reach at Section III.2.; Rock Island at Section III.2.
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To achieve NNI, the District is obligated to achieve and maintain 91% Project
Survival, which means that 91% of each Plan Species, juvenile and adult combined,
survive Project effects, including delayed mortality wherever it may occur.1° However,
recognizing that the impacts associated with hydroelectric projects are focused at the
concrete (the Dam) the Agreements require the District to achieve and maintain 95%
Juvenile Dam Passage Survival, which means that 95% of the juvenile Plan Species over

95% of each species’ mi~Tation survive the journey through the forebay, dam, and
tailrace of each Project.

There is one exception to the 95% Juvenile Dam Passage Survival standard.
Provided that turbine intake screens are installed at the Dam, spring-migrating chinook
salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) smaller than 50 mm in length will be excluded from
95% Juvenile Dam Passage Survival, but not from 91% Project Survival for the full run
of that Plan Species. 12 This exception is necessary to account for the competing needs
between species and choosing a way to best protect all the species.

The Project Survival standard must be achieved for juvenile and adult Plan
Species. However, current technology does not exist to measure adult survival. But,
during the term of the Agreements, the parties that developed the Agreements felt very
comfortable that technology would be developed, sooner rather than later, to measure
adult survival. Since the District was obligated to achieve and maintain the standard, all
signatories to the Agreements have the incentive to develop the technology and have it
implemented as soon as possible

Until adult survival can be measured, to insure that adults received the maximum
protection practicable in a way that can be measured, the Agreements’ Adult Passage
Plan defines actions tobe taken by the District to protect adults. The Agreements give
high priority to adult survival in the achievement of 91% Project Survival for each Plan
Species.13 This means that the District must provide for adult as well as juvenile
survival. The District has a variety of tools it may use to achieve the targeted survival
rate. These tools include, but are not limited to, a requirement that adult passage systems
at the Project will be maintained and operated according to the detailed fishway operating
plan identified in the Agreements or to criteria developed through the coordinating
committee.14 Spill and turbine units will be operated in a manner that provides for adult
passage while meeting the 95% Juvenile Dam Passage Survival rate. 15 Areas within the
adult fish passage system which are identified by the coordinating committee as either

1°Rocky Reach at Section IV.l.a.; Rock Island at Section IV.l.a.
n Rocky Reach at Section IV. l.a.; Rock island at Section IV. 1 .a.
n Rocky Reach at Section IV. 1.b.; Rock Island at Section IV. 1.b.
13 Rocky Reach at Section IV.2.b.; Rock Island at Section IV.2.b.
~4 Rocky Reach at Section IV.2.b.i.; Rock Island at Section IV.2.b.i.
~5 Rocky Reach at Section IV.2.b.ii.; Rock Island at Section IV.2.b.ii.
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consistently out of criteria or where significant delay occurs will be modified as soon as
feasible by the District. 16 The District will use best efforts to eliminate identified sources
of adult injury and mortality during adult migration through the Dam. 17 In addition, the
District will identify adult fallback rates at the dam, and the coordinating committee will
identify a method to protect steelhead kelts at the Dam, and a reduction in fallback rates,
mortalities, and protection ofkelts will be factored into juvenile bypass and adult passage
development and implementation and into Project operation decisions. 18

If the District is unable to achieve 91% Project Survival, including achievement
of 95% Juvenile Dam Passage Survival, then the District is obligated to consult with the
coordinating committee to jointly seek a solutionJ9 If a solution cannot be identified to
achieve the standards, then any Party may take action to withdraw from the Agreements
on the basis that it is impossible to achieve the standards in the Agreement, or take action
under any other provision of the Agreement.2°

Unavoidable Project Mortality. Since hydroelectric projects obstruct the
waterways the salmon use to migrate there is some mortality that just cannot be
eliminated. This mortality is addressed in the Agreements as "Unavoidable Project
Mortality." Unavoidable Project Mortality is initially assumed to be 9%, based on several
assumptions regarding Project impacts.21 The word "initially" is very important. It is
currently not possible to measure Unavoidable Project Mortality. The biologists and
policy makers that developed the Agreements’, in their best professional judgment,
assumed juvenile dam passage mortality to be 5% and a net of 4% mortality for all other
project effects. These include, but are not limited to, reservoir, juvenile delayed, and
adult mortality with credit for natural mortality.22 Since Unavoidable Project Mortality is
an assumption, it is implicit within the Agreements that once technology is developed to

23measure these numbers it will be accurately established. Since the Agreements do not
assign responsibility to any one party to take on this responsibility, the responsibility lies
with the coordinating committee as a whole. Since the Agreements provide for the
assumption to be verified all signatories to the Agreements have the incentive to develop
the technology and have it implemented as soon as possible. In the event Unavoidable
Project Mortality is proven to be something other than 9%, then the coordinating
committee must decide what action should be taken.24

16 Rocky Reach
~7 Rocky Reach
~8 Rocky Reach
19 Rocky Reach
zo Rocky Reach
zl Rocky Reach
22 Rocky Reach
23 Rocky Reach
24 Rocky Reach

at Section IV.2.b.iii.; Rock Island at Section IV.2.b.iii.
at Section IV,2.b.iv.; Rock Island at Section IV,2.b.iv.
at Section IV.Z; Rock Island at Section IV.2.
at Section III.3.; Rock Island at Section III.3.
at Section III.3.; Rock island at Section III.3.
at Section XII. 19.; Rock Island at Section XII. 19.
at Section XII.19.; Rock Island at Section XII, 19.
at Sections III.2. and XII.19.; Rock Island at Section III.2. and XIL19.
at Section III.; Rock Island at Section III.
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Until Unavoidable Project Mortality can be established, 9% Unavoidable Project
Mortality is assumed to be correctY Unavoidable Project Mortality is addressed through
hatchery and tributary compensation, with 7% compensation provided through hatchery
programs and 2% compensation provided through tributary programs26

Hatchery Compensation Plan. Hatchery compensation is provided by the
Agreements’ Hatchery Compensation Plan. The District will provide the necessary
funding and capacity to meet the 7% hatchery compensation level set by the NNI, and
operate the hatchery according to the terms developed by the other signatories to the
Agreement (the "JFP" or "Joint Fisheries Parties"), the NMFS Section 10 incidental take
permit, and in consultation with the Hatchery Committee.27 The JFP are responsible for
developing the plans and programs necessary to implement the Hatchery Compensation
Plan.28 This allocation of responsibility is significant in that NMFS’s policy decisions
regarding management of "wild" fish under the Endangered Species Act may not allow
full utilization of the hatchery capacity provided by the District. If this occurs, then as
long as the District has provided the hatchery capacity and remains able to fund hatchery
operations, the District will be in full compliance with the Agreement and its incidental
take permit. However, under the Agreement, hatchery production will never be reduced
to zero without action by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission because the
Agreement allows for the production of hatchery fish to compensate for original Project
inundation.29

The fact that NMFS can reduce hatchery capacity is the reason the tribes do not
currently support the Agreements. This is where it is important to recognize the fact that
the Agreements are comprehensive settlement agreements. The tribes’ current position is
that they require a guarantee from NMFS that throughout the term of the Agreements the
hatcheries will be fully utilized before they are willing to resume support of the
Agreements. It is only through increased numerical abundance of the Plan Species that
the tribes can fully realize the value of their fishing fights. The tribes dispute NMFS’
policy decision to treat hatchery fish differently from wild fish. In addition, the tribes
argue that the numbers offish to be produced by the Projects’ hatcheries is so small they
will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival and recovery of the Plan
Species in the wild. This view is shared by the District and many other parties that
developed the Agreements. Nevertheless, since NMFS and the other parties that
developed the Agreements are situated differently than the tribes, they can continue to
support the Agreements in light of this objection.

25 Rocky Reach at Section XII. 19.; Rock Island at Section XII. 1 9.
26 Rocky Reach at Sections III. 1. and III.2.; Rock Island at Section III. 1. and III.2.
z7 Rocky Reach at Section VIII.2.; Rock Island at Section VIII.2.
2g Rocky Reach at Section III.4.; Rock Island at Section iII.4.
29 Rocky Reach at Section VIII.3.; Rock Island at Section VIII.3.
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The initial estimated hatchery production capacities for Plan Species needed to
provide compensation for Unavoidable Project Mortality are based on a variety of
factors. Those include average adult returns of plan species for a baseline period, a 7%
compensation requirement, and baseline adult/smolt survival rates for existing mid-
Columbia River hatcheries. The estimated initial production capacity will be adjusted
over time to help achieve and maintain NNI. As changes occur in the average adult
returns of Plan Species, and in adult/smolt survival rate from the hatchery production
facilities the production capacity will change. However, as described above, the original
inundation mitigation will not be reduced.3°

Tributary Conservation Plan. The Tributary Plan will compensate for 2% of
Unavoidable Project Mortality.31 The Tributary Conservation Plan consists of the
Agreement and Exhibit B "Tributary Compensation Plan Species Account Project
Selection, Implementation, and Evaluation Plan.’’32 Under the Tributary Plan, the District
will provide a Plan Species Account to fund projects for the protection and restoration of
Plan Species’ habitat within the Columbia River watershed, and the Okanogan, Methow,
Entiat and Wenatchee River watersheds.

The Tributary Plan will be managed by a Tributary Committee composed of one
representative from each party that signs the Agreement. In order to achieve minimum
costs and maximize the monies in the Plan Species Account, there will be one Tributary
Committee that manages the Tributary Plans for the Wells, Rocky Reach and Rock Island
Hydroelectric projects.33 In addition, to assure that the maximum amount of money will
be spent on actual projects, committee overhead costs cannot exceed $80,000 without the
unanimous vote of the Tributary Committee.34 Whenever feasible, projects selected by
the Tributary Committee shall "take into consideration and be coordinated with other
conservation plans or programs", and "whenever feasible, the Tributary Committee shall
cost-share with other programs, seek matching funds, and ’piggy-back’ programs onto
other habitat efforts. ’’35 The District has spoken with the staff of the Northwest Power
Planning Council and the Governor’s Locke’s Salmon Recovery Task force, and many
other entities. All are eager to coordinate their habitat programs with the Agreements’
Tributary Programs.

Land Use Decisions. When the District makes land use or related permit decisions
on Project lands that affect reservoir habitat, the District must consider the cumulative

30 Rocky Reach at Section VIII.3.; Rock Island at Section VIII.3,
31 Rocky Reach at Section VII.2.; Rock Island at SectionVII.2.
32Rocky Reach at Section VII. 1.; Rock Island at Section VII. 1.
33Rocky Reach at Section VII.3.; Rock Island at Section VII.3,
34Rocky Reach at Section VII.4.a.; Rock Island at Section VII.4.a.
35Rocky Reach at Section VII.3.e.; Rock Island at Section VII.3.e.
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impact effects in order to meet the conservation objectives of the Agreement,
requirements of the FERC license, and other applicable laws and regulations. The
District will also notify and consider comments from the Parties to the Agreement
regarding land use permit application on Project owned lands. 36 Applicants to use or
occupy Project lands or waters must be informed by the District that such use or
occupation may result in an incidental take of an endangered or threatened species under
the ESA, and may require advance authorization from NMFS or USFWS.37

Early Termination Mitigation. Lastly, if the incidental take permit issued by
NMFS is terminated early, NMFS may require the District to mitigate for any past
incidental take that has not been sufficiently mitigated prior to the termination of the
permit. NMFS would require the District to continue relevant mitigation measures of the
Agreement for some or all of the time period covered by the permit as originally issued.38

Thus, the combination of the Juvenile Dam Passage Survival and Project Survival
standards coupled with the required spill for juveniles and the required measures for
adults, the standards that must be satisfied for land use and permitting decisions on
Project lands, and the requirement to mitigate for any past incidental take that was not
sufficiently mitigated in the event the incidental take permit is terminated early provides
each Plan Species with the maximum protection practicable and minimizes and mitigates
the impacts of any taking as is required by Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act.
Furthermore, in order to make sure that everything is being done to protect, restore and
increase the abundance of the Plan Species and their habitat, the Agreements mitigate for
all the unavoidable mortality associated with the Projects through the Tributary
Conservation Plan and the Hatchery Compensation Plan. Therefore, the 100% No Net
Impact standard of the Agreements is truly revolutionary in salmonid management on the
Columbia River.

How are the standards measured?

Survival Standards. Measurement and evaluation of the 95% Juvenile Dam
Passage Survival will commence by the 2003 juvenile migration unless agreed to
otherwise by the coordinating committee. However, the 2003 date was established under
the assumption that the regulatory review process for the Agreement would take no more
than 18 months from the date the Agreements were filed with NMFS in 1998. Due to the
fact that regulatory review process has taken longer than anyone ever expected, it may be
necessary to revisit the 2003 date.

36 Rocky Reach at Section V. 1.; Rock Island at Section V. 1.
37 Rocky Reach at Section V.2.; Rock Island at Section V.2.
38 Rocky Reach at Section X.6.; Rock Island at Section X.6.



Letter to NMFS
Re: Comments on HCP DEIS
April 30, 2001

Page 10

The completion of measurement and evaluation is expected to take three years.39

The 91% Project Survival measurement may also occur by 2003 juvenile migration
should the coordinating committee elect.4° The intent of the language addressing "95%
Juvenile Dam Passage Survival and 91% Project Survival’’41 is to expressly allow the
coordinating committee to measure juvenile survival through the reservoir, forebay, dam,
and tailrace as opposed to just measuring juvenile survival through the forebay, dam, and
tailrace. The parties wanted to allow this option because it is easier to measure survival
through the reservoir, forebay, dam and tailrace, than just through the forebay, dam, and
tailrace. The parties intended to require only the measurement of 95% Juvenile Dam
Passage Survival by the 2003 juvenile migration.

The parties did not intend to require the measurement of 91% Project Survival on
any certain date. The reason is that technology does not currently exist to measure the
adult component of 91% Project Survival. This is explained in greater detail above in the
section "What is the biological plan? (the standards), The Survival Standards."

The Agreements do not contain the protocol to be used to measure 95% Juvenile
Dam Passage survival because in 1998, when the Agreements were developed, the parties
thought that the regulatory approval process would be completed within 18 months of
filing. The parties felt that this level of detail was not necessary for the Agreements and
would simply slow down the implementation process. Therefore, the parties established a
process to create the protocol, with general parameters for the protocol.42 The
Agreements required the coordinating committee to develop the protocol by March 1,
2001. This provided a grace period of two years before the protocol would be needed to
work out any disagreements. Since March 1, 2001 has arrived before regulatory review
process for the Agreements has been completed the parties need to revise this date.

Tributary Conservation Plan. The purpose of the Tributary Plan is to create and
fund projects for the restoration and protection of Plan Species habitat. This will provide
2% compensation for the Unavoidable Project Mortality. The Tributary Plan, however,
does not require the Parties to actually measure whether the Tributary Plan compensates
for exactly two percent Unavoidable Project Mortality.~3 The parties that developed the
Agreements made this decision based upon the fact that it was unlikely that measurement
could occur, and that if it could occur, the cost and time associated with measurement
would outweigh any benefit it could possibly produce. However, the individual tributary
projects and budgets that make up the Tributary Plan will be evaluated by the Tributary

39Rocky Reach at Section IV.3.b.; Rock Island at Section IV.3.b.
40Rocky Reach at Section IV.3.b.; Rock Island at Section IV.3.b.
4tRocky Reach at Section IV.3,b.; Rock Island at Section IV.3.b.
42Rocky Reach at Section IV.3.c.; Rock Island at Section IV.3.c.
43Rocky Reach at Section VII.2.; Rock Island at Section VII.2.
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Committee.44 The Tributary Committee will select projects that work toward furthering
the purpose of the Tributary Plan for Plan Species.45

Hatchery Compensation Plan. The Hatchery Compensation Plan will provide 7%
compensation for the Unavoidable Project Mortality. Measurement and evaluation of the
Hatchery Program is explained above in the section "What is the bioloeical plan? (the
standards), Hatchery Compensation Plan."

Unavoidable Project Mortality. The measurement and evaluation of Unavoidable
Project Mortality is explained above in the Section ’"’What is the biological plan? (the
standards), Unavoidable Project Mortality."

What happens if juvenile survival results fall short of exoeetations?

Measurement and evaluation of 95% Juvenile Dam Passage Survival or the
juvenile component of 91% Project Survival at the end of Phase I will begin by the 2003
juvenile migration unless this date is revised. The process is expected to take three years.
Thus, there is a three year window where the parties do not know whether or not the
survival standard has been achieved. In order to insure the protection of the Plan Species
the Agreements contain a process which can be used to provide an interim evaluation of
the Projects’ survival and, as necessary, require the implementation of additional interim
measures.46

If measurement and evaluation of 95% Juvenile Dam Passage Survival or the
juvenile component of 91% Project Survival at the end of Phase I of the Juvenile Passage
Survival Plan has not been achieved, then the coordinating committee will decide on
additional "tools ’’47 to implement to achieve the survival standard. The District will
implement the tools selected by the coordinating committee before the next migration
period. These tools, which could include Trading48 and additional spill, will be selected
by the coordinating committee based on technical feasibility, availability, and adherence

44Rocky Reach at Section VII.3.a.; Rock Island at Section VII.3.a.
45Rocky Reach at Section VII.4.c.; Rock Island at Section VII.4.c.
46Rocky Reach at Section IV.3.a.iii.; Rock Island at Section IV.3.a.iii.
47The term "tools" is a defined term in the Agreements to mean "any action, structure, facility or program
(on-site only) at the Project, except those prohibited in Section IX. 10 ’Drawdowns/Dam Removal/Non-
Power Operations’ that are intended to improve the survival of Plan Species migrating through the Project.
Tools do not include fish transportation unless otherwise agreed by the Coordinating Committee. This term
is a sub-set of Measures". Rocky Reach at Section XII. 17; Rock Island at Section XII. 17.
48 The term "trading" is a defined term in the Agreements to mean "the allocation of the net survival

benefits in excess of 95% Juvenile Dam Passage Survival and 91% Project Survival from a downstream
Dam or Project to an upstream Dam or Project, or on a stock specific basis, from an upstream Dam or
Project to a downstream Dam or Project in lieu of offsite compensation measures for the affected stocks."
Rocky Reach at Section XII. 18; Rock Island at Section XII. 18.
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to the total dissolved gas requirements.49 The coordinating committee must jointly
decide which additional tools will allow the District to achieve 95% Juvenile Dam
Passage Survival or 91% Project Survival. The following criteria will be used: likelihood
of biological success; time required to implement; and cost-effectiveness of solutions.
The balancing of a tool’s cost-effectiveness will only take place where two or more
alternatives are comparable in their biological effectiveness.5°

A cycle of implementation of additional tools and measurement is repeated until
the survival standards are achieved.51 If a solution cannot be identified to achieve the
standards, then any Party may take action to withdraw from the Agreements on the basis
that it is impossible to achieve the standards in the Agreements, or take action under any
other provision of the Agreements.52

How do disagreements get resolved?

Rule. A central feature of the Agreements is the process for resolving disputes.
All disputes under the Agreements are resolved according to the Agreements’ dispute
resolution process. This includes those disputes involving the Passage Survival Plan, the
Hatchery Plan, the Tributary Plan, and compliance with the NNI standard and its
component survival standards for the Dam, Project, and Unavoidable Project Morality.53

Exceptions. There are three circumstances were disputes are not required to be
resolved through the Agreements’ dispute resolution process. NMFS has reserved the
right to use its enforcement powers and remedies of the ESA without first resorting to the

54 While NMFS intends to utilize theAgreements’ dispute resolution process.
Agreements’ dispute resolution process and has the authority to agree to alternative
dispute resolution, NMFS’ reserved this right to insure that it was not delegating away its
authority.

In addition, neither the Agreement nor the dispute resolution process can be used
to abridge, limit, diminish, abrogate, adjudicate, or resolve any Indian right reserved or
protected in a treaty, executive order, statute or court decree.55

Lastly, any Party can require the matter to be decided at FERC or in a court of
competent jurisdiction. However, disputes must proceed through Stage 1 and 2 of the

49 Rocky Reach at Section IV.6.; Rock Island at Section IV.6,
50 Rocky Reach at Section IV.7.a-c.; Rock Island at Section IV.7.a-c,
s l Rocky Reach at Section IV.3.1 0.; Rock Island at Section IV.3.10.
52 Rocky Reach at Section III.3.; Rock Island at Section III.3,
53 Rocky Reach at Section XI. 1.a.; Rock Island at Section XI. 1.a.
54 Rocky Reach at Section XI. 1.b.; Rock Island at Section XI, 1.b.
5s Rocky Reach at Section XI. 1,c.; Rock Island at Section XI. 1 .c.
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dispute resolution process before a Party invokes the jurisdiction of FERC or a court.56

The Agreement, however, is not intended to create jurisdiction in any courtF

Dispute Resolution Process:

Stage 1: Coordinating Committee

Any matter, which involves compliance with the Agreement, is first referred to
the respective committee dealing with that issue. That committee has twenty days to
resolve the dispute. If there is no resolution within twenty days the matter may proceed
to the next stage in the dispute resolution proceeding.58

Stage 2: Policy Committee

Any Party may refer the dispute to the Policy Committee, who shall have thirty
days to convene and consider the dispute. If there is no resolution at the end of thirty
days any Party may either proceed to the next stage or invoke FERC jurisdiction. 59 If a
Party decides to invoke the FERC process or proceed to a court of competent jurisdiction

60then the dispute resolution procedure is terminated. Provided a Party wishes to
continue the dispute resolution proceeding, a party may seek to have the issue mediated
by the Third Stage.

Expedited Process. If an issue must be resolved within 30 days, and does not
involve a total estimated cost of $325,000 in 1998 dollars, then an expedited procedure is
used. All Parties are given notice that the coordinating committee will have the matter
finally resolved at an identified coordinating committee meeting.61 If the coordinating
committee does not reach a consensus, then any Party may refer the matter to dispute
resolution under Stage 3 by giving notice.62 The mediator has 15 days from the date
selected to hear and resolve the dispute.63 While the mediation decision is not binding, it
may be admitted as evidence in any action to resolve the dispute.64 The mediator’s
decision, however, must be implemented immediately.65

56 Rocky Reach at
57 Rocky Reach at
5~ Rocky Reach at
59 Rocky Reach at
60 Rocky Reach at
6~ Rocky Reach at
62 Rocky Reach at
63 Rocky Reach at
64 Rocky Reach at
65 Rocky Reach at

Section XI.3.c.; Rock Island at Section XI.3.c.
Section XI. 1 .d.; Rock Island at Section XI. 1 .d.
Section XI.3.a.; Rock Island at Section XI.3.a.
Section XI.3.b.; Rock Island at Section XI.3.b.
Section XI.3.c.; Rock Island at Section XI.3.c.
Section XI.7.a.; Rock Island at Section Xi.7.a.
Section XI.7.b.; Rock Island at Section XI.7.b.
Section XI.7.d.; Rock Island at Section XI.7.d.
Section XI.7.d.; Rock Island at Section XI.7.d.
Section XI.7.e.; Rock Island at Section XI.7.e.
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Standard Mediation Timing. Under the standard mediation procedure, the Parties
shall agree on a mediator within 10 days of the date mediation was first requested.66 The
mediator shall have control over the process of mediation, however, it must be completed
within 30 days of the date the mediator is selected.67 If the Parties do not come to an
agreement, then the mediator may prepare, within 45 days, an opinion on how the
decision should be resolved.68

Expedited Dispute Resolution Timing. The expedited procedure can result in the
issuance of a mediation decision sixteen days from a coordinating committee impasse.69

This assumes that the Chief Judge can be contacted in one day, and the Chief Judge
appoints the mediator that day. According to the expedited procedure, if the Parties are
unable to agree on a single mediator within ten days of the mediation request, then the
Chief Judge of the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Washington
shall appoint the mediator.7°

Dispute Resolution Twists. If the Parties do not select a mediator within ten days
of the date that mediation is requested, the Chief Judge of the U.S. District Court for the
Eastern District of Washington appoints the mediator.71 While mediation is non-binding,
the mediator will issue a decision. This decision can be introduced as evidence at FERC
or Court.72 The purpose of the mediation decision is to create a dynamic where the parties
will stop fighting. The Parties have found after working together for many years that
there are times when they just want to argue the merits oft_heir position to a neutral third
party and have a decision rendered. Once the decision is rendered it will not likely be
appealed. As an incentive not to appeal, and to make sure that the dispute resolution
process was not a waste of time, the Parties agree that they will allow the mediation
decision to be entered into evidence upon appeal. The Parties intentionally did not decide
the weight that should be given to the decision. This way each side could argue for or
against the opinion without knowledge of the weight FERC will give to the decision. This
dynamic coupled with the fact that the Party bringing the issue to dispute resolution must
prove their case by a preponderance of the evidence should prevent most appeals.73

What is the term of the Agreements?

66 Rocky Reach at Section XI.3.d.i.(1).; Rock Island at Section XI.3.d.i.(1).
67Rocky Reach at Section Xi.3.d.i.(4).; Rock Island at Section XI.3.d.i.(4).
68Rocky Reach at Section XI.3.d.ii.; Rock Island at Section XI.3.d.ii.
69Rocky Reach at Section XI.7.d.; Rock Island at Section XI.7.d.
70Rocky Reach at Section XI.3.d.2.; Rock island at Section XI.3.d.2.
7LRocky Reach at Section XI.3.d.2.; Rock Island at Section XI.3.d.2.
72Rocky Reach at Section XI.7.; Rock Island at Section XI.7.
73Rocky Reach at Section XI. 1.e.; Rock Island at Section XI. 1.e.



Letter to NMFS
Re: Comments on HCP DEIS
April 30, 2001

Page 15

The Agreements will remain in effect 50 years from the date the Agreements are
executed by all Parties and regulatory approvals are received.74

How do people get out of the Agreements?

Triggers

There are several ways the Agreements will terminate automatically. The first
way is at the end of the fifty-year term of the Agreements, as seen in Section I. The
second way is if the FERC issues the District a non-power license for the Project. The
third option is in the event the FERC orders removal of the Project. The fourth reason is
if FERC orders drawdown of the Project. If the District’s FERC license is terminated or
transferred to another entity than the District’s obligations under these Agreements are
terminated. The Parties agree, however, that the terms of these Agreements are binding
on their respective successors and assigns.75

A party may withdraw from the Agreements when fifteen years have elapsed from
March 1, 1998 provided that NNI has not been achieved and maintained, or the Project
has achieved and maintained NNI but the Plan Species are not rebuilding and the Project
is a significant factor in the failure to rebuild.76 The reason for this provision is that the
Juvenile Passage Plan requires a cycle of implementing and testing measures to achieve
95% Juvenile Dam Passage Survival. As long as the District implements the measures
required by the coordinating committee it is not in violation of the Agreements if 95%
Juvenile Dam Passage Survival is not achieved. Since this process could go on
throughout the term of the Agreements, an opportunity was provided to allow a Party to
withdraw; hence the section is titled "Enough Already". Since the only restrictions on
the measures the coordinating committee can recommend are drawdown, non-power
operations, or dam removal, theoretically the only reason to withdraw would be to
advocate for the implementation of one of these measures. But, a Party will hopefully feel
that the Agreements provide the best process possible for managing salmon issues at the
Projects, and not choose to withdraw from the Agreements.

This "Enough Already" provision applies to NMFS and USFWS differently than
any other Party to the Agreements. NMFS or USFWS may not elect to withdraw unless
they intend to explicitly seek drawdown, dam removal, or non-power operations. But,
under these circumstances NMFS and the District may agree to allow NMFS to pursue

74Rocky Reach at Section I.; Rock Island at Section I.
75Rocky Reach at Section II. 1.; Rock island at Section II. 1.
76Rocky Reach at Section II.2.a.i,; Rock island at Section II.2.a.i.
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drawdown, dam removal, or non-power operations and keep NMFS in the Agreements
and keep NMFS from terminating the incidental take permit.77

A Party to the Agreements, other than the District, may withdraw at any time
based on non-compliance of the District to the provisions of the Agreements. The
District cannot use its own failure to comply with the Agreements as a basis for
withdrawal. However, out of fairness the District may withdraw from the Agreements if
another Party to the Agreements is failing to comply with the Agreements.78

A Party may withdraw from these Agreements if a regulatory entity takes action
that is detrimental to the achievement of the obligations each Party is given by these
Agreements, and the regulatory entity’s actions materially alter or are contrary to the
terms of these Agreements.79 For example, ifNMFS revokes the incidental take permit

required to imoPlement the Agreements, then a Party may withdraw from the
Agreements.

In the event that all Parties agree in writing that the obligations imposed by these
Agreements are impossible to achieve, then a Party may withdraw from the
Agreements.81

Because a Party may withdraw from the Agreements, the Parties created a process
to try to resolve their issue so that they would not withdraw. In the event a Party decides
to withdraw from the Agreements, it shall provide all other Parties with notice, unless it
is withdrawing due to non-compliance. After receipt of a notice to withdraw, the other
Parties shall have 1 20 days from the date of the notice to provide notice of their intention
to withdraw or the right to withdraw will be deemed waived. The notices are required to
be in writing and either served in person or provided by U.S. Mail with a return receipt

82requested. The Party seeking to withdraw must make itself available for at least one
policy meeting where other Parties may attempt to persuade the Party not to withdraw.
The policy meeting will take place within the sixty days after notice is given or the right
is waived.83

In the event a Party does withdraw from the Agreements, there are no further
restraints placed upon the withdrawing Party. Thereafter the withdrawing Party is not
bound by the Agreements, and all rights and remedies of a non-Party are available to the

77Rocky Reach at Section II.2.a.ii.; Rock Island at Section II.2.a.ii.
78Rocky Reach at Section II.2.b.; Rock Island at Section II.2.b.
79Rocky Reach at Section II.2.c.; Rock Island at Section II.2.c.
80Rocky Reach at Section II.2.e.; Rock Island at Section II.2.e.
81Rocky Reach at Section II.2.d.; Rock Island at Section II.2.d.
82Rocky Reach at Section II.f.; Rock Island at Section II.f.
83Rocky Reach at Section II.3.; Rock Island at Section ii.3.
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withdrawing Party. The rights of a withdrawing Party is modified as set forth in Section
II.5, Section IX.3.a and c, and Section X.5.84

In the event the Agreements are terminated, voided, or determined to be
unenforceable then the District shall continue to implement the last measures agreed upon
until FERC orders them to behave differently. The Parties, however, are not restrained
from advocating to FERC measures to replace the Agreements. The exceptions to this
rule are set forth in Section VII.4.f, Sections IX.3.a and c, Section X.5 and Section X.6.8s

Specific Comments

l* Page S-15, 2-32, Altemative 3 (Applicants’ Proposed Action - Project HCPs), na
paragraph. The text states that "the EIS required for implementing measures in the
HCPs ..." An EIS may not be needed in order to implement measures in the HCPs. In
most cased an environmental checklist or an environmental assessment will be
sufficient.

.
Page S-15, 2-32, Alternative 3 (Applicants’ Proposed Action - Project HCPs), nd

paragraph. The text states that "implementing measures in the HCP would be
undertaking by FERC with a separate Section 7 consultation with NMFS". It is the
District’s understanding that the HCPs will be presented to FERC with a request that
they be incorporated into the project licenses. FERC’s action many not require a new
Section 7 consultation with NMFS and USFWS.

.
Page S-18, 2-35, last sentence before the start of Section S.5.3.6 and Section 2.3.3.6.
The sentence reads "...to achieve 95 percent juvenile dam passage survival and 91
percent project survival." Replace the "and" between "juvenile dam passage" and
"project survival rates" with an "or". While the word "and" is used in the HCPs, its
use was an error. An errata sheet will be prepared for the final HCP on this issue. The
intent of the parties was to require the measurement of 95% juvenile dam passage
survival starting in 2003 as a default. However, the parties desired to leave the
coordinating committee the discretion to forgo measurement of 95% juvenile dam
passage survival and just measure the juvenile component of 91% project survival in
2003. There is not an obligation to measure 91% project survival in 2003. The
coordinating committee will measure 91% project survival when an protocol can be
developed.

4. Page S-23, 2.3.3.11, Project Cumulative Effects. This text attempts to summarize
Section V "Reservoir As Habitat" of the HCPs. However, the summary omits an

84 Rocky Reach at Section II.4.; Rock Island at Section II.4.
8s Rocky Reach at Section II.5.; Rock Island at Section II.5.
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important concept. The District agrees to consider cumulative impacts as part of its
land use decision making.

Page S-24, 2-41, "Term of the HCPs", first paragraph, first sentence. The text states
that "the 50-year term of the HCPs would not begin until the incidental take permits
are issued." While correct, this sentence is a bit misleading. The 50 year term of the
HCPs starts when the "Agreement is executed by all Parties and regulatory approvals
are received..." HCP, Section I "Term of Agreement". Issuance of the requested
incidental take permit from NMFS is only one of the regulatory approvals that must
be received in order for the HCPs to become effective.

Page S-24, 2-41, "Transition Period" mischaracterize the current HCP activities. The
PUDs are not conditionally implementing the HCPs. The PUDs have volunteered to
perform activities that are consistent with the HCPs as a sign of good faith. The
District is also implementing measures because even though the HCP is not in effect
the 2003 deadline is approaching.

Page S-24, 2-41, "Transition Period" mischaracterize the interim protection plans. In
1997, with the full support of the NMFS and the USFWS, the PUDs voluntarily filed
interim protection plans with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. The
interim protection plans identified various portions of the HCPs that the District,
NMFS and USFWS felt were worthwhile to implement in advance of completing the
HCP negotiations. Measures were picked to assist the migration of newly listed
Upper Columbia River steelhead. The interim protection plans proposed only a two
year plan because the HCPs were expected to be in place within two years. The
interim protection plans were informally expanded to include Upper Columbia spring
chinook upon their listing. The PUDs requested that FERC approve the measures
contained in the interim protection plans. FERC initiated consultation with NMFS
over this proposed action. The consultation has yet to be completed, and FERC has
yet to take action on the plans. Due to the time taken to complete this consultations,
the interim protection plans have expired.

Page S-26, 2-43, "Compensation for Unavoidable Project Mortality", first two
sentences. The meaning of the first two sentences is not clear. The District has not
modified any portion of the incidental take permit applications that were filed with
NMFS.

Page S-26, 2-43, "Hatchery Compensation Plan Issue" and Page 1-12 Section 1.5.2.6
"Federal Trust Responsibilities to Indian Tribes" overstates the issue in dispute. The
HCP requires that 7 percent of the "unavoidable project mortality" associated with
each project be mitigated through hatchery supplementation. HCP Section iiI. 1. The
HCP goes on to define the initial hatchery production commitment. HCP Sections
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VIII.3. and 4. NMFS is in a position to evaluate the effects of the initial hatchery
production commitment. However, hatchery production will vary over time
depending upon the size of the runs. NMFS has been unwilling to opine that the
hatchery program will always satisfy the Endangered Species Act. Since NMFS has
been unwilling to define the hatchery levels that will satisfy the Endangered Species
Act it is not possible to predict how the hatcheries will be utilized during the term of
the HCPs. Hatchery production is a key incentive for the tribes’ participation in and
support of the HCPs as a comprehensive settlement. Without knowing how the
hatcheries will be utilized during the term of the HCPs the tribes cannot effectively
evaluate the benefits of the HCPs. As a result of this uncertainty the tribes are not
supporting the HCPs.

10.Page S-29, 2-50, "Endangered Species Act Compliance." It is unknown whether the
Project’s current licenses comply with the Endangered Species Act since they were
issued prior to the adoption of the Endangered Species Act. Also, assuming the
Project licenses do not comply with the Endangered Species Act, under Alternative 1
the District could obtain incidental take permits addressing only listed species.

11.Page S-30, 2-51, "Future Provisions for Other Aquatic Species". The table should
acknowledge for all three alternatives that the District could submit incidental take
permits under Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act as a means of addressing the
Endangered Species Act.

12.Page S-31, 2-52, "Dispute Resolution." The table incorrectly includes "binding
arbitration" as a means for resolving disputes. The text on Page S. 17 paragraph 2 does
a better job of explaining the HCP’s dispute resolution process; but, does omit two of
the exceptions to utilizing dispute resolution. See discussion above under "The
Agreements" for more thorough overview of the HCP’s dispute resolution process.

13.Page S-33, 2-53, Section S.7.2.3 "Alternative 3", first full paragraph, second
sentence. The text reads that in part "there is no requirement to provide the benefit of
the doubt to the species of concern with respect to gaps in the information base and
NMFS has no authority to determine what constitutes the best available information
to be utilized in support of any decisions." This sentence infers that the HCP dispute
resolution process may not comply with law. Such an inference is not correct. In the
HCP, NMFS has expressly reserved its authority to monitor, modify, suspend, revoke
and re-instate, and enforce its incidental take permit outside the HCP dispute
resolution process. HCP Section X.3-5, and Section XI. 1.b. Furthermore, the dispute
resolution process will not produce a result that is binding upon NMFS unless NMFS
agrees. HCP Section XI.5.c. The dispute resolution process is mediation with a twist.
The twist is that the mediator will issue a decision that can be entered into evidence in
a later proceeding. HCP Section XI. 5.c. The reason for the decision is to facilitate
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settlement. No one knows what, if any, weight will be afforded the decision. Also, the
parties’ intent is that once the decision is rendered parties will not feel the need to
proceed further. NMFS like any other agency has the authority to enter into dispute
resolution processes. 5 USC Section 572(a), and 575(a)(1). Since a party may 
any remedy available after exhausting dispute resolution it is in full compliance with
the law. HCP Section XI. 3.c.

14.Page S-35, 1-31, Section S.8 "Decision to be Made", second to last paragraph, first
sentence. The text states that "NMFS will prepare a biological opinion to determine if
the implementation of the HCPs is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
listed species that are likely to occur in the Plan area .... "The text goes on to discuss
issues NMFS will analyze in the biological opinion, and explains actions NMFS may
take based upon the results of the biological opinion. The process NMFS describes in
the DEIS for evaluating the incidental take permit applications filed by the District
are not consistent with Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act. Section 10(a)(2) 
the Endangered Species Act defines the process NMFS must follow to evaluate an
incidental take permit application. 16 U.S.C. Section 1539(a)(2). This process 
not require NMFS to consult with itself under Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act. Section 10 defines the complete process NMFS must follow to evaluate an
incidental take permit application.

15.Page S-35, 1-31, Section S.8 "Decision to be Made", second to last paragraph, first
sentence. The text states that "if the NMFS’ biological opinion finds that the proposed
actions are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the listed species ...,
the permits can be approved." While true, NMFS must also make the findings
required by Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act in order to issue the requested
incidental take permits.

16.Page S-41, 2-61, "Land Use, Project Area, Alternative 3". The text does not correctly
reflect the HCPs. In the HCPs the PUDs will consider cumulative effects of land use
decisions, provide the signatories to the HCPs with opportunity to provide comments
on permitting decisions, and notify permit applicants that their proposed use or
occupancy of may result in incidental take of listed species and require authorization
of NMFS or USFWS. HCP Section V "Reservoir as Habitat".

17.Page S-42, 2-63, "Economics, Project Area."; also, Page 4-61 Section 4.7
"Socioeconomic". Why is there no analysis of how spill and the other measures in
each alternatives reduce the generating capacity and energy generated from the
projects? This is a very significant effect of all the alternatives given the energy
emergencies facing the Western United States, the Northwest, and Chelan County.
Reduced generating capacity and reduced energy output have a direct effect on the
ability of the projects to meet peak load demands for the District’s own loads, and to
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prevent or minimize energy emergencies in the Northwest and Westem United States.
The failure of the projects to meet peak load demands for the District’s own loads
exposes the District’s loads to the extreme costs of energy in the Northwest and the
West, and also to the risk that energy will not be available at any price. These issues
vary dramatically between the three alternatives reviewed in the DEIS.

18.Page 1-1, Key Terms, "No Surprises Policy". The District understands that the term
"no surprises policy" refers to the rules set forth in 50 CFR Section 222.303(g).

19.Page 1-4, Section 1.5, "Regulatory Framework", third sentence. What does "other
Federal laws and regulations" mean?

20.Page 1-9, continuation of Section 1.5.2.4, "FERC Regulatory Requirements", 3rd full
paragraph, second sentence. Text reads "These measures will supercede any
settlement agreements pertaining to Plan." Insert "Species" after "Plan."

21.Page 1-10, Northwest Power Act, 1st paragraph, second sentence. The text reads "The
Mid-Columbia utilities are subject to the Act .... ". The term "Mid-Columbia utilities"
is not defined in the DEIS. This DEIS relates to the projects operated by Chelan and
Douglas PUDs. Also, Chelan and Douglas PUDs are not subject to the Northwest
Power Act. FERC considers the plans developed pursuant to the Northwest Power
Act when licensing the projects.

22.Page 1-11, "Title 77 Revised Code of Washington"., First sentence. The sentence
addresses "wildlife". This reference is not correct for the purposes of the proposed
agreements beinp reviewed in the DEIS. Relevant for these purposes is the State’s
responsibility to "preserve, protect, and perpetuate wildlife, fish, and wildlife and
fish habitat." RCW 77.04.055(1).

23.Page 1-13, Section 1.6.1 "Altemative 1 (No Action), ne paragraph, 2na sentence. The
text states "...the years to address engineering, bond, and resource related issues...".
The inclusion of the term "bond" is not correct in this sentence. The project licenses
have not been amended to address the issuing of bonds.

24.Page 1-16, 3rd paragraph, last sentence. Text reads "This allows the HCPs to be
updated with information received during the comment period...". This sentence
incorrectly explains the NEPA process. Comments received by NMFS on the DEIS
will be considered by NMFS when preparing the FEIS. The HCPs are multiparty,
negotiated settlement agreements. The fact that NMFS receives a comment on the
DEIS does not mean that the HCPs will be modified.
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25.Page 1-17, Section 1.7 "Background", 4th paragraph. The region faces economic
hardship in 2001 as power shortfalls hit the region. The current January-through-July
runoff forecast has the region’s water supply at 55 percent of normal, assuming
normal precipitation for the March-through-July period. If this year’s water
conditions match 1977’s, the lowest on record, the council predicted 2001 shortfalls
could approach 8000 MW-months, with the deficit in May reaching 3300 MW-
months. If the conditions match 1944 conditions, a year with just slightly higher
runoff than the current projection, the total energy deficit across the months of April
through August is 5,600 MW-months, with the deficit in May reaching 2,700 MW-
months. (The Northwest Power Planning Council, "Northwest Electricity Markets in
2001: Status and Proposed Actions", March 26, 2001). The report states "it is 
virtual certainty that emergency operations will be necessary during spring and
summer to keep the electricity system from suffering outages." (NWPPC, 2001)

26.Page 1-18, continuation of Section 1.7 "Background", 1st full paragraph, 1 st sentence.
Also, Page 6.5, definition of "Mid-Columbia River." On Page 1-18, the text defines
the Mid-Columbia River as "the area of the river between the Chief Joseph project
and the confluence of the Yakima River." On Page 6.5, the text defines the Mid-
Columbia River as "portion of the Columbia River that begins at its confluence with
the Snake River up to the Chief Joseph dam." These two definitions are not
consistent. The term "Mid-Columbia River" is not used in the HCPs. However, the
HCP’s Tributary Plan’s, Plan Species Account can be spent only on projects "within
the Columbia River watershed (from the Chief Joseph tailrace to the Rock Island
tailrace), and the Okanogan, Methow, Entiat and Wenatchee River watersheds...".
HCP Section VII.2.

27.Page 1-14, Section 1.7.2.2 "National Marine Fisheries Service", 1st paragraph, 1~t

sentence. The text reads "Many ofNMFS’ past studies, listings, and rules are directly
relevant to the Mid-Columbia hydroelectric projects .... ". The term "directly" is not
accurate. The documents discussed in this paragraph are "indirectly" relevant to
Chelan and Douglas PLrD’s hydroelectric projects. They are not "directly" relevant to
Chelan and Douglas PUD’s hydroelectric projects because they do not relate to these
projects. They relate to the Federal hydroelectric projects on the Columbia River.

28.Page 1-29, Section 1.7.3.1 "Mid-Columbia PUD FERC Agreements", 3ra sentence.
This sentence refers to the Rock island Settlement Agreement. The tribes listed in the
text are not the only signatories to this agreement. The parties to the Wells Settlement
Agreement, while similar to those of the Rock Island Settlement Agreement, are not
the same.

29.Page 1-29, Section 1.7.3.2 "Major Bond and Sales Agreements for the Projects". This
text is grossly incorrect. As of March 14, 2001, the District’s total estimated bonds
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outstanding is $886,076,000.86 This indebtedness is secured by the revenue generated
by the District’s consolidated hydro system.

30.Page 1-33, continuation of Section 1.10 "Background Summary", 1st full paragraph,
2n"to last and last sentences. The text reads "Under the agreement, the utilities would
have the ultimate authority in the decision making process, as long as the no net
impact standards are being met. If all parties agree that the standards have not been
achieved, the coordinating committees would have an increased role in the decision
making process" These sentences do not correctly summarize the HCPs. For example:
the District has the "ultimate decision on pursuit and implementation of Tools during
Phase I" of the Juvenile Dam Passage Survival Plan. HCP Section IV.2.a.i. In Phase
II of the Juvenile Dam Passage Survival Plan the coordinating committee has the
decision making authority. HCP Section IV.a.6 - 8. In Phase III of the Juvenile Dam
Passage Survival Plan the coordinating committee has the decision making authority
related to continued measurement and evaluation. HCP Section VI.a. 11. In the Adult
Passage Plan, the agreement lays out the actions to be taken. HCP Section VI.b. With
regard to the Hatchery Compensation Plan and the Tributary Compensation Plan the
"JFP accepts the responsibility to develop plans and programs necessary to
implement the Tributary Conservation Plan and the Hatchery Compensation Plan.
HCP Section lII.4.

31.Page 2-2, Section 2.1 "Development of Alternatives". Throughout the development of
the DEIS the District has and still expresses concern about the choice of alternatives
in the DEIS. The DEIS has not chosen as alternatives measures or mixes of measures
that seek to mitigate the effects of the projects on salmon and steelhead. NMFS chose
as alternatives competing legal process for establishing the measures to mitigate the
effects of the projects on salmon and steelhead. This is a very unusual, and
questionable method for evaluating the environmental effects of the proposed HCPs.
The DEIS should be amended to provide more traditional alternatives. Alternatively,
the rational and legal authority for this decision is not clearly explained in the DEIS,
and should be incorporated into the FEIS.

32.Page 2-2, Section 2.1 "Development of Alternatives", 5th paragraph, 4th sentence.
Text reads "to be in compliance with the take prohibitions of Section 9, FERC would
implement the measures .... "FERC would be in compliance with Section 9 of the
ESA by implementing the provisions contained in NMFS biological opinion and
incidental take statement. However, FERC is not obligated to do so. FERC may take
other action as long as it is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any

86 Official Statement, Public Utility District No. 1 of Chelan .County, Washington $143,995,000 Chelan
Hydro Consolidated System Revenue Bonds consisting of $65,620,000 Series 2001A and $78,375,000
Series 2001B, page iv (March 1, 2001)
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endangered species or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse
modification of habitat of such species which is ... critical...". 16 U.S.C. Section
1536(a)(2); Aluminum Company v. BPA, 175 F.3d 1156, 4394-4395 (9th Cir.
5/10/99).

33.Page 2-7 Section 2.2.1.2 "Rocky Reach Dam", first paragraph, last three sentences.
The text describing the rehabilitation work at Rocky Reach is outdated. The following
edits are recommended so that the text is current:

"...Unites 1 through 7 are currently vertical shaft Kaplan turbines installed during the
original construction in 1962, while fixed-blade propeller units were installed in Unties 8
through 11 in 1971. One-Two of these fixed-blade propeller units !~ar, have been
rehabilitated and replaced with a--Kaplan turbines m’~it, .__A third unit is currently

~,,:~~lemammg_umt ..... ~ scheduled to beundergo!ng rehabilitation and the ..~1~ . ¯ ¯ . o..o"

~rehabilitated by June g0092002. In addition, all but one of the original Kaplan
units have been rehabilitated and replaced with more efficient Kaplan turbines, "’~’:~’
This turbine work is are-expected to increase juvenile fish passage survival."

34.Page 2-11, Table 2-4, and all text that incorporates or explains information conveyed
in the table which includes but is not limited to the text in Section 3.2.6.4 and Table
3-3. The juvenile dam passage information included in the table does not take into
account project specific information, and when project specific information is
reviewed it is dismissed in favor of information developed from other hydroelectric
projects without explanation. Set forth in Attachment A is the most project-specific
survival information available for both the Rocky Reach and Rock Island Projects.
This information is primarily based on information collected at these Projects through
the various studies identified in the references. Copies of the studies are available
upon request.

35.Page 2-12, 1 st paragraph, last sentence. The text reads "the information also indicates
that survival is higher through the spillway and bypass system than through the
turbine units." What is the citation for this statement? The statement does not
logically flow from the materials cited in the paragraph.

36.Page 2-14, Rocky Reach Dam, 3rd sentence. The text reads "Passage efficiency tests
... and 52 percent of the PIT-tagged steelhead...". "PIT-tagged" is not correct. These
were "radio tagged" steelhead.

37. Page 2-14, Rocky Reach Dam, 5th sentence. The text reads "In 1999, guidance ... 32
percent of the chinook and 53 percent of the steelhead passed ...". In both cases,
these were radio tagged fish.
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38.Page 2-15, Rocky Reach Dam, 2na paragraph, 1st sentence. Text reads "Studies at the
dam have shown that between 8 and 18 percent ..." This text is not consistent with
the text on page 4-18 which uses 19 percent and not 18 percent. Nineteen percent is
the correct number.

39.Page 2-16, Rock Island Dam, 3rd paragraph, 3rd sentence. The text reads "the spill
passage rates for other species were estimated at 20, 33, and 35 percent for sockeye,
fall chinook and coho salmon in 1998." What is the citation for this information?

40.Page 2-16, Rock Island Dam, 4th paragraph, 1st sentence. The text reads "A
subsequent study indicated that survival rates through modified bay with deeper
stilling basins may be near 100 percent .... "What is the citation for this information?

41.Page 2-16, Section 2.2.3.2 "Adult Passage", 1 st paragraph, 5th sentence. The text reads
"The delay and stress that adults experience during passage through multiple dams
may reduce their spawning success." Please explain the scientific bases for this
information, and provide a citation for the studies relied upon to make this statement.

42.Page 2-17, continuation of Section 2.2.3.2 "Adult Passage", 3ra paragraph, 1st

sentence. The text reads "Survival rates of adult salmon and steelhead passing
through the Mid-Columbia River have not been estimated due to insufficient radio-
telemetry data." This is not correct. Currently, technology does not exist to measure
adult survival. Therefore a technology limitation, not an insufficiency of radio-
telemetry data, is the reason for no survival information.

43.Page 2-17, Section 2.2.3.3 "Adult Reservoir Passage", 1st paragraph, 4th sentence. The
text reads "However, the reservoirs can increase the potential for wandering or
straying (lost orientation), that could lead to higher pre-spawning mortality or reduced
spawning success (Volkman 1995)." This conclusions are not contained in Volkman
1995 and cannot be inferred from the radio telemetry data contained in Volkman
1995. No evidence exists to support these statements.

44.Page 2-27, Section 2.2.3.3 "Adult Reservoir Passage", Ist paragraph, 5th sentence. The
text reads "Higher water temperatures as a result of project reservoirs may also lead
to higher prespawning mortality." What is the citation for this information?

45.Page 2-27, continuation of Section 2.3.2 "Alternative 2 (Section 7 Consultation)", th

paragraph, 2nd sentence. The text reads "Evaluations conducted as part of the
Quantitative Analytical Report (QAR) (NMFS 2000b) ..." The QAR is also discussed
in detail in Section 4.2.1 "Quantitative Analytical Report". The QAR has not yet
produced a final, peer reviewed document. Furthermore, the document cited at NMFS
2000b is a draft internal NMFS document. NMFS has yet to produce a copy of this
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document after numerous requests. The District objects to NMFS citing QAR results
anywhere in this document or in any other document (yet alone devoting 10 pages to
it in Section 4.2.1, pages 4-6 through 4-16) until the QAR results are made public,
finalized and peer reviewed. This comment relates to all references to the QAR in the
DEIS. Without a copy of the QAR the District has no way to comment on portions of
the DEIS related to the QAR. The District reserves the right to submit comments on
the QAR until it receives a copy of the QAR and has had sufficient oppommity to
review the QAR. Nevertheless, based upon the information provided in the DEIS and
the District’s limited knowledge of the QAR, the District objects strongly to NMFS’
use of the QAR results. Most of the conclusions relied upon the DEIS are drawn from
the portion of the database that dates back to only 1980 (p. 4-7) while the entire
database dates back to the 1960s. This misrepresents the long term database.
Conclusions based upon long term database shows dramatically different outcomes
when compared to the conclusions based upon the short term database. While NMFS
acknowledges the existence of data going back to the 1960s, it is dismissed as
potentially too "optimistic" without a thorough explanation. (p. 5-11) The best
scientific information available is the entire database which takes into consideration
ocean cycles that were known to be more productive than the ocean conditions in the
1980’s and 1990’s. During the 50 year term of the proposed HCPs ocean conditions
are likely to cycle back to more productive periods similar to the 1960s. This rational
is supported by the current 2000 and 2001 improvement in runs that is attributed to
greatly improved ocean conditions.

46.Page 2-35, continuation of Section 2.3.3.5 "HCP Performance Standards" 1st full
paragraph. This paragraph was re-written from its mirror paragraph on page S-18.
The text on page S-18 provides a clearer explanation.

47.Page 2-35, continuation of Section 2.3.3.5 "HCP Performance Standards" 2nd full
paragraph, 2nd sentence. The text cites to the 1995 Federal Columbia River Power
System biological opinion for the lower Snake and Columbia River projects (NMFS
1995). NMFS 1995 biological opinion has been superceded by its 2000 biological
opinion. In 2000, USFWS also issued a biological opinion for bull trout. Therefore,
this text should be updated to refer to the current biological opinions.

48.Page 2-35, continuation of Section 2.3.3.5 "HCP Performance Standards" 6th full
paragraph, last sentence. The text reads "...to achieve 95 percent juvenile dam
passage survival and 91 percent project survival." As explained in earlier comments,
the coordinating committee will measure only 95% Juvenile Dam Passage survival.
However, the coordinating committee may elect to measure the juvenile component
of 91% Project Survival. If the results of the standard that was measured was not
achieved, then the coordinating committee would identify the tool for the District to
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implement by the next migration. It may be necessary to revise the HCP text to clarify
this process.

49.Page 2-49 Section 2.6.1 "Alternative 1 (No-Action)". The text under this heading 
introductory to all the alternatives, not specific to Alternative 1. See page S-28.

50.Page 3-27, Section 3.2.2.2 "Abundance". This section should be updated with 2000
fish counts and with projected fish counts for 2001. Fish counts showed a dramatic
increase in 2000 and are projected to be even better in 2001. This information is very
significant. Without this information the text is misleading.

51.Page 3-37, Rocky Reach, 3rd paragraph 2nd sentence. The text reads "the cumulative
delay at nine dams on the Columbia River likely decreases spawning success." What
is the citation for this information?

52.Page 3-39, Rocky Reach, 3rd paragraph, 1st sentence. The text reads "Based on
juvenile radio-telemetry evaluations conducted in 1998, approximately 49 percent of
the radio-tagged steelhead and 61% of the radio-tagged spring-run chinook salmon
passed the project via the powerhouse (English et al. 1999)." This data is not correct.
The correct citation should be English et al. 1998, not English et al. 1999. Also, 49
percent should be 34 percent, and 61% should be 51%.

53.Page 3-39, Rocky Reach, footnote 2. Footnote 2 reads "Radio-tagged fall chinook
obtained from the East Bank Hatchery ... in 1997 and 1998 (e.g., approximately 81%
powerhouse passage in .... via the powerhouse at significantly higher rates than the
..." The reference to 1997 is not correct and should be deleted. English et al. 1998
related to 1998 and 1997. Also, the use of the term "significantly" is not correct in
this sentence. The term "significantly" has a meaning in statistics. The term infers
that statistics were used to test a hypothesis. The statement made in the sentence is
not the result of a statistical test. Therefore, use of the term "significantly" infers a
level of credibility to the sentence that is not correct.

54.Page 3-40 continuation of Rocky Reach Dam, 1st paragraph, 1 st sentence. The text
reads "Lady et al. (2000) ... and English et al. (1999) estimated that 58 and 
percent of the radio-tagged..." The estimates of 58 and 40 are not correct. They
should be 50 and 30.

55.Page 3-40, continuation of Rocky Reach Dam, 2nd paragraph, last sentence. The text
reads "Although neither evaluation was able to ... the pilot level survival evaluation
conducted using radio-tagged steelhead in 1999 estimated direct and indirect survival
at 89.7 percent (Lady et al. 2000), suggesting that the indirect effects associated with
turbine passage are more significant than those seen at the bypass system or
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spillway." The radio tag study cited in this sentence indicates a lower than desired
direct and indirect survival at the project. NMFS should clearly explain why it is
appropriate to use the results of a radio-tag study in this instance when the study
shows low levels of survival, and not use the results of radio tag studies in other
instances when the results of radio tag studies show high levels of survival. The
District continues to object to NMFS’s inconsistent use of study results, and failure to
acknowledge the results of studies that show survival levels favorable to the District.

56.Page 3-43 Rocky Reach, 1 at paragraph 2nd sentence. The text reads: "Passage
efficiency tests conducted ... yearling chinook salmon and 51 percent of the PIT-
tagged steelhead passed the project via this route (English et al. 1998a)." This
sentence is not correct. 51 percent should be 52 percent, and PIT-tagged should be
radio tagged.

57.Page 3-43 Rocky Reach, l~t paragraph 4th sentence. The text reads: "Passage
efficiencies in 1999 ... 32 percent for chinook salmon, and 11 percent for sockeye
salmon (Mosey et al. 2000)." This sentence is not correct. 11 percent should be 
percent.

58.Page 3-43 Rocky Reach, 1st paragraph 5th sentence. The text reads "Radio telemetry
evaluations in 1999 also indicated that about 57 percent of steelhead passed the
project through the bypass." What is the citation for this information? The District is
not aware of any study that produced this information.

59.Page 3-43 Rocky Reach, 1st paragraph, last sentence. The text reads "The combined
spillway and bypass ... and between 62 and 64 percent for steelhead (Lady et al.
2000)." This information is not correct. 62 should be 72, and 64 should be 74.

60.Page 3-43 Rocky Reach, 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence. The text reads "In both 1997 and
1998...". This is not correct. The evaluation was done only in 1998. The evaluation
was not done in 1997.

61.Page 3-43 Rocky Reach, 2nd paragraph, 2sna sentence. The text reads "In 1998, the
bypass efficiency for naive chinook salmon was substantially lower (19 percent) ...
(English et al. 1998a)." This is not correct. 19 percent should be 22 percent.

62. Page 3-43, Rocky Reach, 5th paragraph, 3rd sentence. The text reads "The temporary
bypass outfall site, located in front of the turbine unit four upwelling, ..." This is not
correct. Unit four upwelling should be replaced with unit three upwelling.

63.Page 3-44, Section 3.2.6.4 "Total Project Survival - Juvenile Migrants". The
discussion of project survival is not correct. The obligation is that "The District shall
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also achieve and maintain 91% Project Survival ... which means that 91% of each
Plan Species, juvenile and adult combined, survive Project effects, including delayed
mortality wherever it may occur." HCP Section IV. 1.a. The first sentence in this
section of the DEIS fails to account for the fact that project survival includes "delayed
mortality wherever it may occur." Also, the HCP does not define a protocol for
measuring project survival as inferred from the DEIS. The HCP leaves it to the
Coordinating Committee to establish the measurement protocols. HCP Section IV.3.e.

64.Page 3-47 Section 3.2.7 "Overall Fish Passage Survival". 1st paragraph, 3rd sentence.
The text reads "Based on the small amount of information that is available, the
average survival of adult spring-run chinook salmon and steelhead is estimated at
between 77.8 percent and 88.9 percent for the entire Mid-Columbia River reach...".
What is the cite for this information? The District is not aware of any methodology to
measure adult survival.

65.Page 3-96, continuation of Section 3.3.2 "Water Quality", 1st full paragraph, 1st

sentence. The text reads "Although extensive evaluations have been conducted under
controlled or laboratory conditions, the effects of specific total dissolved gas levels on
fish in a river environment is relatively unknown." This statement is not correct. The
effects of total dissolved gas on fish has been extensively studied in the Mid-
Columbia at as part of the 2000 Federal Columbia River Hydro-System biological
opinions.

66.Page 3-109, Section 3.4.4 "Rare Plants". The text states that Ute ladies’ tresses
(Spiranthes diluvialis) do not occur in or near the immediate project area of the dams.
This is not correct. Recently, a Ute ladies’-tresses was determined to be present in the
Rocky Reach reservoir shoreline area. This hydrophilic orchid would be affected by
drawdown or other actions that would remove its water source. P. Fielder, pers.
comm.

67.Page 4-18, continuation of Section 4.2.2.1 "Rocky Reach Dam", 2nd paragraph, 2nd

sentence. The text reads "Survival estimates for steelhead ranged from 87.0 percent to
111.9 percent ..." This is not correct. 111.9 percent should be 101.0 percent.

68.Page 4-18, continuation of Section 4.2.2.1 "Rocky Reach Dam", 3rd paragraph, 2nd

sentence. The text reads "Under Alternative 1 however, there is no requirement to
implement these additional measures." This is not correct. Under altemative 1 fish
protection and enhancement measures can be implemented through the pending Mid-
Columbia proceeding at FERC, and during relicensing.

69. Page 4-18, continuation of Section 4.2.2.1 "Rock island Dam", 2nd paragraph, 2nd

sentence. The text reads "Between 1995 and 1998, over 26,000 predatory ..." This
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should be updated by replacing 1998 with 2000, and 26,000 with 34,000. West, T.
2001. Northern Pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus oregonensis) Population Reduction
Program Rocky Reach and Rock Island Dams.

70.Page 4-20 continuation of"Adult Migration/Survival", 2nd full paragraph, 2nd

sentence. The text reads "It is reasonable to assume that some portion of the adult bull
trout populations pass through the turbines and spillways, either voluntarily or
involuntarily, given their presence in the project area and use of project fishways."
What is the citation for this information? Why is it reasonable to assume a correlation
between presence of bull trout in the fishway and bull trout passing through turbines
and spillways? The District is aware of no evidence supporting this statement.

71.Page 4-26, "Rocky Reach Dam", 2nd sentence. The text reads "As with the fishways
at the Wells Dam, there is evidence to suggest that sockeye and summer-run chinook
salmon experience passage delays in the fishway entrance pools of the Rocky Reach
fishway." What is the citation for this information? The District is not aware of this
information.

72. Page 4-27, Section 4.2.2.3 "Pacific Lamprey", 3rd sentence. The text reads "The only
screens that are currently in operation at the Mid-Columbia River dams are at turbine
units one through three at the Rocky Reach Dam." This is not correct. Screens are
used only at turbine unites one and two at the Rocky Reach Dam.

73.Page 4-27, Section 4.2.2.3 "Pacific Lamprey", 4th sentence. Delete the phrase
"although additional screens are currently not planned for future installation."

74.Page 4-31, "Adult Migration/Survival", 2nd paragraph last sentence. The text reads
"Although the radio-telemetry technique is problematic for addressing adult passage
survival, the study results are the best available data for determining potential project
related affects." This sentence is not correct. Radio-telemetry is not a technique for
addressing adult passage survival. It is a technique for addressing locations of adult
fish. Currently, no protocol exists to measure adult survival. There is no data
available to evaluate adult survival.

75.Page 4-31, "Adult Migration/Survival", 4th paragraph, 2"d sentence. The text reads
"Based on their presence at the project and their migratory behaviors, it is likely that
some portion of the population passes through the turbines and spillways, either
voluntarily or involuntarily." What is the citation for this information? Why is it
reasonable to assume a correlation between presence of bull trout in the fishway and
bull trout passing through turbines and spillways? The District is aware of no
evidence supporting this statement.
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76.Page 4-34, "Rock Island Dam", I st paragraph, 1~t sentence. Delete "chiwawa
hatchery". Rock Island’s hatchery is referred to as the Eastbank Hatchery Complex.

77.Page 4-40 "Rocky Reach Dam", 2nd paragraph, 3rd sentence, and Page 4-41 "Rock
Island", 2nd paragraph 3rd sentence. The text reads "For Alternative 3, the PUD would
have the ultimate authority for determining the appropriate protection measures
implemented in Phase I, while the Coordinating Committee would have a greater role
during Phase II." As explained above in relation to other sections, the Coordinating
Committee is the decision maker in Phase II. NMFS has retained the authority to
enforce the incidental take permit outside the HCPs.

78.Page 4-59, Section 4.6.3.1 "Project Area". This text is not correct. Section V of the
HCP titled "Reservoir as Habitat" clarifies the manner in which land use and
permitting decisions on project lands occurs.

79. Page 4-72, Section 4.10.7 "Indian Trust Assets", 3rd paragraph, 5th sentence. The text
reads "This would then affect whether the 9 percent no net impact would continue
over the 50 year HCP terms." Reduction in use of the hatchery facilities means that
the hatcheries would not produce fish to compensate for the full 7 percent of
Unavoidable Project Mortality. HCP Section III. 1. Nevertheless, No Net Impact can
still be achieved as long as the PUDs provide the funding and capacity for the
hatcheries. HCP Sections III.3. and 4.

80.Page 4-74, Section 4.10.14.1 "Wild and Scenic River Act". This section needs to be
updated. On June 9, 2000, the Hanford Reach was declared a National Monument. 65
Federal Register 37253 (June 13, 2000).

81.Page 5-6, Chelan County PUD 2000 reference. The District objects to reference to
comments provided to the "Pre-Decisional Review Draft, Biological Opinion, Interim
Protection Plans for Operation of the Mid-Columbia River Hydroelectric Projects and
Related Activities." These comments were provided to assist in editing a confidential,
pre-decisional review document.

82.Page 6-1 "Glossary". It is the District’s understanding that the glossary contained in
the DEIS is not in any way intended to modify terms that are defined in the
Endangered Species Act, NMFS’ regulations, or the HCPs. The District has not
reviewed the glossary, and reserves the right to latter object to the manner in which
terms are defined in this DEIS.

83.Page 7-2, Section 7.3. Add the following local agencies: East Wenatchee Chamber of
Commerce, Mayor of the City of Wenatchee, Chelan County Commissioners, and the
Douglas County Commissioners.



Letter to NMFS
Re: Comments on HCP DEIS
April 30, 2001

Page 32

84.Page 7-2, Section 7.4. Replace "Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation"
with "Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Colville Indian Reservation." In the
Umatilla name add "Indian" between "Umatilla" and "Reservation." Replace
"Yakama Indian Nation" with "Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Indian
Nation."

Conclusion

The District appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the incidental take permit applications proposed for the District’s
Rocky Reach and Rock Island Projects. The District encourages NMFS to expedite its
processing of the incidental take permit applications, and authorize the issuance of the
requested permits

Sincerely,

Malcolm C. McLellan
Attorney for
Public Utility District No. 1 of Chelan County

Attachments

CC: NEPA Coordinator
U.S. Department of Commence
Room 6117, Herbert C. Hoover Building
Washington, DC 20230

Dick Nason, CPUD
Jim Vasile, CPUD
Bob Clubb, DPUD
Gar Jeffers, DPUD
Doug Ancona, GPUD
Merrill Hathaway, FERC
Tim Welch, FERC
Keith Brooks, FERC
Jim Hastreiter, FERC
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FOR THE

ROCK ISLAND HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
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ROCKY REACH HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT



Rock Island
Estimate of Juvenile Dam Passage Survival

FORMULA: The formula to estimate Juvenile Dam Passage Survival equals the route specific survival rate multiplied by the route
specific passage rate for each passage route past the project¯

Species

Steelhead
Yearling
Chinook2

Sub-yearling
Chinook3

Sockeye

Calculation of Juvenile Dam Passage Survival

Powerhouse # 1
Survival Rate
Of Turbines1

.927

.927

.927

.927

% ofFish
using
Turbines

.051 (2 yr avg)

.087

¯ 091 (2 yr avg)
.134 (2 yr avg)

Powerhouse 2
Survival Rate
Of turbines1

.942

.942

.942
.942

% ofFish
using turbines

.655 (2 yr avg)

.671

.482 (2 yr avg)

.599 (2 yr avg)

Spill
Survival Rate
Of Spill

.99

.99

.99

.99

% of Fish
using Spill

.295 (2 yr avg)

.242

4̄37 (2 yr avg)
2̄69 (2 yr avg)

JDPS

.956

.952

.971

.955

Authority for Data

Powerhouse 1 Powerhouse 2 Spill
Species Survival Rate % of Fish Survival Rate [ % of Fish Survival Rate % offish JDPS

Of turbines using turbines Of turbines [ using turbines Of Spill using Spill

Steelhead Tab I Tab 2 Tab 3 Tab 4 Tab 5 Tab 6 Tab 7
Yearling See Tab 1 Tab 8 See Tab 3 Tab 9 See Tab 5 Tab lO Tab 11
Chinookz

Sub-yearling See Tab t Tab 12 See Tab 3 Tab 13 See Tab 5 Tab 14 Tab 15
Chinook3

Sockeye See Tab 1 Tab 16 See Tab 3 Tab 17 See Tab 5 Tab 18 Tab 19

Turbine survival adjusted to include 2% indirect mortality and is based upon Muir et al as cited in the Biological Assessment submitted by FERC to NMFS as
part of Sec. 7 consultation
2 Yearling chinook means wild and hatchery spring chinook, and hatchery summer/fall chinook
3 Sub-yearling means wild and hatchery summer/fall chinook



Index of Authorities

Tab Reference

Tab 1 .946*.98=.927..946 is based upon the average ofPH 1 estimates from Turbine passage survival of chinook salmon smolts (Normandeau and
Skalski, 1997)..98 is based upon Muir et al as cited in the Biological Assessment submitted by FERC to NMFS as part of Sec. 7 consultation

Tab 2 A pilot study to estimate route specific survival and passage probabilities of Steelhead smolts at RR and RI, I999. (Lady et al. 2000)
A study to estimate route specific survival and passage probabilities of Chinook and Steelhead at RR and RI. (Skalski et al in prep)

Tab 3 .961".98=.942 .961 is based upon the estimate of turbine passage survival of chinook salmon smolts at RI PH 2 (Normandeau and
Skalski, 1997)..98 is based upon Muir et al as cited in the Biological Assessment submitted by FERC to NMFS as part of Sec. 7 consultation

Tab 4 A pilot study to estimate route specific survival and passage probabilities of Steelhead smolts at RR and 1LI, 1999. (Lady et al. 2000)
A study to estimate route specific survival and passage probabilities of Chinook and Steelhead at RR and RI. (Skalski et at in prep).

Tab 5 1999 Spillway survival investigation of juvenile chinook salmon at Rock Island Dam. Normandeau et al in prep
Tab 6 A pilot study to estimate route specific survival and passage probabilities of Steelhead smoIts at RR and RI, 1999. (Lady et al. 2000)

A study to estimate route specific survival and passage probabilities of Chinook and Steelhead at RR and RI. (Skalski et al in prep).
Tab 7 Calculation based on information from Tab 1 through Tab 6 ((.927".051)+(.942".655)+(.990".295))=.956

Tab 8 A study to estimate route specific survival and passage probabilities of Chinook and Steelhead at RR and RI. (Skatski et al in prep.)

Tab 9 A study to estimate route specific survival and passage probabilities of Chinook and Steelhead at RR and RI. (Skalski et al in prep.)
Tab 10 A study to estimate route specific survival and passage probabilities of Chinook and Steelhead at RR and RI. (Skalski et al in prep.)
Tab 11 Calculation based on information from Tab 8 through Tab 13 ((.927".087)+(.942".671)+(.990".242))=.952
Tab 12 Hydroacoustic evaluation of notched surface flow spill gates and overall fish passage at RI, t997.. (Iverson and Keister, 1997)

Hydroacoustic evaluation of spill effectiveness at Rock Island Dam spring and summer, 1998. (Iverson and Birmingham, 1998)
Tab 13 Hydroacoustic evaluation of notched surface flow spill gates and overall fish passage at RI, 1997. (Iverson and Keister, 1997)

Hydroacoustic evaluation of spill effectiveness at Rock Island Dam spring and summer, 1998. (Iverson and Birmingham, 1998)
Tab 14 Hydroacoustic evaluation of notched surface flow spill gates and overall fish passage at RI, I997. 0verson and Keister, 1997)

Hydroacoustic evaluation of spill effectiveness at Rock Island Dam spring and summer, 1998. (Iverson and Birmingham, 1998)
Tab 15 Calculation based on information from Tab 12 through Tab t4. ((.927* .09t)+(.942".482)+(.990".437))=.971

Tab 16 Hydroacoustic evaluation of notched surface flow spill gates and overall fish passage at RI, 1997. (Iverson and Keister, 1997)
Hydroacoustic evaluation of spill effectiveness at Rock Island Dam spring and summer, 1998. (Iverson and Birmingham, 1998)

Tab 17 Hydroacoustic evaluation of notched surface flow spill gates and overall fish passage at RL 1997. (Iverson and Keister, 1997)
Hydroacoustic evaluation of spill effectiveness at Rock Island Dam spring and summer, 1998. (Iverson and Birmingham, 1998)

Tab 18 Hydroacoustic evaluation of notched surface flow spill gates and overall fish passage at RI, 1997. (Iverson and Keister, 1997)
Hydroacoustic evaluation of spill effectiveness at Rock Island Dam spring and summer, 1998. (Iverson and Birmingham, 1998)

Tab 19 Calculation based on information from Tab 16 through Tab t 8. ((.927*. 134)+(.942*.599)+(.990*.269))=.955
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Rocky Reach
Estimate of Juvenile Dam Passage Survival

FORMULA: The formula to estimate Juvenile Dam Passage Survival equals the route specific survival rate multiplied by the route
specific passage rate for each passage route past the project.

Calculation of Juvenile Dana Passage Survival

By 3ass Turbine Spill
Species Survival Rate % of Fish Survival Rate % ofFish Survival Rate % of Fish JDPS

Of Bypass using Bypass Of turbines4 using turbines Of Spill using Spill
Steelhead 0.980 0.523 (3 yr avg) 0.931 0.357 (3 yr avg) 0.990 0.120 (3 yr avg) 0.964
Yearling 0.980 0.310 (3 yr avg) 0.931 0.550 (3 yr avg) 0.990 0.140 (3 yr avg) 0.954
Chinook5

Sub-yearling 0.980 0.240 (2 yr avg) 0.931 0.625 (2 yr avg) 0.990 0.135 (2 yr avg) 0.951
Chinook6

Sockeye 0.980 0.090 (3 y~ avg) 0.931 0.697 (3 yr avg) 0.990 0.213 (3 yr avg) 0.948

Authority for Data

Bypass Turbine Spill
Species Survival Rate % ofFish Survival Rate % of Fish Survival Rate % offish JDPS

Of By~ass using Bypass Of turbines using turbines Of Spill using Spill

Steelhead Tab 1 Tab 2 Tab 3 See Tab 2 Tab 4 See Tab 2 Tab 5
Yearling See Tab 1 See Tab 2 See Tab 3 See Tab 2 See Tab 4 See Tab 2 Tab 6
Chinook2

Sub-yearling See Tab 1 Tab 7 See Tab 3 See Tab 7 See Tab 4 See Tab 7 Tab 8
Chinook3

Sockeye See Tab 1 See Tab 2 See Tab 3 See Tab 2 See Tab 4 See Tab 2 Tab 9

4 Turbine survival adjusted to include 2% indirect mortality and is based upon Muir et al. (1995) as cited in the Biological Assessment submitted by FERC 
NMFS as part of the Section 7 consultation.
5 Yearling chinook means wild and hatchery spring chinook, and hatchery summer/fall chinook
6 Sub-yearling means wild and hatchery summer/fall chinook



Index of Authorities

Tab
Tab 1

Tab 2

Tab 3

Tab 4
Tab 5
Tab 6
Tab 7

Tab 8
Tab 9

Reference
Survival estimates for the passage of yearling chinook salmon and steelhead through Snake River dams and reservoirs,
1995. (Muir et al. 1996)
Evaluation ofjuvenile spring chinook, steelhead, and sockeye migratory patterns at Rocky Reach Dam using radio-
telemetry techniques, 1998-2000. (English et al. 1998; English et al. 1999; English et al. in prep)
0.950 * 0.980 = 0.931. 0.950 is based upon i996 measured survivals of 0.950 and 0.958 for new (unit 6) and originat
(unit 5) Kaplan turbines, respectively. (Normandeau and Skalski, 1996). 0.980 is based upon Muir et al. (I995) as 
in the Biological Assessment submitted by FERC to NMFS as part of the Section 7 consultation.
Survival of juvenile coho salmon passing through the spillway at Rocky Reach Dam. (Heinle and Olson, 1981)
(0.980 * 0.523) + (0.931 * 0.357) + (0.990 * 0.120) = 
(0.980 * 0.310) + (0.931 * 0.550) + (0.990 * 0.140) -- 
Evaluation of juvenile sub-yearling chinook migratory patterns at Rocky Reach Dam using radio telemetry techniques,
1998 - Technical memorandum to Mid-Columbia Coordinating Committee (Mosey and Murdoch, 1999). Evaluation 
juvenile spring chinook, steelhead, and sockeye migratory patterns at Rocky Reach Dam using radio-telemetry
techniques, 1999. (English et al. 1999)
(0.980 * 0.240) + (0.931 * 0.625) + (0.990 * 0.135) = 
(0.980 * 0.090) + (0.931 * 0.697) + (0.990 * 0.213) = 
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April 30, 2001

Mr. Bob Dach
NM3FS, NWR, Hydro Program
525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, Oregon 97232-2737

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement regarding the proposed Anadromous Fish
Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans for the Wells, Rocky Reach and Rock Island
Hydroelectric Projects.

Dear Mr. Dach:

Public Utility District No. l of Douglas County, Washington (Douglas PUD) has
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement regarding the proposed Anadromous
Fish Agreement and Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) for the Wells, Rocky Reach and
Rock Island Hydroelectric Projects and provides the attached comments for your
consideration.

Douglas PUD appreciates the NMFS collaborative effort to accurately describe the
complex set of guidelines established in the Wells Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP)
Implementation Agreement. In general, the Drat~ Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the proposed Anadromous Fish Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans, released
on December 29, 2000, is a fair and adequate presentation of the negotiated Wells HCP.
Due to the complex nature of this and related documents, it is no surprise that additional
comments and suggested revisions are being submitted prior to the adoption of the final
Environmental impact Statement.

If you have any questions concerning Douglas PUD’s comments, please feel free to

Chief of Environmental and Regulatory Services

c. Susan Fruchter, NEPA Coordinator



Public Utility District No.1 of Douglas County
Comments to Draft Environmental Impact Statement

April 30, 2001

GENERAL COMMENTS

Douglas PUD appreciates the NMFS collaborative effort to accurately describe
the complex set of guidelines established in the Wells Habitat Conservation Plan
(HCP) Implementation Agreement. In general, the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the proposed Anadromous Fish Agreements and Habitat
Conservation Plans, released on December 29, 2000, is a fair and adequate
presentation of the negotiated Wells HCP. Due to the complex nature of this and
related documents, it is no surprise that additional comments and suggested
revisions are being submitted prior to the adoption of the final Environmental
Impact Statement. Specific comments related to the draft EIS are included below.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

2~

1

Page 8-15, S.5.3 Alternative 3 (Applicants’ Proposed Action - Project
HCPs), second Paragraph, last Sentence. We request further clarification
regarding the following statement, "(EIS prepared by FERC including 
separate Section 7 consultation with NMFS regarding the effects of the
agreements on listed species)."

This paragraph indicates that FERC needs to prepare a second EIS for
implementation of the HCPs. The parties expended considerable effort
prior to preparation of the Draft EIS to avoid this unnecessary duplication.
There is no rationale for FERC to prepare a separate EIS to implement the
HCP.

Page S-22, Para. 1, line 5 and line 11. Please change the following two
statements, "If juvenile dam passage survival ..." to "If juvenile project passage
survival ..."

S-22, Para. 1, line 5. "if juvenile dam passage survival after three years of
evaluations remains..."

The Wells Implementation Agreement specifically calls for three years of survival
studies within the five-year period known as Phase i. Phase I began in 1998.
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Page S-29, Table S-2 Alternative Comparisons (Alternative 1). In the
section labeled, "Continued Studies to Assess Survival" please clarify that
continued survival studies at Wells Dam toward the goal of determining
passage survival conditions at Rock Island and Rock Reach dams is not
the responsibility of the Wells Project owner.

Page S-35, Second Column, second to last Bullet. "determine whether
the species can be expected to survive with an adequate potential for
recovery under the proposed action,..." Please define "adequate
potential" in terms of interim recovery goals and standards. Would a
greater than 50% probability of recovery be sufficient?

How does, "adequate potential for recovery" relate to the "not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence" standard spelled out in Section 7 (a)
(2) of the Endangered Species Act?

Page S-38, Table S-3 Environmental Comparison of the Alternatives
(Page 3 of 8). Under Fisheries Resources: Otlaer Plan Species - Adult
Reservoir Spawning, Alternative 1, 2 and 3 are listed as being: "Same as
discussed for threatened and endangered species above." However, under
the T & E section (above) there is no discussion of Adult Reservoir

Page S-39, Table S-3 Environmental Comparison of the Alternatives
(Page 4 of 8). Under Tributar~y Habitat hnprovements for Alternative 1, 2
and 3. Given that this document is intended to evaluate three possible
environmental alternatives related to future operation of PUD dams, we
are confused by the following statement: "Habitat improvements would
occur through the implementation of non-PUD funded projects through
Federal, State and local agency funding." This statement misleads the
reviewer to conclude that habitat improvements will take place regardless
of the selected alternative. Simply stated, under Alternative I and 2 the
PUDs would not fund off-site habitat improvements. Under Alternative 3
the PUDs would fund tributary enhancement toward a 2% increase in
survival per project for plan species covered by the HCP. Under all three
alternatives the agencies may pursue habitat improvements.
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10.

11.

12.

Page S-40, Table S-3 Environmental Comparison of the Alternatives
(Page 5 of 8). Alternative 1, Water.QualiW, Tributary Water Quality.
We suggest removing references to agency-funded habitat work. The
inclusion of agency funding of habitat projects only confuses the three
environmental options being evaluated. Under Alternative I and 2 the
PUDs would not voluntarily fund improvements in water quality in the
tributaries. Under Alternative 3, the PUDs would voluntarily provide
direct funding toward the improvement of tributary water quality. This
clear distinction needs to be drawn between the three Alternatives.

Page S-40 and S-43. Table S-3 Environmental Comparison of the
Alternatives (Page 5, 6, 7 & 8). Actions common to all three alternatives
and outside the control of the decision related to the EIS should not be
presented in this table. Similarly, the actions referred to under Comment
#8 should also be applied to statements contained under subsections:
Vegetation (Project Area, Associated Tributaries), Wildlife (Threatened
and Endangered Species), Land Use (Associated Tributaries), Economics
(Tributary Habitat Improvement), Recreation (Tributary Habitat
Improvements, Columbia River System) and Cultural Resources
(Tributaries).

Page 1-6 and 1-7. 1.5.2.1 Endangered Species Act Requirements for
Non-Federal Actions. "The No Surprises Policy and ~tive
Management" These two policies appear to be in conflict when it comes
to implementation under the proposed HCP. Please describe how
conflicts between the two policies will be mediated during the
implementation of Alternative 3.

Page 1-16. 1.6.3 Alternative 3 (Proposed Action), first Bullet on Page 1-
16. Please modify the following statement: "evaluate project specific
survival rates," to "evaluate project specific juvenile survival rates."

Page 1-32, 1.10 Background Summary, second Paragraph, second
Sentence. "Therefore, this EIS is being developed for the
purpose...whether or not to issue incidental take permits." This statement
appears to conflict with the statement made on Page S - 15 and Page 2-32.
The EIS purpose includes amendment of FERC licenses. For a further
description of our concerns please see Comment No. 1.



13. Page 2-14, Wells Dam, second column of text, last Sentence of text in
the first partial paragraph. We take issue with the following statement:
"Therefore, the total direct and indirect mortality is likely similar to the 2
percent found at the lower Snake River project bypass systems (NMFS
1998)." We disagree. The Wells bypass system is not similar to the Snake
River screen bypass systems. The Wells system performance is superior to
those found at the lower Snake River projects. Survival assigned to this
passage route should be similar to the estimated survival assigned to
spillway passage routes.

In contrast, the Snake River screen bypass systems utilize extensive
turbine intake screens, small gatewell orifice passages, collection channel
dewatering, dewatering in transport pipes, handling and delay in
sampling facilities, and reintroduction back into the tailraces through low
volume pipes located immediately adjacent to predator-plagued
shorelines.

The Wells surface collection system does not utilize massive intake
screens, orifice passageways, transportation pipes, handling facilities and
low water tailrace discharges. The Wells surface collector guides fish
away from the turbines and into the spillways where five high volume
non-turbine passage routes are provided through the dam. Fish are
introduced back into the tailrace turbine discharge where velocities are
sufficiently high to prevent predator accumulation and where gull wires
protect fish from avian predators.

We suggest using a combined estimate of direct and indirect mortality
that ranges from 0% to 1% for the Wells surface bypass system.

14. Page 2-17, 2.2.3.2 Adult Passage, second full Paragraph, first Sentence.
Please modify the following statement "Survival rates of adult salmon
and steelhead passing through the Mid-Columbia River has not been
estimated due to insufficient radio-telemetry data." to "Survival rates of
adult salmon and steelhead passing through the Mid-Columbia River
have not been estimated due to an inability to differentiate tag loss, tag
failure and fish loss." It is not presently possible to estimate adult
survival in a statistically defensible manner with the present radio-
telemetry technology.

15. Page 2-23, Measures Planned, fourth Line. Please replace "negotiations"
with "agreements."



16. Page 2-23, Measures Planned. 1. Adult Passage.

c. The Wells Settlement Agreement does not contain language that
obligates the District to conduct modeling in the adult fishways.

e. The Wells Settlement Agreement does not include conditions to
continuously operate the juvenile surface bypass system from April
through August for adult fallback and adult downstream passage.

17. Page 2-23, Measures Planned. 2. Juvenile Passage. a. The Wells
Settlement Agreement does not contain requirements to operate the
turbines at peak efficiency ratings.

18. Page 2-23 and 2-24, Measures Planned. 2. Juvenile Passage. b. Surface
Bypass Operation - Please modify the following statement: "Operate at
1east one spillway bypass, 24-hours per day, throughout the juvenile
downstream migration periods" to "Operate at least one spillway bypass,
24-hours per day, throughout 80% and 70% of the peak spring and. peak
summer juvenile downstream migration1 respectively..."

19. Page 2-24, Measures Planned. 2. Juvenile Passage.

c. Predators and d. Gas Abatement. Neither of these actions are outlined
in the Wells Settlement Agreement. Please remove the statements from
the EIS.

20.

21.

22.

Page 2-25, 2.3.1.2 Rocky Reach Hydroelectric Project. Analogous
sections are missing under Rocky Reach and Rock island project
descriptions that are present under the Wells Project description. Please
add the following Section designations to the Rocky Reach and Rock
Island Project descriptions to allow a more rigorous comparison of actions
proposed at different projects: Adult Fish Passage, Juvenile Fish Passage,
Hatchery Based Compensation, and Monitoring and Evaluation.

Page 2-28, second full Paragraph, fifth Line. The QAR analysis findings
that, "even the removal of the Mid-Columbia River dams would not be
sufficient to recover these species, if recent total life history survival rates
continue," should be expressed in the Summary on Page S-16, S.5.3.2 HCP
Baseline Conditions.

Page 2.29, 2.3.2.1 Wells Hydroelectric Project. 3. Hatchery Program - It is
important to point out that under Alternative 1, 2 and 3, Douglas PUD has



the ability to reduce hatchery production (including summer and spring
chinook, steelhead, and sockeye) based upon the results of survival
studies. Also, under Alternative 2 and 3, NMFS has the authority to
reduce or modify hatchery production of listed and non-listed species to
remain consistent with their long-term recovery strategies for listed Upper
Columbia River spring-run chinook and summer-run steelhead.

23. Page 2.35, 2.3.3.5 HCP Performance Standards, third full Paragraph, last
Sentence. "In addition, the 91 percent survival standard also includes
reservoir survival and the dam passage survival of returning adults."
This statement is inaccurate as presented. The HCP was set up to measure
91% juvenile project passage survival. The 91% juvenile number was
derived by assuming loss of adults (2%), assuming loss through the
reservoir (2%) in addition to the 5% allowed loss at the dam. Further
assumptions related to the 91% determination included an assumed 2%
delayed mortality from hydro passage and a 2% credit for natural river
fish loss.

The agreement reached on the HCP does not include measurement of
adult survival at a 95% CI +/- 5%. This is evident from the adult language
in the implementation agreement, the timeline for completion of the Phase
I studies (5 years) and based upon the knowledge that precise adult
survival studies were not statistically or scientifically defensible at the
time the Implementation Agreement was negotiated. The PUDs did not
sign up to ensure adult survival from tailrace to tailrace at a rate of 98%
irrespective of natural mortality.

It is important to point out that during the negotiations of the HCP, a 2%
adult mortality figure was discussed. However, the final HCP
Implementation Agreement was approved without referencing the
measurement of the 2% adult mortality figure. The final agreement says
"...and a net of 4% mortality from all other project effects (including but
not limited to reservoir, juvenile delay, and adult mortality with credit for
natural mortality)." Please remove all discussion that indicates the HCP
has a 2% measurable adult mortality component.

Page 2.41, Verification of Standards. We agree with the statements in
the first and second paragraphs of this section related to the verification of
standards.



25.

26.

27.

Page 2-56, Table 2-8 Environmental Comparison of the Alternatives
(Pages I of 8). Please modify this table per similar concerns expressed in
comment No. 7, 8 and 9. The DEIS is intended to compare actions related
to the implementation of three environmental alternatives for fish
mitigation at three FERC licensed projects (No action, S. 7 and HCP).
Descriptions of actions outside those proposed by the PUDs (agency-
funded habitat enhancement actions) should be removed from the
document.

Page 2-56, Table 2-8 Environmental Comparison of the Alternatives
(Pages I of 8), juvenile migration/survival standards. Please change,
"project specific standards" under Alt. 1 to "Project specific fish passage
standards."

Page 2-59, Table 2-8 Environmental Comparison of the Alternatives
(Pages 4 of 8), Drawdown, Alt. 2. It should be mentioned that drawdown
under Alternative 2 could only be considered during relicensing of the
projects.

28. Page 3-10, Figure 3-4 Geology of the Rock Island Dam Area. There are
two identical categories for Grande Ronde Basalt. What is the difference
between N2 and R2 Units? In the figure, there is no discernable difference
between the two geological formations.

29.Page 3-28, Steelhead, Line 2. Please modify the following statement:
"Rock Island Dam averaged 2,600 to 3,700 fish" to "Rock Island Dam
ran~ed from 2,600 to 3,700 fish." The same comment applies to Line 4 of
this same paragraph.

30. Page 3-28, Sockeye Salmon. Please standardize the years being
compared to 10-year intervals. As presented, the intervals appear to be
contrived to show a recent decline in numbers of sockeye passing Rock
Island Dam.



31.

32.

Page 3-29, Coho Salmon, Last sentence. This section should also note the
release of millions of coho by Chelan PUD at the Turtle Rock Hatchery.
This facility continued to release coho through the mid - 1980’s.

Note that coh0 ladder counts at Rock Island totaled only 475 fish between
1933 and 1943 (Mullan, 1983; Mullah et al., 1992). That is an average 
less than 48 fish per year. The statement: "After completion of Priest
Rapids Dam in 1960, peak escapement estimates probably never exceeded
10,000 fish" is misleading. The statement should be modified to indicate
that few coho existed prior to the completion of Grand Coulee and Rock
Island dams. The statement subtly implies a cause and effect relationship
between the completion of Priest Rapids Dam and the demise of the coho
run. The Upper Columbia River coho run had already been wiped out
prior to construction of any mainstem Columbia River dams as is evident
from fishway counts immediately following the completion of Rock island
Dam.

Page 3-29, Table 3-1 Spawning Distribution of Anadromous Fish
Species in the Mid-Columbia River Watersheds. Fulton (1968) appears
to incompletely describe salmon and steelhead spawning in the Mid-
Columbia Region. Please modify Table 3-1 to include the distribution of
fish described below.

Fall Chinook - Please add the Columbia and Methow rivers to the
watersheds utilized extensively by Fall Chinook.

Steelhead - Please add the Twisp and Chewuch rivers and Libby
Creek as being important Methow River tributaries for spawning
steelhead, it should be noted that Salmon and Omak creeks are not
presently important steelhead habitats. "Simikameen" is spelled
"Similkameen." Also note, steelhead do not have access to the
Similkameen River. instead they only have access to the Lower
Similkameen River. Enloe Falls blocks steelhead access to the Upper
Similkameen River.

Sockeye - Extensive spawning ground surveys for sockeye have
not resulted in documented sockeye spawning in the mainstem Okanogan
River. Please remove the reference to the Mainstem Okanogan River as a
tributary of the Okanogan River used by spawning sockeye. Please
modify the sentence to state that the Osoyoos Lake sockeye population is
almost entirely spawned in the Okanogan River, upstream of Osoyoos
Lake.



33. Page 3-30, 3.2.3 Tributary and Mainstem Developmentj end of first
Paragraph. The last statement in this paragraph is not entirely accurate.
Hydroelectric facilities on the Cowlitz, Lewis and Willamette rivers do not
all contain adult fish passage facilities. Some transport fish by truck
upstream of the projects and others are migrational blocks to migrating
adult salmon and steelhead. Please modify the statement to read: "Al__ll
mainsteam Columbia and Snake river dams downstream of these projects
are equipped with facilities to allow ..."

34. 3.2.4 Hatchery Programs, Page 3-31, First line on page 3-31. Please
modify the percent of summer-run chinook salmon that are of hatchery
origin in the Mid-Columbia River. 80% hatchery composition for this
stock is not accurate. The following table indicates the best estimate of
hatchery contribution for the watersheds covered by this EIS (Table 1).
The hatchery contribution of fall chinook is also closer to 20-30% and not
50%.

Table 1: Escapement to the Wenatchee, Methow and Okanogan rivers of
hatchery origin summer chinook (Table adapted from Murdoch and
Petersen, 2000).

Return Year Wenatchee Methow Okanogan

1991 2.4 0.0 0.0

1992 1.5 0.0 3.5

1993 5.0 24.0 36.1

1994 12.0 45.0 48.7

1995 9.2 36.9 54.6

1996 4.9 15.8 59.3

1997 8.5 9.2 54.3

1998 10.7 22.2 29.9
MurdocK A. and K. Petersen. 2000. Survival of sockeye, spring chinook, and summer
chinook salmon released from Rock Island Fish Hatchery Complex Facilities, 1989
through 1995 broods. Prepared for Public Utility District No. I of Chelan County.
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, 600 Capitol Way N., Olympia, Washington
98501-1091.

35. Page 3-31, 3.2.4.2 Hatchery Compensation for Mid-Columbia Tributary
Losses. There is no plan in place to compensate for Mid-Columbia
Tributary Losses. Please replace, "Tributary Losses" with "Mainstem
Passage Losses."

36. Page 3-37, Rocky Reach, second Paragraph in section, last Line. There
was no sockeye salmon passage study at Rocky Reach in 1993. The 1993



study was a chinook study. There was a sockeye passage study at Wells
Dam in 1992. However, this study did not include any monitoring at
Rocky Reach Dam. The 14% fallback estimate was derived from the 1997
sockeye monitoring effort only (English et al., 1998).

37. Page 3-38, Rock Island Dam, second Paragraph, first Line. There was no
sockeye study at Rock Island Dam in 1993.

38. Page 3-42, 3.2.6.3 Juvenile Bypass Systems, Wells Dam, second
Paragraph, last Sentence. We disagree with the assertion that the Wells
bypass system likely has indirect mortality similar to the diversion screen
bypass systems located at the Snake River projects. See Comment No. 13
for the rationale for not comparing the Wells Bypass system to the Snake
River bypass systems.

The Wells bypass system is a highly efficient ~ bypass system. Indirect
mortality resulting from passage through this system should be compared
with indirect mortality estimates derived from spillway survival studies.

39.Page 3-46, Rocky Reach, second Paragraph, last Sentence. The yearling
fall-run chinook survival studies cited in this paragraph were conducted
in 1998 not 1999. Also, the results from the Eppard et al. (1999) study
were not accurately cited. Eppard et al. (1999) provides two estimates 
Rocky Reach survival from yearling chinook release in 1998. Table 10,
Page 38 of the report states Rocky Reach project survival, depending upon
the model selected, as (0.867, S/~ = 0.065) based upon the parallel 

Model and (0.859, SE = 0.042) based upon the PR model.

40. Page 3-65, Icicle Creek. The 19 miles of historical habitat is disputed by
USFWS personnel stationed in Leavenworth. Radio-telemetry studies
conducted in 2000 by the USFWS indicated that a natural obstruction in
the river restricted fish access into the upper watershed. The obstruction
is located within the first 3 miles of river upstream of the existing barrier
dam.



Page 3-72, Summer/Fall-Run Chinook Salmon, first Paragraph, eighth
Line. We suggest the following modification to the defined spawning
distribution of summer chinook in the Methow River. Summer chinook
have been observed spawning downstream of French Creek near the
mouth of the Methow River immediately upstream of the town of Pateros.
This expands the spawning distribution from 38 to 42 miles of habitat.

42. Page 3-72, Steelhead, ninth Line. Please modify the following statement,
"Spawning occurs primarily in late March, but may extend into July." to
"Spawning is initiated as early as late March and can extend into July."
Based upon surveys conducted in 1999, peak steelhead spawning appears
to be taking place in late April rather than late March.

43. Page 3-74, Top of page, first partial Paragraph, last Sentence. The
abandonment of planting catchable rainbow was intended to reduce
incidental harvest on steelhead smolts although it likely also protects a
lesser number of chinook salmon smolts. Please add steelhead smolts to
the list of species whose incidental harvest has been reduced by the
cessal~on of planting catchable rainbow trout.

4t Page 3-74, Riparian and Stream Channel Condition, forth Paragraph,
second sentence. Please modify the second sentence to state, "Ironically,
the areas most susceptible to dewatering by low flow events are often the
areas containing the highest..."

45. Page 3-76, Fish Resources, line seven. Observations of bull trout in the
Okanogan Watershed have been limited in recent history. We suggest
removing bull trout as an "important" fish resource in the Okanogan
Basin. This suggested change is consistent with surveys conducted by the
USFS, Okanogan National Forest and conclusions reached in Washington
State, Limiting Factors Analysis for the Okanogan River Watershed.

46. Page 3-77, Habitat Condition, first Paragraph, last Sentence. Please
change, "The Wells Dam pool inundates the lower 17 miles of the
Okanogan River." to "The Wells project boundary includes the lower 17
miles of the Okanogan River."



47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

During normal operation, the Wells Project does not inundate the entire 17
miles of the lower Okanogan River. The Wells Project boundary was
drawn to encompass possible inundated lands during a worst-case
scenario flood event. In effect Douglas PUD has the right to inundate the
lower 17 miles of the Okanogan River only during times when the
Columbia and Okanogan rivers experience a simultaneous 100-year flood
event that for some reason might not be mitigated through storage at
Grand Coulee and the Canadian Treaty Storage Projects.

3.3.1.1 Project Area, Page 3-83, Wells Dam, Rocky Reach and Rock
Island Dam. Please standardize the months that average flows are
compared between projects. We would recommend using June and
September rather than using a mixture of months. Also note that average
September flows referenced for Wells Dam (114,791 cfs) is much higher
than the average September flows cited at Rock Island Dam (74,478 cfs).
Given that Rock Island Dam is downstream of Wells Dam and that the
Chelan, Entiat and Wenatchee rivers all enter the Columbia River between
Wells and Rock Island Dam, these averages appear to be incorrect.
Average September flows at Wells Dam should be slightly less than the
average September flows at Rock Island Dam.

Page 3-84, Figure 3-5, Average Monthly Flows (cfs) in the Mid-
Columbia River at WeUs Dam. Average September flows at Wells Dam
appear to be less than 80,000 cfs.

Page 3-85 & Page 3-83, Figure 3-6, Average Monthly Flows (cfs) in the
Mid-Columbia River at Rocky Reach Dam. According to the Figure,
average June flows at Rocky Reach are in excess of 150,000 cfs not 136,147
cfs as cited on page 3-83.

Page 3-87, Wenatchee River, first Paragraph, line 6. The Wenatchee
River watershed drains 1,328 square miles not 1.328 square miles.

Page 3-89, Enfiat River~ second Paragraph, line five. The maximum
and minimum average monthly flows for the Entiat River are incorrect.
Both numbers presented in the report do not match with USGS
information and are highly unlikely given that the reported numbers
exceed those of the Wenatchee and Methow Rivers.

Please see Figure 3-9. The average monthly flows from this figure indicate
that the Entiat River in June averages less than 1,800 cfs and in September
averages less than 200 cfs. Please reconcile the text and Figure 3-9.



52.

53.

54.

55.

Page 3-87, 3-89 & 3-91. Please standardize the average monthly flows
being reported for the various tributary streams.

Page 3-91, Okanogan River, second Paragraph, last Sentence. Please see
Comment No. 46.

Page 3-97, Wells Dam, first and second Paragraph. The temperature
excursion cited at the Columbia River at the Wells Hatchery intake is in
error. The water temperatures reported here were not collected at the
hatchery intake but were collected from the hatchery spawning channel
after water had been held in shallow ponds immediately downstream of
the intake of the facility. Also, the readings were not collected from a
systematic, calibrated subsurface monitor but were instead collected with
a non-calibrated, hand-held thermometer, sporadically used to collect
relative water temperatures by fish culture staff stationed at the Wells Fish
Hatchery.

Note that the mainstem Columbia River water quality data collected
immediately downstream of Wells Dam (Chelan Falls) does not show
water temperate excursions above the criteria established for state waters.

Page 4-1, 4.1.1.2 Associated Tributaries, first, second and third
Paragraphs, (Alt. 1). This entire section should be deleted and re-written
with emphasis on contrasting the three proposed environmental
alternatives. Describing additional actions outside the three alternatives
that may be funded regardless of the outcome of the HCP only confuses
readers. This comment is similar to Comments No. 7, 8 and 9.

We suggest changing this section to describe the fact that under the No-
Action alternative, no PUD tributary enhancement funds would be
available. The agencies are free to spend money on habitat improvements
common to all three alternatives so this entire section (4.1.1.2) provides 
information related to the decision to select one of the three proposed
alternatives.

This comment also applies to Page 4-3, 4.1.2.2 Associated Tributaries.



56. Page 4-6, second full Paragraph, second Line. It is important to point out
that drawdown is not an option under the No Action Alternative
(Alternative 1). It could be an option that is discussed through relicensing
of the projects (Alternative 2) or by unanimous consent of the HCP
signature parties under Alternative 3.

57. Page 4-17, Wells Dam, second bullet. Under Alternative 1, the District is
not obligated in the Wells Settlement Agreement to operate the bypass
system 24-hours per day during the period that encompasses 95% of the
downstream migration.

58.Off-Site Mitigation, Page 4-43, first Paragraph. Please add that the
proposed Douglas HCP has a provision that if juvenile project survival is
greater than 95%, the tributary funding package would be reduced from
2% to 1%. This comment also applies to the section tiffed: Tributary
Habitat Improvements found on Page 4-43.

59. Page 4-65. Please modify "4.9.2.1 Project Are" to "4.9.2.1 Project Area."
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7600 Sandpoint Way, NE, Bld. 1
Seattle, Washington 98115

Comments on the Mid-Columbia Habitat Conservation Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Darm:

The Columbia River Imer-Tribal Fish Commission (CRITFC),1 on behalf of the
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation (YN), the Confederated Tribes 
the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR), the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs
Reservation of Oregon and the Nez Perce Tribe has reviewed the document entitled,
"Anadromous Fish Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans-Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Wells, Rocky Reach and Rock Island Hydroelectric Projects"
(DEIS). We have prepared the following comments. We also include by reference the
comments of the Yakama Nation and the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian
Reservation on the DEIS. We appreciate NMFS granting us additional time to comment
on the DEIS.

Overview

The Yakama Nation and the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian
Reservation aboriginally occupied lands in what is today the Mid-Columbia region in
Washington State. The Columbia River and its tributaries are a part of that land.
Protection of rivers and flows for anadromous fish and wildlife populations, as well as
cultural resources and other matters are critically important to these tribes. The existence
and operation of the Wells, Rocky Reach and Rock Island Hydroelectric Projects impacts
the treaty-reserved natural resource interests of all four CRITFC member tribes. The
outcome of the DEIS process could significantly affect rebuilding of fish and wildlife
populations impacted by the Project. Therefore, the tribes have a unique interest and
stake in this process that cannot be represented by any other entity.

The CRITFC was formed in 1977 per formal resolution of the gov:eming bodies of.the four Colurnbia
River treaty tribes: the Yakama Nation, the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, the
Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon and the Nez Perce Tribe. The
Commission is comprised of elected and appointed tribal officials:who are members of the respective tribal
fish and wildlife committees. The Commission has technical and legal resources that provide assistance to
the tribes in protecting and enhancing their federally reserved trust resources.
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: Anadromous fish:st0cks that Originate above and within the boundaries of the
Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island Projects (Projects) are adversely affected by the
presence and operation of the Projects. These stocks support ceremonial, subsistence and
occasional commercial treaty fisheries in Lower Columbia River Zone 6 by all of the
CRITFC member tribes. Thus, CRITFC has a unique interest in this process that cannot
be represented by any other party.

DEIS Scoping

In general, CRITFC notes that NMFS has failed to address most of the CRITFC
February 5, 1999 comments and recommendations made to the DEIS Notice of Intent to
Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Habitat Conservation Plans
(HCPs) for the Operation ogthe Projects (NOI). We incorporate by reference into 
record the CRITFC February 5, 1999 comments on the NOI (Attachment 1). The
purpose of scoping for a NEPA environmental impact statement is to collect a reasonable
range of alternatives to be reviewed and analyzed in the statement. We note that the
following critical issues included in the scoping comments are not addressed in the DEIS.
This is not an exhaustive list of issues raised in the CRITFC comments on the NOI:

The HCP hatchery plan attachment and the no-net impact standard, the
foundation of the HCP Agreement, was contingent on the tribes receiving
reciprocal assurances relative to treaty-secured fishing rights. The DEIS
maintains NMFS position of not guaranteeing that the hatchery component
will be met, thus, the no-net flnpact standard cannot be met.

Other issues between the tribes and NMFS relative to reserved treaty
fishing rights, such as potential prejudice against tribes posed by the "no
surprises rule," also remain unresolved in the DEIS.

The DEIS did not correct the misleading lml~age of the NOI that states
tllat parties to the 1998 "Comrnemorative Declaration" signed a
declaration acknowledging" their commitment to complete the regulatory
actions necessary to issuing a permit" (emphasis added). The Declaration
did not cormnit the parties to this language.

The geographic scope should not be limited to the three project area, but
should be a reach-based approach consistent with the original intent of the
HCP, including the federal projects, Grand Coulee and Chief Joseph, the
Priest Rapids Project and the Hartford Reach. In particular, the existence
and operation of federal projects above the three Mid-Columbia Projects
significantly influences flow management and water quality, which in turn
impacts anadromous fish survival through the Projects. This remains a
major deficiency of the DEIS.

The DEIS fails to address anadromous fish survival and recovery fi-om a
life history and ecological perspectiVe (Williams et al 1996; Lichatowich



and Mobrand 1995). Amadromous fish productivity cannot be addressed
merely by measuring direct sin-viral of a small sample of salmon from one
point above the Projects to a point below the Projects.

A cumulative impacts analysis is lacking in the DEIS.

The DEIS should not have used the existing degraded state of sahnon
stocks and critical habitat as the environmental baseline, but should have
used the natural fiver baseline as the measuring stick for considering harm
and benefits, The DEIS should have taken into consideration the fact that
the development of hydroproj ects in the Mid-Columbia Reach set in
motion a decline in fish populations that continues through much of the
Columbia River Basin. NMFS themselves argued for use of a natural
river baseline in American Rivers et al. v. Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission 201 F.3d 1186 (gth Cir. 2000), but has not used this standard
in the DEIS.

The DEIS failed to include Pacific Lamprey and sturgeon in the "Plan
Species". Current and permanent development of a screened bypass
system, under "conditional HCP implementation’’2 at Rocky Reach does
not consider lamprey passage, and lamprey have shown a propensity to
become impaled upon screen systems at other basin dmns (ISAB 98-4
1998),

The DEIS failed tO review and acknowledge water quality standards under
the Clean Water Act.’ A recent court opinion states that darns are not
above the law with respect to meeting water quality standards (see
National Wildlife Federation v. Corps of Eneinee~ 132 F.Supp.2d 876
(D. Or. 2001).

The DEIS lacks an adequate quantitative analysis as tohow much take of
the listed species will occur under the proposed alternatives. Further, the
DEIS fails to quantify the effects that each proposed alternative would
have on the goal of reaching sustainable m~adromous fish populations that
provide harvestable surpluses for treaty and non-treaty fisheries. The
DEIS lacks survival, recovery and delisting goals specific to the listed and
non-listed anadromous fish populations considered under the alternatives.

2 NMFS has allowed Douglas and Chelan PUDto proceed with Phase I of the HCP under a "conditional
HCP implementation policY," over strong tribal objections. Given that environmental review is not
completed, an HCP Agreement remains unsigned, and a Section i 0 Permit has been issued the legaiity of
this action is highly questionable. However, Chelan is proceeding to finalize installation of a major bypass
system that will likely exacerbate the decline of Pacific lamprey and sensitive saimon stocks which are Plan
Species but not ESA, listed species.



The DEIS fails to describe how the various alternatives relate to other
applicable treaties and laws, including tribal treaties, the Clean Water Act
and the U.S.- Canada Pacific Salmon Treaty.

The DEIS failed to determine whether the 7% hatchery component cma
actually be achieved with or without Grant PUD’s involvement in the
HCP. Further, it remains unresolved in the DEIS how "no net impact"
(NNI) would be accomplished ifNMFS deems the 7% hatchery
component unfeasible because of particular genetic or policy concerns
with respect to supplementation. This is a key failing of the DEIS.

General Comments

There are many incorrect statements and factually erroneous declarations in the
DEIS. While the following comments will serve to highlight some of the inaccuracies,
we will not address them all. As stated above, most of the scoping issues identified by
CRITFC were never addressed in the DEIS. For these reasons, the DEIS is a fatally
flawed document and should be completely rescoped and reanalyzed.

The document abstract states that the HCPs satisfy the PUDs’ regulatory
obligations under the Federal Power Act. This is not factually correct. Future
relicensings, measures to protect species not addressed by the HCPs and treaty
obligations under tribal treaties and the U.S.-Canada Pacific Salmon Treaty are all
obligations that 1trust be satisfied whether or not aa HCP is consummated. Further, the
HCPs will not satisfy standards under the Clean Water Act.

In the summary section it states that, "the parties have been engaged in
cooperative HCP planning for over 6 years." This is not correct, Tribal parties have been
in dispute with NMFS and the PUDs for much of that time, and are not in agreement with
the proposed HCP documents at this time. Details of these disputes are provided below.

On page S-3 it is stated that, "the effects of Rocky Reach, Wells and Rock island
on anadromous fish may continue downstream through the Hanford Reach to McNary
Dam." [emphasis added]. The Joint Fisheries Parties agree that the effects will continue
downstream, whether they are from dissolved gas generated from the I--ICP projects, or
injuries suffered when passing through these projects.

On page S-18 it is stated that the NNI standard of 95% survival per dam was
developed in coordination with tribal biologists. However, not all tribal biologists agreed
with the standard. The DEIS states that the NNI standard of 95% survival is consistent
with the 1995 FCRPS Biological Opinion. While this is factually correct, it leaves out
the:other major criteria for passage Systems required by the 1995 FCRPS, such as ma 80%
Fish Passage Efficiency (FPE) standard.3 Because tribal biologists desired that the NNI

3 Fish Passage Efficiency (FPE), as defined by the 1995 FCRPS Biological Opinion at VIII. 15, refers 

the percentage of the juvenile migration that passes over a dam through non-turbine routes. The tribes have
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standard would be consistent with the three basin restoration plaits, 4 tribal biologists
strongly recommended that the NNI standard have dual and complementing components,
95% survival and 80% FPE. This recommendation was rejected by NMFS and the PUDs.

Since the sigaaing of the Commemorative Declaration of the HCP on Jmle 27,
1998, the NMFS, Chelan PUD, Douglas PUD, WDFW and USFWS have been under a
false assumption that the HCP was estabtished, and that it should be under "conditional
implementation"m~til the envirormlental review is completed and the Section 10
5~cidental Take Statement finalized. The PUDs have embarked upon survival studies to
determine HCP NNI standards without agreement from the Joint Fisheries Parties as to
methodologies, principles and results. Chelan PUD recently unilaterally declared that
they have reached the NNI standard of 95 % at both Rock Island and Rocky Reach dams,
and that reduced spill at Rock Island and complete reliance on the Rocky Reach
prototype bypass system are appropriate to protect listed and unlisted anadromous fish as
they pass these dm’ns (Attachment 2). Several of the Joint Fisheries Parties sta’ongly
object to Chelan’s unilateral decisions under "conditional implementation" of the HCP as
a proxy to reduce critical fish protection measures (Attachments 3,4,5,6,7).

These actions indicate extreme bad faith on the part of Chelan PUD in resolving
key issues that remain unaddressed in the DEIS. The acceptance of"conditional
implementation" by the non-tribal parties involved in the HCP negotiations has, in effect,
stylnied important progress in resolving key relicensing issues for the Rocky Reach
Project (Attachment 7). The DEIS has not addressed these issues, which are critical 
the future of the fisheries resource, because of the very depressed status of listed and
unlisted Mid-Columbia anadromous fish stocks (TAC 1997; Cooney et al. 2000). The
final EIS should address these issues.

Environmental Baseline

The DEIS defines the environmental baseline as the status of the anadromous fish
stocks and their critical habitat in the 1970’s when they were already depressed and
degraded. This is inconsistent with the NMFS’ 1995-8 FCRPS Biological Opinion (at
page 12) that defines the baseline as the effects of the proposed action that would be
added to the past and present impacts of all Federal, State, and private activities in the

defined FPE as the percentage of the juvenile migration that passes over a dam through spill or surface
bypass, and they, as NMFS, have adopted the dual criteria in their Columbia Basin salmon recovery plan,
Wy-Kan-Ush-Mi Wa:Kish-Wit (Nez Perce et al. 1995). Adoption of the FPE standard is critical because 
provides a measurable standard that covers the entire migration, rather than just a snapshot of survival
provided by survival studies. An FPE standard also incorporates the aVailable scientific literature that
reviews comparative survival studies through different passage routes. This includes scientific information
about delayed mortality and smo!t-to-adult returns. These attributes cannot be assessed by limiting passage
criteria to a simple measurement of survival for a distinct group of salmon through a dam over an
exta’emely limited range of environmental conditions. Thus, the NNI standard lacks consistency and lacks a
true assessment of the impacts of the Projects on the anadromous fish resource.
The three plans are the 1995-1998 FCRPS Biological Opinion, the CRITFC tribes’ 1995 restoration plan

Wy-Kan-Ush-Mi Wa-Kish~ Wit, and the Northwest Power Planning Council’s 1994 Strategy for Salmon.



action area. The action area is defined as, "all areas to be affected directly or indirectly
by the federal action and not merely the immediate area involved in the action."

Critical Habitat

The DEIS fails to address listed species critical habitat. This is inconsistent with
the 1995 FCRPS Biological Opinion (IV p. 82) which defines critical habitat as that
which is critical to the survival and recovery of the species and determines whether or not
the proposed operation adversely modifies or destroys the listed salmon’s critical habitat.

Specific Comments

S.5 No Action Alternative

The No Action alternative, with extant baseline conditions and no action, is not an
authentic alternative. Because upper Columbia spring chinook and steelhead are ESA
listed, ESA Section 7 consultation and Section 10 Incidental Take permits must be
conducted. In the case of the Wells Project, these have been consummated. NMFS,
however, has failed to finalize these consultations for the Rocky Reach or Rock Island
projects. Thus, this alternative is premature until these consultations are finalized and
appropriate permits and biological opinions have been issued. It should be deleted from
the final EIS unless these opinions and permits are finalized.

The DEIS fails to mention that the Rocky Reach prototype juvenile bypass system
has been under dispute from tribal parties since it was first conceived. The Fourth
Interim Stipulation for the Rocky Reach Project required Chelan PUD to seek consensus
in developing the system. However, conditional implementation of the HCP has allowed
Chelan to proceed with development of the system while it is still under dispute
(Attachment 7). Thus, Alternative 3 (the HCP) has significantly impacted the other 
alternatives, The final EIS must clarify these issues when defining the alternatives.

Currently Chelan PUD is refusing to honor the Fourth Interim Stipulation for
Rocky Reach, which requires spill to 15% daily average flow. This situation also impacts
the definition of Alternative I, in that Alternative 1 as described is not reality. Further,
the DEIS is incorrect when it states that the "main goal" of the Fourth Interim Stipulation
was to build a bypass system. From the Joint Fisheries Parties’perspective, the main goal
of the stipulation was to obtain immediate fish protection through spill, and advance
mitigation and compensation for losses through the Rocky Reach Project.

With respect to Rock Island, the Alternative 1 in the DEIS does not accurately
describe the baseline condition. A spill agreement between NMFS and Chelan, under the
"conditional implementation" of the HCP, removed the spill authority from the other
Joint Fishery Parties and the spill conservation account management specified under the
Rock Island Settlement Agreement (Attachments 7 and 8).
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S 5.2 Altemative 2 (Section 7 Consultation)

The DEIS fails to mention that the QAR report indicated a substantial risk of
extinction for Mid-Columbia River spring-run salmon and steelhead if recent survival
rates continue without supplementation. The final EIS must correct this oversight.
Further, if the Mid-Columbia dams were removed, then recent total life-history survival
rates would not continue, because survival, fish critical habitat and productivity would
dramatically increase through the Mid-Columbia reach.

No rationale is offered why a screened bypass system would be included at each
dam for Alternative 2, If spill is sufficient enough to meet downstream passage
objectives, then it would stand alone.

If studies show that drawdown and decolma~issioning (dan removal) are
necessary to meet recovery standards that provide harvestable surpluses, then these
options would proceed under a relicensing process. No rationale is given as to why the
decision would be postponed, given the high probability that upper Columbia listed
species, closest to extinction in the basin, may expire in the near future without such
measures.

The DEIS is inconsistent with the 1995-1998 FCRPS Biological Opinion and completely
speculative as to the benefits that could be derived from minimum operating pools at the
Mid-Columbia Projects. Drawdowns to minimum operating pool have been a
fundamental reasonable andprudent measure under the 1995 FCRPS Biological Opinion,
and haven’t been studied at the Mid-Columbia projects.

A major strength of Altemative 2 is that there are many avenues to create and
prescribe measures that are necessary for recovery of listed salmon by fishery experts
who have the legal and management authorities to protect the resource, and the statutory
authorities of the federal agencies are fully maintained. For example, actions through
relicensings, actions through the Mid-Columbia Proceedings, actions under the ESA and
actions under the Clean Water Act are all possible remedies to promote and achieve
meaningful recovery measures. The final EIS should fully describe these attributes
associated with Alternative 2, but not available under Alternative 3.

S. 5.3.1 Alternative 3 (Project HCPs)

The HCPs :fail to include Pacific Lamprey, sturgeon, and ESA listed bull trout.
Whether ornot these would be afforded protection would be upto other processes,
including the Federal Power Act and the Northwest Power Act. This is a key deficiency
of the HCP.

Full mitigation has not been provided for anadromous fish losses at the HCP
projects. From a tribal perspective this includes both listed and unlisted species.
Currently, Rocky Reach and Rock Island are illegally taking listed salmon without a
Section 7 Biological Opinion under the "conditional implementation" of the HCP as
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allowed by NMFS. This demonstrates that under a consummated HCP, listed species
would continue to be taken and driven to extinction.

Existing hatcheries have not provided adequate compensation for the initial
construction of dam and reservoirs and the continual passage losses through the dams.
NMFS’ supplementation policies that restrict hatchery compensation add additional
blockages to full mitigation and compensation.

The environmental baseline should consist of pre-project river conditions and
population levels of anadromous salmon, or just prior to 1933 when Rock Island was
constructed. No rationale is given in the DEIS to explain why the baseline conditions are
moved from 1933 to 1977.

The terms of the HCP are arbitrary and not biologically based. Each PUD is
given from 15-20 years to achieve NNI. Given the current status of the upper Columbia
stocks presented in the QAR (Cooney et al. 2000), it is very likely that these stocks will
be extinct by the time that the PUDs achieve NNI. Under the HCP alternative, if a stock
is headed toward extinction, neither NMFS nor the other fishery parties have leverage to
force operational or structural changes to improve passage at PUD projects.

NMFS and the USFWS would not withdraw from the HCP if the PUDs met all
conditions except the performance standards, which are the heart of the HCP. Thus, the
federal agencies with jurisdiction over the ESA would not have the leverage of the ESA
to prevent extinctions, Further, NMFS and USFWS are restricted from recommending
chawdowns and/or project removal without the consent of the PUDs- effectively
removing a key restoration action that may be required to prevent extinctions.

S.5.3.4 HCP Mitigation Objectives

The HCP alternative includes measures from a biological standpoint, but not a
physical and chemical standpoint. Biological measures and criteria stem from physical
and chemical measures. For example, if temperature, a physical parameter, is too warm,
then salmonids develop biological responses such as stress, disease and mortality. This is
a significant omission in the HCP alternative.

As previously mentioned, the effects of the projects on anadromous fish go well
beyond 1,000 feet below an individual project. This was an issue raised by tribal
biologists but disregarded by NMFS and the PUDs. Water quality parameters such as
dissolved gas, can directly and cumulatively impact stocks below a project. These’
impacts include stress or injury of fish as they pass the project that result in direct and
delayed mortality by predators or disease well after the fish have passed an individual
project. This is another concern with Alternative 3.



S.5.3.5 HCP Performance Standards

The original intent of the NNI standard was to make the dams, "transparent."
However, the standards were developed without any quantitative analysis.
Further, the standards remain speculative because the PUDs have not obligated
themselves to fund measures that will contribute to meeting the standards (ie; spill at
dams, habitat improvements and full supplementation production) and the measures
themselves remain very speculative. For example, NMFS will not guarantee the 7%
hatchery component, because of policy concerns related to genetic management, thus, it
is impossible for the NNI standard to be achieved. It is disingenuous mad factually wrong
for NMFS to characterize Alterative 3 in the DEIS as consistent with the proposed HCPs
that guarantee the 7% hatchery component.

The habitat component of 2% is purely speculative. It remains unknown whether
or not this is obtainable. Specific measures that should be implemented to attempt to
achieve this piece of the NNI standard remain unresolved.

The 95% and 91% dam and project survival standards, as noted by tribal
biologists during the HCP discussions, are not sufficient to foster recovery of severely
depressed salmons stocks, particularly to havestable levels. These standards must be
viewed from a cumulative, exponential perspective, rather than a linear perspective.
From an exponential perspective, tlae 95% dam survival standard results in (.95) raised 
the third power or 85.7% survival through three dams. Likewise, a 91% project survival
standard results in only a 75.4 % survival through three hydroprojects. These losses are
much too great to sustain, much less recover upper Columbia stocks. Due to the extreme
depressed status of the runs and the desire of tribes for recovery of treaty resources, some
tribal biologists sought a 98 % survival standard during the HCP discussions:5 If
achieved, this standard would have resulted in a 94.1% survival rate through three
projects or dams.

A major omission of Alternative 3 in the DEIS is the failure to include passage
and survival standards for adult anadromous fish. This was a contentious issue in HCP
negotiations for some tribal biologists. While some adult losses were calculated into the
compensation numbers, the lack of measurable adult passage standards allows the PUDs
to avoid operational or structural measures necessary to improve adult passage and
survival through the projects. Given that one successfully spawning adult can contribute
3,000-5,000 eggs to the next generation, CRITFC has recommended adult passage
standards requiring mainstem dam operators to decrease pre-spawning mortality due to
dam passage and passage time through their projects by at least 50% (CRITFC 2000).
The 2000 FCRPS Biological Opinion at least requires reduction of adult fallback as a
means to increase adult passage survival. The HCP alternative fails to provide any
standards, Further, power peaking, an action that has been shown to reduce adult passage
success (Bjorrm and Peery 1992) is not addressed in the DEIS.

5 During the relicensing process for the Lower Elwha and Glines Canyon dams, tribal, state and federal
biologists determined that a 98% juvenile survival standard was necessary to restore five races of
anadromous salmon and steelhead to the Elwha River.



S.5.3.6 HCP Phases

Because the HCP is already raider "conditional implementation," steady progress
toward achieving the survival standards should be required. However, the exact meaning
of"steady progress" was never defined or quantified by the parties. R is clear that
Chelan PUD is failing to make steady progress at both RockIsland and Rocky Reach
since juvenile fish guidance decreased in 2000 from 1999 levels (Murphy et al. 2000); 
2001 Chelan ended Rocky Reach spill which in 2000 was 15% of daily average flow and
Chelan has reduced 2001 spill from2000 spill levels at Rock Island (Attachment 8).
This raises the question as to the meaning of "steady progress."

While in theory it might be appropriate for the PUDs to move on to Phase iII if
perfonnance standards were met for some species, in reality there may be other species
that migrate at the same time that are not achieving the standards. These species may be
subjected to passage "tools" that benefit other species but select against the species that
have not met the standard. Thus, they are not protected.

The Mid-Columbia Coordinating Committee has yet to resolve issues related to
the performance standards. There remains serious disagreements about the tools and
methodologies to measure the standards, appropriate ranges of flow years to consider, life
cycle analyses, delayed mortality and other issues. Under the existing Mid-Columbia
settlement agreements and the Mid-Columbia proceedings, the coordinating committees
operate under a consensus basis. This would be altered under Alternative 3. Under
Alternative 3, the HCP coordinating committee would no longer be ruled by consensus.
Iaastead, the PUDs would have the final decision on what passage tools to use, even in
Phase 1II after NNI and/or the performance standards are not met. This represents a
significant loss of anthority for the tribes and other members of the Joint Fisheries Parties
and is unacceptable.

Wells Dam

Section E. 2 of the existing 1990 Wells Settlement Agreement requires Douglas
PUD to provide juvenile salmon with an 80% and 70% fish passage efficiency protection
over the entire migration (100% of the migration). The Alternative 3 performance
standard reduces juvenile protection to the middle 95% of the spring and summer
migrations. The lack of protection on the beginning and end of the migration selects
against important genetic and life history characteristics of the population and works
against overall stock recovery.

Rocky Reach Dana

As previously stated, limiting performance standards to point estimates of
survival for one group of fish for one environmental condition fails to consider the
impacts of hydroproject passage for an entire stock over a number of varied
environmental conditions. Further, survival study methodologies employed by the PUD
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are in dispute with some of the JFP. In particular, critical assumptions’ that are necessary
to make survival estimates robust continue to be violated.6

As Chelan PUD refuses to spill at Rocky Reach for the 2001 migration under the
conditional implementation of the HCP, there is no assurance that spill would continue to
be provided under Alternative 3 (Attachment 8).

Rock Island Dam

As Chelan PUD has significantly reduced spill at Rocky Reach for the 2001
migration under the "conditional implementation" of the HCP despite entreaties from
NMFS (Attaclm~ent 6), there is no assurance that spill would be provided under
Alternative 3.

Tributary Conservation Plan

In the original HCP discussions, about $100 million was deemed necessary by the
JFP to achieve a 2% habitat improvement component to NNI. The DEIS states that the
PUDs would contribute less than $ 4 million to the habitat fund. This is less that 4% of
the original estimate and would fail to achieve the 2% component of the NNI goal.

Hatchery Compensation Plan

Alternative 3 would not afford coho the same standards for compensation as the
other plan species. It is unclear why this is the case. In Alternative 2, coho would be
afforded mitigation and compensation.

S.5.3.9 Provisions for Impacts on other Species

It is very likely that the turbine intake screen system at Rocky Reach Dam,
installed under "conditional implementation" of the Alternative 3, will likely impinge
juvenile lamprey as been seen at Corps’ mainstem dan screen systems (NWPPC 1999).
Based upon information at Corps dams, the Rocky Reach bypass system will likely injury
bull trout, an ESA listed species, because the system passage will cause physical injure
similar to that experienced by adult salmon and steelhead. Wagner and Hilson (1991)
found 41% of the adult steelhead that fell back through the McNary Dam screen system
had visible bruises.

6 Current survival studies implemented by the PUDs employ mark and recapture techniques that compare

downstream passage detection of a group of fish above one dam to those released below the dam. If the
fish from both groups fail to experience identical passage conditions downstream, then a key critical
assumption necessary to validate the survival estimate is not met. The model assumes that similar arrival
times of marked groups to downstream detection sites satisfies the assumption of identical passage
conditions. However, Chi-Squae Goodness-of-Fit analyses indicate that the groups do not necessarily
arrive at the same time, thus, making suspect smwival estimates.
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S.3.5.14 Clarification of Issues

While Douglas PUD has conducted survival studies, whether or not the 91%
project smwival parameter has been met is still under dispute. Douglas has yet to conduct
a study that evaluates yearling juvenile survival through the entire Wells Pool, nor have
they conducted survival studies for subyearling sahnon or sockeye.

Verification of Standards

No specific biological or statistical standards have been agreed to by the JFP.
Representative tools are not available to measure performance standards for all of the
planned species. The DEIS appears to indicate that dam passage survival would be the
only measurement available to measure the performance standard. Yet the HCP requires
survival measurements of the entire project. The DEIS appears to modify the intent of
the draft HCP agreements, similar to the modification of the 7% hatchery component.

S.7.2.2 Alternative 2

The DEIS fails to mention that Alternative 2 would require NMFS to consult with
affected tribes under the Secretarial Order. The DEIS also fails to mention that under
Alternative 2, NMFS and the Depamr~ent of haterior maintain their authorities under the
Federal Power Act to condition the dams for fish passage and even condition the dams
for project removal.

S.7.2.3 Alternative 3

Under Alternative 3, the burden of proof is on the party bringing an issue to
dispute resolution. Because Alternative 3 establishes the JFP with the burden of proof,
the JFP have the burden of demonstrating that their position (to protect and restore the
resource) is accepted by a third party. This is a key drawback of Alternative 3 for the
JFP. In Alternative 2 the burden of proof is equally placed between the PUDs and the
JFP.

The "no surprises policy" guarantees that the PUDs will not have to take
additional measures to assure recovery of the resource in the 50 year HCP period. The
tribes have no such assurance for the health and abundance of the resource or that their
harvest rate will be protected.

These aspects of Alternative 3 are unacceptable to CRITFC.

S.7.4.3 Alternative 3

As noted above, Alternative 3 as defined in this DEIS fails to guarantee 100%
NNI. Neither the hatchery component nor the habitat component is assured.
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Adaptive Management

Adaptive management, as defined by Hilborn (1987) means that experimental,
probing actions are implemented, monitored and evaluated. Based upon the results, more
actions are taken. In the true sense of adaptive management, all passage solutions would
be used as probing experiments, including drawdowns. Under the HCP, drawdowns are
not jointly considered. Thus, Alternative 2, which allOWs a range of probing actions, is
more likely to achieve an adaptive management context than Alternative 3.

S.7.6.2 Alternative 2

Under Alternative 2, provisions of the Clean Water Act, the Federal Power Act,
the Northwest Power Plalming Act, tribal treaties and other laws and statutes are
available to protect and restore Mid-Columbia anadromous fish through increased
operational and structural measures and supplementation.

S.7.5.3 Alternative 3

Under the HCP, as noted above, Alternative 3 as defined in the DEIS fails to
guarantee 100% NNI. Neither the hatchery component nor the habitat component are
assured.

S.7.6 Other Environmental Measures (Table S-3)

The DEIS is incorrect or fails to express the following in the environmental comparisons
and in general lacks analysis of alternatives from an ecosystem approach as noted by
Williams et al. (1996) and Lichatowich and Mobrand (1995):

Proiect area soils- only Alternative 2 provides drawdown or project removal
options. Riparian areas would be restored increasing mainstem spawning, incubation and
rearing habitats through restoration of lotic properties instead of reservoir/lentic
properties (Williams et al. 1996).

Reservoir erosion and sedimentation- only Alternative 2 provides drawdown or
project removal options. These would reestablish natural river sediment transport
regimes in the project area contributing to increased anadromous fish production
(Vamote et al. 1980). For example, increases in turbidity would provide cover for
juvenile salmon from predators and increase production as noted by Junge mad Oakley
(1966) and NMFS (2000).

Tributary Channel and watershed conditions- only Alternative 2 provides
drawdown or project removal options. This would restore vital habitat linkages between
tributary and mainstem areas. In particular, summer chinook habitat at the confluence
between the tributaries and the mainstem would be restored (Williams et al. 1996).

13



Juvenile Migration/Survival standards- only Alternative 2 has the stated goal to
require standards necessary to recover listed species, while leaving flexibility to establish
standards through other laws and statutes necessary to recover unlisted species.

Adult Mi~ation/Su~vival standards- only Alternative 2 has the stated goal to
require standards necessary to recover listed species, while leaving flexibility to establish
standards through other laws and statutes necessary to recover unlisted species.
Alternative 3 has no adult standards.

Drawdown- as stated above, &’awdown wilt increase fish spawning and rearing
habitat and adult and juvenile survival, for a cumulative net production benefit. Winter
(1990) gives several examples of anadromous fish restoration through dam removal.
These issues are not mentioned, yet they are significant.

Bull trout- Alternative 2 allows the USFWS to engage in Section 7 ESA
consultations and through the Federal Power Act, condition the projects to protect and
restore bull trout. Alternative 3 does not allow this conditioning since bull trout are not
an HCP species.

OAR results- the DEIS fails to consider that drawdowns or project removals
would increase survival and significantly increase productivity through habitat
restoration. The QAR did not consider the benefits to habitat restoration. As stated in the
table, the effects of supplementation have not been analyzed in the QAR. This is a key
deficiency in the DEIS that should be addressed. The statement that "habitat
productivity" would increase survival raider Alternative 3 from 6-10% is completely
speculative and not supported by any DEIS analysis.

Fisheries resources- this section is not consistent with other parts of the DEIS. For
example, under Alternative 3, coho are not afforded immediate supplementation, but the
table indicates that they are afforded supplementation. Under Alternative 3, the retention
of reservoirs will continue to provide excellent habitat for fish predators on salmon as
compared to restoring lotic conditions possible under Alternative 2.

Monitoring- under Alternative 2, NMFS and the JFP could condition the licenses
and appeal to the Clean Water Act provisions to provide both fish and water quality
monitoring. Under Alternative 3, the JFP have no authority to obtain fish and water
quality monitoring at the projects.

Total Dissolved Gas (TDG)- under Alternative 2 the JFP could condition: the
licenses and appeal to the Clean Water Act provisions to provide for reductions in total
dissolved gas by either drawdowns or project removals that would limit deep plunging
and entrainment of nitrogen. These provisions could also force the PUDs to install
structural modifications to the dams to reduce TDG. Under Alternative 3, the JFP have no
authority to regulate the PUDs to reduce total dissolved gas. Downstream reductions of
total dissolved gas would be possible under Alternative 2, which would increase fish
survival at lower river dams through increased spill at these dams and decreased risk of
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gas bubble trauma from reduced exposure to elevated gas. This is a cumulative benefit
that the DEIS failed to fully analyze.

Temperatures- The DEIS failed to address this critical parameter. Data from
Jaske and Gobel (1957) and more recent data (Corps 2001) indicates that the projects,
contribute to violations of temperature standards. Under Alternative 2, the JFP could
condition the licenses and appeal to the Clean Water Act provisions to provide both fish
and water quality monitoring. Under Alternative 3, the JFP have no authority to obtain
fish and water quality monitoring at the projects.

Wildlife- the DEIS fails to mention that under Alternative 2, draw downs and
project removal would restore anadromous fish and riparian wildlife habitat. These
would also contribute to the restoration and enhancement of wildlife populations.
Altentative 3 would not restore riparian wildlife habitat, thus, depression of wildlife
populations would persist.

Economics - Alternative 2 would allow for restoration of natural resources
through draw downs, project removal, or appropriate passage conditions. These would .
promote natural river recreational opportunities that are at least equal or greater that that
provided by retaining the projects and reservoirs. Increased sport, tribal and commercial
fishing activities would be available from restoration of natural resources, yet the DEIS
does not address these. As note below, tribal health, welfare and socio-economics could
be vastly impacted by the alternatives, yet the DEIS fails to address these issues.

Cultural resources- the DEIS fails to address the anadromous fish resource as a
critical cultural resource. The projects occupy ceded lands of the Yakama Nation.
Maintaining the status quo or limiting restoration under Alternatives 1 and 3 will
continue to impact tribal cultural resources.

1.5.2.6 Federal Trust Responsibilities to Indian Tribes

The DEIS fails to distinguish the differences between trust responsibilities mtd
treaty protection. The courts in United States v. Oregon have stated that all non-
tribal conservation measures must be exhausted before the treaty tribes fight to
harvest is diminished. Alternative 3 with a "no surprises" policy allows the PUDs
to limit their efforts to harvest salmon through their hydroprojects, effectively
shifting the conservation burden back to the tribes. This is not consistent with the
law and equitable sharing of the conservation burden.

The DEIS should state that the tribes will not endorse the HCPs ifNMFS will not
guarantee the 7% hatchery compensation necessary to achieve NNI.

1.6.3 Alternative 3

The footnote on page 1-16 contains contradictory statements. The proposed draft
HCP agreements commit to the 7% hatchery component for NNI, yet in the DEIS, NMFS
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cannot commit to the 7% hatchery component. Yet, the foomote says that NMFS is
committed to the proposed draft HCPs. NMFS can’t have it both ways.

Since the "conditional implementation" of the HCPs has been implemented,
juvenile salmon protection has already been unilaterally diminished by Chelan PUD at
Rocky Reach and Rock Island dan~s. In April, 2001, Chelan reduced Rock Island spring
spill from 31 kcfs to 20% of daily average flows and completely ended Rocky Reach
spill, This indicates clearly that Alternative 3 would not meet the requirements of the
treaties, ESA, the Federal Power Act and the Northwest Power Act.

p. 1-25 The CRITFC tribes restoration plan, Wy-Kan-Ush-Mi Wa-Kish-Wit has specific
recommendations for the hydroproj ects and watershed area under consideration yet it is
not mentioned in the DEIS.

p. 2-t0-2-15

The DEIS fails to mention that recent estimates for turbine mortality in the DEIS
occurred during high flow years with good water conditions. Estimates have yet to be
established for poor water years, yet need to be. Further, the DEIS uses Snake River
turbine estimates for Wells, Rocky Reach and Rock Island, when there are specific
turbine mortality data for these projects. For example, steelhead mortality through
turbines at Wells Dam is cited as 16% while Rock Island turbine mortality was cited as
5.7% or 13% (Whitney et al. 1997). The DEIS should have cited specific data that 
available for specific projects.

Adult median passage times through fishways is a nebulous statistic. What is
more important is the range of outliers in the data set. For example, according to adult
passage studies, it can take days and even weeks for some salmon to pass these dams.
Such delays compromise adult spawning success and distribution into more favorable
spawning areas and waste precious energy reserves.

As stated previously, there are problems with the robustness of the estimates of
survival using the mark al~d recapture pit-tag survival studies. At best, they are a
snapshot of the survival of a particular group of marked fish and do not adequately
represent survival of even one years’ migration. Alternative 3 limits accounting of
juvenile salmon protection to these snapshots while failing to incorporate passage
¯ standards for the n’figrations as a whole.

Juvenile mortality through screen bypass systems is much higher than indicated in
the DEIS. For example, subyearling chinook direct and indirect mortality at the
Bonneville Damsecond powerhouse screen bypass system was documented at 20%
(Gilbreath et al. 1993). Matthews 1987 (in Chapman and Witty 1994) notes that yearling
chinook suffered an average of 5.8% mortality from the Lower Granite bypass system. In
1977, al low flow year, juvenile mortality in bypass systems was as high as 30% (Park et
aI. 1978). IDFG (1998) and Deriso et al. (1996) reported that adult returns trended
negatively from juvenile pit-tagged salmon that went through multiple bypass systems.
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Screen systemsalso negatively impact sockeye causing large rates of descaling and
impinge juvenile Pacific Lamprey. The DEIS should be modified to include all relevant
studies on the impact of these systems on salmon.

The DEIS speculates that the Rocky Reach bypass system can achieve a 98%
survival rate, without any supporting data. Guidance for migrants in 2000 significantly
decreased in 2000, which the DEIS fails to mention. Based upon pit-tag detection
guidance for sockeye and subyearling chinook was only 7% and 27% respectively
(Murphy et al. 2001). These extremely low guidance rates indicate that spill should 
increased. Instead, Chelan PUD, reader NMFS’ definition of conditional implementation

of the HCP, has completely shut,off spill (Attachment 8).

Under controlled spill conditions, total dissolved gas has not been shown to
impact salmon s~trvival (Backman et al. in press; Baekanan et al 2000). The DEIS fails 
examine the wealth of literature available that indicates the extreme risk to salmon
populations from not spilling and sending salmon through bypass systems or turbines.

p. 2-16-2-17

The DEIS states that adult survival estimates have not been established for the
Mid-Columbia. This is incorrect. NMFS and the Idalao Cooperative Fishery Unit
presented adult survival data for Mid-Columbia spring chinook and sockeye (Bjornn and
Keefer 1999). Survival from Rock Island to Wells Dam for spring chinook is about 91%
mid for sockeye is about 97%.

p. 2-18

The DEIS fails to include NMFS’ conclusion in the 1998 Supplemental FCRPS
Biological Opinion that there is a strong relationship between flow and reduced travel
time for juvenile steelhead. This led NMFS to adopt a target flow in the Mid-Columbia
of 135 kcfs for spring migrants. Other supporting literature that indicates reduced travel
time for juvenile migrants is related to flow includes Cada et al. (1994) and Williams 
al. (1996). Reduction of smolt travel time is positively related to increased smolt-to-adult
returns as noted by Petrosky and Schaller (1998) and Schaller et al.(1999) and DeHart
(1999). Alternative 3 does not include drawdowns that would decrease smolt travel time
to the estuary. The DEIS should be modified to include a holistic assessment of the
benefits of increased flows and reduced travel time to salmon production.

2.2.4.1 Water Quality

Due to forced spill, the projects can cause total dissolved gas levels to exceed
Clean Water Act Standards. Under "conditional implementation" of the HCP, the PUDs
are doing little to establish structural remedies to bring the dams into compliance with the
standards. The DEIS should be modified to reflect these issues.
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The loss of turbidity from the existence of the projects has also diminished
salmon productivity as noted by NMFS (1999), CRITFC (1999) and Junge and Oaktey
(1966). The alternatives should be analyzed from this perspective.

2.2.4.2 Water Temperature

The creation of the Wells, Rocky Reach and Rock Island Dams has altered
thenual regimes in the Mid-Columbia River as noted by jaske and Gobel (1967) and has
at times created thermal blocks for salmon migrations (Major and Mighell 1966). Water
temperatures at these dams and passage facilities often exceedwater quality standards
(DART 1997-2000) for a considerable portion of the summer. Under "conditional
implementation" of the HCP, the PUDs are doing little to establish structural remedies to
bring the dams into compliance with the standards. Cooler water at depth could be used
to regulate thenual regimes in fishways. The DEIS should be modified to reflect this
issue.

2.3.3.11 Project Cumulative Effects

The DEIS fails to consider cumulative effects from a reach-based perspective. This is
inconsistent with the FERC approach for the upper Snake River. In 1997, FERC initiated
a cumulative effects analysis through an EIS for the entire upper Snake River reach.

The DEIS is also inconsistent with the NMFS cumulative effects approach for the federal
hydrosystem. The NMFS 1995-1998 FCRPS Biological Opinion states, under Section V
Cumulative Effects (p82) that, "for the purposes ofthie analysis, the action area
encompasses the Snake and Columbia Rivers, including areas outside the range of listed
Snake River salmon that affect natural runoff of water into those areas that are within the
listed species’ range". Thus, the HCP should include projects and areas above the Wells
Project.

p. 3-156 3.9.3.3

The DEIS statement that a 1969 Supreme Court decision in U.S.v. Oregon
established the right to fish at all usual and accustomed areas is incorrect. There was no
1969 decision. The Supreme Court established that the 1855 treaties reserved the rights of
the CRITFC tribes to fish as found in United States v. Winans. Federal District courts in
Washington and Oregon have defined the tribes’ rights to fish on and offthe reservations
in Sohaopv v. Smith and U.S.v. Washington. The DEIS sentence that reads,"the court
later decided that the Columbia River Tribes were entitled to should be changed to", "The
court has decided that..".

4.7 Socioeconomics

The DEIS fails to include an analysis of the socioeconomic impacts of the
alternatives on tribal economies. Most of the salmon wealtla has been taken away from
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the tribes and redistributed to non-tribal people in the form of flood control, navigation,
irrigation and municipal developmem. This redistribution of wealth from tribal people
that originated in the Mid-Colmnbia region has resulted in elevated poverty and death
rates within tribal populations well in excess of the general population (Ch2 M Hill
1999). in particular, the loss of salmon from construction and operation of the Mid-
Columbia PUD hydroprojects has transferred the sustainable wealth created by the river
away from tribal peoples and has redistributed this wealth to non,tribal peoples (CH2 
Hill 1999). For example, the Yakama Nation tribal members have access to and take less
than 10% of their traditional salmon harvest.

Loss of tribal wealth and the diminishment of opportunities to exercise treaty
fishing rights from the depletion of salmon stocks has resulted in disproportionate rates of
poverty, disease, mental illness and death in tribal communities compared to non-tribal
communities (CH2 M Hill 1999). For example, the per capital income of a Yakama
Nation tribal member is only 43% of the State of Washington per capita income, and the
poverty rate of a Yakama Nation tribal member is 42.8% compared to the average citizen
of Washington State at 10.9 % (CH 2 M Hill 1999).

Further, salmon are the mainstay of tribal religious and cultural practices. Every
juvenile salmon that survives hydrosystem passage brings back as an adult some of the
river’s wealth to the tribal economy and culture. The DEIS altematives must be
evaluated as to their effects on tribal culture and economies and the alternatives ability to
redistribute the river wealth back to tribal peoples.

4.10.7 Indian Trust Assets

While the guarantee of the 7% hatchery component isan important issue for the
tribes, there are other important issues, including the inadequacy and lack of definition
for the Alternative 3 performance standards, the "no surprises" policy, and the loss of JFP
authorities under various laws and statutes.

The DEIS is incorrect when it states that, "the 7% level is similar to the existing
hatchery production under the FERC settlement agreements." The current Wells
Settlement agreement provides for a 14% hatchery production level for unavoidable
juvenile losses through the Wells Project. Further, the DEIS is incorrect in stating, "
meeting the 7 percent annual goal would guarantee a hatchery production level that
supports current tribal harvests and ensures the Tribes that hatchery production would not
decline." Cunent tribal harvest objective on upper Columbia anadromous fish stocks are
not being met with current hatchery production (Nez Perce et al. 1995).

The courts in United States w Washington have fully supported the tribal position
that hatchery fish are treaty trust resources. The final EIS should clarify this issue.
Lastly, the DEIS is erroneous in stating that the settlement agreement numbers were for
fish losses from original dam construction. Both the Rock Island and Wells Settlement
Agreements have mitigation components that require hatchery compensation for juvenile
salmon passage losses.
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4.10.8 Environmental Justice

Both Alternatives 2 and 3 will impact tribal economies that rely upon the health
and abundance of treaty anadromous fish in different ways. Alternative 2 will allow
retention of federal authorities and protection of treaty resources from a variety of
different statues and laws. Alternative 3 will cause federal trustees to essentially dismiss
their authorities for a 50 year period. The DEIS is incorrect in stating that Execmive
Order No. 12898 is not relevant to the DEIS alternatives. The final EIS should provide
analysis of the alternatives in relationship to the Executive Order.

4.10113 Water Rights

The implementation of each alternative will impact tribal and non-tribal water
rights in different ways. For example, in a low flow year water withdrawals from the
Columbia Basin can diminish mainstem flows to the point where spill is jeopardized at
the PUD hydroprojects. Further, spill at dams is a water right in that it is the use of water
for fish instead of for pQwer. The final EIS needs to analyze the issue of water rights
from the perspective of the alternatives.

Sumrnao~

The DEIS fails to address fundanaental issues raised in CRITFC’s scoping
colm~ents. In addition, the DEIS contains many erroneous statements and fails to provide
analyses for critical issues such as the impact of alternatives on tribal socioeconomics and
tribal trust assets, The DEIS is further flawed because it fails to reconcile the fact that
NNI is dependent on the 7% hatchery component as called for by the proposed HCPs,
while NMFS’ position and the DEIS state that the HCPs are "whole" without the 7%
hatchery component.

The DEIS fails to analyze the alternatives from an ecosystem perspective and a
water quality perspective. The DEIS cumulative and quantitative effects analysis is
lacking, and the environmental baseline begins in 1977, which is nearly 50 years after the
construction of the Rock Island Project. Further, the DEIS fails to analyze the effects of
the alternatives on returning adults to natal spawning areas. The DEIS should be
completely rescoped and redone if parties continue to support an HCP concept.

The acceptance of "conditional implementation" by the non-tribal parties
involved in the HCP negotiations has, in effect, stymied important progress in resolving
key relicensing issues for the Rocky Reach Project and has apparently prevented NM’FS
from completing Section 7 consultations with Chelan PUD and FERC. If biological
opinions were issued on the Rocky Reach and Rock Island Projects, the DEIS altematives
would be fundamentally changed.
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Given the bad faith of Chelan PUD to "conditionally implement" the HCP
fllrough cooperation and consensus of the JFP, NM-FS should irm~nediately complete a
Section 7 Biological Opinion and declare jeopardy on the operation and structural
configuration of the Rocky Reach and Rock Island Projects. Upper Columbia stocks,
both listed and unlisted, are in extremely poor status, and cannot withstand protection
delays while the HCP process grinds onward at ma excruciatingly slow pace.

CRITFC does not support DEIS Altemative 3 for the above reasons. CRITFC
recommends that NMFS and the Department of Interior retain their authorities under
various statutes and laws to prescribe, in consultation with the tribes, meaningful
protection, mitigation and compensation: measures for the PUD hydroprojects, as offered
in Alternative 2. This is critical to immediately increase anadromous fish survival and
productivity to avoid extirpation and to fully recover Upper Columbia populations to a
level that provides for tribal mad non-tribal harvestable surpluses.

EDx°ncSut~vPDi;ec(or

Attachments 1-8

CC: Commissioners, tribal attorneys and program managers, Joint Fisheries Parties.

References

Backman, T.W.H., A.F. Evans, and M.S. Robertson. 2001. Symptoms of gas bubble
tramna induced in salmon (Onchorhynchus spp.) by total dissolved gas
supersaturation of the Snake mad Columbia Rivers, USA. ha press. North
American Journal of Fisheries Ma~aagement.

Backman, T.W.H., A,F. Evans, and M.S. Robertson, 2000. Symptoms of gas bubble
trauma induced in sahnon (Onchorhynchus spp.) by total dissolved gas
supersaturation of the Snake and Columbia Rivers, USA. Draft Report. Project No.

21



93-008-02. Contract No. 95BI39861 to the Bonneville Power Administration. By
Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission. Portland, Oregon.

Bjornn, T. and M.L. Keefer. 1999. Evaluation of adult salmon and steelhead migrations
past dams and through reservoirs in the Columbia River Basin. Data and analyses
presented to the 1999 Corps of Engineers Annual Research Review. Walla Walla
Washington. By University of Idaho Cooperative Fishery Unit. Moscow, Idaho.

Bjornn, T.C. and C.A. Peery. 1992. A review of literature related to movements of adult
salmon and steelhead past dams and through reservoirs in the Lower Snake River.
Report 92:1 to Walla Walla District, Corps of Engineers. By University of idaho
Cooperative Fishery Unit. Moscow, Idaho.

Cada, G.F., M.D.Deacon, S.V. Mitz, and M.S. Bevelheimer. 1994. Review of
information pertaining to the effect of water velocity on the surival of juvenile
salmon and steelhead in the Columbia River Basin. Contract No. DE-AC05-
840R21400 to the NWPPC. By Oak Ridge National Laboratory. Oak Ridge,
Tennessee.

CH2M Hill. 1999. Human Effects Analysis of the Multi-Species Franaework
Alternatives. Prepared for the Northwest Power Planning Council, Portland,
Oregon

Chapman, D.W. and K.L. Witty. 1993. Habitats of weak salmon stocks of the Snake
River Basin and feasible recovery measures. Don Chapman Consultants, Inc.
Boise, idaho.

Cooney, T. 2000. Upper Columbia River steehead and spring chinook salmon
quantitative analysis report (QAR). Part I. Run reconstructions and preliminary
assessment.of extinction risks. National Marine Fisheries Service. Portland,
Oregon.

CRITFC 2000. October 17, 2000 Letter and Comments from D. Sanpson, CR!TFC to D.
Darrn, NMFS on the Endangered Species Act. Section 7. Draft 2000 Biological
Opinion for the Federal Columbia River Power System Including the Juvenile
Fish Transportation Program and the Bureau ofReclamation’s 31 Projects
Including the Entire Columbia Basin Project. Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish
Commission. Portland, Oregon.

CRITFC 2000a. Comments to the NMFS 1999 draft White Paper, Passage of Juvenile
and Adult Salmonids Past Columbia and Snake River Dams. Portland, Oregon.

DART. Corps of Engineers hydrologic and water quality data. Available on the world
wide web at http://www.c(Is.washington.edu/dart/river.html.

22



DeKart, M. 1999. October 28, 1999 Memorandum to J. Palensky, NMFS. Comments
on NMFS White Papers on Salmonid Travel Time and Survival Related to Flow
Management in the Columbia River Basin. Fish Passage Center. Portland,
Oregon.

Deriso,R.B., D.R.Marmorek and I.J. Parnell. 1996. Retrospective Analysis of Passage
Mortality of Spring Chinook of the Columbia River. Chapter 56 in Marmorek et
al. 1996. Plan for Analyzing and Testing Hypotheses (PATH):: Final report 
retrospective analyses for fiscal year 1996. Compiled and edited by ESSA
Technologies, Ltd. Vancouver, B.C.

English, K.E., C.Sliwinski, B. Nash and J,R. Stevenson. 2001. Assessment of adult
steelhead migration through the Mid-Columbia River using radio-telemetry
tecbmiques, 1999,2000. LGL Limited. Sidney, British Columbia.

Gilbreath, L.G., E.M. Dawley, R.D. Ledgerwood, P.J. Bentley and S.J. Grabowski. 1993.
Relative survival of subyearling chinook salmon that have passed Bonneville
Dam via the spillway or second powerhouse turbines or bypass system: Adult
recoveries through 1991. Coastal Zone and Estuarine Services Division: NMFS.
Seattle, Washington.

Hilbom, R. 1987. Living with uncertainty in resource management; North American
Journal of Fisheries Mangement. 7:1-5.

IDFG (Idaho Department offish and Game). 1998. Idaho’s anadromous fish stocks.
Their status and recovery options. Report to the Director. IDFG 98-13. Volumes
I and II Appendices. Boise, Idaho.

ISAB (hldependent Scientific Advisory Board). 1998. Review of the Corps of Engineers
Capital Construction Program. Report 98-8. Dissolved Gas Abatement Program.
Northwest Power Planning Council. Portland, Oregon.

Lichatowich, J.A. mid L.E. Mobrand. 1995. Analysis of chinook salmon in the
Columbia River from an ecosystem perspective. Contract No. DE-AM79-
92BP25105 to the Bonneville Power Administration. Submitted by Mobrand
Biometrics, Inc. Vashon island, Washington.

Major,R.L. and J.L. Mighell. 1966. hafluence of Rocky Reach and the temperature of
the Okanogan River on the upstream migration of sockeye salmon. U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service Fishery Butletin 66:131-147.

Murphy, L.J., T.R. Mosey and P.M. Hulbert. 2001. Biological and hydraulic evaluation
of the Rocky Reach Fish Bypass System. Chelan PuNic Utility District.
Wenatchee, Washington.

23



Nez Perce, Umatilla, Warm Springs and Yakama Tribes. 1995. Wy-Kan-Ush Mi Wa-
Kish Wit. Spirit of the Salmon. Anadromous Fish Restoration Plan. Columbia
River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission. Portland, Oregon.

NMFS (National Marine Fisheries Service). 2000. Endangered Species Act. Section 
Final 2000 Biological Opinion for the Federal Columbia River Power System
Including the Juvenile Fish Transportation Program and the Bureau: of
Reclamation’s 31 Projects Including the Entire Columbia Basin Project,
Northwest Region, Seattle, Washington.

NMFS. 1999. Passage of juvenile and Adult Salmonids Past Columbia and Snake River
Dams. White Paper. Seattle, Washington.

NWPPC (Northwest Power Plamaing Council). 1999. Report and recommendations 
the Corps of Engineers’ Columbia River Fish Mitigation Program. Report 99-5.
Portland, Oregon.

Jaske, R.T. and J.B. Goebel. 1967. Effects of dam construction on temperatures in the
Columbia River. Journal of the American Waterworks Association. 59:935-942.

Junge,C.O. and A.L. Oakley. 1966. Trends in production rates for upper Columbia runs
of salmon and steelhead and possible effects of changes in turbidity. Fish
Commission of Oregon Research Briefs. 12(1):22-43.

Petrosky, C.E. and H. Schaller. 1998. Smolt-to-adult return rate estimates of Snake
River aggregate wild spring and summer chinook. Submission 10 in Marmorek et
al. 1996. Plan for Analyzing mad Testing Hypotheses (PATH): Final report 
retrospective analyses for fiscal year 1996. Compiled and edited by ESSA
Technologies, Ltd. Vancouver, B.C.

Schatler, H.E., C.E. Petrosky and O.P. Langalessl 1999. Constrasting pattern of
productivity and survival rate for stream-type chinook salmon (Oncorhynehus
tshawytscha) populations of the Snake and Columbia Rivers. Can.J. Fish and
Aquat. Sci. 56:1031-1045.

TAC (Technical Advisory Committee to United State v. Oregon). 1997. 1996 All
Species Review. Columbia River Fish Management Plan. Toppenish,
Washington.

Varmote, R.L., G.W. Minshall and K.W. Cummins (and others). 1980. The river
continuum concept. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences.
37:130:1.37 ....

Wagner, P. and T. Hillson. 1991. Evaluation of adult fallback through the McNary Dam
juvenile bypass system. Contract DACW68-82-C-0077. To Walla Walla
District, Corps of Engineers. By Washington Department of Fisheries. Olympia,
Washington.

24



WDFW (Washington Department offish and Wildlife and Oregon Depa.rtment ofFish
and Wildlife). 1999-2000. Weekly Monitoring Reports at Corps of Engineers
dam facilities. Olympia, Washington and Portland, Oregon.

Whitney, R.R., L.DI Calvin, M.W. Erho and C.C. Coutant. 1997. Downstream passage
for salmon at hydroelectric projects in the Columbia River Basin: development,
installation and evaluation. Northwest Power Planniltg Council. Portland,
Oregon.

Williams, R. and eleven co-authors. 1996. Return to the River. Restoration of salmonid
fishes in the Columbia River ecosystem. Northwest Power Planning Council.
Portland, Oregon.

Winter, B. 1990. A brief review of dam removal efforts in Washington, California and
Oregon. NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS F/NWR-28. Seattle,
Washington.

25



Attachment 1

RIVER ,INTER-TRIBAL FISH COMMISSION
Telephone (503) 238..0667

Pax (503) 235-4228

Ms. Jane Banyard
National Marine Fisheries Service..
510 Desmond Drive, SE Suite 103
Lacey, WA 98503

RE: NMFS and NOAA Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS on the HCPs for the
Operation of Chelan and Douglas PUD projects (Wells, Rock Island, Rocky Reach)
on the Mid-Columbia River in Washington State.

Dear Ms Banyard:

The Confede~ Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Indian Nation (YIN), the. Confederated Tribes
of the U~ .Indian Reservation (CTUIR) and the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish
Commission (CRITFQ, on behalf of its member.tribes, appreciate the-opportunity to comment on
the National.~e Fisheries Service, s (NMPS)notice of intent to prepare an Environmental
Impact: Statement (EIS) onthe Habitat=Conservation Plans (hereinafter "draft HCPs") for 
operation of three hydroelectric projects on the mid÷Columbia River in Washington State. The
NMFS’ notice of intent appeared in the Federal Register on January 6, 1999. The YIN, CTf2IR
and CRITFC provide the following comments and requests at this initial stage of environmental
review. ~,

The YIN and CTUIR b0th aboriginally occupied land in whatis today the mid-Columbia region
in Washington State, including the Columbia River and its tributaries: Protection of st’reams and
flows for anadromous fish and the rebuilding of the anadromous fish populations, as well as
cultural and other matters, are critically important to the CTUIR and YIN and affect treaty¯
reserved natural resource interests of both tribes. ..... ........

The CRITFC was created ha1977 by ::the Nez Perce :Tribe, CTUIR and the Confederated
Tribes of the Warm Sprlngs :Reservation in~ :to:: fo~u~:a broad

d~ig~ed to p~omote t h.e conservatio~ p~a~¢= ’of its of
rights reserved by ~es: With the federal g0Vernment totake a fair S~ of those fish destineditopass their usual and accustomed mhing places, Among these fisl~ am ~mous species
listed as "Plan Species" in the proposed draft HCPs. Protection and enhancement of those

Pttnl~ on Recycl~ Paoet
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~s:~dflowsthat provid~ spawning ~d ~ghab’ltat andimi~on corridors for these and
oth n mous and wild li wi of to
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We have therefore prepared the following general and specific comments for your conside~pff at
this time. The YIN, CTUIR and cRrrFc reserve the opportunity to provide additioml comifients
to the NMFS at such time as required consultation with the tribes takes place and as necessary
throughout the environmental review process.

GENERAL COUNTS

Draft I~CP Negotiations "

Both YIN and CTUIR were parties to the negotiations with the Chelan and Douglas County
Public Utility Districts, primarily because the PUDs were seeking a settlement agreement that
would last for 50 years and that would be inoorporated into their licensesl with ’th~::iFederal
Energy Regulatory,,Cgmmissionl ,,The"drat~ Were envisioned a~’!~t~eements:tfiat’ would
reach beyond mere ESA concerns. ~:

The YIN and CTUIR offered several concessions within the language of the draft HCPs and
within the hatchery plan attachment contingent on receiving reciprocal assurances relative to
treaty secured fishing rights. The production plan .was intended to make up for the fish that
would be killed under the: agreement--4a~, keyc0mponent of achieving and m~intainirig’: No Net
Impact and a .crucial portion of.tribal consideration for the agreement." The NMFS has refused to’:
guarantee that the hatchery production: contemplated :.by the HCPs Will..be allowed :~"i.continue’ for
the te~ of’the’agreement.. NMFS’ position undermi.~es.the ,benefits for which the tribes offered¯

considet:ation. Other issues between the tribes and~S relative to :tribal treaty fishingrights,:
such̄  as: potential p~ejudiee, against the tribes posed :by the No :,Surprises Rule, also remain
unresolved. .... ....... ..

.i

Many ofthe measures for which the tribes offered their consideration were not included in the
final draft HCPs, resulting in a lack of a bargained for consideration and a failure to protect
treaty-secured rights and resources. This lack of bargained for consideration makes illusory and
non-binding on the tribes any agreements purported to have been made by the parties. The
public, NMFS and federal and ~ate emities should, therefore understand, that the tribes cannot
support: ot: endorse’ the draft HCPs at t~s time, and specifically not the hatchery production plan
attached to them as a Biological Assessment. ....

Mistakes in the :Federal Reeister Notice .......

The NMFS ~sspelled the YIN’s name, which appeared as "yakima"--the spelling for, the city
of that na e la washington state.-in the F~erai.Register Notice (hereinafter’ .~ofice’ ). .......
Tribr’:s:fia~e:Shbuid"]ngte~d b6 spelled ’!Y~ama." .L~ewise, ihec~’sname is !neorreet in
the notice.~d"!~holald’read/’Coia(ederated’Tfil~es ofthe’Umatiiia.~dian Rese~ation. ...... ::
CorreaionS tOthese rais~akes ~0uid be". : .... ..... ....



Another error in the Notice is the inaccurate portrayal of the June 1998 "Commemorative
Declaration," which the YIN, CTLr~ and CRrITC believe seri0uslymisleads the public. The
Notice lists the parties to the Declaration and states, "[the parties] sisned a declaration
acknowledging the work to dateon the HCP and their ~ommitment to complete the regulatory
actions necessaryto issuing"a permit" (emphasis added). The Declaration committed the parties
to no such thingi ..... .... " ....

This inaccurate portrayal ofthe Deelarationis extremely misl~ing by making itappear asif all
of the parties listed fully siapport the draft HCPs. Insteadofeommitting the parties to complete
the regulatory process, the Declaration read as follows: "[the parties] support mutual good faith
efforts to reach agreement on remaining issues in the near term." (See attached.Declaration).
All that the tribes and the other parties agreed to in the Declaration Was to continue negotiating
to work toward resolving outstanding issues. The tribes never agreed to the regulatory process
with an 0utput 0fan incidental take permitl Tlie~bes never si~ a document co,,mmi~tting
them to the plans :’and proposals set forth ~in the’draft ~CPs. ’The DSci~afi0n is not’ ii:self an
agreement to sign the draf~ HCPs once finalized, nor is it a signed HCP as has mistakenly been
reported in various press articles The true intent of the "Commemorative Declaration" must be
Clarified to the general public.

Related tO this issue is the pefceptirn that th~ Notice gives, by misconstruing the Declaration,
that thetdbes fully support"the di:aft HCPSl Infact, the tribes have sent numerous letters to
William Stelle,’~Regional Director of~S, asking that the tribes’ na~es be taken off of draft
materials that g0:’put to the pub:Iic and that ~S not make it appear to the public as if the tribes
supportthe draf~’HCPs. The ~bes cannot suppr~the:dr~ HCPs at thisfime. The tribes wish to
avoid further public confusion about this issue, and therefore ask that NMFS address the tribes’
concerns ~pressed in’ their letters ~t6 Mr. strn~ andetaaey tothe not
presentl~ able to support ~h~: draft HCPs. ’

. r.

Preparation Of, an Environmental Impact Siatement

The YIN, CTU’IR and CRITFC ~i!~I support’the ~S! decisionilt 0 ,prepare an:EIS on the draft
HCPs~ We agree th~it theissuanre of:in~ident:~l ~ke prrmlts Under the Endanger~ Species Act
for the ~ee hydroeie~c pr0jecf~ i~:~:a~ ~ajor :federai acdon that: wfuld have Sigmfiea~at effects
on the environment reqtfifingthe preparati0n 0f a ms underthe NatiOnal Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA). The YIN, CTUIR and CRITFC also support joining the environmental
considerations of the three proposed permits into one, single EIS.

Geoszra~hic Scooe and Cumulative Effects- .~ ~.: ..... ~: ....

The YIN, CTUIRandCRITFC areas
defined :~tliin the draf~ HCPs, ~tiichaddresS only ’the area: ~: defined in ~ch ofthe
PUDs’ licenses with~the :Feder~iEner’~Ke~lato~ Commtssion. Becauseof the:nature:’
range 0fanadrOmous fish .speei S~ruldin’~tead focus on a ::i.:
geographic scope that ineludes~he~"~dbut~ies inthe mid~c0:iumbia B~in, the uPstre~ federal ....
projects (Chief J0seph and GrandCoulee); theLake Cheian Dam, the do~stre~ pubiicutility
projects (Priest Rapids and Wanapum), the Vemita Bar area, and the Hartford Reach. In essence,



the geographic Scope of environmental review should cover the entke mid-Columbia Basin from
the Yakima River to Roosevelt Lake.

The Y]2q, C~ and CRITFC believe that NMFS should address c~mulatiyce effects issues
within the geographic scope describedl above w~le also taking into consideration factors for~, :
decline tlwdUghout the entire h fe histories of the anadromous fish species, including effects that
may fall outside of the geographic scope. Analysis should include consideration of cumulative
and synergistic impacts from theFederal Columbia River Power ̄System operations and the mid-
COlumbia PUD Dam~s and their rei~tionships to stock restoration and the draft HcPs’
requirements and goals,

Range of Reasonable Alternatives

In light of the situation regarding outstanding negotiation issu0s and the ~bes’ concerns about
protection of treaty’se6uredresoure~s in the draft HCPs, the Y]N, C~ and:.CRITFC identify
these alternatives forNM:FS’ consideration in the EIS:

(1) Drawdown. The NMFS should examine the alternative of drawdown in order to
provide benefits to ESA listed species. This alternative is especially important
given that the draft HCPs remove drawdo~ as an option for anadromous fish
restoration fbr~the t~ of the HCPs,I which is currently proposed as fifty years.

(2) Non-PowerOoer~fi0ns. The.NM:FS should ,likewise. examine, n0~-~power
operations. ..........~’ ~:~"" ’Thls alternatwe ~s also important forthe sarne reason that.the drai~ .....
HCPs remove non-power operations as an option for anadromous fish restoration
for the term~i of theHCPs. ..... ........ ..... ..... ,., ..’ , , ,.., :

(3) Dam Kemovai. The ~s: should also..~l!y examine.the .alternative of dam
renloval’i G~ven the dire state of salmon" and other anadromous fish~in the.~acific
Northwest, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s precedent in requiring
dam removal in the United States as a means of restoring ESA listed task and the
consideration of removing dams for fish benefits elsewhere in the region (i.e.
Condit), dam removal is a reasonable alternative that requires ~S’
consideration. Lille tile other alternatives ~hat the ~,i CTUIR and CRI~C have
iden’tifiedl ~s ai~ernative needs conside d0n er.ause dam removal is listed in
the: dr~ HCPs a~an option that is offiof the table during the term of.the HCPs.

Baseline

When determining what impacts the issuance of the incidental take permits would have on the

environment, and accordingly!he impacts that the dr~:HCPs~:w0uld harce on the:environrnem,
the ~S ~ill h~edto dete~me what baselifi~ wilibe uSed,to measure effects on the species.
and resources at is.~Uel :The’~,~: C~’~d CRI~iC:bei:~eve.~at the ~s should use a
natural :us{ th~:ieO~ently degraded environment as
the measuring sti~l~ for considedngharn:i’S?and benefits, i into consideration
the fact ~hat projects set in moti0n a decline in fish
populations’that is stili being felt in the Basin.
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In its biological opinion for the’Federal Columbia River Power System; the NN£FS states that an
accurate baseline’relative reconsiderations ab0ut hydroelectric dams ~amines continuing effects
of previous,degradations~, NATIONAL~ FISTS SERViCE, BIOLOGICAL OPINION:
REINITIATION OF CONSULTATION ON 199~-1998 OPERATION OF ~ FEDERAL COLUMBIA RIVER
POWER SYSTEM AND J~ TRANSPORTATION PROGRAMiN 1995 AND ~ YEARS 12’
(March 1995). Additionally, the NMFS took a consistent position relative to hydro,relicensing 
~efican Rivers, et:al, :v. FederalEner~ R e~ulatowlCommissi0n (Nos. 98?.70079, 98,70084),
whichwas argued before the United States Court of Appeals fo~ the Nimh C~cuit in January
1999. In that case, NMFS argued that:the Fedez;al: Energy Regtilato~ Co~!ssign’s use of the
"ongoing level and nature of envirOnmental harms"as the baseline meant that the:’ Commission
"never analyzed, in any systematic way, the nature and extent of those ongoing imi#a&s." Brief
for the Federal Intervenors at 39-40 :(~efican Rivers, et.al, v. Federal EnergyKegulato~
Commi.ssion (Nos, 98-70079,’98,70084)). Likewise, using a natural riverbaseline t6 review 
draft HCPs is the only way in Which to makea’determination about:harms or benefits to the
already decimated populations. .....

Resources Affected

The YIN, CTUIR and CRITFC request that the NMFS not only consider the "Permit Species,"
but address all species listed inthe draR HCPs as~’’Plaff Species," meaning that coh6 should be
included in NMFS’ analysis. Additionally, NMFS should include lamprey and sturgeon as ’
affected resources. Impacts on lamprey in the draft HCPs, particularly if screens are installed as
indicated, may be quite significant. The tribes are especially intel"ested in knowing what the ~tI
range of impacts could be on the lamprey under the draft HCPs, as the eels are particularly
~mportant to tribes and tribal culture. We ate0 advise that NMFS consider tmpaots on water ....
quality and:. quantity; rip~ian habitat, :terrestrial and !other aquatie wiidlife, and’tribal cultural::"
resources. The NMFS Should examine how the mitigation in the draft HCPs relates 0nly to
"Plan Species," with some assumed incidental benefits ~to Other wildlife, and address what
mitigation might be required for harm to other affected resoUrces, such as lamprey.

Biological Data ....... .....

One major problem that.has been found with Habitat Conservation Plans across the c0unti3’ iS: a
lack of adequate scientific data aboUt the Species:being impa~’~"by the Pians and insufficient .
data available to ju~ granting an incidental t~e perrniti See, ’:’Using Science i6iHabitat
Conservation Plans .(National Center for E6Ologi, al AnalysiS ~d ~thesis 1999). The’ YIN,
CTUIR:and CRITFC b~lieve that the draR HCPs currently suffor from this ~¢6ry proble~: The
draft HCPs lack.adequate biological data onthe Stocksat issue :anll On othdrspedies in the. mid~ ....

Conservation
Plansmust provide are:itlkely to §
10(a)(2)(A); 50 CIF.R, §§: 17:22Co)(1), 17.32(b)(1)~ 222~22, which cann6t be. 
without quantitative data on the Statds of the .Species :and details aboUf~how mu6h: takeis likely to
occur. Likewise, the permit cannot be issued if it would jeopardi~ thelisted SpeCies asdefined
by Section 7 of the ESA, which also requires scientific data on the impact of the proposed take
on the species.

÷



The NMFS cannot and should not .make a determination about impacts on the Plan Species and
other resources absent scientifically sound .quantitative. analyses, .:Quantitativedata is necessary
for predicting thedraft HCPs’ impacts on the plan Species :and on other:aquatic and terrestrial
wildlife. The Y!N, CTUIR and CRITFC are aware that the NMFSplans to conduct (oris already
conducting) a quantitative analysiSin the mid-Columbia known as the "QAR."

.. .~.. ’ , .i. " ’ "

We be!ieve that.the Q~.procoss sh0u!ddevelopjnfo~ati0n on the statusof the affected ~ ....
species’ ~populations ~d habitat so that ~S can a~urately..assess how much take will occur.
under the dr~ HCPs ~and determine:the overa!! impact the:drai~ HCPs and proposed take:will
have on each.species. The Q~.shou!d ,provide,scientific.data .that will allow NM~S to ’
adequately assess the pr0posed’take, Dueto a lack,of data., otherwise, the QAK must be finalized
before NMFS era. make any d~erminations for the environmentalreview about the proposed
take, or for a jebpar.dy/~0 jeopardy determination: under the ESA. The:YIN, CTUIR and CRITFC
understand that ~S, staff supports the QAR for these purposes. We hope that NMFS
continue to provide information about the status of the QAR process to the tribes, and we would
appreciate being apprised of the Section~7 determination.

The YIN, CTUIR and CR1TFC also believe that the environmental review should include a
review and analysis of the data underlying the..proposed:, mitigation in the draft I-ICPs~ The
mitigation should be evaluated through biological data and found likely to succeed prior to any
take being allowed. .... .... .

ComjJliance &Consistency With Avvlicable Law ~ .. ......

onmental review should elud p!anati thed HCP’ cyThe envir .... .in e. an ex on..of, raft~ s eonsisten or
inconsistencY:with other applicable laws, .including ~e:Clean.Water Act. ,.Of~prim~ concern.to .....
the YIN, C~ and CR1TFC.is that thedr~ HCPs :and any.resulting,permits must:be
consistent with and not infringe upon tribal treaty rights nor create a situation that compromises
the N/vlFS"ability to uphold its trust resPonsibility to tribes, .’

In 1855, separate treaties with the CTUIR, Treaty ~th the Umatilla Tribes, 12 Stat. 945 (June 9,
1855), the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation 0fOregon, Treaty_ with the Tribes
of Middle Oregon, 12 s~t. 963. (June 25, .!855), the YIN, Treaty~ with.the y .a!dma Tribe, Star,
951 (June 9,:i855),.and theNez PerceTribe, Treaty with the Nez Perce Tribe, 12: Stat~ 957 (June. 
1855), were:gegbtiat~ ~th representatives of ~e i.ini~ted States government. Ret~ning the’ fight-to
continue traditional fishing practices was a primary, objective of theCo!umbia River. tribes during
treaty negotiaf!gns, Tulee v..W~hingt0n,. 315~..U~S.~ 681, .684,8~ (contained 
substant!aUy ,identical provision r~ing to the.:tribes the right of . !’,taking fish. at...~al.!,: usual :’::.:
accustomed plac_es in c0mmo~ .witti ". E,g..,. Tr_eaty:.:with the
Tribe, 12 Stati95 9, .f85~.). The :fis~g c!ause.:is the heart of ~e Columbia,.~v.er ......
tribes’ treatle~?’ United states Was~ort, 443 U.,S. 658,., 664,69 .(1973) (discussing. the.
importance ofrese~ng the right to access usual and accustomed fishing sites on and off reservation
to the tribes duringtreatynegotiations). ’ : ...........



,,,: ,.,

The a-caW rights to take fish havebc~n confirmed by numerous federa! ~urt decisions: E.g.,
Sohappy’:W Smith, 302 F.Supp. 899 0D.or. 1969), affd, Unit~ Statesv. Oregon,_ 529 Fi2d 570 (9th
Cir. 1976~’,, _Washinc’ton~,- v. W~hington State Co~ialPaS~ni/rrl~hhin~Ves~l Ass~ 443 U.S.
658 (1979);"United States vi’Wifians, ¯198 u.s. 71"(1905); Cofifeder¢~ T~ibes of~e Urnatilla
Indian’ReserVati?nX; Alexander, 440FiSupp. ¯553 (D.Or. i977)~. Absent:Specie ~th0rization by
Congess,’~dia~’t~fi~i~:ea~0t be abrogated. Menomine~Trii~e v. Unit"StateS., 1 U.S.
404, 413 (1968). ...... ........

~encan indianThe Secretarial Order Signrd by: theSecretarieS of Commerce and Interior, fitiea" ..... ’

Tribal Rights, :Fedei-aI-Tribai Trust. Responsibilities, and the Endangered Species Act,", in 1997
recognizes that Commerce and’interior havea trust responsibility tO tribes that requires them to
carry out the ESA ih a manner that harmbni~.es the tribes" sovereign_ty and rights with the
Commerce and’Interior’s duties under theAct:. Section 1. Addtti0fially, Commerce’and Interior
must enstire that the tribes’not bear:a disproportionate share of the conservation burden for listed
species. Id.; Section 5, Principle 3.

The YIN, CTUI~ and CRITFC therefore ask that NMFS, in its environmental review, address
any issues in the draft HCPs that may be, now or in the future, inconsistent with the tribes’ treaty
rights and tribal sovereignty or would cause NMFS to fail to uphold its trust responsibility.
Likewise, please contact the YIN and CTUIK representatives (those persons listed at the end of
these comments)regarding: how and when NMFS plans<to conduct formal consultation required
by the Secretarial Order. ~..

Additionally, we would appreciate an explanation ofh0w NMFS’ NEpA’process will 0i- will not
be coordinated with:other eiivironmental reviews, inclfiding Washington State’s Environmental
Policy Act: and the Federal Energy::Re~latbry Commission’s NEPA~proeess :(necessa~i once the
PUDs ~ubmit proposed license amendments).

SPF.~!I?IC COMMENTS

The followingcommentsspeCificaUy re!ate to the draft HCPs as some of the issues that the YIN,
C~:~fi C~TF’C:believe shruldbrmcluded inthe environmental revi~w¢. Additi:onal
comments may aiso ~ ’’ " "bepmwdeddurmg !ater opportunities to comment on tlie draft HCPs.

~,. .. : , ,:: "

Long Term Risks and Related Concerns "~’ . , : ’:" =:: , ! ’; , ,,,,,, . ’

Because the draft HCPs seek commitments fi-om the federal government relatlve to salmon
recovery in the Columbia River Basin and are likely to have serious biological implications for
salmon recovery in the mid-Columbia for up to fifty years into the ~tu~i ttle ~,
CRITFC recommend that the following issues be examined in the EIS in order to better
understand~hoW the draffHCPsw~ll affect :the conservation and rds~0:ration of salmon and other
stocks’: o~er fhei6ng=te~::

?



* Assess the consistency of the draft HCPs with the concept of a normative river and
multi-species restoratiOi~ in~iOding the context of cu~ent, heavily degraded habitat in
themid-Columbia an~Zme~ingtt~en~ for natural produ~0n. ~,::~,,

. Dete~ne ~e dSkspQi~ithr0ugh aprobabiiity of assumptigns beingmistaken over
’ lpngperiodS, such as fi~een to fifty years. In0!ude a dete~rmt, ion wh~,ther 50~ee~s

is an appropriate time frame for a river-based HCP with extreme probabilkies for
chaa 83circumstances and a lack of available options for movi-ng the conservation
burden onto another party.

* Address how the draft HCPs may select against certain species and life.histories, For
example: (1)impacts on!amprey and so0keYe from proposed, screens; (2)impacts 
the populafion of spring migrating chinook salmon if exempted from the Juvenile

...... :... ;,. ,;: .... i i ¯ . ,

DamPassage Survival standard should the PUDs install screens; (3) recruitment
failure 0fwhite sturge0ninimpoundments and reduced gene flow problems ....

. Examine oppormnlties for and feasibility of reintroducing echo and how the draft
HCPs may or may not facilitate such reintroduction.

° Analyze the probability of both survival and recovery of the affected anadromous
species at 24 years and at 48 years.

Does " " "No Survnses Avplv?

As you are aware, the No Surprises Rule was.developed to provide landowners with certainty
such that additional mitigation (typically land or money) is not required of the landowner,
outside of what is provided in the HCP, for species covered by the HOP except in "extraordinary
circumstances." The .obligation for providing additional, necess~, measures :for a species :
otherwise adequately covered by the HCPxests with the federal govemment,~other-:government
entities or other landowners or parties, essentially neighboring federal lands or non-federal
landowners who lack their own HOPs. In the fiver-baseddraft HOPs, the No Surprises assurance
is complicated by a lack of other "neighbors" to absorb the conservation needs of the species and
because the No Surprises Rule cannot directly or indirectly affect the tribes’ federally recognized
and protected resource fights nor compromise NMFS’ trust responsibility to tribes, ..... ~::

The YIN, CTUIR and CRITFC therefore request that ~S provide a~ :~YS~S::9fthe :,,
feasibility of the No Surprises assurance in the draft HCPs and the .extent: to wlaiehshorteo~ngs,
in protective measures ~n metf~6eping in mind: the fe~ierally reco~zed and.protected resource
rights of the tribes and NMFS’ trusi responslbiiity io ~ribeSl ~e als0~request that NMFS explain
how the No Surprises assurance in the draft HOPs is or is not consistent with NMFS’ and
FERC’s responsibilities under Section 7 of the ESA and whether No Surprises in an incidental
take permit applies at all given the federal nexus to the PUDs’ dams.i, . ¯ . .. ¯ i

....
¢

,. i, .. i

Based on the tribes’ e6ncerns ab0utpr0tectionand : ....
relative to the current draft HCPsl the YINI C~ and CRITFC request that the, NMFS address
the following "No Net Impact" issues:



* Assess potential impacts on species that could result from the PUDs proposals for
meeting applicable .survival standards within the first fiveyears (see Matrix), during
which time the NMFS and United States Fish.& Wildlife Service would not be
allowed :to prescribe or preempt the PUDs’ plans und0r the draft HCPs.

. Address the :appropriateness of taking drawdown, dam,removal, and’ non-power
operations out of the list of potential tools or measures that could be used to benefit
fish during.the. 50 year,term of the pro, posed a~eem0nt relative to-salmon restoration,
the Endangered Species Act, and treaty rights and the federal trust responsibility.

, Analyze and explain the biological basis for the drai~:HCPs’ .:9!% overall survival
requirement (a part of which is the 95% juvenile dam passage sur¢ival requirement) 
7% hatche~ mitigation + 2% tdbut~ ~tigafion and the HCPs, assumption that
these are additive tO equal z eroimpact on the species; The assumed mortality levels,
as well as the proposed mitigation, are not all expressed in the same, currency (some
relate to juveniles while others relate to adults), and the percentages appear only
exponentially additive, but not linearly additive.

° Exa~ne the relationship between the No Nettrnpact Standard and long-term stock
viability, .:

.° Analyze whether ornot the,proposed measurement of the performance standard for
95 % :Juvenile DamPassage Survival,,by~measuring juvenile survival, over only 95%

.... of the run, ’ ensures a,juvenilepassage mortality of only 5% such that the drai~ HCPs
address fu!l mitigation for.take. < ~..

* Because part of the draft HCPs may include installation of screens.within the first five
years ,of the.proposed agreement~ or at some :point later in the agreement, please

.... examine passage .impacts if the PUDs install the screens as proposed÷ :.Include
analysis of potential entrainment impacts (particularly on lamprey)and descaling
injuries (particularly on sockeye).

- Determine what impacts may occur during the time period that elapses before the
PUDs actually ,meet the proposed ~survival requirements and analyze whether those
impacts can or will.be, appropriately mitigated. Include a consideration of the
adequacy of the mitigation proposals for addressing such impacts.

° . Determine impaots on :the species should the .PUDs. never reach the survival goal
during:the term ofthepropoSed agreement. ’ ...... "

. Assess impacts on spring migrating chiti0ok Salmon if exempted from 95% Juvenile
Dam Passage Survival as described in the Passage Survival Plan in the draR HCPs.

- Examine the adequacy of the adult passage plans as set forth in the drai~ HCPs.
* Provide an accurate evaluation of losses (the 9% assumed total unmitigated

mortality), which may be higher until the:P~ ’reach their surviVal’requirements, 
o + o .....relativeto the: prop0sed mitigati0n (7 Vo~hatche~ 2 ~ ;habitat)i Exa~ne the~nt

to which the producfioii ~riit h~bitat rest0~htidnas enVisioned in ~e~tlfaf[ HCPs Can’
make up the assumed mortality rates as estimated in the drai~ HCPs. Determine
whether mitigation pr0posai~:are supp0rted~by adequate data to ensureni~ ~itigated
take: ...... ’ ’ .......... " ...... , .....
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Measurement and Evaluation

The measurement and evaluation provisions inthe drafcHCPs are.key tO determining whether
the PUDs are meeting ̄their permit obligations, what impacts the projects maybr may not be
having on the Plan Species, ~d whether the Plan̄ :species are rebuilding~ The ~; :CTUIR and

CKITFC therefore request thaVNMFS provide the following analyses in the EIS: ’

...... - Examine the accuracy and.adequacy’of the potential study proposals to arrive at
survivalrates/ : :" :~ .... ........

¯ Examine the Viability, reliability and accuracy of feasible measurement protocols for
¯ assessing compliance with survival standards set forth in the drat~ HCPs.

°, Examine the accuracy of survival studies given year-to,year:vafiabiii~"and how such
variability:relates tO the determination.about whetherbr not the P~S~are achieving
the required survival rates: ’

¯ Assess, the:potenUal Impacts on the specms that may result from apphcable
measurement protocols. Analyses:should include (i) impa~ on the feg~fish
populations;,(2) effects of rear’king or tagging fish; (3)Whether enough test fish 
be available for conducting the studies and how to determine comp!iance if. not; (4)
possible impacts if surrogate species are used when test fish for~ a particular species
are not;available and inadequaciesthatmay result; ~,(5) sUffidency &the proposed
measurement protocols for addressing each life history Of each Plan Species; and (6)
possibilities for the proposed measurement protocols to: select again§t certain-life
histories ofthe :fish: ’ : .....

° Analyze whether or nottrading survival among the dams-~as a proposed interim took
in the drafL HOPs--is biologically feasible and Whether:.traded::surviVal benefits can
be accurately.assessed. ’: ..........

We acknowledge that the draft HCPsprovide for.the measurement protocols and study proposals
to be developed and addressed by the Coordinating Committee, but theYlN, CTUIR and
CRITFC believe that, the NMFS should nevertheless address the measurement and evaluation at
this time in the EIS. A thorough review oflikely study protocols:by NM:FS is necessary in order
to determine whether accurate information ~ll::exist to determine the PUDs’ compliance with
the permit and the HCP and to understand the impacts that the proposals.may have on test
species and overall species’ su~ival and ~rebuilding, ’ ,. .....

Watershed Analvsis. ....... .............. =

The YIN, CTUIR and CRI~C ask that the.~NM~S provide a d~ailed evaluation of the adequacy
of the proposed tdbut~ habitat pla~ including applicable attachmentsto the draft HCPs. In
particular, we ask,that the following issues be :reviewed and analyzed in the EIS: ....

° Conducta watershed analysis to determine cu~ent:habitat health and assess whether a
2% benefit to each Plan Species can be obtained from the tributary habitatplan,
especially with the proposed amount of funding without financial input from Grant
County PUD.
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Determine whether a 2% increase in habitat translates into a 2°/.0 in.ease in returning
shortfalls (unmitigated t~e):~!! be addressed.

Explorel h0w the 2% ~tigatlon benefit, wiii’6e measur~ given ihe di~culty in
mGsUdng fish tlensity and"su~ival in response.to habitat’improvements:, .... ..... .~
P owdoa,tsi ed ,
tributary flow needs. Determine whether or not dra HCPs meet me’habitat needs
of the affected fish and wildlife resources.

Hatcherv MitieatiOn

The YIN, C~ and CRI~C~k that the NMFS provide a detailed evaluation of the adequacy
of the proposed hatchery mitigation plan, including applicable attachments to the draft FICPs. In
particular, we ask that the following issues be reviewed and analyzed in the EIS:

* Explain how NMFS will measure the actual benefit (% mitigation) of the hatchery
plan and determine whether or not the proposed hatchery production programs will
provide the 7% mitigation required in the draft HCPs. Include an explanation of
whether or not the 7% mitigation can be achieved in the hatchery proposal without
Grant County PUD’s participation in the draft HCPs.

, If the hatchery program cannot provide 7% of the mitigations(either bydesign orby
the action or inaction of one of the parties to the draft HCPs during the term of the
draft HCPs), address what other mitigation programs would be required to make up
for the amount of unmitigated take.

, Examine the benefits and drawbacks to the proposed captive broodstock program and
assess the level of risk to the species should the program fail.

Rebuilding to Sustainable Populations

In the draft HCPs, the PUDs do not merely seek ESA assurances. IfN-MFS issues an incidental
take permit, the PUDs would submit the draft HCPs to the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) with a request that the HCPs constitute a settlement under FERC’s
jurisdiction and amendments to the PUDs’ hydropower licenses. FERC must r~ew the draft
HCPs for compliance with federal statutory obligations and treaty obligations.. Therefore,.
analyses of impacts on species go beyond ESA stan¢iards to include compliance with treaty
reserved.rights and resource requirements at relicensing.

Rebuilding salmon populations is a goal of the draft HCPs and failing to meet this goal is one of
the reasons for which the parties can get out of the agreements niter 15 years. One of the main
reasons the tribes participated in the HCP negotiations was to develop an agreement that would
rebuild the fish runs to sustainable, harvestable populations in accordance with the tribes’ treaty
rights. Rebuilding salmon populations to harvestable levels is a major goal of the Columbia
River tribes and is outlined and defined in the CRITFC member tribes’ salmon restoration plan,
Wy-Kan-Ush-Mi Wa-Kish- Wit.
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draft HCPs ~ill rebuild the lspeoies.:t~su~nable, harvestabi~ popul~ons in cOmp!!an~,~th
the tribes tre~ty rigl~ts using~e :deflation of rebuilding in Wy-~’-UsR-A;J! Wa-Kish,Wit,
Likewise, NMFS s~0uld adds thei/rot~on and enhancement reqUiremeftts ~d.other
resource requ:item’en~"that FERC ~11~ n~ address in its enviromental revieW. ....

The Y-IN, CTUIR and CRITFC appreciate this opportunity to provide these comments to the
NMFS regarding the scope of NEPA analysis for the draft HCPs submitted by Chelan and
Douglas PUDs for their hydroelectric projects on the mid-Columbia River. Should you have any
questions about these comments, please call Tim Weaver, Esq., attorney for the YIN at 509/575-
1500; Carl Merkle, Poli~ Analyst, CTU~ at 541/276-3449; orStarla Rods, Policy Analyst,
CR1TFC at 503/731-1258.

Sincerely,

ji’ed Strong, Executive DirecYor
CRITFC

~m W~er, Es~. " ~)

C~arl Merkle, Potiey Afi~iyst
CTUIR " .......

Cc: Mid-Columbia Service List

: :H /
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1 ATTACHMENT

TM ANAIXOMOU~  FISH  AGKEEMENTS  AND HABITAT  CONSERVATION PLANS

FOR THE WELLS, ROCKY .RLXH  AND ROCK ISLAND HYDKOELECTRIC  PROJECTS

RECOGNIZING Public  Utility District  No. 1  of Chelrn  Cotmry  md Public  Utility Disrrkr  NO. 1  of Douglas Gumy (the  PUDs)  P~C  hydrodectric
dnm  operators  on the Mid-Columbia River  rhrt desire  to  F&k  comprchcnriti  and long-term qrcemcntr  rhat eddrar  dam p~~pgc  LuN;~  md trlbuv
habiur  for awdmmous  fish sp+s  in the contcxr  of the PUD’r desk IO  gtneratc  clcctricify  II  the projects; and

RECOGNIZING that for apprmimrtcly  rhe lprr five p,q  the Nationd  Marine  Cirhcricr  Service, the U.S. fiirh  md W&Uife  Scrvic~,  rhc  W&ngton
Dtpar~~nt  of Ash (Y  WtIdtiL,  the Confcdcrated  Tribw  of the C&illc  Rerrvkon,  the Confedcmtcd  Triber  osd Bands  of the Y&ma h&n  Notion, the
Confederated Tribes  of the Urrudlla  Indim  Rcrcrvation  mnd  Amcric~  kkrr have been  engaged  with the PWDs  in dwcloping  proposed  Anadromour  Fish
Agmcmmrr and H&tat  Gnwvation  Plans  for the Wells Hydroelectric Pmjm  (FERC No. 2149),  the Rocky Hcach Hydroclcctric  Pro/cct  (FBRC  No. 2145)
and the Rodt  Island Hydroektric  Project  (FEFlC  No. 943),  three federally limosed  hydropwcr  pmjccu  (projects)  loxxtcd  on the Mid*Columbk l&r: rind

RECOCNIZKNC  that  the Andmnow  Fish Agtccmcnrr  md H&w  Conszrwdon  Plvlr (Proposals) arc inrcnd.d  w nntisfy  the Roj~’ obligations
under the Fcdcrrl  Power Act, the Endaogcmd  Sp eels Art, rhc Fish and  Wildlife Cwtdinatioe  Act,  the Pacific Northmrt  Ektric  Power  Ptnning z+nd
Cmrcmtion  kt urd  Tdc 77 RCWI md

RECOGNIZING dte Pmpawlr csrablish  1 No Net lmprcr  smdud  of ntrvinl  for uladmmou~  mpckr’  mig.tion  thrmtgb  the Pmjccts,  which  rcflccrs
a ripificant  shi.ft  awy  km  tditiond  fish mmagrment  methods. No Net Impact  consirtF  OF  three mmponcnu:  (Y) pursuing the objective  of 91% pmj~
rurvival,  including M independent  objcctiw~of  95% juvenile  dun  pawgc rur&l;  (21  contributing funds  for tributnry  habitat meremdon  and tnhancc-
mcnt  mamru;  and (3)  pnrviding  apaciry Md funding for approprintc  I~& of hntchcry  compenution,  cot&rent with  plans  developed  by thi PUDs,
~mcies. triber  and American Hiwrr~

THEREFORE, WE, THE UNDERSIGNED HEREBY acimowledge  the mrny  cntiticr  who have dcdiutcd  their  efforts and tncr~  to the negotiation
pm: ~~ rhpt  ncgotintions  bwc pkti~~cd  proporcd  rgrccmcntr  on many  imporust isruts:  md ruppen  mutual gwd Mth  cffDv  to icleh~agwmmt  on

remaining issues  in rhc near  fccm.

I&  STATES FISH  AND WASHINGTON FISH

CONPEDERAf6D  TRIBES  OP THE CoNFEDeRiiTEDbt’RlBE5 AND&D5 ’ CONPEDERATti  TRImme
-  INDUN RESBPVATION

WBUC  UTILITY  D1sTRlCT  NQ. 1-  -
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Apt-134001 12:40pm From-CHELAN CO FISH & WILDLIFE t5086642338 Attachment 2 F-153

April 12, 2001

Mid-Columbia Coordinating Committee

Re: Rocky Reach, Spring 2001  Fish Spill

Dear Cammit’rse Members:

Over the last few years we have estimated juvenile survival at Rocky Reach
Dam using PIT tags and radio tags. We have also estimated the fish passage

efficiency of the prototype bypass system  using PIT, radio, and acoustic tag
Technologies. From this varied information, we conclude that  we are
meeting the 95% juvenile dorm  passage survival standard of the  proposed
Rocky Reach Anadrombus  Fish Agreement and Habitat Conservation Plan  for
Upper Columbia Rivsr steelhead and Upper Columbia River spring chinook,

In 2001,  we will continue operation and Testing  of the prototype fish bypass
system with a configuration that has remained the same over the last two
migration  seasons. Flowever,  as  you are aware it is predicted that flow will
be very low  this year. Consequently, we da not anticipate a majori’ty  of the
generating units to be running during the spring migration. As a res’ult,  we
predict that the flow patterns in the forebay at Rocky Reach will be Buch
that fish will end up in the  very end of the cul-de-sac where the entrances of
the surface collector are located, This will increase rhs  collection efficiency
of the  bypass system (and fish survival) well abov@  That achievad  in previous
years, Thus, we predict that  the 95% juvenile dam passage Survival standard
will be achieved for listed fish without spill.

Therefore, during the spring migration the District will rely upon the bypass
without spill to protect listed and non-listed fish migrating past Rocky Reach
Dam, In addition, we are establishing a habitat improvement accounT  with



five million doIlars  to be adminisrrxed  by the Mid-Columbia Coordinating
Co-mn-iitreg  for habit&  improvement work in the mid- or,, lower I=olumbia  River
and in ;the estuary1  These funds  are immediately available. The habitat snd
estuary improvements  achieved with these funds will benefit all  Cb~umbia
and  “Snake  River fish.

If you  would like to discuss this further, please do not hesitate ‘to  call.

Best regards,

Cl!&-+& ,/lLHec2-J
Chuck Peven
Fish and Wildlife Supenrisor



Attachment 3 :

729 NL Oregon, Suite 200, Portland, Oregon 97232

March 19,iOOl

Telephone (503) 238-0667
Fax (503) 235-4228

Mr. Roger Braden
Public Utility District No. 1 of Chelan County
P.O. Box 1231
Wenatchee,  Washington 98807

Re: Juvenile Salmon Spili  at Rock Island barn in 2001

Dear Mr. Braden:

The Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission and its member tribes have
serious concerns about Chelan PUD’s proposal for Rock Island Dam spill for 2001
juvenile and adult salmon protection. We strongly disagree with Chelan’s proposal to
further reduce protective spill at Rock Island from 3 1 kcfs daily average to 20 kcfs daily
average spil1.i

In addition, the Commission staff has made specific recommendations to Cbelan’s
staff regarding the initiation and termination of spring and summer spill (Attachment).
The Commission is troubled by Chelan’s refusal to implement these recommendations.
We believe that increased monitoring is essential to provide more reliable spill timing
and salmon protection,

These actions by Chelan are inconsistent with Chelan’s stated goal to show steady
progress in improving salmon passage consistent with obligations under the Mid-
Columbia Habitat Conservation Plan negotiations. How can Chelan expect the
Commission’s member tribes to support the Plan when Chelan continues to take
unilateral actions to reduce protection for listed and unlisted juvenile and adult salmon?

,--
We urge Chelan to reverse course and demonstrate willingness to work with the

tribes and other members of the Joint Fisheries Parties and provide the full spill
protection and monitoring that is vital to rebuild upper Columbia salmon stocks. Such
actions will demonstrate that Chelan is committed to working collaboratively and in
consensus with the Parties.

-‘D

’ The Commission did not agree to Chelan’s initial proposal to reduce spring spill from  41 kcfs to 3 1 kcfs
daily average spill. The Joint Fishery Parties do not believe that Chelan can meet the HCP goal of

. protecting 95% of the migration with 95% dam passage survival with only 3 1 kcfs spill, much less 20 kcfs
spill,

@ Pkled  on Rcycled  Paper



Thank you for your attention to this critical issue.

id Executive Director

Attachment

cc: Joint Fisheries Parties to Rock Island Settlement Agreement
Rock Island Coordinating Committee
Anne Miles, FERC
Vince  Yearick,  FERC



Attachment

CRITFC Recohmendations  for 2001 Rock Island Spill Program

Spring Spill

l Other indicators besides the Rock Island trap should be used to start spill,
including smelt movements in tributaries, hydroacoustic systems at Rock Island,
dam counts and Rocky Reach spill operations. When Rocky Reach spill starts,
Rock Island spill should start one day later.

l To determine the end of spill, use the above indicators along with Rock Island
trap counts. Rock Island spill representatives should make the decision to end
spill based upon a holistic assessment of the indicators.

Summer Spill

l Use other indicators other than Rock Island trap counts such as hydroacoustic info
at Rock Island, and Rocky Reach spill and counts. Start no later than June 6 (the
Rock Island historical passage date for 10% of the run in Fish Passage Center ,
annual reports) or earlier if warranted by Rocky Reach counts or the onset of
Rocky Reach spill.

l The maximum amount of spill should be increased to spring levels since
subyearling chinook have as great or greater turbine mortality rates as yearlings
and predation rates increase for subyearings.

l Don’t attempt to chase fish with spill (i.e, Chelan’s proposal to adjust spill post-
facto to the previous days passage rate), Subyearling migration is extremely
variable and this method can easily fail to protect a large portion of the run. Spill
should be maintained at a constant rate to provide a continuous flow net over the
dam.

l The end of spill should be based upon information generated by continued
indicators (Rocky Reach counts, Rock Island trap counts and hydroacoustic
counts), According to the Fish Passage Center, the 90% historical passage date
for subyearlings at Rock Island is August 2. This additional information is
necessary for spill representatives to make a decision to end spill.



Attachment 4

COLUMBIA RIVER INTER-TRIBAL FISH COMMISSION
729 NE Oregon, Suite 200, Portland, Oregon 97232 Telephone 503 238 0667

Fax 503 235 4228

April 20,2OOl

Robert McDonald
Fish and Wildlife Division
Public Utility District No. 1 of Chelan County
P.0, Box 1231
Wenatchee, Washington 98807

Dear Mr. McDonald:

On behalf of the tribal parties’ to the Rock Island Settlement Agreement, I wish to
respond to your email dated April 17,200l to the fisheries parties of the Rock Island Settlement
Agreement. Your email describes a unilateral decision by Chelan PUD to postpone initiation of
spill, despite a prior agreement with the Joint Fisheries Parties representatives that spill would
begin, at the latest, on April 17,

As the tribal spill representative for Rock Island, I implore the District to begin spill
immediately at Rock Island Dam. The 2001 spring juvenile outmigrating stocks are very weak
runs of upriver spring chinook and steelhead. As you know from the NMFS 2000 Quantitative
Analysis Report, they are the most threatened stocks in all of the Columbia Basin.

Even though numbers at the Rock Island trap have been lower than in past year, the
severe status of the runs implacably argues for full protection of the entire migration. Further, as
we have stated before, we continue have serious concerns that the trap is not providing an
accurate representation of the run as it is passing Rock Island Dam. We continue to recommend
that the District employ hydroacoustic monitoring at the dam and other sampling means to
improve estimating the migration timing of the run over the dam.

The continuation of the District’s unilateral decisions on the nature and timing of spill at
Rock Is&d  and the District’s actions to merely inform the Joint Fisheries Parties about the
decisions, are greatly frustrating to the Parties. If the District truly desires collaboration with the
Parties as the District purports in the proposed Mid-Columbia Habitat Conservation Plan, it
should begin spill immediately as necessary to 1) show good faith on a previously agreed upon
spill initiation date and 2) meet HCP standards and cease taking unilateral decisions with respect
to fish protection measures at Rock Island and Rocky Reach.

’ The tribal parties include the Yalcama  Nation, the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation and the
Confederated Colville Tribes



Cc: Joint Fisheries Parties, Rock Island Settlement

I would appreciate a response to these issues as soon as possible as these listed stocksI would appreciate a response to these issues as soon as possible as these listed stocks
continue to be subjected to Rock Island turbine passage and unacceptable rates of mortality.continue to be subjected to Rock Island turbine passage and unacceptable rates of mortality.

Sincerely,Sincerely,
& ,+‘*-& ,+‘*-.,,_“.  -, ->.,,_“.  -, ->p-p-Ah-JAh-J-&---&--

Robert HeinithRobert Heinith
Tribal Spill RepresentativeTribal Spill Representative
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State of Washington
DEPARTMENT ,OF FISH AN5 WILDLIFE

Mailing Address: 600  Capltd  Way N 9 Olympia, WA 98501-1091  l (360)  902-2200,  TDD (360) 902-2207
Main ?tilce location: Natural Resources Building l 1111  Washingtin  Street SE @  Olympia, WA

April 24,200l

Mr. Roger Braden
Public Utility District No. 1 of Chelan  County
Post Office, Box 123 I
Wenatchee, Washington 9SSO7-  123 1

RFx  2001 Spring Spill for Juvenile Fish Passage.

Dear h6r.  Braden:

Spill for juvenile passage hm been a major element of your programs to increase juvenile
migrant survival for salmon and steelhead at Rocky Reach and Rock Island Barns since 1980. At
Rock Istand this is the principal alternative to turbine passage. The utiIization  of 3 E kcfs  through
specific full  and notched gates has been methodically developed as an effective spillway
configuration through several years of assessment. Assessments in 1999 and 2000 at Rocky
Reach for spill  in conjunction with the operation of the prototype juvenile bypass has
demonstrated that both are required to  achieve sufficient non turbine passage to approach the
target survival goals of the proposed Habitat Conservation Plan ( HCP) for stealhead and
yearling chinook. These goals are not likely being met for sockeye mid  subyearling  chinook
based on the documented rates of turbine passage with the current spill program and operation of
the prototype juvenile bypass. I recognize that you tie not yet obligated to meet the juveniJe  ti
passage survival goal  of 95% per the proposed HCP, However, you have made a comrn~tment  to
steady progress in attainm+t  of this objective for all proposed plan species. Increasing the rate of
turbine passage for juyede  salmon and steelhead  for the 2001 m&r&ion  is not consistent with
progressive improvement in dam passaga  survivd. To the contrary, an increase in turbine
passage is a highly regressive abtion  on the part  of Chelan  PUD.

I have been informed by my staff that Chelan  PUD has been making modifications and is
proposing to make  additional modifications to the juvenile fish passage programs at Rock
Island and Rocky Reach Dams  for the 2001  spring season. I am greatly concerned that these
modifications  will result in reductions in salmon and steelhead smelt  survival relative to the spill
progmms  originally planned and schr%L! itir  2001  e The changes appear to be baaed primarily
on the desire to generate. additional power in this low flow year. The assertions by your staff that
the juvenile passage smival  goal of 95% dam passage survival may be achieved with these
modified spill programs is, in our judgment, based more on supposition and wishful thinking
than sound scientific  assessment.
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I recognize that the runoff volume and power market conditions this year make it financially
unattractive to meet your prior commitments to increase  juvenile passage survival through spill,
However, this years runoff conditions are within the range of prior years for which you had full
knowledge prior to committing to the juvenile passage spill programs. This years juvenile
migrants are already facing extremely stressful conditidas  with low flows and reduced passage
protection at the Federal Columbia River Power System. The 1999 brood spring chinook natural
production was the second lowest on record for the Mid-Columbia tributaries above Rock Island
and Rocky Reach Dams. The increase in juvenile passage mortality expected from  your proposed
actions in combination with the extremely low flows and reduced Federal System protection
could result in a step closer to extinction for this broodyear.

The unilateral character  of Chelan  PUD’s  recent actions and proposed actions is unsettling, Your
decision to not initiate the Rock Island spring spill progrsm  per the criteria agreed to by the Rock
Island Coordinating Committee without even consulting with agency representatives is
disturbing. This action signals an intention to focus passage mortality reduction efforts for
hatchery spring chinook, a5 it delays md spill until large numbers ofhatchery  juveniles are
present, a particularly vexing problem this spring due to the extremely low numbers of natural
spawners in 1999. This is contrary to deliberations, and consultations with the Mid-Columbia
Coordinating Committee and National Marine Fisheries Setice  regarding the need to ,provide
passage protection for Endaslgered  Species Act listed populations of saImon  and steelhead. The ,
proposed reduction of the Rock Island spill  program from 3 1 kcfs spill to 20% spill is apparently
going to be initiated despite tie fact that all of the agency and tribal representatives to the Rock
Island Coordinating Committee whom were available to participate  in the discussion expressed
the view that this would not likely meet the 95% survival goal, The proposed elimination  of
sping spill at Rocky Reach was presented with a supposition that the survival goal of 95%
would be met. There was no scientific assessment presented to justify this supposition. Again,
there was no support for this action from agency and tribal representatives.

I view these recent actions and proposed a&ions  by Chekm PUD as major breaches of the
stewardship responsibility which is imparted to you via your utilization of the waters of the
Columbia River which are a major public resuurce.  These actions also bring into serious doubt
your  stated intention to vigorously and cooperatively attain fish  passage survival objectives
under the terms of the proposed Habitat Conservation Plan for Rock Island and Rocky Reach
Darns.

I respectfully request that you reconsider your  proposed actions which wiIl reduce juvenile
passage survival for critically depressed salmon and steelhead populations.



Attachment 6

COLUMBIA  RIVER INTER-TRIBAL FISH COMMISSION
729 NE Oregon, Suite 200, Portland, Oregon 97232 Telephone (503) 238-0667

i=ax (503) 235-4228

w August 10,200O

Mr. Gregg Carrington
Public Utility District No. 1 of Chelan  County
P.0. Box 1231
Wenatchee, Washington 98807

Honorable David P. Boergers, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 N. Capitol Street, N.E. Room 3 110
Washington, D.C. 20426

RE: Comments  on Rocky Reach Scoping Document No. 2 (FERC No. 2145)

Dear Mr. Carrington  and Mr. Boergers:

The Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission (CRITFC), ’ on behalf of the
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation (YN),  the Confederated Tribes of
the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR), the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs
Reservation of Oregon and the Nez  Perce  Tribe has reviewed the document entitled,
“ Rocky Reach Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project No. 2145 NEPA Scoping Document
No. 2.” We have prepared the following comments,

General Comments on Relicensing Procedure

The Yakama  Nation and the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation
aboriginaily occupied lands in what is today the Mid-Columbia region in Washington
State. The Columbia River and its tributaries are a part of that land. Protection of rivers
and flows for anadromous  fish and wildlife populations, as well as cultural resources and
other matters are critically important to these tribes. The existence and operation of the
Rocky Reach Hydroelectric Project (Project) impacts the treaty-resewed natural .resource
interests of these tribes and the other tribes of the CRITFC. The outcome of the
relicensing process for the Project will significantly affect rebuilding of fish and wildlife
populations impacted by the,Project,  Therefore, the tribes have a unique interest and
stake in the relicensing proceeding which cannot  be represented by any other entity.

’ The CEUTFC was formed in 1977 per formal resolution of the four  tribes’ governing bodies. The
Commission ia comprised of elected and appointed tribal offici&  who am members of the respective tribal
fish and wildlife committees. The  Commission has technical and legal resources that provide assistance to
the tribes in protecting and enhancing their federally reserved trust resources.
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Anadromous  fish stocks that originate above  and within the boundaries of the Rocky
Reach Project (Project) ‘are imp&ted  by the presence and operation-of the Project, These
stocks support ceremonial, subsistence and sometimes commercial k&y fisheries in
Lower Columbia River  Zone 6 by all of the CRITFC niember  tribes including the Nez
Pe@e .Tribe, the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation, the Yakaxna
Nation and the Confederated Ttibes  of the Umatilla  Indian Reservation. Thus, CRITFC
has a unique interest in this relicensing proceeding that cannot be represented by any
other  party.

In general, CRJ’FC  notes that Chelan  Public Utility District (applicant) has failed to
adequately address most of the CRITFC comments and recommendations made to
Scoping Document No. 1. Thus, little progress has been made in Scoping Document
No. 2 on critic&  issues. Iu fact, in response to CRITFC comments to Scoping Document
No. 1, the applicant has indicated that they will be addressed in their forthcoming
environmental assessment, again delayifig  action on key concerns. CRITFC and its
member tribes have serious concerto  that this l~!h will result in tile  applicant issuing an
environmental review document that will not contain the results of studies that are
fundamental to examiniu g the range of alternatives necessary to insure protection,
mitigation and enhancement of treaty-resewed anadromous fish resources.

Specific Relicensing Issues

On September 10, 1999, CRITFC filed comments on the alternative relicensing
procedures for the Project to the FERC. We reference those comments by inclusion in
these  comments. CRITFC opposed the alternative relicensing pro&tire  for the Project.
Key concerns included: 1) the lack of tribal resources to fully engage in the relicensing
process would create an undue burden on CRITFC and its member tribes whose
federally-reserved treaty resources are and would continue to be, highly impacted by the
Project and, 2) FERC has a trust responsibility to the tribes to insure that tribal resources
are adequately protected, mitigated and enhanced. Because of the applicant’s continued
failure to address tribal concerns and treaty resources, CRITFC and its member tribes
restate their recommendation to FERC to establish a traditional licensing process for the
Project which requires a fomlal,  three stage consultation process and requires FERC to
conduct the environmental review instead of the applicant.

On January 14,2000,  CRITFC filed comments to the applicant prepared “Rocky Reach
Hydroelectric Project, FERC  Project No, 2145 NEPA Scopi@  Document I%. I”, In
these comments, CRITFC  offered many recommendations for anadromous  fish and water
quality studies that  the applicant should conduci  to fully examine thi individual,
cumulative and sy&rgistic impacts of the  operation and cox@uration  of the Project on
anadromous fish and supporting critical habitat.

Needfor  Critical Studies

In an April 12,200O  nketing with the Sshery  parties and the applicant, and in meetings
of the Mid-Columbia Coordinating Committee, CRITFC and member tribal  staffs  re-
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stated their strong recommendations for the applicant to implement critical studies and to
expand the breadth of alternatives, particularly with respect to juvenile anadromous fish
passage. The FERC representative, Mr. Vince  Yearick,  attended the April 12 meeting,
and clearly stated the ,importance of moving  forward with critical studies. Unfortunately,
the applicant #continues  to disregard implementing these studies, using a proposed, but
highly disputed, Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) process as a substitute for
implementing critical studies. Under the proposed HCP, the applicant believes that they
have the prerogative to unilaterally explore fish passage approaches that ticiudvely
focus on contested survival standards for ESA-listed salmon.

There are three main areas of critical studies that should be implemented for the 2001-
2002 field seasons. These include: . . . ,

l Juvenile spill and fish passage efficiency studies, including drawdown  of the Project
reservoir and life history studies

l Water quality studies including increased monitoring for temperature, toxics  and
dissolved gas, and structural remedies to bring the Project into compliance with Clean
Water Act Standards

l Production &tudies  to mitigate for unavoidable fish losses through the project

CRITFC and its member tribes have serious concerns with the applicant’s failure to move
forward with these critical studies, We u.nderstand  that the applicant pians  on releasing
and environmental assessment and draft license application in January 2003. Because the
applicant has failed to implement tribal recommended studies, if the EA and draft
application schedule is maintained, only two migration seasons are left  to implement
studies, particularly imporiant  juvenile  passage studies using increases of fish spill.

Lack of Collaboration on Critical Relicensing Issues

At the April 12 meeting, the applicant’s head relicensing representative, Mr. Greg
Carrington,  told tribal representatives that he had been placing all anadromous fish
relicensing correspondence, including study requests for anadromous fish, in a pile to be
given to another applicant representative that was engaged in the proposed HCP. Mr.
Ctington  stated that the applicant was preparing detailed responses to the tribal
comments on Scoping Document No. 1, and that the applicant planned on establishing a
separate working group to discuss anadromous fish and attendant studies.

On June 7, the  applicant sent responses to CRITFC  and other parties’ comments to
Scoping Document 1. The responses were extremely short, general and unsatisfactory.
In particular, the applicant did not address 1) the need to examine spill and surface bypass
without screens and drawdown  as Viable  juvenile passage alternatives, 2) the need to
examine structural measures to reduce dissolved gas genkrated by the Project, and, 3) the
need to conduct life history and ecological studies of anadromous fish as they migrate
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and explore the impacts of power peaking. A number of other studios, recommended in
CRITFC’s  comments for Scoping Document 1, were not addressed in the applicant’s
matrix.

In comments to Scoping Document No. ~1,  CIWFC  re&nmended  that the applicant
begin immediate consultation with the Joint Fisheries Parties. on all anadromous fkh
passage issues. The applicant responded that consultation was occurring through the
HCP process and that issues. beyond the HCP would be addressed by a specific
anadromous fish subcomrnit*ee.  As of&is titing,  the applicant’s proposal to convene a
specific group to attend to studies and’  relicensing issues for anadromous fish has yet to
be realized. Further, these issues remain unresolved in the HCP process, where a draft
EIS has not been issued, and in the Mid-Columbia Coordinating Committee. The
applicant’s continuing actions to leave critical anadromous fish issues without a forum
continues to delay critical studies that must be included in the environmental review
phase of this relicensing. Unless these issues are resolved and collaboration on critical
studies is expedited, the stage appears to be set for release of an iriadequdte
environmental review document that wilf  be higf~ly  contested. This will result in
significtit  delay in the relicensing, which is contradictory to the objective of the”“
alternative relicensing procedure.

CRITFC and its member tribes remain at a severe disadvantage in the relicensing
proceedings for the Project. As we did for comments on Scoping Document 1, we ask
Chelan PUD and FERC to give these comments careful consideration because they
represent one of the few oppoktnities to date that CRITFC and its member tribes have
been afforded to provide meaningful input into a resource intensive relicensing
procedure.

Contments  on Scoping Document No. 2

CRITFC incorporates by reference comments on Scoping Document No. 2 filed on
August 8, 2000 by the Yakama  Nation.

Juvenile Passage

CRITFC maintains that the Project continues to have one of the poorest anadromous fish
passage performances of any mainstem  darnin the Columbia River hydrosystem. For
example, the Project only provides l&15% daily average spill for a very  limited amount
of the juvenile salmon  migration, despite the fact that subs&&I  numbers of salmon pass
the project before and after spill begins and ends, At federal and other PUD
hydroprojects, fish spill levels range from 284)  % daily average spill.

The applicant’s recent reports on the performance  of their prototype, hybrid screen and
surface bypass system are not exxonraging, Using  radio telemetxy  methods, for 1999
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studies the applicant estimates that prototype system guidance efficiency was 23% for
yearling chinook, 49% for steelhead, 9% for sockeye and 26% for subyearling  chinook
(Mosey et al. 2000). For 1999, Using PIT-Tag methodology, the applicant eslcimates  that
prototype system &dance efficiency was 5 1% of yearling ~chinook,  61% for steelhead,
29% for soekeye and 40% for subyearling  chinook (Mosey et al. 2000). The applicant’s
preliminary fish passage efficiency data for the 2000 migration indicates that fish passage
efficiency  has actually decreased from 1999 (Mosey 2000 pers. comm.)  The applicant’s
data indicates that the average fish passage efficiency for all  salmon stocks from 1996-
2000 is less that 33%. This means that without spill, 66% of all juvenile salmon stocks
are passed @ugh  turbines. Direct and delayed turbine mortality can reach 18%
(Gilbreath et al. 1993).

Despite the bypass system’s poor performance, the applicant continues to unilaterally
plan, construct and operate this hybrid screen and powerhouse surface bypass system as
the foundation for juvenile passage.2 This action is counter to the recommendations of
the Northwest Power and Planning Council’s,Independent  Scientific Advisory Board
(ISAB 1999),  who recommended that all juvenile passage alternatives be compared
against the baseline of spill and that turbine screens such as that employed by the
applicant select against certain anadromous stocks and life histories. For example, the
screen portion of the applicant’s bypass system increases descaling of juvenile sockeye.

Two of the most critical relicensing studies that must be conducted in the next few field
seasons are 1) to examine juvenile fish passage and fish passage efficiency through
various spill volumes and patterns at the Prqject  and 2) design and modeling of a full
flow surface bypass system through the Project powerhouse..

The Applicant’s Proposed Performance Standards

The applicant”s  suggested juvenile passage performance standards will not likely result in
rebuilding depressed anadromous fish stocks in the upper Mid-Columbia Reach. NMFS’
draft Quantitative Ana@sis  Report indicates that additional increases in survival for ESA
listed steelhead and chinook on the order of 20-50%  over  the applicant’s suggested
passage performance standards are necessary to improve the probability of meeting ESA
risk and recovery parameters (NMFS  2000). It is important to stress that the NMFS ESA
standards for recovery in this relicensing proceeding are far below the tribes’ recovery
goals for upper Mid-Columbia stooks to provide surplus for meaningful treaty harvest
(Nez  Perce  et al. 1995).

The applicant’s suggested juvenile passage performance standard is limited to a group of
fish’s direct  smivai  from the head of the Project to the project tailrace  over just a few

2 Despite strong tribal opposition to this exclusive path,  the applicant is engaged in design work and
preparation for construction of a pemranent  system  tailrace  outfalL  Noting the poor  guidance  performance
of the screenhrface  bypass system,  CFUTFC  and its member tribes maintain that spill and a non-screen,
full  flow surf&e  bypass system should be fully explored before the applicant proceeds  with further
development of the screen/surface bypass system.
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days. This perspective ignores the significant issue of delayed mortality to salmon that
suffer more subtle  impacts from  Project passage and varying Project and environmental
conditions over the course of an entire salmon migration. Simply measuring the direct
suntival  of a tagged juvenile s&non through the Project fails to address delayed xnortality
that can occur far downstream  or even in the ocean. Passage through the Project can
impair smolt performance downstream with respect to predator avoidance or fish disease.
For example, turbine passage has been shown to cause microscopic lesions in brain and
muscle tissue of juvenile Atlantic salmon, causing significant delayed mortality after
turbine passage.

Only through a-careful  examination of Fish Passage Effuziency 3 can the issue of delayed
mortality be addressed witbin  the Project relicensing timeframe. This is because 1) fish
passage efficiency is a physical measurement that is readily obtainable for all stocks
during the entiety  of the migration, 2) it is logistically impossible to gather adult return
information from specific Project survival studies in less than four years,4  and
3) considerable data  has already been collected with respect ts delnycd  mortality through

different dam passage routes, including smelt-to-adult  retin  data from studies at federal
dams in the Columbia River. The applicant must move forward in immediate
consultation with the tribes and other fishery parties to launch fish passage efficiency
studies to examine delayed mortality for 2001 salmon migration.

Water Quali&  Studies

As noted by the Yakama  Nation comments, the applicant should establish detailed water
quality monitoring transects through  the Project reservoir and in important segments in
Project fish passage systems as noted in Rarr  et al. (1998). Monitoring for total dissolved
gas, dissolved oxygen, temperature and toxics  such as hydraulic oil from project facilities
should take place at all monitoring sites utilizing state-of-the-art monitoring equipment.

CRITFC  is concerned that the applicant has failed to get Washington Department of
Ecology approval for a long-term gas abatement plan (Attachment). The applicant
should, in consultation with the Joint Fishery Parties, Ecology and EPA, develop a long

’ Fish passage efficiency (FPE) is.defuled  as the proportion of the salmon migration that passes the dam
through non-powerhouse routes (ie: through a spillway or sluiceway). Relative survival studies using
millions ofjuvenile salmon  conducted at federal dams in the Columbia Basin indicate that juvenile salmon
that pass through turbines and turbine screen systems suffer 4-5 times greater delayed mortality that
juvenile salmon passing through spill (Gilbreath et al. 1993; Dawley et al. 1996). Using literature route
specific FPE data with corresponding smelt-to-adult survival data with Project FPE data will give an
reasonable estimate of delayed mortality for the different routes of passage through the project for any  year
that  Project FPE is generated.
’ One generation of salmon from smelt outmigration to adult return is 34 years. It would take many
millions of PIT-Tagged fish  to evaluate the smelt-to-adult  returns witit s~istical  precision Tom  different
dam passage routes at an unacceptable cost to tie resource in delayed mortality from handling and taggins
fLsb.  The Project is not  equipped with adult Pit-Tag detection, ao that the few adults returning  from study
fBh will not be detected These types of studies provide only a snapshot  of survival~for  one stock  passing
through the Project for 2-3 days, and there have been serious issues raise about robustness of the survival
estimates due to field violation of aitical  &unptions  necessary to validate the study model.
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term water quality plan to abate dissolved gas to the 110% saturation standard. Stn&ural
configuration  modifications to the dam must be included in the plan.
Needed Production Studies

Re-establishment  and restoration of anadromous fish populations in the Project lands ,and
upstream of the Prqiect  should be studied. Stocks should include coho,  summer chinook,
sockeye, fall chinook, spring chinook, steelhead, and Pacific lamprey. We acknowledge
the applicant’s effort to examine sturgeon issues. Supplementation and habitat
enhancement measures should be considered as well as struchrral  and operational
modifications To the project.

Chelan  should fund anadromous fish supplementation work. Acclimation ponds for
steelhead, coho,  chinook and sockeye, stock assessment studies, review of current
production facilities, exploration and commitment to new facilities and life history
studies, and monitoring and evaluation should begin in this initial study phase. In
particular, consultation with the Yakama  Nation is critical.

Other SpeciJic  Needs

The applicant should:

l Provide separate consultation with the Y&ma  Nation and the Confederated Tribes
of the UmatilIa  Indi.an Reservation with respect to  cultural issues that include
protection, mitigation and compensation for anadromous fish and wildlife, botanical
and other resources under a range of Euture  conditions including project de-
commissioning. The applicant should fund economic analyses examining the benefits
to tribal peoples under a range of future conditions including project
de-commissioning.

l Examine benefits to wildlife populations from restoration and re-establjshment  of
anadromous fish populations both on Project lands and above the Project.

l Examine modification of project operations to provide stable flows in the Hanford
Reach for fall chinook and optimal flows for spring and summer salmon migrants
through the Mid-Columbia.

l Examine the impacts of the Lake Chelan Project (FERC  No. 637) as it tie&s
operations and anadromous fish occupying and passing the Project.

l Analyze the safety ofthe dam.

l Peform  a cumulative impact analysis of the full range of alternatives on the
restoration of fish tid  wildlife resources in the Mid-Columbia.

.
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l Analyze water withdrawals from  the Rocky Reach pool that reduce instream  flows
and water quality.

l Examine new designs in fishways  that concentrate on stimulating leaping  efficiency
and reducing depletion of adult energy reserves (Orsborn  1987).

l Fund ecological and life history studies of anadromous  fish as they migrate and pass
through the Project. Residualization of salmon migrants in pools may reduce stock
productivity. Power peaking has been shown to reduce adult migration and could
impact littoral food resources. This should be examined and studies to reduce
peaking should be conducted.

* Fund an evaluation of avian and piscine predation of salmon in the Rocky Reach
forebay.  Mid-Columbia predator studies indicate that predation in the Project zone
could be substantial, hditigation  efforts should be explored.

Communication Protocol and Consultation Guidelines and Procedures

The Applicant should at once establish a specific forum to discuss relicensing issues
specific to fish  and wildlife with the Joint Fisheries Parties. This has been standard
protocol, even in traditional licensing proceedings ( ie: Cushman  FERC No,  460-001;
Condit FERC’No.  2342; Elwhs  FERC No. 2683;  Giines  Canyon FERC No. 588).  The
forum should contain opportunities to discuss and attempt to reach agreement for policy,
legal and technical components of relicensing issues. The forum should be held at a
mutually agreeable and neutral site and should be conducted in a fair and professional
manner, with the ground rules approved by all parties.
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Conclusion

The relicensing procedure for Project 2 142 is a vital issue to CRITFC and in particular
the Yakama Nation and Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation because
a new FERC license has the potential to signifmmtly  impact treaty resewed resources for
the next forty to fifty years. To date, the alternative relicensing procedure has continued
to place the C&ITFC  tribes at a serious disadvantage. Among other things, the
applicant’s refusal to engage in meaningful consultation with the tribes and other
fisheries parties on,anadromous  fish issues is delaying implementation of critical studies
necessary for adequate environmental review.

To remedy these problems and to avoid delay in the relicensing process, CRITFC
recommends that FERC institute a tradkional  relicensing process for this project to allow
implementation of critical studies leading to an examination of a Eull  range of alternatives
which incorporate the past, present and future condition of the Project. Alternatives
should be cumulatively ‘kd synergistically examined in a NEPA process culminating
with an EIS, The alternative of Project de-commissioning should be included in  this
analysis. Further, the Applicant should immediately institute a forum with the Joint
Fisheries Parties specific to the relicensing of the Project, and provide the tribes with the
means to fully participate in the relicensing process.

Should you have questions regarding these comments please contact Robert Heinitb  at
(503) 238-0667.

Sincerely.

Executive Director

Cc: Mid-Columbia JFP
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April 24,200O

MT. Steve Hays, Manager
Natural Resources and Regulatory Affairs
Chelan  County PubZiG  Utility
P.O.  Box 123 1
Wenntchee,  WA 98807

Dear Mr. Hays:

We are approving the increase in gas levals  as described in Washington’s water quality standards
(Chapter 173-20  1A WAC under Getzerctl  Wuiw Use aid Criteria Classes (section 030)  arxi  &nerd
Gm,Mermbzs  b&inn  060))  for the purpose  of 1) passing juvenile salmonids over Wanupnm and Pricsl
Dams until August 3 1,200O;  and 2) conducting fish agency-approved gas-abatement related tests until
April 1,2001.  This approval is further described and detaikd  as follows.

We have received your letter and supporting documents that request approval of a gas abatcmcn: pIann,
and biological and physical monitoring itl  order to meet Washington State’s water quality dissolved  gas
standards. The gas nbatcmtnt plans nre noi approved. Tllis document, particularly the compliance;
schedule  portion,  does nor contain enough d&i1 and commitments to meet our requirements. My staff
will work with you toward developing sufficient detail zt,nd  commitment in tis document to ensure
progress  toward meeting water quality,stand.ards  for dissolved gas. JXs  will re,sult  in another letter from
me by Jurit’  1,  2000 detailing gas abatemenl expectations toward  meeting Washington State Water Quality
Standards.

Please cantant  me at 360/407-6405  or C’hris,Maynard  of my staff at 360/407-6484  if ybu have questions
M comments regarding this spill approval and the work that needs ta be accomplished for approval of
>~our  gas abatement plan.

Sincerely,

Mug-an  $$ite, P.E., Manager
Water Quality  Program

CC: Mid Columbia Coordinating Committee
CalumbiB  Regional  Forurrl  W&x  Qualiv Team
Pat I&,  Ecology

TOTFlL  P-02



Attachm&t  7

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
525 NE Oregon Street
PORTLAND, OREGON 97232-2737

F/NWRS

April 26,200l

Dick Nason
Corporate Services Executive Director
Public Utility District No. 1 of Chelan County
PO Box 1231
Wenatchee, WA 98807-1231

RE: ZOOA  Spill Operations at the Rocky Reach and Rock Island Hydroelectric Projects

-WA-
Dear wn:

The purpose of this letter is to clarify the views of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
concerning spill at Rocky Reach and Rock Island dams in 2001. We are concerned by
indications in a April 12, 2001, letter from Chuck Peven, discussions at the March 22,2001,
Mid-Columbia Coordinating Committee (MCCC) meeting, and a subsequent conference call
held on April 3,2001, that Chelan intends to operate in a manner inconsistent with prior
agreement and understandings, and without the agreement of NMFS and the other affected
fishery agencies and Tribes. To be clear, our recommendation at this time is that Chelan County
PUD implement spill consistent with our agreement last year, memorialized in my April 4,2000,
letter. Specifically, those levels are as follows:

Rocky Reach Dam
Rock Island Dam

Suring  Spill
15% spill for 42 days
3 1 kcfs for 95 % of run

. .
Summer Spill
10% spill for 34 days
1999 volumes for 95% or run

The agreement included provisions for modifying spill if necessary to address total dissolved
gases and also provided a mechanism for modifying spill at the Rock Island Dam in 2001, based
on the results of the 2000 survival studies that were conducted at that project. We believe these
levels are appropriate given Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed  species passing your projects,
commitments made under the proposed Habitat Conservation Plans, and license requirements
stipulated in the 1987 Rock Island settlement agreement and the 4* revised interim stipulation for
the operation of the Rocky Reach Dam.

On March 6,2001, we met with your staff to discuss the 2000 study results and agreed that Rock
Island spill should not be modified for the 2001 outmigration. At that meeting, the Chelan PUD
also requested that we consider modifications to the 2000 agreement given the low total river
flows expected in 2001. We agreed to consider possible alternatives that would not further
reduce protection to upper Columbia River species, provided the alternatives were discussed at,



Due to the combined effects of the low water and power market conditions being experienced
this year, NMFS has been working intensively with the FCRPS and other Federal agencies for
the last several months to consider the economic and reliability risks associated with flow and
spill operations required under the 2000 FCRPS Biological Opinion. That process has also
included participation by state and Tribal governments and the NPPC. We have reviewed
extensive information provided by the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA), agreed on
principles and decision criteria, and analyzed how various operational alternatives affect
biological and non-bioldgical risks, Consistent with these discussions, departures from the
storage reservoir operations were initiated in January and have continued under one form of
emergency declaration or another since that time. Commencement of spill, which might
otherwise have occurred on April 3, has also been deferred under a declaration of emergency by
BPA.’

At this time, we expect significant continued interruptions in Biological Opinion spill levels at
Ice Harbor, John Day,, The Dalles, atid  Bonneville dams this spring and summer. Three of these
projects, however, are equipped with turbine intake screen bypass systems and the fourth has a
relatively effective sluiceway passage system that will ensure at least a minimum level of
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and received the support of, the MCCC. Consistent with these discussions, a proposal was
presented to the MCCC by the Chelan County PUD at the March 22,2001, meeting and included
a fixed level of spill at the Rock Island Dam equaling 20% of the total river flow. While I was
originally informed that there was a consensus in support of the PUD’s 20% proposal, it is clear
from the notes of the March 22,2001, meeting that this was not the case. I regret any confusion
that may have been caused by the lack of a clear expression of NMFS’ view prior to or during
that meeting, or by subsequent misstatements by me.

We understand that your planned modification of the April 14, 2000, agreement is at least in part
to address the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (FERC) March 14,2001, order to
remove obstacles that may be limiting potential power production at FERC-licensed projects
(Order No. ELOl-47). Also, we understand that you felt this to be an action consistent with the
April 10, 2001, Northwest Power Planning Council (NPPC) request to reduce, modify, or
eliminate spill at FERC-licensed projects, and consistent with modifications implemented on the
Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS). However, due to the endangered status of
Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook salmon and steelhead, your modifications to the spill
programs cannot be considered consistent with FERC’s order to maintain environmental
protections. In addition, given the lack of analysis and coordination, modifications to the spill
programs are,also  inconsistent with measures implemented on the FCRPS.

‘Not all of the spill reductions are a result of power emergencies. Elimination of spill at Lower Granite,
Little Goose, and Lower Monumental dams is a result of low flow and is consistent with the requirements of Action
40 (page 9-76) in the 2000 FCRPS Biological Opinion.



protection for salmonid outmigrants. Because each of these systems has been thoroughly
evaluated, we can expect a certain level of performance and can therefore calculate overall
effects to various species under specific operational conditions. Unfortunately, there are no such
alternatives available at the at Rock Island Dam and the Rocky Reach Dam prototype bypass
system is still being evaluated for both its efficiency and its potential impacts to anadromous fish.
As such, spill at the Rock Island Dam (currently being implemented as the preferred juvenile
passage strategy by the Chelan County PUD) should be implemented consistent with our April 4,
2000, agreement. In addition, the relatively limited spill program at the Rocky Reach Dam, as
identified in our April 4, 2000, agreement, reflects the prototype phase of that bypass system and
offers needed additional protections to both ESA-listed and unlisted species.

With regard to the pending low flows, however, NMFS is prepared to consider temporary
modifications to operations detailed in our agreement in very specific instances. If the Chelan
County PUD finds it necessary to request a temporary modification to operations required by the
agreement during the spring, when ESA-listed species are present, we’would expect to be
provided sufficient written analysis to show that the PUD will not otherwise be able to meet its
local load commitments under the current terms of the agreement and that all other avenues for
acquiring power have been exhausted (including the reduction of supply to purchasers to the
extent necessary to avoid conflicts between the PUD’s  local load commitments and its
commitments to protect listed anadromous fish species). In addition, suitable mitigation will
have to be provided to offset additional adverse effects to listed species, We will review and
discuss any requested temporary modification to the agreement prior to determining appropriate
actions for ESA-listed species.

If reduction in summer spill is requested to meet either regional energy needs or to help address
system reliability issues, then we would expect written analysis that demonstrates the level of
energy relief anticipated and how the proposed operations will address reliability issues. In the
case of the FCRPS, for example, eliminating spill reduces reservoir drafts and thus directly
contributes to increased capacity in the fall and winter. As run of river projects, the Rocky Reach
and Rock Island dams do not have similar storage capabilities. The analysis should, therefore,
demonstrate that other avenues for acquiring power, including reduction of supply to purchasers
in a manner consistent with any reductions in spill, as required by FERC’s balancing efforts,
have been exhausted. Consistent with measures taken for ESA-listed species, suitable mitigation
should be provided to offset additional adverse effects to unlisted species. The MCCC should be
in agreement with the proposed temporary modifications prior to implementing any alternative
strategies. We will gladly review and consider other options that may further increase the supply
of power to the region, your proposal to temporarily increase the Rocky Reach pool, for example,
and installing turbine units on the already screened adult auxiliary water systems.
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As Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook salmon and steelhead are both listed asAs Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook salmon and steelhead are both listed as
endangered, it is critical that other avenues of additional power production be exhausted prior toendangered, it is critical that other avenues of additional power production be exhausted prior to
increasing risks to these fish. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Bobincreasing risks to these fish. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Bob
Dach of my staff at 503-736-4734.  Thank you for your assistance with this issue.Dach of my staff at 503-736-4734.  Thank you for your assistance with this issue.

Sincerely,Sincerely,

TJ/di.“&  .I?IhA--TJ/di.“&  .I?IhA--

ddBrian J, BrownBrian J, Brown
Assistant Regional Administ: atorAssistant Regional Administ: ator
Hydro ProgramHydro Program

\\ cc:cc: MCCCMCCC
Mark Walker, NPPCMark Walker, NPPC
David P. Boergers, FERCDavid P. Boergers, FERC
Therese Lamb, BPATherese Lamb, BPA
Doug Amdt, COEDoug Amdt, COE
Jim Fodrea, BORJim Fodrea, BOR



’ Attachment 8

May 2,200l RECEWED

H&Y - 7 no1

Brian Brown
Assistant Regional Administrator, Hydro Program
National Marine Fisheries Service
525 NE Oregon Street
Portland, OR 97232-2737

Jeff Koenings, Director
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
600 Capitol Way N.
Olympia, WA 98501-1091

Re: Spring 2001 Juvenile Fish Programs
Rock Island Hydroelectric Project, FERC No. 943
Rocky Reach Hydroelectric Project, FERC No, 2 145

Dear Mr,  Brown and Mr. Koenings:

Thank you for your letters of April 26,200l and April 24, 2001, respectively,
concerning our spring 2001 juvenile fish programs for the Rocky Reach and Rock Island
Projects. Regret&ably, the District will  not be able to provide the spill requested as a result
of the severe drought and the critical energy emergency faced by Washington State, the
Northwest, and the Western United States.

The Northwest and the Western United States in general are a single continuous
electric systefi, If one area of the system does not have sulfficient  generation, this will
initiate a disastrous cascading effect that will trip lines and ultimately black out huge
regions of the West.

The problem yve face this year in the Northwest is twofold. First, this last winter’s
precipitation has been very low, coming in at the second lowest level of our region’s 70
years of records. Second, little new generation has been built in the Northwest and loads
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Re: 2001 Juvenile Migration Program
May 3,200l
Page 2

.have grown with the strong economy, The real effect of this has been masked the past
three years with high water, Our low water conditions show how vulnerable the
Northwest is to supply shortages and blackouts

The Governors of the four Northwestern states have a plan in place to deal with
these shortages. This is a five-step plan that moves from voluntary curtailments to
rotating blackouts throughout the region It is not possible or feasible for one utility or
area to be an island of plenty while others are energy short. If there is a region wide
shortage necessitating rotating blackouts, all utilities will be required to participate,
irrespective of whether any individual utility has sufficient resources to meet its own
local requirements. The region is electrically integrated and every kilowatt-hour of
energy that can be conserved will lessen the probability of a regional shortage and
collapse. If the worst occurs, our conservation efforts will lessen the duration of the
system shortages and blackouts.

Contrary to your suggestion, the District does not have the ability to curtail
deliveries of energy for support of local load requirements. Reduction in generation to
support fish is required to be shared pro-rata among our purchasers throughout the
Northwest.

Due to the regional shortages, the District expects all thermal resources in the
Northwest to be operated at maximum capacity throughout the summer, We expect no
power exports from  the Northwest, unless ordered by the Secretary of Energy, during the
spring and summer. With this situation every single kilowatt-hour of energy generated in
the Northwest will be serving a regional load.

Any energy made available as a result of reduced spill or additional generation of
any kind will end up being stored in the hydro system of the Northwest and lessen the
probability of any shortages and subsequent blackouts. The fact that the District cannot
store water in its own system does not change the fact that in the current situation every
bit of Northwest generation is going to serve regional load, and any surpluses will be
stored in the Federal Columbia River Power System (the “FCRPS”) rather than being
exported. The higher the level that the FCRPS can maintain throughout the summer, the
less likely any region-wide outages will result.

Spring 200 1 Juvenile Fish Program

The District’s spring 2001 fish  program is consistent with current license
obligations and satisfies the juvenile dam passage survival standards of the proposed
Anadromous Fish Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans pending before the
National Marine Fisheries Service (the “‘HCPs”).



Re: 2001 Juvenile Migration ProGam
May 3,200 1
Page 3

At Rocky Reach, the District’s license does not establish a specified level of spill
for the spring migration. The proposed Rocky Reach HCP would require the Project to
achieve 95 % Juvenile Dam Passage Survival by 2003 (“95% JDPS”).

To attain 95% JDPS during the spring migration, the District will operate its
prototype bypass system twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week, All predator
control programs will be continued. The District will continue replacing all turbine
runners with “fish friendly” reduced-gap turbine runners. The turbine units will be
operated at optimum efficiency. We will continue to seek approval from FERC to
construct and operate a permanent bypass system at the start of the 2002 spring, juvenile
migration.

We cannot agree to your request that Rocky Reach spill 15 percent of the previous
daily flow during the spring in addition to all the measures we plan to implement at the
project. The energy foregone due to your proposed spill is estimated to be 70,810 MWh
at an estimated cost of $17,6 19,7  14. The District’s fish protection measures are adequate
under the circumstances and this energy is vitally needed to alleviate the regional energy
emergency. In addition, as opposed to Rock island Dam, spill at Rocky Reach Dam is a
largely ineffective means of juvenile fish passage.

At Rock Island, the District is obligated by the Rock Island Settlement Agreement
to fund the Fisheries Conservation Account with $3,220,894.  With these monies you and
the other parties are authorized to purchase spill, and to fund juvenile bypass studies. As
with Rocky Reach, the proposed Rock Island HCP would require the Project to achieve
95% JDPS.

To attain 95% JDPS during the spring migration, the District will spill
approximately 20 percent of the previous hourly average flow coming from the Rocky
Reach Dam. The energy foregone due to spill is estimated to be 62,780 MWh at an
estimated cost of $14,142,600.  In addition, all predator control programs will be
continued, powerhouse two will be favored over powerhouse one, and turbine units will
be operated at optimum efficiency.

We cannot agree to your request that Rock Island spill 3 1 kcfs (which translates to
approximately 44% of the previous daily flow) during the spring in addition to all the
measures we plan to implement at the project, The energy foregone with your proposed
spill is estimated to be 129,940 MWh at an estimated cost of $32,475,600.  The District’s
spill program exceeds the level required under the license by a factor of four,

Total Savings from Reduced Power Losses

In this time of emergency it is unreasonable to expect Rocky Reach and Rock
Island to voluntarily spill at levels that are not required under the District’s licenses and



Re: 2001 Juvenile Migration Pro&m
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are not necessary for adequate fish protection. In contrast with your proposals, our
programs will provide an additional 272,290 MWh  of scarce energy to meet regional
needs.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.

Very truly yours,

Roger A. Braden
Chief Executive Officer/General Manager
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Bob Dach
National Marine Fisheries Service
525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR 87232-2737

Dear Mr. Dach:

We have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Anadromous
Fish Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans for the Well&  Rocky Reach, and Rock Island
Hydroelectric Projects (CEQ #000464) in accordance with our responsibilities under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)  and $309 of the Clean Air Act. The draft EISevaluates  the decision
to authorize incidental take permits for 50-year anadromous fish agreements and habitat conservation
plans (HCPs)  with two Washington State public utility districts (PUDs)  to protect five species of
Columbia River steelhead and salmon, two of which are currently listed as endangered under the
Endangered Species Act.

We have rated the EIS, EO-2 (Environmental Objections- Insufficient Information). We base our
environmental objections to the project on the selection of Alternative 3 as the preferred alternative. Our
objections are primarily based on the lack of information and the lack of proposed measures that
demonstrate that fish species of concern would be protected under the framework provided bv the HCPs
as described in the EIS. Specific sources of our objections are
. the failure to include listed Columbia River bull trout in the HCP;
. the lack of key biological information in the EIS that is presently slated for later development in

the biological opinion;
. the lack of information on water quality impacts, namely total dissolved gas and temperature-

from the existence and operation of the three PUD dams;
. yet undeveloped or agreed upon methods of measuring compliance with standards established in

the HCP; and
. an explicit statement that future interpretations of information will not favor protecting fish over

other interests.

This rating and a summary of our comments will be published in the Federal Register. A copy
of the rating system used in conducting our review is enclosed for your reference. Thank you for the
opportunity to review this draft EIS. If you would like to discuss these issues, please contact Chris
Gebhardt at (206) 553-0253.

Sincerely,

Geographic Implem&tation  Unit

2’;

6 Printad  on Recycled  Paper



EPA Detailed Comments on the EIS
for the Proposed AnadromousTish  Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans

for the Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island Hydroelectric Projects

General Comments

The Environmental Protection Agency has environmental objections to adopting the
preferred alternative (Alternative 3) which uses anadromous fish agreements and-habitat
conservation plans (HCPs)  to address Endangered Species Act (ESA) concerns associated with
the Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island dams in the Mid-Columbia Rivers for the next 50,
years. The primary reason for our objections is that information and proposed measures do not
demonstrate that fish species of concern would be protected under the framework provided by the
HCPs  as described in the EIS. We are also concerned that the HCP does not include Columbia
River bull trout and that the EIS lacks information on water quality impacts, namely that of total
dissolved gas and temperature, caused by the operation of the dams.

,
HCP Framework and EIS Do Not Demonstrate Sufficient Protection of Salmon and Steelhead

Alternative 3 proposes using anadromous fish agreements and HCPs  in lieu of adopting
the no-action alternative and complying wi&ESA  through Section 7(a)(2). ‘ESA calls for the
protection and restoration of listed species, however, the HCP, as it’is  currently written, does not
provide assurances that populations of salmon and steelhead would be,protected  and restored in
the mid-Columbia River for ~50 years. The HCP is based on an adaptive management framework
which accepts less front-end planning, greater gaps in understanding, and fewer commitments to
do specific actions to protect and restore fish. This, in turn, exposes the listed fish  species to
more risk because the requirements to protect and restore fish, and to measure their status
become subject to future interpretation.

The HCP proposal found in the EIS is additionally problematic because
. key biological information on salmon and steelhead is not in the EIS (instead it is-slated

for inclusion in the Biological Opinion (BiOp));
. another listed species, Columbia River bull trout, are not included in the HCP;
l technology to monitor compliance does not presently exist; and
. the BIS states that issues that arise (and with adaptive management, there are bound to be

many) will not necessarily be resolved so that fish protection is favored over other
interests.

In short, the EIS presents a HCP framework to protect listed species which we found to contain
significant gaps, thus reducing assurances that fish will be protected-with HCP implementation.

Although it contains good information, the EIS is also not arranged in a manner that helps
the reader understand the overall risks posed to salmon and steelhead throughout their life stages,
the specific risks posed to the fish by the dams, the extent of those risks, ways to monitor those
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risks, and ways to mitigate those risks, The EIS should clearly explain and illustrate the risks
posed to salmon and steelhead in the mid-Columbia River. This discussion should begin broadly
with a discussion of the life cycle of the different fish species, maps showing the range of their
migrations, and a comprehensive list of sources of injury and mortality (ocean harvesting, natural
predation, etc.). This would provide a context by which the reader could view the level of fish
injury and mortality occurring in the mid-Columbia River dam complex.

The EIS should then contain photographs and diagrams of each dam facility with
annotations showing migratory routes, the number of fish using each route, and sources of fish
injury and mortality. Supplemental information should state the number or percentage of
juvenile and adult fish that use individual migration routes, and the level of fish injury and
mortality at specific locations in each dam, for each dam complex, and the overall injury and
mortality rate for juveniles and adults that pass all three dams.

To better address the risks posed by the dam complex to salmon and steelhead, the HCP
should include monitoring that continually assesses the level of salmon injury and mortality
salmon as they are passing through the dams and mitigation measures that reduce those levels.
Specifically, the EIS should:
. explicitly identify an available monitoring method that could be used to measure

compliance and commit to using that method in the Record of Decision (ROD), and
l propose concrete actions that analyses demonstrates is sufficient to protect fish in lieu of

basing success solely on fish protection standards.

The EIS should also contain biologic information that is planned to be issued in the BiOp
so that the public and decisionmaker can review and comment on this key information. 40 CFR
1502.25(a) states that agencies shall prepare draft EISs concurrently with and integrated with
environmental impact analyses required by the Endangered Species Act.

Compensatinp  for Fish Loss

The EIS proposes to mitigate 7 percent of the 9 percent of salmon and steelhead losses
due to dam existence and operation using hatchery supplementation and the remaining 2 percent
by improving habitat in tributary reaches. We strongly believe that favoring habitat improvement
over hatchery supplementation is a more sustainable practice that benefits other amenities (such
as water quality) in addition to fish. At the same time, we understand that treaties entitle tribes to
a harvest level of fish and that the only way of guaranteeing this harvest level in the short term
(until habitat improvement activities result in increase numbers of fish) is through hatchery
supplementation. The EIS should therefore propose to implement the majority of the habitat
improvement projects soon after project adoption to maximize the benefits of habitat
improvements as quickly as possible. The EIS should prioritize these reaches proposed for
improvement and indicate the order by which those listed in the EIS should be restored. The EIS
should predict the when and to what extent habitat improvement would result in additional fish
numbers and prescribe a commensurate reduction in hatchery supplementation. Finally, the EIS
should state the method used to translate 2 percent compensation into the type and level of
habitat improvement,
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Water Oualitv

The draft EIS has a good discussion of water quality in the mid-Columbia River,
especially highlighting the effects of warm water and high total dissolved gas concentrations on
juvenile and adult salmon. However, the EIS downplays the importance of the three dams on the
water temperature regime of the river and its potential effects on salmon, The conclusions on
temperature have not been substantiated and we are concerned that the EIS underestimates the
effects of the three dams on temperature and current in the reservoirs and therefore, the degree to
which the dams “result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat” of the plan
species.

The DEIS states that the thermal regime of the mid-Columbia is controlled largely by
water released at Grand Coulee and the three subject dams do not significantly affect water
temperature because of the short water retention times in the reservoirs of each dam. These
statements are unsubstantiated. There is no information on travel time in the river without dams
or in the reservoirs with dams. There is no temperature data provided that could be used to verify
the statements. The EIS says the travel time through each reservoir is a few days. There are
three reservoirs in the study and two more downstream, so a few days in each reservoir adds up.

In addition to increasing temperature or causing shifts in the temperature regime so that
warm temperatures last longer into the late summer and fall, dams can reduce the diurnal
fluctuation of temperature and dampen the cooling effects of short term weather fluctuations.
Currently, temperature at all three dams exceeds 18 C at times. At temperatures over 19 C any
decreases in temperature can be beneficial, so diurnal fluctuations and short term weather
fluctuations might play a role in salmon migrations through these reaches. Further, by slowing
down the river flow, dams can cause out-migrating juvenile salmon to be subjected to warm
temperatures longer, cause them to expend more energy to migrate, and subject them to increased
predation and disease. We believe that these changes in the reservoirs could represent
“destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat” by the dams and should be more
thoroughly evaluated in the EIS so that actions to remedy the situation or off-site mitigation can
be planned.

The EIS suggests that little can be done to offset elevated temperatures because Grand
Coulee is not equipped to release cooler water from deep in the reservoir. There are some
possible steps that can be taken both to remedy the effects directly and to provide off site
mitigation that should be investigated in the EIS. Water to run Grand Coulee’s turbines is from
deep in the reservoir and is cool. Grand Coulee is rarely operated at its capacity. During the
short critical period in the summer when temperatures are at critical levels, generation could be
diverted to Grand Coulee to release as much cool water through its turbines as possible. This
was done in 1961 to cool the Hanford Reach and resulted in temperatures up to 9 F cooler in that
reach which is quite a distance downstream from the subject reach. This may require spill from
the dams downstream of Grand Coulee, and if so, the trade off between cooler temperatures and
increased gas would have to be evaluated.

An offsite  measure that might mitigate the effects of the dams on critical habitat would be
to augment or create cold water refugia primarily in tributaries (where they are already planned).
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For example, creating shade at the mouths of some tributaries could augment the temperature
benefits naturally obtained from cool water from ground water wells entering those tributaries.

Detailed Comments

Abstract. The EIS proposes 50 year anadromous fish agreements and habitat conservation plans.
The EIS should explain the basis of the decision to select a 50 year time frame. The EIS should
state whether other time frames would work equally well and whether the HCP is protective
enough to ensure fish protection for the next 50 years.

Abstract .and l-3. The EIS states that the agreements would provide the PUDs  with some degree
of certainty for the long term operation of these projects. Please define  “some degree of
certainty” and explain what elements of the agreements and HCP are subject to future
negotiations and which are not. Does the flexibility contained in the agreements and HCP
compromise the stable operating environment that the PUDs  are seeking or the long term
protection of the five species of salmon and steelhead?

S-J The EIS states that “fish protection measures of the HCPs  are also intended to satisfy the
PUD’s  obligations under the Federal Power Act, Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, Pacific
Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act, and Title 77 Regulatory Code of
Washington (RCW).” The EIS should also state that HCPs also intend to satisfy the Clean Water
Act and State of Washington Water Quality Standards by operating dams in a manner that
complies with total dissolved gas and temperature criteria which is also consistent with fish
protection. The EIS should also state that the fish protection measures of the HCP are consistent
with the Innovative Columbia River Basin Strategy (i.e., All-H Paper Strategy).

s-2. The EIS states that the purpose of the HCP is to “support a comprehensive strategy for
protecting and recovering five Plan species of anadromous salmonids in the Mid-Columbia
River, two of which are currently listed as endangered under the Endangered Species Act.” The
EIS contains a lot of good information on the fish species of concern, however, the EIS should
comprehensively discuss the life cycle of the five species and the sources of mortality and injury
during their life cycles. This information should be used to determine how to best protect and
recover the species. Such a strategy might include increasing restoration and habitat
improvement activities in tributaries or limiting the harvest of salmon on the Columbia River or
in the oceans. This information could be elaborated on page S-l 1 after the statement that, ‘&in
addition to improved survival through the middle and lower Columbia River projects, and during
early life states of the fish, improved environmental/climate conditions are necessary for the
listed species to survive and recover.”

s-6. The EIS states that the mid-Columbia River dams will continue to be operated to control
total dissolved gas levels under total river flows up to the 7-day 1 O-year peak flow event to 120
percent saturation, The EIS should explicitly state that the 120 percent saturation criteria is a
special exemption that applies only when dams are spilling water to aid in fish passage and that
the criteria at all other times is 110 percent.
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s-6. At several places in the document, the EIS states that turbines will be operated at peak
efficiency ratings, to the extent possible to protect juveniles, We recommend that the EIS define
“efficiency” as it is used in the EIS. Does this mean that the turbines will be operated to
maximize power production? In addition, the EIS should explain the connection between
operating turbines efficiently and protecting juveniles.

S-l 1. Last naragranh. “Drawdown to minimum operating pool....has  not been shown to increase
juvenile survival.....Therefore it was not evaluated in this EIS.” Has drawdown  been tried or
evaluated through some kind of modeling exercise a7 It hasn’t been shown to increase survival but
has it been shown that it doesn’t increase survival? Or is the effect of drawdown  an unknown?

s-16. The EIS states that prior activities are not considered an action subject to additional
mitigation beyond license requirements unless they are considered to cause a continuing “take”
of a listed species as defined under the Endangered Species Act. The EIS should clarify what is
meant by this statement and use examples.

S-17, S.5.3.5. bullet 1. Does the 91% project survival include mortality ofjuveniles in the
reservoir?

5-17. The HCP proposes to compensate the 9 percent loss of fish species by providing 7 percent
compensation through fishery supplementation and 2 percent compensation through tributary
habitat improvement programs. We are concerned that the proposed strategy heavily relies on
the non-sustainable practice of habitat supplementation which additionally results in genetic
erosion of native fish stocks (see page 2-47 of the EIS). The EIS should propose implementing
the majority of habitat improvement projects soon after project implementation so that benefits to
fish occur as quickly as possible. In addition, we recommend that the EIS predict when and to
what extent habitat improvements result in increased fish numbers and propose a commensurate
decrease in hatchery supplementation at that time. The EIS should also identify the method used
to quantify the level of habitat improvement needed to provide 2 percent compensation.

s-18. The EIS states that the PUDs  would use “best efforts” to evaluate, improve, maintain, and
operate adult and juvenile fish passage systems to the meet the performance standards. We
recommend that the EIS define “best efforts” to ensure that there is clear understanding about the
PUDs  commitments in the context of this HCP and to ensure that they are sufficient to
effectively protect fish species.

s-18. The EIS describes HCP phases, We are concerned that the HCP relies extensively on an
adaptive management strategy without having the benefit of a completed risk assessment which
would evaluate the likelihood of meeting HCP performance standards.

s-21. The EIS proposes to create a,tributary  conservation plan which prescribes activities that
would decrease bank erosion, sedimentation, channel scouring, and water quality problems.
Restoration activities for the HCP should be matched up with water bodies identified as impaired
under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, and should be coordinated with TMDL
development and implementation.
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S-22, first paraaanh  second column. Will a tribal representative be asked to sit on the tributary
committee?

S-23 and l-12. The EIS states that bull trout are a threatened species in the Columbia River
Basin and that they also occur in the project area, however, the extent of their occurrence and the
project-related impacts are unknown. We are very concerned about the HCP’s ability to provide
sufficient protection to bull trout when there is a lack of knowledge about the presence of bull
trout in the project area and the potential impacts of the project. We strongly-recommend that
NMFS invite the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to become a cooperating agency in the
development of the EIS to facilitate adding bull trout as a fish species protected under the HCP.
Protecting bull trout in the context of the HCP would likely need to begin with designating
critical habitat for bull trout in the Columbia River and the development of ESA Section 4(d)
recommendations. The EIS should also state whether dolly varden also occur in the project area,
and whether protection would be extended to this fish species, because of the inability to tell this
fish species and bull trout apart,

Table S-23. Under Water Quality, Project Area TDG, Alt 3: The PUD’s  agree to take measures
to maintain Total Dissolved Gas levels at or below legal maximum levels. Is that referring to the
110% standard or the 120% waiver?

s-24. The EIS states that the PUDs  would, to the maximum extent practicable, minimize and
mitigate the impacts of takings. Please define and give examples of the “maximum extent
practicable.”

s-24. The EXS states that available technology is not sufficient to adequately conduct all of the
evaluations proposed in the HCPs for each of the Plan species and there is currently no
methodology that all parties support for determining the survival of adult fish through the
projects. We object to the concept of employing an adaptive management strategy when
technology is not available to evaluate whether the PUDs  are successfully meeting HCP
performance standards. Monitoring and evaluation are the key to ensuring that an adaptive
management strategy is meeting performance standards. We recommend that the EIS
characterize the importance of evaluation tools that are not currently developed in the context of
this EIS. If these tools are sufficiently important, the EIS should propose using alternative
methods of evaluation or, at a minimum, should demonstrate that these tools could be developed
in a timely manner.

s-27. We recommend that the monitoring section include implementation monitoring, which
would ensure that mitigation measures are in place and working.

s-33. The EIS states that there is no requirement to provide the benefit of the doubt to the
species of concern with respect to gaps in the information base and NMFS has no authority to
determine what constitutes the best available information to be utilized in support of any
decisions. We believe that the framework proposed in the HCP does not provide sufficient
protection to fish species of concern primarily due to an adaptive management approach coupled
with methods of evaluation which have yet to be approved or developed. We believe that the
loose framework of the HCP will require clarification and information in the future and that the
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statement above about information precludes NMFS from providing adequate protection to fish
species. We therefore, strongly recommend that the framework be tightened and the level of
information in the EIS be bolstered to limit information gaps that would require clarification in
the future.

s-35. We strongly recommend that all analyses planned for inclusion in the biological opinion be
included in the EIS. Many of the analyses that we believe necessary to include in the EIS for
adequate information disclosure and to ensure protection of fish species are listed as studies to be
described in the biological opinion. The purpose and need of this proposed action is to protect
and restore Columbia River salmon and steelhead species to comply with ESA and issues related
to biological parameters should be discussed in the EIS. This information should have been
presented in the draft EIS to be consistent with NEPA  which requires that Federal agencies shall
“to the fullest extent possible...prepare  draft environmental impact statements concurrently and
integrated with environmental impact analyses and related surveys and studies requested by
Endangered Species Act (40 CFR 1502.25(a)).”

m. Table S-3 states that if reservoir drawdown  occurs, erosion and reservoir turbidity would
initially increase over the short term and damage aquatic habitat conditions with the greatest
damage occur&g  the first 4 to 7 years. The EIS should identify ways to mitigate these impacts if
any exist.

s-38. Table S-3 states that although maximizing survival at each of the PUD dams will increase
the return rates of spring-run chinook salmon and steelhead, populations will continue to decline
without reductions in non-hydro system related impacts, although at a slower rate than
Alternative 1. We strongly agree with this statement and therefore strongly recommend that the
EIS describe the life cycles of the fish species of concerns and the sauces  of mortality and injury
during different stages. We believe this information is critical to determine how to best protect
and restore the species.

1-3.  We were pleased to read that the purpose of the HCP is to protect fish in the Mid-Columbia
River and not to merely satisfy ESA requirements. We, however, recommend that the EIS
contain an objective that is less prescriptive than generating electricity, such as helping to
provide electricity to meet local electricity needs. This broader purpose and need statement
would allow options such as conservation if additional fish protection is needed and would also
give priority to power production that served the needs of local people over that for exportation.
The EIS should also discuss tensions that exist when operating the dams for power production
versus fish protection and existing legal and policy requirements for fish protection and
electricity production.

1-17.  The EIS identifies activities significantly impacting salmon including hydroelectric and
irrigation projects; commercial and sport fishing; logging; mining; livestock grazing; water use
by farms, cities, and towns; and municipal and industrial pollution. We recommend that the
cumulative effects section in the EIS describe in quantitative terms the extent that these activities
impacts the fish species of concern. This will better allow the reader and decision-maker to
understand how to protect and restore salmon and steelhead in the Mid-Columbia River.
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1-17 and 2-7. The EIS contains a germane discussion of the power aspects of this project. It
states that the Northwest Power Planning Council projects an energy deficit of 25 million
megawatts by 2003. We recommend that the EIS state whether this is a net deficit, or in other
words, does the Northwest produce 25 million megawatts less than they use or is the deficit
partly attributable to exporting electricity. We believe that this is an important point in the
context of the scope of the project (the Mid-Columbia River dams) and a statement in the
following paragraph that these dams were developed primarily to serve customers in nearby areas
and the statement on page 2-7 that the three dams produce 14 billion kilowatt-hours or 6 percent
of the hydropower in the U.S.

l-l 8 and l-32. The EIS identifies two additional Mid-Columbia River PTJD dams, Priest Rapids
and Wanapum, that are not covered in the scope of this EIS. The EIS should explain why these
two facilities were not included as part of the EIS (i.e., why Grant County withdrew from @e
HCP development process) and should characterize how their absence from the HCP affects fish
protection and restoration.

1-27. In the section describing EPA’s responsibilities, the EIS should identify our Clean Air Act
Section 309 responsibility to review the significant federal action described in this EIS.

1-31.  The EIS correctly states that NMFS must identify critical habitat for listed species. The
EIS should also state that U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service must identify critical habitat for
Columbia River bull trout.

l-J-l. The EIS states that the biological opinion will determine whether the species can be
expected to survive with an adequate potential for recovery under the proposed action. Again,
we believe that this is critical information for inclusion in the EIS and that the EIS should state
what the predicted potential for recovery is for all alternatives., This would better allow the
public and decision-maker to understand this key issue and to allow the decision-maker to make
the appropriate decision.

1-31.  The EIS states that the biological opinion will identify reasonable alternatives to the
proposed action if it is likely to jeopardize listed species. Because the biological opinion was not
developed concurrent with the development of the draft EIS as required by NEPA
(40CFR1500.2(~)),  any reasonable alternatives identified would require a supplemental EIS to
describe, !the  new alternatives and the environmental consequences of adopting them. We
recommend that NMFS develop the biological opinion prior to issuing the final EIS and include
information and analyses developed for the biological opinion in the EIS. Finally, NMFS should
issue a supplemental or revised EIS to fulfill NEPA requirements for all newly developed
alternatives.

1-32. The EIS states that the original ecosystem based management approach was abandoned as
overly ambitious in favor of HCPs that focus specifically on the five Plan species. The EIS
should present this in chapter 2 as an alternative considered but eliminated from detailed
evaluation. The EIS should describe in more detail why the ecosystem approach was abandoned?
Was it economically or technically infeasible? Were there time restraints?
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2-2. The EIS states that reasonable and prudent measures or alternatives and the terms and
conditions of the biological opinion would remain in effect as long as new information did not
indicate that the species’ continued existence was in jeopardy. We are concerned that the HCP
relies on new information for ensuring the protection of fish species of concern when the EIS
indicates that evaluation methods are not universally accepted or are not technically feasible. We
are also concerned that this criteria ignores the ESA requirement to restore listed species. We
recommend that the appropriate evaluation techniques be developed for the HCP and identified
in the EIS and that the above statement be changed to read that reasonable and prudent measures
or alternatives and the terms and conditions of the biological opinion would remain in effect as
long as new information did not indicate that the species continued existence was in jeopardy or
was failing to recover.

2-4.  The generic dam diagram helps the reader identify components and understand how a dam
operates. To improve the document more, however, we recommend that the EIS include a
number of diagrams and photos illustrating the existing and proposed layouts for each darns
including mitigation measures, monitoring stations, etc. In other words, the EIS should contain
diagrams that illustrate the information listed in table 2-3 for each darn,

2-8 and other cages. The EIS does a good job identifying locations where fish could become
injured or die when passing through the three dams. We recommend that the EIS include
diagrams for each mid-Columbia dam that shows passages, the number of fish that use each
passage, and injury and mortality rates at each obstacle. We believe that our recommendation is
consistent with a statement on page 2-9 that the proportion of fish passing through spillways and
bypasses is essential information for estimating the overall survival of juvenile salmon and
steelhead passing a project and a statement on page 2-12 that fish bypass systems are fairly
compiex  systems that can include turbine intake screens, gatewell orifices, etc. These features
vary by project, and all of them affect the survival rate of juvenile salmon and steelhead.

2-18. The EIS states that current natural anadromous salmonid  spawning in the mainstem  Mid-
Columbia River is limited primarily to the Hanford reach and major tributaries. The EIS should
contain an estimate of how much spawning area is lost due to the dams and, if necessary, how
compensatory spawning areas could be created or enhanced.

2-22.  The EIS discusses salmon predators and predator control programs. The EIS should
estimate injury and mortality rates caused by predators and the effectiveness of predator control
programs to reduce predation.

3-28.  The EIS describes lower population numbers for the species of concern during the 1990s.
The EIS should explain recent population declines in the last decades despite increased attention
and effort being given to saving salmon and steelhead species.

3-37.  The EIS identifies information gaps here and on pages 3-58 and 3-67 among others. The
EIS should contain a table listing research needs. The table should also include a schedule
indicating when studies need to be conducted or an indication of high and low priority projects.

3-37 and 3-47. The EIS states that it is not possible to differentiate between natural and
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hydrosystem caused mortality at this time. We believe that this is a key question that demands
research attention. The EIS should define sources of hydrosystem and natural mortality to better
formulate the parameters of the question. For example, are factors attributed to dams, such as
increased predation and habitat loss, considered natural or hydrosystem sources of mortality.

3-50. The EIS states that the effect of the projects on isolating populations and on the genetic
fitness of bull trout is unknown We recommend that NMFS consult with U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service about the proposed actions and their impacts to bull trout. The consultation process
should help fill information gaps about bull trout in the project area and the impacts of the dams
and their operation on bull trout. The EIS should contain this information. We believe that the
best way to ensure the protection and restoration of Mid-Columbia bull trout is to include them
as a species of concern in the HCP.

3-52. The EIS states that reservoir releases are typically cooler in the spring and summer and
warmer in the fall and winter, The EIS should also state that dams releases have fewer
temperature fluctuations with cool moments for salmon and steelhead to take refuge in during hot
periods.

3-55.  The EIS describes sediment deposition. The EIS should state whether sediment deposition
behind the Mid-Columbia dams would require dredging, and if so, the frequency of the dredging
and the impacts of the dredging to fish species of concern.

3-81, We found the key terms and definitions to be a useful addition for readers who are not
familiar with terms associated with water resources.

3-87. The EIS states that Washington Department of Ecology is not permitting new water rights
to withdraw water from several of the Mid-Columbia River tributaries to address dewatering.
The EIS should describe the effectiveness of this mitigation measure and the extent that
dewatering still affects fish species of concern.

3-89. The statement that the “Entiat River flows between the Entiat River and Chelan
mountains” is confusing. Please clarify or rewrite the description

3-95,  Last paragraph, first column: “Total dissolved gas supersaturation is the foremost water
quality concern in the mid-Columbia River.” This statement has not been substantiated. We do
not believe that the temperature impacts from these dams and from increasing the length of
exposure of juveniles to these temperatures have been adequately evaluated. TDG waivers from
water quality standards are granted because it is believed that the risks posed by gas at levels up
to 120% are outweighed by the benefits of moving fish downstream. There are no benefits that
outweigh the effects of subjecting fish to elevated temperatures with the concurrent hazards of
predation for longer periods of time.

3-97, fourth paramaph.  first column. “The very rapid flushing rates.....Water  temperatures do not
appear to be significantly warmed through the mid-Columbia projects.” Neither the flushing
rates nor the temperature statements are substantiated with data or analysis. These statements are
very important and should be substantiated.
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Rating System for
Draft Environmental Impact Statements

Definitions and Follow-Up Action*

Environmental Impact of the Action

LO - - Lack of Objections

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review has not identified any potential
environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have
disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with
no more than minor changes to the proposal.

EC - - Environmental Concerns

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to
fully protect the environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred
alternative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce these impacts.

EO - - Environmental Objections

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided
in order to provide adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require
substantial changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative
(including the no-action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead
agency to reduce these impacts.

EU - - Environmentally Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient
magnitude that they are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or
environmental quality. EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the
potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be
recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

~ Category 1 - - Adequate

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the
.preferred  alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action.
No further analysis of data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of
clarifying language or information.



Category 2 - - Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess
environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the
EPA reviewer has identified new reasonaby available alternatives that are within the spectrum of
alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the
action. The identified additional information, data, analyses or discussion should be included in
the final EIS.

Category 3 - - Inadequate

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant
environmental ‘impacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably
available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS,
which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts,
EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such
a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that
the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act and or
Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment
in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved,
this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

* From EPA Manual 1640 Policv  and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impactinp
the Environment. February, 1987.
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Bob Dach
National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region, Hydra Program
525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

Ref: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the &adromous  Fish
Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs)  for the Wells, Rocky Reach
and Rock Island Hydroelectric Projects (DEIS)

Dear Mr. Dach:

This letter contains our observations and comments  regarding the  referenced document.
Public Utility District No. 2 of Grant County (Grant PUD) owns and operates the Priest
Rapids Hy&oelectric Project that consists of tie Priest Rapids and Wanapum  dams and is
geographically situated immediately downstream of the 3 projects that are the subject of
this DEIS.

We are generally supportive of the proposed action which, as we understand  it, is to issue
incidental take permits under Section 10  of the Endangered Species Act to Douglas and
Chelan PUDs’  based on the HCPs. However, we have a number of concerns with the
analysis provided by NMFS  in this DEIS and its implications and potential impacts on
the Priest Rapids Project. This comment letter will discuss specific concerns regarding
the analysis in the DEIS.

1 .ThTh
Non-Existent Basin-Wide Salmonid Protection Programs
The  100 percent no net impact performance standard WI)  is presented as the
centerpiece of the HCPs  which are the subjects of the DEIS analysis. However, no
scientific justification is given for this standard other than  the statement  that it is
consistent wirh  the performance standards of NMFS’  1995 biological opinion (BiOp)  for
the Federal Columbia River Power System. In fact, the 1995 SiOp  was replaced in 2000.
If there is any reason to scrutinize the DEIS in the context of a federal BiOp,  the new
BiOp  should be used for comparison. Furthermore,  there is no basis for concluding that
the HCPs will be con&rent  with evolving basin-wide salmon protection plans that do not
yet exist (See page 4-39).
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2.*
Specifically, the DEIS  presents separate alternatives relating to Section 7 and Section 10
of the ESA. As we have pointed oul  in prior correspondence to you, there are substantive
and procedural dZferences  between the two Sections that, if glossed over, make ir
difkult ro  analyze the impacts of a proposed action and its implications for the various
parties to the HCP as well  as Grant PUD.

3.u
Smndard
At page 4-39, the DEIS  states that the NNI  standard was developed rbxough  negotiations
between State and Federal resource agency (sic), PUD, and Tribal biologists. The fact
that the NNI standard was negotiated in concert with several parties does not support  its
scientific validity. We know of no correlation between the NNI standard and the
biological needs of listed or non-listed salmonids  covered by the HCPs. For example, the
DEIS details that the NNI standard is comprised of a 91 percent project stival  standard
and a 95 percent juvenile dam passage surviva1  standard. The 91 percent project survival
standard is derived from an unmeasurable combination of assumptions about dam
passage survival of juveniles, reservoir survival of juveniles and the upsneam passage
survival of returning adults. In addition the HCP relies on assumptions about the efficacy
of hatchery supplementation and habitat enhancement projects to achieve the NNI
standard. We bow  of no scientific basis for any of these assumptions. The DEIS
acknowledges that many components of the NNI standard cannot be verified (See, page
2-4 I).

We encourage the use of the best available scientific information to support the NNI
standard or, in the absence of a verifiable standard,  a set of proposed measures which,
when analyzed by NMFS,  can be shown to meet the requirements of either Section 7 or
10 of the ESA and other applicable law.’ A sound means to monitor compliance with  the
measures and an evaluation system to determine  success of tie measures are both
necessary to prevent the attribution of mortality from these HCP projects to downstream
projects.

4. The Water Oualit~  Analvsis  of the DE13  Is Incomplete.
l%e  DEIS  states that the mid-Columbia river is on rhe 303(d) list for exceeding total
dissolved gas, water temperature and pH criteria. The DEIS  analysis of the alternatives
concludes that  the prehed alternative is likely to increase total dissolved gas (TDG)
levels, with no explanation of how the HCPs  would mitigate for these effects or prevent
the passage of TDG  to downstream projecrs.  Additionally, there is no analysis of how the
TDG and temperature impacts would affect fish survival (salmonid and otherwise) within
the project areas and downstream. No supporting rationale or analysis is provided as
support for the conclusion that the HCPs  can be expected to benefit water quality.

l Our understanding of the  NNI standard is that  it was developed as a negotiated resolution to a variev of
regulatory matters and policy issues and goes well beyond what is required fix ESA purposes. As such it
would not be appropriate  orjustiftible to apply its standards to other  pmjccts.
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5. Water Ouantitv  and Socio-Economic Effects Are Not Discussed
The water quantity and socio-economics sections of the DEIS  provide no analysis or
assessment of the impacts of axly  of the alternatives under drought conditions or in the
event of au energy emergency. As you are aware, the:  Pacific Northwest is currently
experiencing one of the worst water shortages in history. Current projections are that if
Columbia Basin runoff declines to 53 million acre-feet as expected, the Pacific
Northwest’s electricity generators will be unat>le  to meet demand. The proposed action
of the DEIS  relies on fish spill which exacerbates electricity shortfalls during times of
drought or energy emergency.  This effect of water quantity shortages and associated
socioeconomic impacts should be addressed  in the DEIS.  Any proposed action should
include operational provisions that may be enacted when  a declared drought, energy alert
or emergency tists.

6. The DElS Does Not Contain An Adeouatte  Analvsis  of Xmnacts  on Species Other Than
The
Four “Plan Species” of salmon are the subjects of the DEIS  analysis (See page S-l). The
analysis of effects on resident fish species in the Columbia River system concludes that:
“Little is known about the effects of project operations on residenr  fish  populations in the
Mid-Columbia River” (page 4-27) although it is noted that bull uout  have been  listed a~
threatened and are the subject of ongoing consultation and the potential exists for
negative impacts on pacific  lamprey. The DEIS should  be strengthened to reflect
available information on the possible effects of the almrnatives  on other fish species.

7. The DEIS Does Not Meet NEPA  Requirements to Consider Cumulative Effects of the
Proposed Action
The DEIS contains no comprehensive cumulative effects analysis. The only resources
evaluated for cumulative effects in this DEIS were listed anadromous  salmonids.  That
analysis was based on an incomplete NMFS analysis that was cited as NMFS (2000~)  but
not included in the DEIS reference section, In addition, this Quantitative Analytical
Report is incomplete, has never received peer review, is not available for public review
and any reference to it should be removed and rhe  analysis presented as  NMFS’
simulations based on a variety of unverifiable assumptions. The analysis presented relies
on a subset of available data (1980-94)  to conclude that  extinction risks are high without
presenting information from the full data set analyzed (1960-94) that concludes that
extinction risks are actually quite low. The analysis presented also fails to consider
recent data showing very large returns of spring chinook. The DEIS fails to include any
cumulative effects analysis for  summer/fall  chinook salmon, sockeye sahnon,  coho
salmon, or any other resource area.

8. ThequatelvC o n s i d e r  thee
Other  A~reemcnts  R&t&  to Plan Species
The HCPs are intended  to support incidental take permits for four permit  species
tiluding  Upper Columbia River summer/fall chinook (page S-l). Fall chinook are
protected under the Vemita  Bar Settlement Agreement and the  Hanford Reach Juvenile
Fall Chinook Protection Program. Both  Douglas and Chelan PUDs are included in these
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programs.  However, the DEIS does hot  analyze the consistency of the  HCPs  with these
other agreements nor does it include an analysis of the obligations of the HCP parties
under those agreements.

In concltion, we reiterate our support for a scientifically supportable HCP and
comprehensive DEIS which  would justify the  issuance of incidental take permits for the
permit  species. However, for the reasons stated above, we do not believe the DEIS
prepared by NMFS adequately provides the  necessary science or analysis of the
alternatives considered.

Sincerely,

Douglas M. Ancona,  Manager
Natural Resources and Regulatory Affairs

cc: Susan Fruchter Chris Leahy
Dick Nason Robert Lothrop
B o b  Clubb Jerry Marco
Brian Brown Carl Merkle
Malcolm McClellan Joe Peone
Tim Brewer Starla Roels
Keith Brooks Nolan Shishido
Brian Cates Curt  Smitch
Bill Frymire Brett Swift
Jim Hastrieter Bill Tweite
Merrill Hathaway Tif”  Weaver
Bob Heinith Timothy Welch
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Dear SirlMa’am:

The United States Department of Agriculture-Wildlife Services (WS) would like to thank you for
the opportunity to review tid comment on the DEIS regarding the proposed Anadromous Fish
Agreements and HCP’s for the Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island hydroelectric projects.

After reviewing the document we have compiled a list of comments based on the context of the
DEIS and how it relates to the Cooperative Service Agreements (CSA) we have with the Chelan and
Douglas County PUD’s.

The objectives and goals of the CSA at Rocky Reach and Rock Island dam are to reduce predation
on downstream migrant salmonid  smolt and steelhead fingerlings by populations of predatory gulls,
cormorants, and other piscivorous birds. This includes the reduction of damage to electrical
utilities/structures caused by nesting/roosting cormorants.

In Douglas County, the CSA with Wells Hatchery directs WS to reduce or alleviate predation on
juvenile salmonids by piscivorous birds, primarily mergansers, cormorants, gulls, herons, and diving
ducks. The CSA at Wells Dam is in place to maintain the integrity and function of the existing
overhead wire exclusion system over the tailrace  area, thus reducing predation on juvenile salmonids
by piscivorous birds. This wire exclusion system is also in place over the rearing ponds at Wells
Hatchery.

Our comments focus on the lack of information and discussion of piscivorous birds at each of the
hydroelectric projects. Predation on salmonid  species by fish-eating birds is well documented in the
literature, and we find the omission of all piscivorous bird species but gulls to be a serious oversight
of the DEIS.
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COMMENTS

Section 2.2.4.3 Predation
The last paragraph (p. 2-22) discusses bird predation and measures taken to reduce the damage. The
methods listed include: wires, propane cannons, and otherpyrotechnic methods. It is important to
reveal that lethal methods are used to reinforce the nonlethal methods. Shooting in the direction of,
but not at, target birds is sometimes augmented by intentional shooting of individual target birds.
The intent of such shooting is to enhance the scaring efficiency of firearms and pyrotechnics by
training the birds to anticipate injury when they hear explosions. Birds that learn to fly beneath the
wires strung over the tailraces, at certain projects, are shot. The discussion of lethal measures should
not be a red-flag issue.

Section 2.3.1.1. Wells Hydroelectric Proiect
q Measures Planned

2. Juvenile Passage
C. Predation

Part C under Juvenile Passage reads: continue to refine and implement a northern pikeminnow
removal program. It is our understanding that Wells Hatchery is affiliated with Wells Dam. If
Wells Hatchery is indeed a facility within the Wells Hydroelectric Project then mention must be
made to the piscivorous bird program at the hatchery. As mentioned earlier, our CSA with Wells
Hatchery includes a multitude of fish-eating birds. Similar wording used in section 2.3.1.2.,
paragraph 4, bullet 4 on avian predation would be suggested.

Section 2.3.1.3. Rock Island Hvdroelectric  Proiect
Unlike the two hydroelectric projects described prior to Rock Island, there is no mention in this
section as to the piscivorous fish and bird programs in place, nor mention of their continuation in
the future. We believe there should be mention made to these programs.

Section 2.3.3.8. HCP Conservation Plan and Compensation Measures
Dwells Dam

Once again there is no mention of Wells Hatchery. Does the hatchery compliment the dam and are
both operated by the Douglas PUD? Wells Hatchery is not combined under the proposed plan for
Wells Dam, nor is it mentioned anywhere under section 2.3.3.8. We believe that Wells Hatchery
needs to be included, either separately or under Wells Dam.

Section 3.2.9.2. Proiect Area Rearing
UPredation

The lack of data, literature, and discussion of piscivorous birds is problematic. The DEIS has but
one reference (Ruggerone, 1986) to the only piscivorous bird species mentioned. Gulls are only one
of many fish-eating birds found at Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island dams. WS is under
agreement to control cormorants, herons, mergansers, diving ducks, and terns. A separate section
discussing piscivorous birds and their associated damage is needed. Failure to address this issue
could result in a forced cessation of bird control activities for Chelan and Douglas County PUD’s
due to insufficient NEPA. We would conclude that a deeper look at predator/pest management
programs be taken.

Please let us know if we can be of assistance in providing information needed for this or other
analyses.



I would like to thank you again for allowing Wildlife Services to review and comment on the DEIS
regarding the proposed Anadromous Fish Agreements and HCP’s for the Wells, Rocky Reach, and
Rock Island hydroelectric projects. We hope our comments will be of some help in the completion
of a thorough and complete Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

~~~;~.~&&$,,

ldenburg Y-7
State Director, WA/AK >



CHELAN-DOUGLAS

LAND TRUST

March 28, 2001

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydro Program
525 N.E. Oregon St, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

To Whom it May Concern,

I have reviewed the Draft EIS for Anadromous Fish Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans
for the Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island Hydroelectric Projects. I strongly support
Alternative 3, the proposed HCPs for Rock Island Dam, Rocky Reach Dam, and Wells Dam. I
am familiar with the provisions of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and believe that the
development of these HCPs is the only practical way for Chelan and Douglas PUDs to meet the
requirements of the ESA. I complement the PUDs on their proactive approach to meeting the
requirements of the ESA. This is a bold and progressive step that demonstrates true leadership.

Let me make it clear that the Chelan-Douglas Land Trust (CDLT) is not simply an interested
observer. The CDLT is actively involved in the protection of salmon habitat and other fish and
wildlife habitat in North Central Washington. We recently received nearly $1.5 million from the
Salmon Recovery Funding Board to purchase salmon habitat along the Entiat River and we will
be applying for additional money from the Salmon Recovery Board in the future. We are
developing the capacity and expertise to own properties and easements and manage them for
their habitat vaiues. It is iikeiy, therefore, that the CDLT can play an important role in the
proposed Tributary Conservation Plan.

Now that you know where I am coming from, let me state the CDLT perspective on some of the
specifics of the Draft EIS. I would rather see the compensation for unavoidable project mortality
come more from the tributary program and less from the hatchery programs. The tributary
program will provide numerous public benefits above and beyond improving salmonid  spawning
and rearing habitat. However, I know this is a very difficult and contentious issue. T will support
the proposed 7 percent compensation through hatchery programs and 2 percent through habitat
improvement programs. The hatchery program should be closely monitored however. On a
recent tour of Columbia and Methow  River hatcheries I observed firsthand that hatcheries
require careful evaluation and monitoring. Otherwise they can become institutionalized
commodity production facilities that churn out fish like widgets with little regard for their



genetic makeup and unique life histories. Hatcheries should enhance natural reproduction not
attempt to replace it.

I also hope that the funds in the Plan Species Account will be spent prudently and in conjunction
with other salmon recovery efforts. Chelan, Douglas, and Okanogan counties have developed an
outstanding regional process for evaluating projects submitted to the Salmon Recovery Funding
Board. Their efforts helped entities in this region to garner nearly $5 million in the latest round
of Salmon Recovery Funding Board grants. The proposed Tributary Committee should work
closely with this existing group, rather than duplicating their efforts.

I also believe that that a majority of the funds in the Plan Species Account should be spent
sooner rather than later. There is an urgent need to protect critical habitat now, before it is
further subdivided and degraded. With the decline in the orchard economy, many of the
&i-chards  ‘along  the tribtttaries  will be put ‘up~for  sale in the next two years. This presents a,unique
opportunity to acquire property or easements to protect riparian areas and floodplain along the
tributaries. Some of the funds in the Plan Species Account also need to be dedicated to the long-
term maintenance of these properties and easements. If the CDLT should end up acquiring
properties or easements with these funds, we would require that a certain percentage of the
funding be dedicated to long-term maintenance. I also recommend that funding be set aside to
make property tax payments or payments in lieu of taxes. There will be strong opposition to
protecting habitat along the tributaries if this means the properties are removed from the tax rolls.
Providing funding for tax payments will make this effort much more acceptable to local citizens
and elected officials.

I recognize that there is strong opposition to HCPs from all sides of the political spectrum.
Conservation groups argue that HCPs are a sellout and not enough is known about the affected
species to make such long-term agreements. While I acknowledge these as valid concerns, I
believe that there is more to be gained than lost by the implementation of the proposed HCPs.
With the recent HCP revisions (June 1, 2000) that clarify the importance of biological goals,
adaptive management, monitoring, permit duration, and public participation, I feel confident that
the proposed HCPs can be evaluated and monitored to make changes when appropriate. I
therefore strongly support the HCPs as proposed in the Draft EIS.

Yours sincereiy,

Gordon H. Congdon
Executive Director
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File Code: 2770

Mr, Bob Dach
NMFS, NWR, Hydro Program
525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

Dear Mr. Dach:

The Okanogan & Wenatchee National Forest (OWNF) would like to submit the following comments on
the Anadromous Fish Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans, Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island Hydroelectric Projects which we received
January 2,200l.  We have organized our comments in two categories; (1) general and (2) specific,
according to page numbers from the DEIS. We hope this facilitates your review and response.

General Comments

The DEIS has been reviewed by OWNF  Fishery Biologists, Hydrologists, District Rangers and other
specialists from the following Ranger Districts: Leavenworth/Lake Wenatchee, EntiatKhelan, Methow
Valley, and Tonasket. The consensus of the reviewers is that the DEIS chapters covering Affected
Environment and Environmental Consequences with respect to the associated tributaries tend to be
overly general, out dated, and in some cases innaccurate. The developmental lifespan of the HCP/DEIS
has been such that it does not reflect recent advances in a number of areas:

H Watershed Restoration: The DEIS  hints at the possible effects of these ongoing activities but is
short on specifics.

n Watershed Analyses: The DEIS utilizes USFS documents in an uneven manner, often  overly
generalized. More recent documents are unutilized.

m Watershed Monitoring: Aquatic habitat monitoring in the tributaries has intensified in recent
years yielding new information (particularly regarding thermal and sediment regimes) that would
increase the quality of the DEIS.

. Biological Assessments: The associated tributaries are now covered by analytical baselines
completed according to the NMFS ESA-matrix for steelhead and spring chinook salmon and the
USFWS ESA-matrix for bull trout. These BAs  are typically updated annually and include a
wealth of information and interpretation that is not reflected in the DEIS.

It is our opinion that sections of the DEIS that pertain to the associated tributaries are inadequate to serve as a
basis,for  effective protection and restoration of Plan species habitat in the tributaries. Requiring the DEIS to
be updated would serve little purpose other than to further delay implementation of the HCP. The OWNF is
concerned that implementation of the HCP will not be timely enough to reverse the declining population
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trends of Plan species. It is acknowledged that attempts to keep the DEIS up-to-date regarding the tributaries
would continually lag behind. The process of watershed analysis is iterative by design to account for
changes in the dynamic processes that shape watersheds and the advances in our knowledge of these
processes. To solve this dilemma, we propose that the parties to the HCP add wording to the adaptive
management sections of the DEIS that would require the following:

m Prior to selecting proiects  for the associated tributaries, the Tributary Committee conduct a thorough
review of the c&nt”status  of Plan species and habitat-limiting factors within the associated
tributaries.

9 The PUDs become involved (technically and financially) in future watershed analyses of the
associated tributaries.

The OWNF supports Alternative 3, particularly the Tributary Conservation Plan and the dam passage
survival standards, The OWNF has some reservations regarding the Hatchery Compensation Plan. The
policy and direction of the OWNF is to manage habitat for natural production; therefore, it is mandatory
that Forest Fishery Biologists carefully review any HCP-driven proposals to artificially supplement
salmonid  populations within the National Forest. It is understood that artificial supplementation may be
required to restore some anadromous species. The Forest’s opinion is that artificial supplementation
should be applied as a short-term stop-gap measure and phased out over time. Because of concerns
about broodstock mining, appropriate release sites, and species interactions (competition, disease,
genetic integrity) the OWNF expects to be directly involved in reviewing plans for hatchery
supplementation,

The Forest is one of the principal aquatic habitat managers in the Wenatchee, Entiat, Methow,  and
Okanogan Subbasins. The Forest expects to be an integral part of the Tributary Committees proposed
by the HCP,

Monitoring and adaptive responses will be keys to evaluating the success of the HCP. The Forest
expects to be involved in reviewing monitoring results after the HCP is implemented. The Forest
expects to make future recommendations based on HCP monitoring results.

Specific Comments

Page S-40: Vegetation impacts during drawdown  should also disclose the increase of noxious weeds if
drawdown  occurs.

Sage 1-31:  “Any additional measures NMFS deems necessary for the permit would be detailed in the
biological opinion.” and page 2-2 “If NMFS determines that the proposed measures are not adequate to
ensure the continued existence of the species, a reasonable and prudent alternative to the proposed action
would be developed”. These statements give the appearance that NMFS has not disclosed all of the
actions associated with the alternatives and consequently has not disclosed all of the effects. We cannot
comment on the proposed action and effects unless they are disclosed in their entirety.
Page 2-40:  Project Cumulative Effects appears incomplete. 40CFR1508.7 defines cumulative effects as:
“the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to
other past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-
Federal) or person undertakes such action.” This DEIS addresses neither impacts of past actions nor
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reasonably foreseeable actions. It is our opinion that reasonably foreseeable actions would include all
actions proposed in each of the tributaries including cumulative effects of DEIS hatchery
supplementation programs combined with current hatchery programs including coho re-introduction
during implementation of alternatives 2 or 3 and actions proposed as restoration projects in the
watershed analyses for each of the tributaries, What are the expected effects of all the smolt outplanting
on wild fish, both in the tributaries and during migration out to the Columbia estuary?

Page 3-68: The reported Entiat River spring chinook salmon average escapement estimates (redds)
based on dam counts (turnoff estimates) are clearly in error. The OWNF considers spawning ground
surveys to produce more accurate estimates of escapement and population trends and suggest the use of
redd count expansions as recommended by Carie (1996). For example: if Entiat steelhead escapement is
estimated by subtracting Wells Dam counts from Rocky Reach Dam counts and then subtracting Wells
hatchery broodstock take, the resulting escapement estimates are often negative numbers (1982, 1983,
1984, 1991 & 1992). Chapman et al. (1994) concluded that steelhead escapement to the Entiat River
cannot be accurately calculated.

Page 3-89: The reported average monthly flows in the lower Entiat River are incorrect and inconsistent
with the flows correctly depicted in Figure 3-9.

Section 4.1.3.2 identifies specific projects that would be implemented under alternative 3. The projects
generally relate to reducing erosion, sedimentation and turbidity. These are worthy goals; however, none
of these tributaries are on Washington Sate Department of Ecology’s 303(d) list for sediment or
turbidity. They are 303(d)-listed for instream  flows. An action that would increase instream  flows while
reducing the risk of landslides after  catastrophic wildfires is captured in the OWNF dry site strategy.
This strategy of reducing vegetative stocking and fuel levels in fire-prone landscapes would increase

I streamflows in the tributaries, especially during the critical base-flow time of year. This strategy has
been subjected to a blind peer review. The OWNF has more than 500,000 acres of dry site in these four
tributaries that could benefit from some form of stocking control and fuels reduction over the next 50
years.

Sincerely,

Forest Supervisor

cc
Susan Fruchter, U.S. Dept of Commerce
Mark Morris, Tonasket District Ranger
John Newcom, Methow  Valley District Ranger
Karin Whitehall, Entiat District Ranger
Bob Sheehan, Chelan District Ranger
Glenn Hoffman, Leavenworth/Lake District Ranger
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Bob Dach
NMFS, NWR, Hydro Program
525 NE Oregon St. #420
Portland, Oregon 97232-2737

RE: Comments on DEIS for Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island Hydro Projects

Thank you for allowing the public to comment on future operations of the Mid-Columbia
Hydra projects as to their impacts on the fishery resource. The DEIS  is very general and is
lacking in what it doesn’t say rather than what it says. The following comments are directed
mostly to habitat considerations rather than dam operations.

The Okanogan Wilderness League (OWL) has followed the Mid-Columbia process since,
the late 1980’s and has commented on the different protocols that have been developed
for spring chinook recovery in the Methow  Basin. I am including two of our comments
as enclosures that point out some of the inconsistencies and deviations from the adopted
FERC  Settlement Agreements, The FERC agreement identifies three separate spring
chinook populations in the Methow  Basin and the DEIS  identifies the spring chinook as
“composite” stock. The escapement of wild fish  for natural spawning is not consistent
with previous protocols.

Fish flow
The DEIS recognizes that in-steam flaw is a habitat consideration in its analysis of
tributaries such as the Wenatchee and the Methow,  but fails to analyze fish flows for the
Columbia River.

Fish management must be flexible enough to change. It should not be held hostage in
committees that have veto power for change. This is especially important when that veto power
is held by the PUDs  who have an economic vested interest detrimental to the best interest of
fish. The HCP(alt 3) runs for 50  years and recognizing the above considerations, is not in the
best interest of the fisheries resource. Because of the flexibility in the consultation process the
only acceptable alternative in the DEIS is alternative 2.

encl: 2 Le
Okanogan Wilderness League
9 0 T C R
Carlton,  Wa. 98814
(509) 997 3794



. . . P.
ILDERNESS LEAGUE ‘Leo Bcrnhciscl a*  P&id&t

Peter  Hownrd  * Vito  President
$taF Ro,,tc  Box 244 )*, Carllon.  WA 3RR 14 )a. (509)  937-3734 Lucy Reid b Secretary

, :,,j.:,  ;,-J

-Columbia Coordination Committee October ,161 ,1999,,1,.t+;  11?i!  ~wrl~dr~~i~~~  4;s 3

!,.:,,..;;,I  I ', ' I* ,, , ', ! * ., : , : ., y* \; ,' ., '4 . *.:lZ'I(:~.~ :,g :!:;&+:j.;$  '::'

-:.I999 Methow  Spring Chinook Spawning  Obseqtions  ,. .’ ,.’ ” 1’  0, :j -,>r:; !f;‘,  i,Jiy;d.YjG .+!$fi  ;i‘fjp  ;y> -‘,$
*’ ,.  *, .a.

,>* : ;: ,,’ 1 * ’ ,* , * .!  j;: 1 .‘!:, ,c,y;  .-PyF$  I.-Q]{]’  ff&];.:,:.t 7
DearSirs: ;T,:  ,. .. * ‘;, ,’ :; .‘, ,‘.;’  .I  “!j  it; i ri;!e,14 -l~;~l:d!:-i!  kfjb:i$,j$&  I;

.’ . . ..:+ 1: .‘.  . j l’l~iJf~;~f  :, ,-,?  .t;ri:y; ;~-~~;-f:i;!.j~jill  ..j;+;. ‘,‘j

I I;, .‘.i;have been  involved as a lay person in the development and ,implemqntatioti  of2he q%i:lr  1 . . :‘i, i,
Me,thaw ‘supplementation projict  since its start in the. late eighties; :Being,an  outiiderand  hoti~~rG+.:.i+  : <i-
scikniist  my observation parameters have been pragmatic in nature.,iSimply:s~~ed,~~,j?rirnary:~l(j~,~), .%
objective has been to see how many adult spring chinook return from their spawning year and if, “I:. .I .‘>
a better that 1 to 1 ratio is consistently occurring recovery is ~de~~~~~~~~te~~ion~~e.t~~:~!(I~-~:~~,’t’,I  -“:
stimulate futier discussion .within fhc committee to revisit‘the-prtitocolspfor  broo&tock~~*~  ‘. ‘. ‘:,-
collection! for. prqduction  in the two batchcrics  in the:Methow  basin1  !There,‘&e  ~~iiSbue’4I:d:.~~~,~~~~~~  .’ ‘2;
wilJ.ahdrcss;includin~  thc,wild fish return, the identification  of the’brooodstobk  tal;kh;.~d~U~Cjsi~~~~~~,il~~
suggested >protocoIs  for next year. . ‘, : ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~  v,i,!{  j2;~,~pYjy.$~i~  ‘.

,.i
/ :‘I  ‘.‘I  ; : ~ ’ P;:!.!:‘;ILi-&! p$*qr>‘;,  b pj,:-~:};i.;$:q  :.- ‘*

bild Fish ,‘..  ./ 4“GA  i’y;,)y: $!,!fi rf ,e;+.’  ;j.L,j:. .,I
: ,:; We need. to go to the 1995 brood year for a comparison and &naly~i~~f&e~l~9’99  i-: .

estimated wild return. .In 1995 .the return was so.bad  that:the  protocols dictit&~that’&e:&tir&f.  ><~3,::.;,::;
@ing,chinook.  for*the. year was left in the Methow  rivei system to spawn;1  i,Appro&&Iy+Zi.  ti-rt;rI :-:?.!Y y
a&lt.springchinook were observed passing Wells~Dam(returning~~from’687:~uIts~irr~1~9l~~~Qf~~~~::~~~~  .“:’
the rem. 14 adults(&  female and 6 mares)  volunteered  to the Winthrop ~ationall~~heij;“~d,r!‘:i’,,:i l’-  ~ ‘,
were used. for hatchery production. Dir& predictions *were’  generated because: &this p&et& I%-  i,J 2~3  :
returnand the protocoIs  for broddqock  collection were changed. i .Pri&r  ,@I996  the.protocbIs’fo~:i..::~-~ :
hatchery production wcrc  sccorldary-to.natural  spnwning  and before the wild stock4bduld  bc,~~J,.~.-[r~i  -::.“I ’
collected for hatchcry  production there had to bc a threshold number of naturallescapement~(~ee:~!~~.ti.h.,;~~,;
encl.)  The colIection was to take place in the three distinct biological spawning areas in the ,,:> $;-‘:: .:;‘n
Methow  system, the Twisp river, Chewack river and the YJpper  Methow  river. Fiih:~~t~in~;ti~.cr.l~E  +:%
the ,Winth.rop  National.Fish  Hatchery wereconsidered a separate stock snd  t&e spawne’d’at.the ,:I :‘s
hatchery for production.. ‘, , :I  : ,’  ’ : . :. i.. :’ ,I !li,  ‘,; ,I1 ‘14  1 -.,‘:l,,!;ol,l’,;,,3rJ?~,!Ilrcl~~~,;~,r!j~~:~~~~~.~~~~

.::$he prediction-that the nattially spawning 1995 wild,stdck,would  be’-bIdltO..fdcate:dtie,.,::~~~~~j~~~:
another/to  successfully spawn was the justification given. by thti comi-nittee  to c~~~~~cic!rr:~~li):):  i:~~::  :$ .
broodstock collection protocols, It-was  felt by the committee that’to’  protect.th~:wiIa  fis~,itrwas‘i’X,;-:‘:,‘~,  ,X
best $0 first collect all the $ish.for  production if the run size uias prcdictcd  ,to bC.Iess~th~~500~~zt!:~~.  ;, ,!
fish. ‘This was a complete reversal of the previously adopted protocoIs  that had put~iem’pha~is’o~‘)‘-  : I
lettingthe three distinct methow stock naturally spawn unlqss the retuti  projections  were~high.:~.'*ltt  ' +'.  .-

enough to warrant collection for the hatchcrics. ?‘he’committee,also decide;d,to.homogenize.the.‘il  -..

three methow,$ock.  by collecting  all the iish, w,ild  and hatchcry,  at Wells D$m.‘(note;.t&e:is  ~~,!cl  ,! ‘. :
effort tq.do  a captive broodstock for the:Tv&p  river spring  chinook) “:i  ,: :1+*  I ,:(:.STi..ijI:j  i jljL~t:l.li:l*~~ ;, .:

The 1999 wild mcthow spring chinook return should give the committee  an oppo~~nity’~i*~:  .t I,
t0 revisit it’s  19% protocols. I have attctnptcd to get a approximate number for & wild 1999
fish returning  from the spawning  records made available to me. On 6/g/99 there were 86 fish
re- released  for the Wells fish hatchery and 5 of those fish were wild. On  6/14/gg there  were  50:‘:2  .:  :
fish released  into the Carlton pool from earlier collected fish  for the  Methowfish  h&he$ad  *T:. I



20 of those Fish  wcr-c  wild ‘I‘lrcrc  wcrc  70 wild  f‘i:;Ir  sp:~wncd f-or  for production in the Methow.  .  .
hatchcry. Of the 77 adul!s pxzcd  31 Wells &IIII alicr h/9/99  I cstimalcd  that 9 were wild.(bascd
on a o/o  of wild on the 6/9/99 release) The grand total of approximately 1 lOwild fish retitrning  :
from the 1994 broodycar is almost a 2 to 1 rctur-n. Also of interest is that there were aprx. 32
redds this year with 7 in the Chcwack,  6 in the ‘fwisp  and 1.9  in the upper Methow  and its
tributaries. This compares with a total of 15 rcdds in 1995 with 2 in the Chewack, 4 in the
Twisp and 9 in the upper Mcthow. The rcdd count also seems to be aprx. 2 to 1. This shbuld
make the committee wonder it the dire prediction in 1995 were valid and should a reevaluatibn:
of protocols should be considered. .’ I, .I,

lbtchery  Broodstock Identification
As previously discussed, in 1995 thcrc were 14 adult spring chinook thtit were assumed c

to be the Winthrop National IHatchery  fish(fiiorn the 91 BY) From these  fish approximately
28000 eggs were obtained and the resulting fish were shared  with the National Hatchery tind the
Methow  Hatchery(State).  All the resulting  fry wcrc idcntificd  with Methow  hatchery tags.
There were 91 Winthrop Hatchery returning adults this year-(54  males and 37 females) which is
a very high return rate.

**. :-;‘a.  ,,:
The Methow  Salmon Hatchery(State)  has been in operation since 1992 sand  was fiinded

by Douglas County PUD as mitigation for its FERC licence  and the Winthrop National Hatchery, ..
has been in operation since the 1940’s as federal dam mitigation, ,The Methow  Hatcherywas  :, “‘ ,
designed to breed wild fish to supplement the three spring chinook species mthe Methow  bas’in..
The.  1999 spawning records mis identifies this years returning marked fish as MethotiHatchexy  ”
fish when their origin is the Winthrop National Fish Hatchej.  The National Hatchery fish ’
originally were to be considered a separate stock and not to be mixed with the wild stock. If this
has occurred the records need to rcflcct  this distinction so the integrity of the wild Mcthow basin
q!ock can be maintained.

P rotocoIs  2000
The current protocols for spring chinook broodstock collection appears to be justified by:

the committee because of the dirt predictions after the I995 run and because they have been ’
embraced  by the yet to bc adoptcd~I~Iabitat  Conservation Plan(I-ICP)  for two of the three Mid-
Colrnnbia  PUD’s.(An  unpublished  Biological Opinion by NMFS  may also have justiftcation)
From the weak  wild run in 199.5  the 1999 wild run ;~lmost  doubled and at lcast for this year
shows zhc polcnti:ll li>r rccovc~-y. ‘I’lic prc- I906 ;idopled protocols I’or  prolcctioti of the integrity
of the wild run needs to be revisited. To maintain the viability of three separated Methow
stocks and reduce the number  of spring chinook that need  to be destroyed because of straying the’
trapping-location needs to be  changed from Wells Dam. The tributary traps could be utilized
again or other methods such as live trapping, or if proven redd suctioning. The large return of
National Hatchery fish  with such small broodstock may indicate that lessis better in the hatchery
environment.

encl.
cc: Hon Stephen Grossman
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M r . Mike E r h o ,  Chalrman
W e l l s  C o o r d i n a t i n g  C o m m i t t e e
c/o Douglas County PUD

R e : Methow Broodstock C o l l e c t

D e a r  Mr- Erha

May 2, 1996

on protocol 'for 1996

I t  h a s  come  t o  o u r  attention  t h - a t  t h e  c o l l e c t i o n  o f  s p r i n g
c h i n o o k  i n  t h e  Methow b a s i n  f o r  t h e  S p r i n g  C h i n o o k  Enhancment
Project has taken a dramatic change in pratOCO1  from previous years.
The 1996 protocol  wi l l  eliminate all of the natually spawning spring
c h i n o o k  i n  t h e  Methow’s  t h r e e  b a s i n s , the Twisp river, the Chewuch
r i v e r  a n d  t h e  u p p e r  Methow R i v e r . It is our understanding, that all
t h e  f i s h h e a d e d  f o r  t h e  Methow w i l l  b e  t r a p p e d  a t  W e l l s  D a m  f o r
distribution to the hatcheries for their broodstock. The committee

‘ j u s t i f i e s  t h e  c h a n g e  i n  protocol b e c a u s e “ S p r i n g  chinook s t o c k s  o f
the Methow River Basin have decreased to critically low levels ana
the trend is toward extinct ion"(protoco1  4/l/96>. It is clear that
the committee has decided that hatchery propagation of this stock is
b e t t e r  a n d  s a f e r  t h a n  n a t u r a l  s p a w n i n g  a n d  t h a t  t h e  s u p p l e m e n t a t i o n
g o a l  o f  m a i n t a i n i n g  s t o c k  s e p e r a t i o n is secondary to numerical run
s t r e n g t h .

HISTORY
The Methow  River Basin Spring Chinook E n h a n c e m e n t  P r o j e c t  a r o s e

f r o m  a  s e t t l e m e n t  a g r e e m e n t betweeen  t h e  Federal E n e r g y  R e g u l a t o r y
Commission and The Douglas County PUD  for the relicencing  Wel ls  Dam
in the late 1980’s . The agreement stipulates, a m o n g  o t h e r  t h i n g s ,
ta t h e ’ g o a l  o f  r e b u i l d i n g  t h e  n a t u a l  s p a w n i n g  s a l m o n  a n d  steelhead
runs in the Columbia Basin, creation of  a oversight committee, and
o b t a i n i n g  a l  1  t h e  neccessary  p e r m i t s . The enviromental  review that
we are aware of was don’e  with a SEPA checkl ist  and DNS in 1989. T h e
protocol for  broodstock collection developed by the committee since
1992 has always given priority to natural  escapement level for
natural s p a w n i n g  u n t i l  t h i s  y e a r .

PROTOCOL DISCUSSION

The c u r r e n t  p r o t o c o l c h a n g e s  a r e  d r a s t i c i n  n a t u r e  a n d  a r e  a
o n e - h u n d r e d  a n d  e i g h t y  d e g r e e  c h a n g e f r o m  p a s t  y e a r s  protocol f o r
b r o o d s t o c k  colection. This  sh i f t  in  protocol raises' several
p r o c e d u r a l  q u e s t i o n s  a n d  p r o b l e m s  t h a t  n e e d  a n s w e r s . Questions also
a r i s e  f r o m  t h e  c h a n g e s b e t w e e n  t h e  1996 f i r s t  d r a f t  protocol a n d  t h e
s e c o n d  final d r a f t  w h i c h  w e  a s s u m e  h a s  b e e n  a d o p t e d  a n d  i m p l e m e n t e d
a s  o f  M a y  1st- I-iavd  d a t a  a l s o  s e e m s  t o  b e  l a c k i n g i n  s o m e  o f  t h e
n u m b e r s  t h a t  a r e  used In the protocol.



T h e  f i r s t  draft p r o t o c o l  d a t e d  J a n u a r y  1 8 , 1 9 9 6  g i v e s  p r e c e d e n c e
t o  n a t u r a l  e s c a p e m e n t  o v e r b r o o d s t o c k  c o l l e c t i o n  a n d  a l l o w s  n o
b r o o d s t o c k  t r a p p i n g  u n l e s s t h e  r u n  s i z e  c a n  s u p p o r t  b o t h  n a t u r a l
e s c a p e m e n t  m i n i m u m  v i a b l e  population(MVP1  a n d  h a t c h e r y
s u p p l e m e n t a t  i o n  M V P . T h e  M V P  f o r  n a t u r a l  e s c a p e m e n t  w a s  s e t  a t  1 8 5
a d u l t  s a l m o n  a n d  f o r  t h e  h a t c h e r y  t h e  M V P  i s  s e t  a t  9 2 . T h e  1 9 9 6
forecast i s  f o r  350  r e t u r n i n g s p r i n g  c h i n o o k  a t  W e l l s  D a m .
T h e  c h a n g e i n  t h i s  d r a f t  f r o m  p a s t  y e a r  p r o t o c o l s  i s  t h a t  i f  t h e  r u n
s i z e  i s  l e s s  t h a n  t h e  M V P  f o r  n a t u r a l  e s c a p e m e n t , t h a t  w i l l  b e
c o n s i d e r e d  g r o u n d s  f o r  i n t e r v e n t i o n  t o  p r e v e n t  e x t i n c t i o n .
I n  1 9 9 5  w h e n  t h e  r u n  s i z e  w a s  o n l y  7 2  a l l  n a t u r a l  f i s h  w e r e  a l l o w e d
t o  s p a w n . T h e  p r o t o c o l a d o p t e d  f o r  t h i s  y e a r i s  t o  c a p t u r e  a l l  t h e
spring  chincr~lk  fun u p  tcj ZOO adults. for b r o o d s t o c k . T h e
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  t h i s  a p p e a r s  t o  b e  t h a t  t h e “ m a n a g e m e n t  e m p a h a s i s
w i l l  b e  o n  r e b u i l d i n g  n u m e r i c a l  r u n s t r e n g t h  t h r o u g h  e x i s t i n g
s u p p l e m e n t a t i o n  p r o j e c t  o r , i n  t h e  w o r s t  c a s e ,  t o t a l  s t o c k
i n t e r v e n t  ion”(draft  p r o t o c o l  4/l/96)  -

T h e  c o n c e p t  o f  k e e p i n g f i s h  s e p a r a t e  o n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  t r i b u t a r y
o r i g i n i s  a  b a s i c p h i l o s o p h y  o n  w h i c h  t h e  Methow H a t c h e r y  WAS

based - T h e  a b i l i t y  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  f i s h  o r i g i n  t h r o u g h  s c a l e
I d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  c a n n o t  a t  t h i s  p o i n t i n  t i m e  g i v e  s t r o n g  a s s u r a n c e

t h a t  a  g e n e t i c  s u b - s t o c k  i n t e g r i t y  w i l l  b e  m a i n t a i n e d . I n t e r m i x i n g
a n d  l o s s  o f  a  g e n e t i c  s p e c i e s i s  u n a c c e p t a b l e  t o  u s  u n l e s s  a l l  - o t h e r
s o l u t i o n s  h a v e  b e e n  t h o r o u g h l y  e x p l o r e d .

SOLUTIONS

T h i s  y e a r  w i l l  p r o v i d e  t h e f i r s t  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  g a u g e  t h e  r e t u r n
o f  t h e  f i r s t  r e l e a s e d  a n d  t a g g e d  f i s h  i n  1 9 9 2 . U n t i l  t h e  v i a b i l i t y
o f  t h e  o r i g i n a l  c o n c e p t s  a n d  p h i l o s o p h y  c a n  b e  a n a l y z e d ,  t h e
e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  n a t u r a l  s p a w n i n g  c o u l d  b e  g r o s s l y counter-
p r o d u c t i v e . T h e s e  c h a n g e s  i n  p r o t o c o l , c o u p l e d  w i t h  t h e  g e n e r a l
a g r e e m e n t  t h a t  t h e  s p r i n g  c h i n o o k i n  t h e  Methow d r a i n a g e  i s  a t
s e r i o u s  r i s k  o f  e x t i n t i o n , Cdl  1 f o r  a  f o r m a l  1 isting  u n d e r  t h e
E n d a n g e r e d  S p e c i e s  A c t . T h e r e  i s  l i t t l e  d o u b t  t h a t  t h e r e  h a v e  b e e n
s u b s t a n t i a l  c h a n g e s  ‘ m a d e  t o  t h e  p r o g r a m  a n d  t h a t  SEPA  a n d  NEPA
a n a l y s i s  h a s  b e e n  t r i g g e r e d  a n d  s h o u l d  b e  d o n e  b e f o r e  c o m p l e t e
i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  a d o p t e d  p r o t o c o l  _ T h i s  c o u l d  b e  d o n e  e i t h e r
i n  conJuction  w i t h  ESA proceedures o r s e p a r a t e l y . T h a n k  y o u  f o r
y o u r  t i m e  a n d  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
Box 47600 * Olympia, Washington 98504-7600

-6000 * TDD  Only  (Hearing Impaired) 1360) 407” -6

March 26,200l

Mr. Robert Dach
U.S. Department of Commerce
National Oceanic & Atmospheric Admin.
National Marine Fisheries Service
525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR X7232-2737

Dear Mr. Dach:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact statement
(EIS) for the Habitat Conservation Plan for the Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island
Hydroelectric Projects. As the state agency responsible for protecting the waters of
Washington State for fish habitat and other uses, we support your ongoing efforts to find
improved methods for fish. As you know, one of our responsibilities is to address water
quality, and particularly, in this case, temperature.

The draft EIS does not evaluate measures for improving temperatures in the Columbia
River. As you know, temperature has a significant impact on fish habitat, rearing and
migration. It is possible that changes might be made to improve one or more of the
following: the distribution of temperatures within the river, the timing and/or duration of
temperatures at critical times and/or critical locations within the river, and the overall
temperature of the river. The EIS should evaluate changes to dam operation and/or
associated structures that might address this issue.

The main impacts to water temperature by dams in a river the size of the Columbia River
are through increased solar radiation, caused by reduced speed of water movement down
the river and increased overall surface area. Operation of the dam also has modified
timing and patterns of water movement down the river. By ponding waters, dams also
impact recharge of cooler groundwater to the river.

The EIS should consider modifications that might counter these negative impacts,
especially during critical times. Some options to consider: 1) Reservoir drawdown,
which might both increase the speed of water movement through the reservoir and reduce
surface area exposed to the sun. 2) Modified patterns of turbine operation. 3) Change in
the timing of water releases (by days or even by hours). 4) Increased recharge of cooler
waters in areas impacted by fluctuating river levels.



Mr. Robert Dach
March 26, 2001
Page 2

Thank you for your considering our comments. If you have any questions, please contact
Ms. Pat Irle with our Water Quality Program at (509) 454-7864.

Sincerely, ,

Rebecca 5. Inman
Environmental Coordination Section

EIS #008657
cc: Steve Hayes, Chelan County PUD

Pat Irle,  CR0
Jeff Marti, WR
Debbie Smith, CR0



February 27, 2001

Icicle Creek Watershed Council
P. 0. Box 773

Leavenworth, WA 98826

U.S. Department of Commerce
National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service
525 NE Oregon Street
Suite 420
Portland, OR 87232-2737

Re: Chelan and Douglas County’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for
fish conservation.

G e n t l e m e n :

We appreciate the time and resources the Chelan and Douglas County Public
Utility Districts (PUDs),  tribes, and agencies spent developing the DEIS  and also
appreciate the opportunity to comment.

The PUDs  want, among other things, to ensure the production of hydroelectric
power will not be disrupted by changing requirements for anadromous fish. They want
this certainty to last for 50 years. We would like to see fish populations increase with
the hope that listed species will be removed from threatened or endangered lists and
that other fish species will continue to flourish as well.

The Public Utility Districts indicate in the DEIS  that they prefer Alternative three.
For the following reasons, we equally prefer Alternative three:

1. Citizens at the local level have an opportunity to be involved through the habitat
improvement programs”

2. Alternative 3 promotes an ongoing action separated from the swings of political
forces to recover listed fish species while at the same time assuring a measure of
protection for other fish species as well.

3. The preferred alternative provides certainty for both the PUDs  goal of producing
electricity and certainty for those of us who regard fish ‘in our streams as one of the
indicators of continued prosperity.



We agree with the concerns National Marine Fisheries Service has about the
seven per cent hatchery compensation levels and how they may adversely affect wild
salmon populations. We recommend that the PUD guarantee in writing that only
native stock will be produced under the seven per cent hatchery compensation
program and that hatchery management protocol will ensure tfie  genetic integrity of
wild fish.

We were disappointed to read that such a small portion of the nine percent
compensation was given over to habitat improvements. We understand the difficulty in
quantifying the results of habitat improvements. Nevertheless, at the heart of declining
fish populations, is loss of habitat. We would have preferred four per cent of the
compensation given to habitat improvements instead of two per cent with less
emphasis on hatchery production.

Finally, we would like to see assurance that the majority of funds for habitat
improvement and restoration be spent in the first part of the 50-year  agreement. The
sooner habitat improvements are completed, the sooner the results can be monitored.

Sincerely,

Buford Howell,
President



Alaska Trollers Association

AmericZn  Rivers

Ant&h  Living Systems Collective

A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  N o r t h w e s t  Steelheaders

B o u l d e r - W h i t e  Clodds  C o u n c i l

Clearwater Forest Watch

C o a l i t i o n  f o r  S a l m o n  a n d  S t e e l h e a d  H a b l t a t

C o a s t  R a n g e  Association

D e f e n d e r s  o f  W i l d l i f e

Earth Justice Legal Defense Fund

Federation of Fly Fishers

Friends of the Earth

I d a h o  Conrervatlon  L e a g u e

Idaho Rivers United

I d a h o  Steelhead  a n d  S a l m o n  Unllmlted

I d a h o  W i l d l i f e  F e d e r a t i o n

Institute for Fisheries  Resources

lzaak  W a l t o n  L e a g u e - G r e a t e r  S e a t t l e  C h a p t e r

L a n d s  Council

Long Live the Kings

T h e  M o u n t a i n e e r s

Natural Resources pefenre Council

North Cascades Conservation Council

N o r t h w e s t  E c o s y s t e m  A l l i a n c e

N o r t h w e s t  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  D e f e n s e  C e n t e r

N o r t h w e s t  R e s o u r c e  l n f o r m a t l o n  C e n t e r

N o r t h w e s t  Sportfishing  I n d u s t r y  A s s o c i a t i o n

N W  E n e r g y  C o a l l t l o n

O r e g o n  N a t u r a l  D e s e r t  Association

Oregon Natural Resources Council

O r e g o n  O u t d o o r s  Association

OregonTrout

O r e g o n  Wlldllfe  F e d e r a t i o n

Pacific-Coast Federation of
Fishermen’s Associations

Pacific Marine Conservation Council

Puget  Sound Gillnetters  A s s o c i a t i o n

Purse SeineVessel  Owner’s Assoclatlon

R i v e r  N e t w o r k

Rivers Council  of Washington

Salmon For All, Inc.

S a l m o n  F o r  W a s h i n g t o n

Sawtooth  Wi ld l i f e  Council

, ( Sierra Club

The Wilderness Society

T r o u t  U n l l m l t e d

Wash ing ton  KayakClub

WashlngtonTmllers  Association

Warhlngton  Wilderness  Coalition

W a t e r  W a t c h  o f  O r e g o n

W i l d  A n g e l s

Wlllamette Riverkeepers

Main office:

Field offices:

424 third  Avenue W, Suite 100 l Seatile,  WA 98119 l (206) 286-4455  * (206)  286-4454 fax

2031 SE Belmont Street * Portland, OR 97214 * (503)  230-0421 * (503)  230-0677 fax’
1511 N Eleventh Street l Boise, ID 83702  . (208)  345-4067  * (208)  343-9376 fax

419 Sixth Street, Suite 328 l Juneau, AK 99801 * (907) 586-6667 . (907) 463-3312 fax
also in Washington, DC and Spokane, WA

‘May 1,200 1

Bob Dach
I National Marine Fisheries Service

525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, Oregon 97232-2737 ,

\
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement: Anadromous Fish’

Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans for the Wells, Rocky
Reach, and Rock Island Hydroelectric Projects

.

Dear Mr. Dach:

The Save Our Wild Salmon Coalition, National Wildlife Federation; Friends of the
Earth, Cascade Chapter of the Sierra Club, Northwest Sportfishing Industry
Association, Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations, and Institute for ’
Fisheries Resources appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft
Environmental Impact Statetient  (DEIS) for the proposed Anadromous Fish

Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans for the Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock ’
Island Hydroelectric Ptijects,  dated November 2000,  We have reviewed the
document and offer the,following comments.

The hydropower projects at issue have played a significant role in the decline of
anadromous  fish populations in the Columbia River basin, several of which are now
listed under the Endangered Species Act. Any alternative for continued operations of
the projects must promote recovery ofthese  stocks  and ensure that’such operations do
not jeopardize their continued existence. The proposed Habitat Conservation Plan
purports to be a comprehensive agreement to promote actions that will improve
conditions and lead to the recovery of species. However, based on the limited
analysis contained in the DFIS, we believe it would be imprudent for the National, ,
Marine Fisheries Service to move forw&d  with the proposed Habit&t  Conservation

, Plafis  (HCPs).  Due to the lack of legal and scientific analyses of any of the
alternatives in the DEIS;  we cannot support any of the alternatives at this time.
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires NMFS  to consult with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission over the operation of these projects immediately.
Anything less than this, such as the alternatives discussed in this DETS,  does not
comply with the law. We are deeply troubled by this blatant lack of compliance with
federal law and policy and urge you to reconsider your approach to satisfying your
responsibilities under the National Environmental E%licy Act (NEPA),  the
Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Clean Water Act (CWA),  and the Federal Power
Act (FPA).

1
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National Environmental Policv  Act

1. The DEIS fails to take a ‘$hard look” at all of the environmental information and
consequences of each alternative.

The fundamental purposes of NEPA are to guarantee that: (1) federal agencies take a “hard look” at the
consequences of their actions before the actions occur by ensuring “that the agency, in reaching its
decision, will have available, and will carefully consider, detailed information concerning significant
environmental impacts,” Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 349 (1989); and (2)
“the relevant information will be made available to the larger audience that may also play a role in both
the decisionmaking process and the implementation of that decision,” id. at 349. In short, NEPA requires
federal agencies to look before they leap. This DEIS fails to serve this critical function.

To satisfy the requirement that it take a “hard look” at the environmental consequences of its actions, an
agency must engage in a “reasoned evaluation of the relevant factors” to ensure that its ultimate decision
is truly informed, Greenpeace Action v. Franklin, 14 F.3d  1324, 1332 (Sth  Cir. 1992). The DETS must be
searching, detailed and comprehensive; “[glenera  statements about ‘possible’ effects and ‘some risk,’ do
not constitute a ‘hard look’ absent a justification for why more definitive information could not be
provided,” Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain v.  United States Forest Service, 137 F.3d  1372, 1380 (9’  Cir.
1998).

An agency’s failure to include and analyze information that is important, significant, or essential renders
an EIS inadequate - for, without such detailed information, there is no way for the public or the agency to
adequately assess the impacts of a proposed action. See California v. Bergland, 4X3 F. Supp. 465,495
(E.D. Cal. 1980),  aff’d sub nom, , California v. Block, 690 F.2d  753 (9th Cir. 1982) (by failing to disclose
key data, “the Forest Service effectively undercut the twin goals of environmental statements: informed
decisionmaking, and full disclosure”).

NMFS may not, as it has done throughout this DEIS, ignore relevant information and rely upon
conclusory statements and unsupported assertions to satisfy NEPA’s  “hard look” requirement. We
believe that these deficiencies present an inaccurate picture of the impacts to the public, making it
impossible for anyone, including NMFS, to draw any reasoned conclusions about the environmental
impacts of the three alternatives presented in this DEIS.

For example, the HCPs  (Alternative 3) rely on “off-site” habitat improvements and hatchery
supplementation to make up for 2% and 7%,  respectively, of the 9% “unavoidable” mortality caused by
these projects. As a threshold matter, NMFS fails to justify or explain this 2/7%  division and provides no
explanation for how it will measure these needed improvements. See infra  at 14-15. Compounding this
omission, the DEIS contains no explanation for whether the funds to implement these measures will be
adequate to achieve the benefits necessary to mitigate for this mortality. The DETS does not even attempt
to connect the funding proposed for Alternative 3 with the actions to be taken as part of the HCPs.  Not
surprisingly, since the DEIS  contains no explanation of what these measures may be, or how/when they
will be funded or implemented, NMFS presents no data or scientific analysis whatsoever to explain how
the benefits will accrue. The best the DETS can do is to acknowledge that “there is considerable difficulty
measuring the effectiveness of habitat improvement projects, [but] there are numerous areas with
degraded habitat in the Mid-Columbia River tributaries that would benefit from improvement or plan
protection programs.” DEIS at 4-4 1.  This may well be the case, but this conclusory statement does not
approach the level of analysis required to allow the public or a decisionmaker to conclude that Alternative
3 will actually provide the survival benefits necessary to mitigate for the effects of the PUD’s  actions, nor
does it present enough information to support NMFS’ threshold conclusion that it will result in a
quantifiable increase in survival. Such generalized and speculative statements about hoped-for benefits

2



do not satisfy NEPA’s “hard look” requirement. “A mere listing of mitigation measures is insufficient to
qualify as the reasoned discussion required by NEPA.” Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain, 137 F.3d  at 1380.
Courts routinely reject such vague discussions of mitigation measures where, as here, they ‘<are  so general
that it would be impossible to determine where, how, and when they would be used and how effective
they would be.” Id. at 1381.

2 . The DEIS fails to analyze the cumulative impacts of myriad other actions that affect Middle
and Upper River Columbia salmon and steelhead.

Perhaps the most glaring omission in the DEIS is NMFS’ failure to consider cumulative impacts in its
analysis. To ensure that the combined effects of separate activities do not escape consideration, NEPA
requires that federal agencies consider cumulative environmental impacts in their environmental analyses.
Cumulative impacts result “from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person
undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively
significant actions taking place over a period of time.” 40 C.F.R. 5 1508.7

NEPA requires a cumulative impacts analysis to: (I) catalogue past projects in the area; (2) assess the
cumulative environmental impacts of those projects with the proposed project; and (3) analyze the
additive cumulative impact of all reasonably foreseeable Federal and non-Federal actions, whether or not
they have actually been proposed. See City of Carmel-By-The-Sea v. United States Dep ‘t of Transp., 123
F.3d  1142, 1160 (9”’ Cir. 1997) (rejecting cumulative impacts analysis that referred generally to other past
“development projects” and did not discuss the additive impacts of foreseeable future projects); Fritiofson
v. Alexander, 772 F.2d  1225, 1243 (5” Cir. 1985) (agency must consider reasonably foreseeable actions
regardless of whether they have yet formally been proposed). Furthermore, NEPA requires that a
cumulative impacts analysis provide “some quantified or detailed information” because ‘“[wlithout  such
information, neither courts nor the public I . . can be assured that the Forest Service provided the hard
look that it is required to provide.” Cuddy Mountain, 137 F.3d  at 1379.

The DEIS falls far short of satisfying a single one of these requirements. For example, the DEIS ignores
even the impacts of other dams in the Columbia River. Most notably, the DEIS contains no analysis of
the cumulative impacts of these alternatives when combined with the Grant County PUD’s  Priest Rapids
and Wanapum dams, located just downstream of those covered by the HCPs  analyzed in Alternative 3.
Nor is there any mention of the cumulative effects of hydro operations on the Middle or Upper Columbia
River tributaries, such as the Yakima and Chelan rivers. These tributaries house numerous hydro and
diversion projects and irrigation withdrawals that have a significant impact on these same listed Middle
and Upper Columbia River stocks. In addition, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has recently analyzed
a proposal to deepen the Lower Columbia River - an action that, if approved, will impact Middle and
Upper Columbia River juvenile and adult salmon and steelhead as they migrate through the lowest reach
of the Columbia River estuary. This dredging project - while currently awaiting a Record of Decision -
has been analyzed in a Final ETS and is therefore clearly “reasonably foreseeable,” but there is no mention
of it in the DEIS.

These examples are by no means exclusive. There are myriad other, easily identifiable actions and
conditions that impact the Middle and Upper Columbia stocks, including, but not limited to, continuing
habitat destruction and modification from on-going and proposed land-management activities, such as
timber sales and livestock grazing on both public and private lands and the operation of the FCRPS. All
of these activities and factors - whether they be in the development stage, or completed projects - must
be catalogued and considered in NMFS’ cumulative effects analysis.
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Nowhere, however, does the DEIS meaningfully discuss the cumulative impacts of any these activities.
Although NMFS alludes to its “Quantitative Analytical Report” (QAR) purportedly used to identify
cumulative effects, it fails to employ or explain this model, drawing only the most general conclusions
about the impacts of actions in other life stages in conjunction with each alternative. See, e.g., DEIS at 4-
44 (“The protection and enhancement of riparian habitat . . . are expected to result in increased natural
production levels for both anadromous and resident fish species.“). Such conclusory and generalized
statements do not satisfy the requirement that NMFS take a “hard look” at cumulative impacts.

The DElS compounds these errors by painting an optimistic outlook for the Middle and Upper
Columbia’s listed stocks. See, e.g., DEIS  at 4-4 to 4-16. NMFS’ discussion of these other actions takes
full advantage of the potential positive effects of actions, but fails to account for - or even mention - any
of the actions that may have negative impacts. Looking at only the positive side of the ledger distorts the
true picture of the effects of the action to the public and inflates the already speculative benefits of many
of these actions. NEPA’s cumulative effects requirement demands that NMFS complete a comprehensive
analysis that includes all of the actions occurring in the basin.

NEPA “emphasize[s]  the importance of coherent and comprehensive up-front environmental analysis to
ensure informed decision making to the end that ‘the agency will not act on incomplete information, only
to regret its decision after it is too late to correct. “’  Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project v. Blackwood,
161 F.3d  1208, 1216 (gth  Cir. 1998). The DEIS’ terse and incomplete discussion of cumulative effects
fails to satisfy this fundamental requirement. The DEIS’ failure to analyze all past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions results in a skewed, and ultimately inaccurate picture of the impacts
of the proposed actions, leading to the kind of “blinders-on” decision-making that NEPA is designed to
prevent.

3 . The DEIS Fails To Consider an Adequate Range Of Alternatives

NEPA, 4 I 0 1(2)(C)(iii),  requires that an EIS contain a discussion of the “alternatives to the proposed
action.” The discussion of alternatives is at “the  heart” of the NEPA process. 40 C.F.R. 6 1502.14. The
CEQ regulations require the agency to “[rligorously  explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable
alternatives.” 40 C.F.R. Q 1502.14(a). All federal agencies shall, to the fullest extent possible, “[sltudy,
develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which
involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources.” 42 U.S.C. 5
4322(2)(E); Idaho Conservation League v.  Mumma,  956 F.2d  1508, 15 19-20 (9th Cir. 1992). A federal
agency must look at every reasonable alternative within the “nature and scope of the proposed action,”
California v. Block, 690 F.2d  753, 761 (9th Cir. 1982),  “sufficient to permit a reasoned choice.” Methow
Valley Citizens Council v. Regional Forester, 833 F.2d  8 10, 8 15 (9th Cir. 1987),  rev ‘d on other grounds
sub nom. Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332 (1989). The failure to consider all
reasonable alternatives is fatal to the adequacy of an agency’s NEPA analysis. Idaho Conservation
League, 956 F.2d  at 15 19 (“The existence of a viable, but unexamined alternative renders an
environmental impact statement inadequate.“). The DEIS is deficient in many respects with regard to the
alternatives considered.

First, according to the Habitat Conservation Planning Handbook, the “no action” alternative “means that
no permit would be issued and take would be avoided or that the project would not be constructed or
implemented.” Handbook at 3-35. The “no action” alternative presented in the DEIS  does neither.
Indeed, the “no action” alternative is really not an alternative at all because, as NMFS admits, it would
violate the ESA and leave both the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) and the PUDs
liable for causing a “take” of listed species. DEIS  at 1-14 (only the “action alternatives . . . will provide
FERC and the PUDs  legal coverage from the take prohibitions under section 9 of the act.“). In short,
Alternative 1 fails to present any alternative at all.
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NMFS should evaluate a true “no action” alternative that considers “no  project” conditions to fully assess
the impacts of issuing incidental take permits for the Rocky Reach, Rock Island, and Wells hydroelectric
projects. The reason for analyzing river conditions without the project is not just to consider past impacts,
but to open up the full range of alternatives and impacts associated with a decision to continue the project.
Understanding environmental conditions that would exist without a project is essential to evaluating the
ongoing impacts of the projects and discerning key ecological components of a healthy aquatic
ecosystem. Only by considering a no-project alternative can NMFS “explore all issues relevant to the
public interest, including future power demand and supply, alternative sources of power, the public
interest in preserving reaches of wild rivers and wilderness areas, the preservation of anadromous fish for
commercial and recreational purposes, and the protection of wildlife,” LaFlamme v. FERC, 852 F.2d
389, 402 (9th Cir. 1988) (quotation omitted).

As Courts have explained:

[t]he  goal of PEPA]  is to ensure that federal agencies infuse in project planning a
thorough consideration of environmental values. The consideration of alternatives
requirement furthers that goal by guaranteeing that agency decisionmakers have before
them and take into proper account all possible approaches to a particular project
(including total abandonment of the project) which would alter the environmental impact
and cost-benefit balance. . . . Informed and meaningful consideration of alternatives -
including the no action alternative - is thus an integral part of the statutory scheme.

Bob Marshall Alliance, 852 F.2d  at 1228 (citations and quotations omitted; emphasis in original).

The DEIS gives short shrift to considering this true “no action” alternative. Instead, NMFS states that,
due to perceived legal and timing constraints, “dam removal is not considered a reasonable alternative.”
If the baseline against which all alternatives are judged is the present state of the hydropower project,
there can be no way to evaluate the pluses and minuses of rejecting or substantially modifying those
operations. Without collecting and disclosing the costs and benefits  of such options, the informed
decisionmaking and full public disclosure purposes of NEPA cannot be met.

Whether better characterized as a “no-action” or an action alternative, NEPA requires NMFS to give full
consideration to alternatives that include not proceeding with the activities. NMFS must analyze the
condition of the river without the project and outline the public benefits gained from restoring the river to
a more natural state. Both these inquiries are necessary for NMFS to fulfill its NEPA obligations.

Second, stripping away the alternatives given only brief consideration and eliminated in the EIS, and the
“no action” alternative - which violates the ESA - NMFS is left with only two alternatives. Such a
narrow range of alternatives does not fulfill NEPA’s  mandate to rigorously explore alternatives. For
example, the Court in Commonwealth ofMassachusetts  v. Clark, 594 F. Supp. 1373 (D. Mass. 19X4),
found that the Department of Interior had not considered an adequate range of alternatives in its analysis
of an offshore oil drilling proposal. Of the thirteen alternatives presented in the document, the court
found that, “once  the illegal and overlapping alternatives are removed from the FEIS, the Secretary was
presented with basically only two different configurations for the sale... the FEIS is hopelessly skewed in
favor of only small deletions from the propos[ed  action].” Id. at 1380.

The DEIS’  failure to consider a reasonable range of alternatives is even more troubling in light of the fact
that many alternatives clearly exist. Notably, the DEIS fails to consider any alternative that would be
more protective of fish, such as drawdown, non-power operations, or the installation of sluiceways at each
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project. While such alternatives may cost more, the DEIS presents no information for the decision-maker
or the public to draw any conclusion about the benefits, or cost of such a measure.’

Finally, the DEIS  relies on inaccurate information in its comparative analysis of alternatives. The DEIS
emphasizes repeatedly that Alternative 2 will take longer to implement due to the potential for legal
challenges from the PUDs.  See, e.g., DEIS at s-32, l-15, 2-53, 4-6. This fear, however, is nothing more
than a straw man of NMFS’ own construction. First, while it is true that the PUDs  may prefer the less
stringent measures that would result from Alternative 3, it is irrational to make the leap from that to a
delay. The section 7 consultation with FERC described in Alternative 2 will yield the measures necessary
to avoid jeopardy and will provide incidental take coverage for FERC and, by proxy, the PUDs.  Even if
either entity challenges these measures, they must still adhere to the results of consultation during that
challenge, or they would be liable for a take under section 9 of the ESA. 16 U.S.C. 5 1538. Thus even if,
as NMFS assumes, one of the actors challenges the results of consultation, the measures required must
still be implemented immediately to avoid take liability. The DEIS fails to disclose and to account for
this fact in its analysis.

4 . The DEIS fails to adequately inform the public and decision-makers of the requirements
and responsibilities of all federal statutes and treaties.

“A reasoned evaluation of the relevant factors” must also include an understanding of all the federal laws
with which an agency must comply, especially when those other laws have been enacted to protect
environmental and natural resources. In this case, the DEIS fails to inform adequately the public and the
decision-makers of the requirements under numerous other laws including, but not limited to the
Endangered Species Act (“ESA”),  16 U.S.C. §§ 153 1 et seq., and the relationship between the alternatives
and the requirements of these laws and treaties. To give the public and decision-makers the tools
necessary to balance all relevant factors, the DEIS must address the basic requirements of these statutes.

For example, the DEIS states that Alternative 3 is intended to meet the requirements of the Federal Power
Act and purports to analyze this requirement. Indeed, the DEIS  implies that Alternative 3 is the only
alternative that meets the requirements of the FPA. The DEIS does not, however, disclose that other
alternatives must also comply with the FPA. By failing to disclose and analyze this requirement for the
other alternatives, the DEIS presents the public and the decisionmaker with an inflated and inaccurate
picture of the benefits of Alternative 3.

Endangered Species Act

NMFS’ analysis in the DEIS is wholly insuffIcient  to comply with the underlying legal obligations of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA), 16 U.S.C. 5s  1531 et seq. The ESA is the “most comprehensive
legislation for the preservation of endangered species ever enacted by any nation.” TV.4 v. Hill, 437 U.S.
153, 180 (1978). “[T]he  language, history, and structure of the legislation . . . indicate[]  beyond a doubt
that Congress intended endangered species to be afforded the highest of priorities.” TVA, 437 U.S. at 174.

’ The DEIS states that the “purpose of the HCPs is to protect fish in the Mid-Columbia River while generating
electricity.” DEIS at 1-3. This statement too narrowly cabins the rest of the analysis by removing, among other
things, consideration of a true “no action” alternative. Moreover, it assumes that the HCPs analyzed in Alternative 3
are the proper means to comply with the ESA. We believe that the purpose and need must be expanded to
emphasize protection of listed species and compliance with the requirements of the Endangered Species Act. The
HCPs  are only a proposal to meet the requirements of the ESA, they are not an end in themselves. Indeed, to
perform a valid NEPA analysis, NMFS must not assume, as it does in the current purpose and need statement, that
the HCP Alternative fulfills the mandates of the ESA,
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As a result, agencies are required to use “all methods and procedures which are necessary,” 16 USC.  5
1532(2),  to “prevent the loss of any endangered species, regardless of the cost.” TVA, 437 U.S. at 188, n.
34. The DEIS does not meet that standard and in fact, if implemented would result in serious harm to
listed species in the Middle and Upper Columbia.

Specifically, the DEIS violates the ESA’s requirements for three basic reasons. First, the DEIS fails to
abide by the ESA’s fundamental principle of caution in the face of uncertainty. Second, the DEIS
assumes, contrary to law, that the underlying Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs)  are legal in the context
of federally regulated hydroelectric dams. Third, the DEIS fails to understand fundamental requirements
of the ESA. All three issues are discussed more broadly below,

1. The DEIS Violates the Fundamental Principle of Species Conservation -- Erring on the Side
of Caution in the Face of Uncertainty.

Effective conservation management requires a conservative, species-protective approach to ensure that
management decisions made in the face of uncertainty do not place the species further at risk2 An
independent peer review panel recently criticized the state of Washington’s statewide salmon recovery
plan for failing to heed that precautionary principle.3

The Supreme Court has recognized the importance of this approach in ESA decisionmaking. “Congress
has spoken in the plainest of terms, making it abundantly clear that the balance has been struck in favor of
affording endangered species the highest of priorities, thereby adopting a policy which it described as
‘institutionalized caution.“’ TVA, 437 U.S. at 194. The ESA’s policy of ‘“institutionalized caution”
requires that [t]he  risk [presented by an action] must be borne by  the proiect. not by the endangered
m. . , .Congress  clearly intended that [federal agencies] give the ‘the highest of priorities’ and the
‘benefit of the doubt’ to preserving endangered species. ” Sierra Club v. Marsh, 816 F.2d  1376, 1386 (9”
Cir. 1987). (citations omitted)(emphasis added). NMFS appears headed down an errant path with the
DEB,  by placing the risk of uncertainty squarely on the backs of listed stocks.

NMFS’ failure to err on the side of protecting listed fish is endemic throughout the DEB. See in@  at 12-
14. For example, the DEIS states at the very on-set that the purpose of the preferred alternative, the
HCPs,  is to protect fish while at the same time generating electricity. DEIS at S-2. The ESA strictly
forbids this type of analysis. Instead, the ESA requires that the biological needs of the species be
identified and addressed. The ESA only allows economics and other interests to come into the
determination once recovery and survival thresholds have been met. Setting out the purpose as one that
must protect economic interests is inconsistent with the ESA’s obligations in this regard.

This problem is also apparent in the DEB  analysis of scientific gaps. The DEIS specifically states that
under Alternative 3, there is no requirement to provide the benefit of the doubt to the species of concern
with respect to data gaps or disputes over information. DETS at S-33. This determination is clearly
inconsistent with the ESA and fails to provide sufficient protection to listed species.

Moreover, NMFS specifically finds  in the DEIS that the long-term risks to listed stocks is greater than the
long-term risks to the PUDs.  DEIS at 4-77. Again, the ESA does not allow for this type of imbalance.
The “risk of uncertainty on the long-term effects to the species” cannot legally be balanced on the backs

2 SeeNoss,  R.F., M.A. O’Connell, and D.P. Murphy. The Science of Conservation Planning. (island Press.
Washington, D.C. 1997)

’ Independent Science Panel. Review of “Statewide Strategy to Recover Salmon: Extinction is Not an Option.”
(2000).
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of the fish. Instead, the law requires these risks to be borne by the action. That is, the PUDs’  facilities
must bare those risks.

Although NMFS and the PUDs  might argue that the adaptive management provisions of the HCPs
eliminate the illegal risk to the listed stocks, this simply is not the case. The current agreement promises
not to use the HCPs’  “off-ramp” until year 15 (even if the stocks are plummeting) and the burden of proof
requirements under a “no surprises” policy, limit any positive impacts the adaptive management
provisions might otherwise present. Simply put, NMFS has negotiated an agreement that while it
provides “a  substantial amount of planning and financial certainty for the PUDS,” it puts a significant risk
on the likely survival of the listed species. DEIS at 4-77. We urge NMFS to do what the ESA requires
and place the unknown risk on the project, not the species.

2 . FERC’s Licensing of a Hydroelectric Facility Requires a Section 7 Consultation Process.

The operation of these federally licensed projects should be the subject of a 0 7 consultation between the
NMFS and the FERC, not the subject of a Q 10 incidental take permit (ITP) in an HCP. Issuing an ITP to
these projects would be misguided for several reasons.

First, 8 7 and NMFS’ Handbook make clear that the ITPs  are available only for nonfederal activities. See
16 U.S.C. 6 1536(b)(4) & (0)  (providing for incidental take statements for federal activities and ITPs  for
nonfederal actions); HCP Handbook at 1-4 (“[The Section 101 process is designed to address non-federal
land or water use or development activities that do not involve Federal action that is subject to section 7
consultation.“). As the DEIS makes clear throughout the document, the projects at issue in the HCPs  are
FERC-licensed projects. See, e.g., DEIS at S-5 (discussing the Wells Hydroelectric Project as a FERC-
licensed project). FERC’s  permitting authority over these projects and its continuing authority over the
projects through so-called reopener clauses, constitute federal activities. As such, FERC must consult
with NMFS over its actions under 4 7 of the ESA. The use of the $ 10 HCP process is inappropriate, and
likely illegal, in this context.

Second, even if an ITP were appropriate in this context, the ITPs  and HCPs  would not relieve FERC of its
$ 7 responsibilities. Section 7 of the ESA requires federal agencies to “insure that any action authorized,
funded, or carried out by such agency . . . is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any
endangered or threatened species.” 16 U.S.C. § 1536(a)(2) (e mp hasis added). Section 7 also requires
federal agencies to conserve listed species. 16 U.S.C. 4 1536(a)(l). Section 10 of the ESA merely
requires that actions not “take” a listed species. 16 U.S.C. 8 1539(a). The difference is extraordinary.

We recognize that NMFS acknowledges the need to complete a 5 7 consultation on the implementation of
the HCPs.  However, by blessing the HCPs  first, NMFS simultaneously renders the 0 7 consultation
process meaningless and places the agencies in a position that, very likely, will result in a process that is
contrary to the law, The “no surprises” policy of the HCPs  would negate the ability of the agencies to
insert provisions into the FERC licenses that the agencies found necessary to comply with their 6 7
conservation, survival, and recovery obligations. Contrary to the “no surprises” assurances that certain
commitments will not be revisited, NMFS would illegally restrict the ability of FERC and NMFS to
comply with their 5 7 responsibilities. In the very least, the consultation process must occur prior to any
further development or agreement to the HCPs.

Third, a “no surprises” cap on these proje&s’  responsibilities is particularly troubling due to the river-
based nature of these operations and each individual dam’s impacts on migrating salmon and steelhead.
To justify the promises of certainty in the face of rapidly changing conditions, NMFS and Fish and
Wildlife Service asserted in their “no surprises” rulemaking that the agencies can rely on conservation
contributions from neighboring land owners or voluntary conservation organizations to compensate for

8

c



the cap on the permittee’s responsibilities. See 63 Fed. Reg. 8859 (1998),  codified at 50 C.F.R. 56
17.22(b)(5), (6) & 17.32(b)(5), (6) (1998). This justification makes absolutely no sense for the salmon
and steelhead of the middle and upper Columbia River, which will not survive dams that prove to be
harmful regardless of the extent to which neighboring landowners step up their conservation
contributions. In essence, there is no “neighbor” to make up for the adverse impacts to the species.

Finally, no surprises assurances have already created significant new risks for endangered species as they
have been applied over the past five years to nonfederal activities. “No surprises” guarantees tend to
lock-in an HCP’s  initial design, rendering adaptive management meaningless, by setting extremely high
burdens of proof for the Services, requiring additional mitigation to first occur on public lands, requiring
any additional mitigation to be fully subsidized by the public, and/or allowing any additional mitigation to
be voluntary. Even in cases where an HCP’s  initial provisions are more adequate, changes and additions
to these measures may well become necessary over time, including as a result of changes in the
permittees’ resource management practices, changing environmental conditions, or other foreseeable and
unforeseeable circumstances. Rather than repeating our general concerns regarding the no surprises
policy here, we include by reference, the National Wildlife Federation’s comments on the “no  surprises”
policy rulemaking and American Lands’ comments on the Scoping Notice for these HCPs.  These
concerns are heightened by the fact that NMFS has found the listed species at issue in these HCPs  to be
some of the most imperiled in the Columbia River Basin. This is not a time to add to the obstacles these
species must face, but rather a time to provide the maximum protections afforded by law and policy.

3 . The DEIS Misunderstands the Requirements of the ESA.

The DEIS  fundamentally misunderstands the requirements of the ESA and its relationship to
hydroelectric projects. In several places, the DEIS  states that NMFS cannot legally mandate drawdown
or dam removal until project relicensing. See, e.g., Table 2-8 at 2-57 or 4-29 & 2-45, respectively. This is
simply not the case. These projects currently hold licenses that contain reopener clauses that allow FERC
to change or revoke the licenses due to fish and wildlife concerns. As a result, FERC retains ongoing
authority and jurisdiction over these projects. Courts have found that this ongoing jurisdiction requires
the federal agency with this authority to reinitiate consultation and to take whatever action necessary to
protect the listed species. See WaterWatch  of Oregon v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Civ. No. 99-861-
BR (D. Or. June 7,200O)  (finding that a reopener clause in a federal permit required the Corps to
reinitiate consultation over a water withdrawal). NMFS’ elimination of the dam removal alternative is
simply inconsistent with federal law. We strongly urge the agency to reconsider its elimination of this
alternative.

Additionally, the ESA requires NMFS to consider alternatives that are much more protective of fish than
the HCPs  proposed in Alternative 3 of the DEIS. The ESA requires that an HCP minimize and mitigate
the taking of endangered and threatened species to the “maximum extent practicable.” 16 U.S.C. 4
1539(a)(2)(B)(ii).  As discussed earlier, the DEIS fails to consider any alternative that would be more
protective of fish, such as the installation of sluiceways at each project. NMFS’ failure to consider this
and other, more protective alternatives violates the ESA’s “maximum extent practicable” requirement.
As Courts have held, “the most reasonable reading of the ‘maximum extent practicable’ nonetheless
requires the Service to consider an alternative involving greater mitigation . . . , ‘The Administrative
Record must contain some analysis of why the level or amount [of take] selected is appropriate for the
particular project at issue.“’ National Wildlife Fed’n. v. Babbitt, 128 F.Supp.2d  1271, 1292 (E.D. Cal.
2000) (citing Sierra Club v. Babbitt, 15 F.Supp.2d  1274, 1279-82 (S.D. Ala. 1998). NMFS must not only
show that the mitigation proposed in the HCPs  is practicable, but must demonstrate that a higher level of
mitigation would be impracticable. Just as NMFS cannot satisfy NEPA’s range of alternatives
requirement with the discussion of only 2 alternatives, such a narrow range of alternatives similarly fails
to satisfy the requirements of the ESA.
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Also disturbing is the manner in which the DEIS treats permit revocations. The ESA requires revocation
of the permit ifthe  permitee is not meeting the permit’s terms and conditions. 16 U.S.C. 6 1539 (a)(2)(C).
However, the HCPs  appear to limit this revocation authority in two significant ways. First, the HCPs
only allow revocation after year 15. So, the PUDs  could fail to meet the terms and conditions of the
HCPs  for 14 years without recourse. DEIS at S-l 6; 2-33. Second, the revocation at year 15 may be
exercised only if NMFS is specifically seeking drawdown, dam removal, and/or a non-power operating
action. Neither limitation is consistent with ESA requirements. We urge NMFS to review the law and
the underlying HCP agreements to ensure consistency.

Finally, NMFS’ failure to provide an adequate review of the HCPs’  monitoring and evaluation programs
undermines the very essence of the ESA. The monitoring and evaluation of the HCPs  are critical for
compliance with the ESA. Without accurate and adequate monitoring and evaluation mechanisms,
NMFS and FSW will be unable to determine, in any scientifically or legally credible manner, whether the
PUDs  are complying with the HCPs  and thus, with the ESA. The DEIS fails to adequately address the
obvious limitations with the alternative’s monitoring and evaluations processes. We urge the agency to
do a more thorough analysis of the limitations of these processes and to articulate how the agency will be
able to ensure compliance with federal law.

Federal Power Act

The DETS specifically states that the HCPs  would “supercede the existing FERC license articles and
settlement agreements as they pertain to anadromous fish.” DEIS at 1-9. It is also the intention of the
PUDs  that the HCPs  satisfy NMFS’ obligations pursuant to sections 18, 10(a),  and 10(j)  of the Federal
Power Act. However, the DEIS falls far short of including the analysis and requirements necessary to
supercede these statutory requirements.

Both the Federal Power Act (FPA) and NEPA obligate a hydroelectric licensee to incorporate pre-project
conditions in the relicensing process. As currently written, the DEIS and HCPs  limit these requirements.
Section 10 of the FPA establishes two mechanisms for requiring the analysis of pre-project conditions.
First, section IO(a)  requires an assessment that ensures the “equal consideration” of non-power values,
including fish, wildlife, recreation, and environmental quality, when relicensing a hydroelectric facility.
16 U.S.C. 8 803(a). The FPA’s  legislative history further clarifies that the intent of the FPA’s  SO-year
cap on hydroelectric licenses was to ensure that the commitment of a river to power production be
reevaluated anew at the time of relicensing. See, e.g., Statement of Theodore Roosevelt, H.R. Rep. No.
507, 99’” Cong., 2”d  Sess. 11 (1986) stating that “[t]he  public must retain the control of the great
waterways. It is essential that any permit to obstruct them for reasons and conditions that seem good at
the moment should be subject to revision when changed conditions demand.“) A proper assessment of
giving equal consideration cannot be determined without first understanding how the project has impacted
environmental resources and how these resources could be restored. The DEIS utterly fails to address
those issues by ignoring the pre-project conditions. Including a dam removal alternative would help
rectify this serious oversight.

Second, Q 1 O(j)  of the FPA also compels a pre-project analysis by requiring that relicensing be
conditioned upon the inclusion of ‘adequate and equitable” fish and wildlife protection, mitigation, and
enhancement (PM&E) measures. 16 U.S.C. 9 803 (j).  This first step in determining the appropriate level
of PM&E measures is to identify the historic conditions within which fish and wildlife existed prior to the
hydroelectric project. The goal is to understand the key ecological conditions required for a healthy, self-
sustaining fish and wildlife populations, and to strive to restore the physical, chemical, and physiological
processes that create and maintain those conditions. However, reaching this goal is impossible without
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first assessing the conditions of the ecosystem prior to dam construction. Again the DEIS is woefully
lacking in this analysis.

Third, the DEIS provides no analysis of whether the HCPs  at issue satisfy the FPA. It seems obvious that
NMFS has blinded itself to these requirements. Certainly, by not analyzing the impacts to the FPA
requirements, NMFS has failed to present the issues squarely for the public and decision-makers. The
FPA grants certain authorities to NMFS to protect fishery resources, (listed and non-listed), affected by
the hydroelectric project. The DEIS fails to analyze whether the HCPs’  measures will satisfy such
obligations. We urge the agency to complete a thorough analysis of how the proposed alternative will
comply with the FPA requirements.

Finally, the very concept of the HCPs  at issue in the DEIS circumvent the FPA requirements by including
a “no surprises” assurances. As discussed earlier, the “no  surprises” policy pre-supposes both the content
and the term of years for the PUD FERC licenses. This is particularly disconcerting in terms of content
where FERC has regularly inserted reopener clauses into its licenses in order to ensure “equitable
treatment for fish and wildlife over the terms of the license agreement. The “no  surprises” policy in the
HCPs  would eliminate FERC’s  ability to ensure compliance with this section of the FPA and many of its
own license terms.

Clean Water Act

The CWA requires that all federal agencies “having jurisdiction over any property or facility . . . shall be
subject to and comply with” all applicable federal, state, and local water quality laws. 33 U.S.C. 8 1323.
As a federal court has recently held, dams are no exception to this rule. See National Wildlife Fed’n v.
U.S. Army  Corps of Engineers, 92 F. Supp.2d  1072 (D. Or. 2000) (holding that the Corps’ dams on the
lower Snake River must comply with state water quality standards). As the permitting agency, FERC has
jurisdiction over the operation of these dams. Nowhere in the DEIS,  however, is there an analysis of
whether any of the alternatives will comply with water quality standards. NMFS must analyze the water
quality impacts of these projects and ensure that state water quality standards are met.

In addition, as a result of the actions analyzed in this DEIS, NMFS will issue an incidental take permit or
an incidental take statement. However, both the ITP and the ITS require state certification under section
401 of the CWA. 33 USC.  $ 1341. To the best of our knowledge, NMFS has not acknowledged receipt
of such certification from the applicants. We ask the agency either to identify where in the DEIS this
certification is discussed or to seek such certification prior to issuance. To issue one of these permits
without a certification is a violation of section 401 of the CWA.

Tnadequacv of HCP Provisions

The HCPs  establish a no net impact standard for salmon and steelhead at the Rocky Reach, Rock Island,
and Wells hydroelectric projects. The key components include a 91 percent total project survival rate,
including an independent 95 percent juvenile passage rate, and 9 percent compensation through hatchery
and tributary improvement programs. The DEIS clearly illustrates the shortcomings of the proposed
standards and the unacceptable risk placed on the species as a result. Nonetheless, NMFS’ analysis
overlooks the serious shortcomings with the HCPs.

1 . Adult and Juvenile Survival Staadards Are Insufficient.
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The DEIS  must determine whether the adult and juvenile survival standards proposed in the HCPs  are
sufficient to recover the species and importantly, whether it is even possible to measure compliance with
the proposed standards. The DEIS  fails on both accounts.

Perhaps one of the most significant problems with Alternative 3 is the inability to accurately measure the
key components of the HCPs  -juvenile and adult survival standards. The DEIS makes clear that there is
considerable uncertainty surrounding the available survival information for juvenile and adult salmonids
passing the Mid-Columbia hydroelectric projects. Further, the DEIS states that (1) methodologies do not
currently exist to measure total project survival for all species for juvenile migration, and (2) there are no
specific plans to assess overall adult survival at the projects due to the lack of accurate methods to do so.
Despite a lack of scientifically credible methods to determine whether the PUDs  are meeting the proposed
survival standards, NMFS relies on the standards when evaluating risks to the species of the proposed
action. The DEIS fails to explain such reliance or evaluate the risk associated with standards that cannot
be measured. NMFS cannot issue an incidental take permit while at the same time expressly
acknowledging an inability to determine whether the applicant is in compliance with its terms.

Until such time as accurate assessment methods are developed, NMFS proposes to utilize representational
studies of yearling spring chinook and steelhead to determine juvenile survival of all species and proposes
nothing with regard to measuring total project survival, which includes adult survival. In the absence of
adequate methods to measure whether the specified standards are being met for all of the life stages of all
covered species, the standards are meaningless. Yet, the DEIS does not account for this considerable
uncertainty in its analysis.

Compounding the risk to species is the provision that in the absence of methods to accurately determine
unavoidable project mortality - defined as 5 percent juvenile dam passage mortality and 4 percent
mortality from all other project effects, including adult mortality - NMFS assumes that the underlying
estimates are correct. There is absolutely no data to justify such an assumption, and making this
assumption runs counter to the fundamental principles of the ESA requiring that uncertainty be resolved
in favor of the species. See supra,  at 7-8. Therefore, until the PUDs  accurately assess the specified
survival standards, NMFS should assume non-attainment of the standards.

Moreover, the assumptions regarding the underlying mortality estimates serve as a disincentive for the
PUDs  to develop and implement studies of total project survival in a timely manner. The HCPs  allow the
PUDs  to transition from Phase I to Phase III based solely on attainment of the 95 percent juvenile survival
standard. As a result, the PUDs  can forego studying total project survival, relying instead on the
unjustified assumptions in the HCPs.  Again, this result runs afoul of the ESA’s  cautionary principles.

We acknowledge the difficulty in evaluating certain standards and that the HCPs  call for such protocols to
be developed at some future date. However, NMFS may not rely on survival standards for which there
are no technologies available to evaluate when determining whether the proposed HCPs  comply with the
ESA. A promise of future assessments, coupled with assumptions that standards are being met in the
absence of such assessments, falls far short of what the ESA requires, and cannot be used to support any
conclusions as to the HCPs’  adequacy. See, e.g.,  Sierra Club v. Marsh,  816 F.2d  1376 (gth  Cir. 1987) (the
benefit of the doubt must be given to species not the action). There must be scientifically credible means
to determine whether the standards set forth in the draft HCPs  are being met prior to issuance of an
incidental take permit, And, NMFS must consider the accuracy, reliability, and feasibility of the
proposed measuring techniques in its anaiysis of the HCPs.

Recent actions undertaken by Chelan County PUD highlight the risk posed to the species by failing to
develop agreed-upon methods for assessing whether survival standards are being met for all species prior
to implementation of any HCPs.  Despite lack of support from tribal, federal, and state fishery experts,
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Chelan County PUD concluded that the Rocky Reach Hydroelectric Project was providing 95 percent
juvenile dam passage survival and decided to forego the minimum spill requirement set forth in the HCPs,
The PUD relied on inadequate analysis to support its conclusion, and ignored the requirement that all
parties agree that the standard has been met prior to foregoing spill. Similar situations are likely to occur
in the absence of measurable criteria.

Even if the 95 percent juvenile dam passage survival standard was measurable for all species, NMFS’
analysis of the expected survival improvements and their adequacy in recovering the species is deficient
in several respects. First, the HCPs  call for the PUDs  to maintain a 95 percent juvenile dam passage
survival standard over only 95 percent of the run. NMFS fails to analyze the effect of protecting only 95
percent of the run and whether this approach is even legal under the ESA. Additionally, the HCPs  allow
for the exclusion of spring migrating chinook smaller than 50 mm in length from the 95 percent juvenile
dam passage survival for the full run of that species in the  event turbine intake screens are installed
certain instances. The DEIS does not consider the effect of such exclusion on the species.

Finally, the PUDs,  rather than NMFS, have the ultimate decision on what measures to implement during
Phase I of the HCPs. The minimum required of the PUDs  is that they demonstrate “steady progress”
toward project survival standards throughout the duration of Phase I. However, the DEIS provides no
criteria to determine adherence to steady progress, and importantly, states that such adherence will not be
monitored until actual implementation of the HCPs.  The result is that despite Phase I beginning in 1998,
NMFS is not requiring the PUDs  to comply with the steady progress requirement. Failure to provide
steady progress delays implementation of critical protection measure and shifts the burden onto the
species.

The insufficient analysis of the 95 percent standard, the lack of scientifically credible methods by which
to determine whether the PUDs  are achieving the HCP standards, and the lack of a requirement to provide
the benefit of the doubt to the species of concern with respect to information gaps or disputes results in
insufficient protection for the species.

We recommend that NMFS identify and evaluate feasible measurement protocols to assess compliance
with all aspects of the survival standards. Such protocols should address all species and all life stages,
including adult survival. In conjunction with development of study methodologies, NMFS should
evaluate the potential impacts on the species that may result from implementation of such studies.
Further, any uncertainties with regard to whether standards are being met must be resolved in favor of the
species.

2 . The DEIS Lacks Any Adequate Analysis of the Off Site Mitigation Proposals.

The DEIS notes that the ultimate goal of the HCPs  is to achieve no net impact to each species covered by
the HCPs.  This standard requires a 9 percent compensation for unavoidable project mortality through two
programs - 7 percent compensation to be provided through hatchery programs and 2 percent
compensation provided through tributary habitat improvement programs. However, the DEIS fails to
provide a detailed evaluation of either program, including the manner in which NMFS will assess the
projected benefits. Rather, the DETS acknowledges that there are no means to assess these benefits and
then simply assumes that the funding and supplementation levels contained in the HCPs  are adequate.

a . Tributary Improvements

A critical component of any salmon protection and recovery effort will involve the protection and
restoration of salmon and steelhead habitat throughout the basin. Thus, while a tributary habitat
improvement fund is a laudable goal, it must be accompanied by measurable actions and objectives. The
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proposed tributary fund in the HCPs  fails to meet that requirement and as a result, raises questions about
the legality of such a program under the ESA.

The DEL3 provides no analysis to support the proposed tributary habitat improvement fund levels
established in the HCPs  or to suggest that the fund will result in the 2 percent compensation for
unavoidable project mortality as intended. The fund is defined in monetary terms, with no connection to
specific habitat improvement measures or goals necessary to meet the habitat needs of salmon and
steelhead. And, although the DEIS states generally that habitat conditions are expected to improve, there
is no way to measure the actual benefits of such improvements or determine whether the PUDs  are
complying with the 2 percent compensation standard. Despite this inability to measure and the
uncertainty surrounding the fund, the DEB quantifies and relies upon expected survival increases for
steelhead and spring chinook resulting from such improvements. The DEIS  fails to support its finding
that the fund will either provide 2 percent compensation or provide the projected survival benefits.

Additionally, the DEIS does not explain how the funding structure may affect when or whether
improvements are made and survival benefits realized. Similarly, the DETS fails to explain how the
funding structure will actually achieve interim goals for recovery. The QAR analysis assumes that
survival improvements from off site mitigation will be realized immediately, even though the funding for
such improvements is spread out over the 50 years of the permit. NMFS clearly understands that the
survival improvements cannot be immediately realized. And yet, the DEIS, while acknowledging this
discrepancies, simply ignores the problem. NMFS’ avoidance technique and lack of analysis presents an
illegal burden of risk on the listed species and violates both the ESA and NEPA.

Finally, the DEIS fails to explain why Douglas County PUD’s  contribution to the tributary improvement
fund would be reduced by half in the event that the PUD is achieving 95 percent juvenile dam passage
survival or higher at the Wells dam. There is no justification for linking the tributary habitat fund solely
to the juvenile dam passage survival standard. Such a reduction runs counter to the goal of attaining no
net impact at the project and is not considered in the DEIS estimation of survival benefits. The projected
benefits, although not supported by data or scientific analysis, are based on tributary improvements to
mitigate for 2 percent of unavoidable project mortality. Changing the contribution level without scientific
justification is irrational and contrary to law.

b . Hatchery Mitigation

The DEB fails to adequately analyze the hatchery supplementation component of the HCPs.  Not only
does the QAR analysis fail to consider a long-term program, but NMFS also provides no analysis to
support a program that compensates for 7 percent unavoidable project mortality. Although the HCPs  rely
on 7 percent compensation through hatchery programs to attain the underlying goal of no net impact,
NMFS expressly states that it cannot guarantee a program at that level. The DEIS notes that any hatchery
program must be designed and implemented in a manner consistent with recovery goals, but provides no
information as to how that might be accomplished nor whether such consistency will prevent the PUDs
from meeting the required 7 percent hatchery compensation. Nevertheless, the analysis fails to factor in
the potential for non-attainment of 7 percent compensation through the hatchery program, and in turn, the
no net impact  standard. The failure of this analysis raises questions as to whether the HCPs  and the no net
impact standard meet the obligations of the ESA.
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Although the DEIS identifies continued supplementation as an important factor to consider and clearly a
key component of the HCPs,  the QAR fails to analyze the impacts of a long-term supplementation
program intended to provide the 7 percent compensation. In fact, the QAR analysis assumed a short-term
supplementation program would be suspended upon attainment of certain goals, while supplementation
under the HCPs  would continue unless shown to have a negative impact to ESA listed species.

Insufficient information about the hatchery program, in combination with uncertainty surrounding both
the survival standards and the tributary program, preclude NMFS from fully assessing the environmental
impacts of the HCPs  and drawing any conclusions as to its sufficiency under the ESA.

3 . Inconsistencies between QAR & DEIS Call DEIS Analysis into Question

The DEIS relies on the Quantitative Analytical Report (QAR) to assess the impacts of implementing the
survival standards and tributary habitat improvement measures in the HCPs.  NMFS’ reliance on the
QAR analysis is misguided for several reasons. First, the QAR Lrassumed that the survival improvements
called for at the hydroprojects, and through off-site mitigation, occur instantaneously,” when in fact, as
the DEIS notes, the survival benefits from the measures in the HCPs  may not be realized for years. DEIS
at 4-l 1. The QAR also assumes that Grant County PUD’s  Priest Rapids Project has achieved a 95 percent
juvenile survival standard, similar to the juvenile dam passage survival standard called for in the HCPs.
However, the DEIS provides no support for this assumption. As discussed above, the QAR also fails to
adequately assess the proposed hatchery supplementation program. Finally, the QAR incorporates the
survival improvements called for in the Federal Columbia River Power System Biological Opinion, even
though such standards are not currently being met. The QAR relies upon unsupportable assumptions
contrary to the requirement that NMFS articulate a rational connection between its findings and the
available facts. Inconsistencies between the QAR and available facts call into question NMFS’ reliance
on the analysis to draw any conclusions about the adequacy of the HCPs.

I Conclusion

The DEIS fails to demonstrate that the proposed HCPs  provide sufficient protection of anadromous
salmon and steelhead. It relies on immeasurable standards and too often places the risk of uncertainty
associated with such standards on the species. A plan that is to govern salmon and steelhead protection
measures at the Rocky Reach, Rock Island, and Wells hydroelectric projects must contain significantly
more certainty with regard to attainment of standards, effectiveness of standards in light of all the impacts
in the Columbia River Basin, and must be conservative in favor of ESA-listed species. The DEIS does
not provide sufficient analysis of the environmental impacts of the alternatives to warrant adoption of the
HCPs.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please feel free to call if you have any questions regarding
these comments.

Sincerely,

Pat Ford, Save Our Wild Salmon
John Kober, National Wildlife Federation
Steve Gerritson, Chair, Cascade Chapter of the Sierra Club
Liz Hamilton, Northwest Sportfishing Industry Association
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Glen Spain, Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations &
Institute for Fisheries Resources

Shawn Cantrell, Friends of the Earth

cc: Susan Fruchter, NEPA Coordinator
Office of Policy and Strategic Planning
Room 6117
Herbert C. Hoover Bldg.
U.S. Department of Commerce
Washington D.C. 20230
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STATE HEPI<ESENTATIVE
I Zth  DISTRICT

CLYDE BALLARD
REPUBLICAN SPEAKER OF

T H E  H O U S E

February 12,200l

Northwest Region - Hydro Program
National Marine Fisheries Service
525 NE Oregon St. Suite #420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

Dear Sirs:

State of
Washington

House  Of
Representatives

FEB 14 2001
RLlI.ES

CO-CHAIRMAN

Affordable, reliable electricity has been the lifeblood of Washington’s state’s economy for
decades. Fueled largely by clean, renewable energy from hydroelectric power, our state as a
whole has been able to grow and prosper. Now, hydroelectric power is in short supply.
Environmental regulations have all but eliminated new hydropower plant construction, and
conditions imposed on existing power plants have significantly reduced generation. Our state
faces an immense challenge in finding new generation sources to fuel an expanding economy.

In many rural Eastern Washington communities, affordable hydroelectric power is not on1.y
critical for growth, it is critical for survival. The agricultural industry is in serious decline, in
part due to the cost of endless regulations imposed by unyielding agencies. Aluminum plants are
closing or severely cutting production due to rising energy costs. Jobs are in short supply.

For several years, I have been closely watching the development of the Habitat Conservation
Plan (HCP for the hydro projects in the mid-Columbia area. Frankly, I have been disappointed
that we have all had to wait so long for this plan to wade through the regulatory process. We
cannot afford to wait any longer.

The HCP offers hope that the mandates of the Endangered Species Act can be met, while
retaining critical hydroelectric power supplies. Rather than relying upon agencies to mandate
never-ending fish protection measures, the plan establishes an outcome-based standard, The
Public Utility Districts (PUDs)  have the opportunity to meet the agree-upon survival standards,
with unavoidable losses compensated through state-of-the-art hatchery production and habitat
funding.

Finally, we may have a model for addressing fishery protection that embraces common sense. It’s
about time.

LEGISLATIVE OFFICE: 3rd  FIJI.  LEGISLATIVE RUII.I~ING,  PO BOX 4Oci00.  OLYMPIA, WA 1JX504i)tiof)  l  (3KO) i’Hf+7999
TOLL-FREE LEGISLA’FIVE  IHOTLINE: I-HottS(iZ-(iot1O * TDD: I -80&63S-$~I-%~:~

DISTRICT OFFICE: 23 S. WENATCHEE AVENUE, SUITE 18, WENATCI-IEE,  WA SH80 I .  (5011)  (i&l-  I274

I’HIN’I’ED  ON RECYCLEIJ I’AI’ER



Habitat Conservation Program
page 2,

I would like to note for the record that our PUDs  have not been waiting for the regulatory review
process to conclude before moving ahead with resource portection plans. For example, Chelan
County PUD has thoroughly tested a prototype surface collection system at Rocky Reach Dam.
Construction of a permanent surface collector will begin later this year. The PUD is also nearing
completion of a turbine replacement project, using a more fish-friendly design. The cost of these
programs is significant and the PUD should be applauded for its environmental stewardship.

1 support the HCP and urge you to move it swiftly through the review process. This is a golden
opportunity to demonstrate to the citizens of Washington State that cooperation can yield positive
results. Our citizens are growing more and more skeptical that something like this is possible.
Don’t disappoint them.

With Warmest Regards,

W%
CLYDE BALLARD
Speaker of the House



TlhnmtWdti~
700 HIGHWAY 2 I Posr OFKE  Box 287
LEAVENWORTH, WASHINGTON 98826
(509) 548-5275 I FAX: (509) 548-6429
E-MAII.:  leave@televar.com

City Council
Bill  B suer  ” Mayor

Bill WA - Mayor Pro-Tern

Trisha  Bradley
Peter D. DeVries

C,rl  r&G,
J& Koenig

John PA
Keith Tower

Scott Hugill  - City  Adminietmtot

February 7,2001

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region -Hydra  Program
525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

After discussion with the City Council, I am writing in support of the Chelan County PUD’s Habitat
Conservation Program (HCP) now under review by your agency.

Since a national fish hatchery is”located  in our back yard ( on Icicle Creek, a tributary of the Wenatchee
River in Chelan County ),  most citizens of Leavenworth are keenly aware of the issues surrounding
salmon survival. They know about the competing demands on our rivers and streams - demands for
domestic water, irrigation, hydro generation, fisheries and recreation, among others. They are also aware
of the stalemates that can result when these seemingly competing interests are at legal loggerheads.

The proposed HCP offers a common-sense approach to the fish problem. The HCP gives Chelan
County PUD a fixed target, the outcome-based standard of 91 percent overall survival It allows the PUD
time to find the most economical means of satisfying the regulatory agencies’ fish protection
requirements. And it appears to avoid the courtroom, where so many of these issues end up.

Of particular interest to the citizens of Leavenworth are the provisions for habitat protection and
improvements included in the HCP. Leavenworth is situated near several important tributaries to the
Columbia River, and we support habitat improvements to these rivers and streams.

On  the business side, I represent a community that has become an outstanding pillar of the tourism
industry of the Pacific Northwest. More than one million (1 ,OOO,OOO)  visitors come to
Washington’s Bavarian Village each year. It is our hope that the PUD  will be allowed to continue as the
provider of low-cost, reliable electricity while maintaining its status as a good steward and good
neighbor.

Please place the City of Leavenworth on record as supporting the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) of
Chelan County PIJD.

William J. Bauer, Mayor



April 4,200l

The mid-Columbia Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) is consistent with our regional goals
and we ask that NMFS fully endorse it. The HCP successfully meshes fish management
with hydropower operations and it embodies many key principles PNUCC strongly
supports for recovering salmon in the Pacific Northwest. It establishes overall survival
targets for fish. It is comprehensive in nature, relying on habitat improvements and
hatchery operations, as well as, hydro operations to improve fish survival. It relies on the
innovations of the project owners, giving them the responsibility and accountability for
meeting fish survival targets yet provides for oversight from and cooperation with
interested agencies and parties. And most importantly, the mid-Columbia HCP is the
product of a comprehensive, collaborative process that included all the major
stakeholders. We see this as a successful formula that recognizes the unique
characteristics of each hydroproject.

Ms. Donna Darm
National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydro Program
525 N.E. Oregon St., Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

Dear Donna:

The Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference Committee (PNUCC) has played an
important role in the region’s electric utility industry for over 50 years. As a voluntary,
non-profit organization, PNUCC is a forum for bringing the power of good ideas to bear
on a range of issues including the recovery of ESA listed salmon.

PNUCC has been engaged in the salmon issue for many years seeking a regional plan
that will successfully recover endangered salmon. In order for a plan to succeed it must
address the salmon’s entire lifecycle; have clear, consistent goals; clearly articulate who
is accountable for meeting the goals; and be acceptable by all interested parties. Such a
regional plan would provide a guide for local actions for fish. In addition, the regional
plan would be used to assure that individual actions at the local level are consistent with
the region’s goals and are complementary and not at cross-purposes.



In order to maintain system reliability and ensure a stable power supply for the
Northwest, it is imperative that the region has certainty to the amount of power available
from the NW hydropower system. The HCP provides some additional certainty for the
operation of the three dams it addresses and thus their power contributions.

This HCP is one example of how to locally and effectively address salmon recovery. We
urge you to adopt the principles of the HCP and move forward on meeting its admirable
goals.

Sincerely,

Gerry Miller
Chairrnan
Goldendale Aluminum

Dave Piper
1st Vice Chairman
PNGC Power

Jim Miller
2nd Vice Chairman
Idaho Power Company

cc: PNUCC Board of Directors



LYNN W. BAKER, ED.D.
Superintendent

CASHMERE SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 222
210 South Division Street

Cashmere, WA 98815-l 198

Phone: (509) 782-3355
Fax: (509) 782-4747

February 6,200l

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydro Program
525 N.E. Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland Oregon 97232-2737

To Whom It May Concern:

Collaboration is one of the best lessons we can teach.

When we’re facing a challenge as difficult as protecting salmon and steelhead in the
Columbia River, it is remarkable to find  a solution such as the Mid-Columbia Habitat
Conservation Plan. The fact that it is a negotiated effort in an arena marked by adversarial
action provides a valuable template for the future,

I endorse the plan for these reasons:

* It ensures protection of salmon and steelhead while maintaining an economical and
reliable energy supply for our region.

* It establishes performance standards, based on the best available scientific evidence
and allows local PUD fisheries staff to develop the most cost-effective ways to meet
them.

* The plan provides a balanced approach to compensation for unavoidable losses.
* It includes a commitment to improve habitat in the Columbia River as well as

important tributaries such as the Wenatchee River, a touchstone of our town.
* A dispute resolution process is included to avoid expensive and time-consuming legal

battles that would take resources away from helping fish.

Overall the Mid-Columbia Habitat Conservation Plan is a much needed, innovative and
rational approach to protecting endangered salmon and steelhead while also ensuring
continued operation of our local hydroelectric dams. That power source is crucial to the
region to ensure there will be jobs for our students in the future. This is particularly true
because our agricultural industry is eroding.

Sincerely,

,,’ .I I,



D marpon (509) 548-5829 l Fax (509) 548-6372

marson
lumber, Inc.

P.O. Box 218 . 11724 Riverbend Dr. l Leavenworth, WA 98826-0218
Drywall Division - Wenatchee (509) 663-5154 l Fax (509) 663-5 154

February 6,200l

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydro Program
525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

To Whom It May Concern:

Our firm has been in business for 45 years, serving the residents of North Central Washington. The
economic situation for our area is very precarious and uncertain for the future. For the past several years, 1
have watched countless regulations pile up on the citizens of Chelan County. Many of the continued
mandates are produced by out-of-town bureaucrats without a regard for our local citizens and our way of
life. Our area is now to the point where many orchardists are either ripping out their fruit trees and/or
facing  bankruptcy. Water regulations are stifling growth in other areas, Housing starts are down and living
wage jobs are hard to come by. The future of the Alcoa plant in Wenatchee is in question. All of these
things have certainly had an impact on our family-owned business and those of my friends and neighbors.

In these difiicult times, one of the blessings we have been able to count on is relatively low-priced,
dependable electricity from our citizen-owned public utility district. The PUD has certainly faced its’
challenges in dealing with costly mandates as well. Re-licensing the dams, expensive fish programs and
many other items have steadily increased  rates, although fortunately not nearly as much as in other areas
that have to rely upon coal, nuclear power and other more expensive forms of electric generation.

Eastern Washington has not experienced the dynamic economic growth that Western Washington has
achieved. People in our area are also very concerned that somehow California will be able to siphon off
our power further jeopardizing our area’s economy. We must keep our hydroelectric dams providing
reasonably priced power if our communities are to have a chance to grow and prosper. That is why I am
voicing my support in this letter for the habitat conservation plan for our PUD’s  dams on the Columbia
River.

Although I do not know wery detail about the HCP, it is my understanding that it addresses the ESA
mandates. I support the idea of outcome-based survival standards as opposed to simply ordering the PUD
to take expensive actions to protect the tish with no accountability from outside agencies. Having the PUD
establish and implement cost-effective, scientifically-based programs that are unique to our dams gives us
the opportunity to protect our local power generation while doing what is right for the fish. If we do our
part, the dams are protected from removal and re-licensing is assured. That makes good sense.

From my poirn  of view, it seems as though all of these vtious  government agencies, Indian tibes  and
other parties can rarely agree on anything. We have wasted tens of millions of dollars spending money on
fish programs that represented somebody’s best guess on solving the problem. The HCP appears to be the
exception. Although for some reason, this program took over five years to negotiate. It has taken even
longer to wade through the regulations, I noted that some pretty diverse groups, like American Rivers,
National Marine Fisheries, Indian tribes and others signed the declaration stating that the HCP is a good
idea. Now, maybe we finally have a program we can all support

Without further delay, please keep the HCP moving forward. We need this program to protect our dams, to
meet the ESA mandates and to keep our communities growing and surviving.

Sincerely,

Building Materials l Roof Trusses l Floor Covering l Cabinetty l Doors l Windows l Drywall



BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

CHELAN COUNTY
STATE OF WASHINGTON

CHELAN COUNTY COURTHOUSE
350 ORONDO AVENUE,  WENATCHEE, WA 98801
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January 29,200l
KKrHLmNLWARD

Clerk  of the Board
kathy.ward@co.chelmwa.us

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydro Program
525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

In our capacity as the elected officials representing the citizens of Chelan County, we are
writing to support the mid-Columbia Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).

Over the past several years, we have literally seen our local government and our citizens
strangled by endless federal and state regulations. Our once-plentiful and prosperous
orchards are being plowed under because their owners are finding it impossible to make a
profit. Government regulations: have p1ayed.a major role in this catastrophe.

Other landowners are also hampered by too many rules and regulations. Substantial
amounts of privately-owned land can’t be developed due to water rights issues, setback
requirements, required lot sizes or other concerns.

The HCP offers some hope that diverse interests can work together and craft workable
solutions to address challenging environmental and regulatory issues. It includes a
measure of certainty that our hydroelectric dams can continue operating in a cost-
effective manner, while meeting fishery obligations mandated by the ESA.

Our county and its economic future rely heavily upon hydroelectric power. With a per-
capita income half that of the Seattle area and with unemployment at nearly double-digit
levels in Chelan County, we desperately need the affordable energy that the Chelan
County PUD provides through ownership of its Columbia River dams.

The outcome-based approach outlined in the HCP makes great sense as opposed to the
traditional method of endless mandates with no accountability and a lack of clear goals.
The HCP approach sets survival standards to bti achieved by-the PUD at its dams: The .
PUD has the expertise to develop cost-effective fish protection and enhancement,:

RON WALTER JOHN A, HUTW%R
1st Dismict, Wenatchee 2nd District, Cashmere

ron.waltw@Jco.chelanwaus johahunter@co.chelan.wa.us

E!xmR  STEEANrw
3rd District, Chelan

esther.stefauiw@co.chelanwaus



programs while maintaining critical operating standards. They have demonstrated their
stewardship countless times, most recently with the unique, new surface collection
system at Rocky Reach Dam.

We also applaud the approach to compensating for unavoidable losses. The fund
provided by the PUD will address some of the critical habitat improvement needs in
Chelan County. Those needs are among the items being discussed by Chelan, Douglas
and Okanogan counties and the Colville and Yakama  tribes as we work on the Upper
Columbia River Salmon Recovery Board to formulate recovery planning for our area.
The fund may also provide habitat recovery program partnership opportunities.

We support the HCP and urge a
opportunity to comment.

. Thank you for the

am*
Ron Walter
Commissioner Commissioner Commissioner



NORlH CENTRAL
EDUCATIONAL SERVICE DISTRICT

Sh arlna  the Vision for Student Success

January 29,200l

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydro Program
525 N.E. Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

To Whom It May Concern:

During my nine years of service as the superintendent of the North Central Educational Service
District 171, I have had the pleasure to work with the Chelan County PUD on many successful
projects.

In the field of education, the PUD has been a leader in the development of a four-county
educational cooperative that provides high-quality, well-respected curriculum from kindergarten
through middle school. 4

Chelan County PUD has also proven to be an outstanding partner in several other successful
community education projects, including bringing distance learning to Wenatchee Valley
College, helping to develop the North Central Technical Skills Center and developing a
Technology Center in the Olds Station Industrial Area.

In my role as both an educator and an avid recreationist, I have noted the PUD’s  role in yet
another collaborative venture - the development of a comprehensive Habitat Conservation Plan
(HCP) for the mid-Columbia area. For the record, I wholeheartedly endorse this program.

The HCP demonstrates to our community, from students to business>leaders, that parties with
diverse interests can work together to develop common-sense programs that address our
hydroelectric energy requirements while protecting our valuable fisheries resources.

All too often regulatory agencies seem determined to mandate specific measures, evaluate their
success and add on still more measures. We then end up with an endless cycle of more
regulation. Under that scenario, the focus on results is lost, millions of dollars are wasted and
court battles are the only recourse.

The HCP challenges that trend. With survival standards as the goal, all parties work
cooperatively on the development of solutions. Testing ensures results. Unavoidable losses are
compensated through a unique balance of natural hatchery production and habitat enhancements.

p.0.  B o x  1 8 4 7 ,  W e n a t c h e e ,  W A  9 8 8 0 7 P h o n e  ( 5 0 9 )  6 6 3 - 8 7 9 9 F A X  ( 5 0 9 )  6 6 2 - 9 0 2 7
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Endangered Species Act requirements are met while protecting our low-cost hydropower
resources that benefit not just our local citizens, but also millions of citizens throughout
Washington and the Northwest.

I urge your continued resolve to move the HCP swiftly through the regulatory process. Citizens
are anxiously awaiting a national model for cooperatively addressing both our energy and
environmental needs. This appears to be it.

Sincerely,

u &L.cLG&->,
Gene Sharratt
Superintendent
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February 2,200 1

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Flydro  Program
525 NE. Oregon Street,  Suire  420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

To Whom It May Concern:

Ccrltraf  Washington Hospital in Wenatchee  and our power provider, Chelan  County
Public Lkility  District, share the challenge of providing a &al service  at a reasonable cyst
for our  communiry. As the head of a regional, non-profit hospital, I oversee a team
striving daily to accomplish this, even though factors  outside  our control oRcn  drive  U~OSC

C&3.

This is why  I support the Mid-Columbia Habitat Conservation plan negotiated by Chalan
and Douglas County PUPS.  It would provide a masure  of ,financial  cer&inty  for the
complex proposition of protecting and enhancing salmon and steelhead  in our r&on. hs
performance-standard approach provides an incentive  to find a cost-effective solution,
based on the  best science available. That ensures a benefit not only for fish,  but our
tcgio~  as well, by providing a balanced approach to compensation for  an unavoidable
IQSS.

I also endorse the Wabitat  Conser\ration  Plan”s  collaborative approach, which includes a
method for resolving future disputes and avoids the lengthy governmental ~~OCCSSCS  thti
can Icad to long and expensive legal battles. The plan also provides a guarantee  -
something that can be hard to come by in these challenging times - of no nGt  impact 011
fish from  the PUDs’  hydropawet operations. If Chclan  and Douglas County PuDs fail to
meet that standard within five  years, then the regulatory agencies have a guuamntaa  the
PUDs  will put the agencies’ recommendations into place quickly.

In conclusioti,  the Mid-Columbia Habitat Conservation plan  of%%  a. CoSt-cffeCtiVe

process,  based on the best scientific information available for protecting the  hforthwea”s
salmon  and steelhead,  and I urge your approval of this innovative approach.
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CITY OF CASHMERE
101 Woodring Street.  Cashmere, WA 988151034

Business (509) 782-35 13 * Fax (509) 782-2840

February 1,200l

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydra Program
525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

Dear Sir or Madam:

As mayor of Cashmere, WA, located on the shores of the Wenatchee River, I am very
familiar with the competitive interests laying claim to the water of our rivers and streams.
Farmers, fishermen, environmentalists, river rafters, power producers . . . all have a vested
interest in our water.

These competing demands frequently result in stalemates at best and court battles at
worst. The Habitat Conservation Plan forwarded by Chelan County PUD takes a new
approach, and I commend the PUD for its vision.

The HCP offers a common-sense plan for alleviating the fish problem. The HCP sets
fixed targets for fish survival, allowing the PUD some freedom in how to meet those
targets. Yet it includes regulatory oversight that should satisfy both environmentalists and
the various federal and state agencies. It creates a spirit of cooperation not evident in
many, many other water issues.

I also strongly support the focus on habitat, since the Wenatchee River is a Columbia
River tributary that could stand to gain under the HCP program.

The PUD supplies wholesale power to Cashmere and is an important player in the
economic health of our region. The HCP allows the PUD to do what it has always done
best -- generate power -- while providing for continued mitigation and enhancement of
the local fishery.

I urge you to move ahead on the HCP process.

S i n c e r e l y ,

$&;2: J&L :‘.  ‘,. ,‘,, : ‘_‘;,
’

Gordon Irle
Mayor
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February 9,200l

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydro Program
525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

Re: Comments on Habitat Conservation Plan

To Whom it May Concern:

Having served in the State Legislature to represent the people of North Central
Washington (and to protect the interests of all the citizens of the entire State of Washington), it is
with a sense of urgency that I write to endorse the concept of Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP)
now being reviewed as a way to deal with the important fishery resources of the mid-Columbia.

This region is faced with extremely serious economic problems, The HCP speaks to
economic concerns by offering long-term business certainty on fish spending costs and power
rates, It speaks to environmental concerns by providing a balanced approach to compensate for
unavoidable losses at dams on the river. It affords quick resolution of disputes rather than
plunging issues into the limbo of long, drawn out court battles. It promotes cooperation by
establishing review panels involving regulatory agencies and PUD staff. And it sets an example
for the rest of the country that illustrates how complicated issues can be resolved through hard
work and a collaborative spirit.

With pressures mounting on successful hydropower generators as a result of energy
shortages in California and elsewhere, it is increasingly important to protect operators, such as
Chelan PUD, who have demonstrated their farsightedness and their competency in managing
both the environmental and the generation aspects of their industry. This HCP affords outside
regulators a way to do their duty to protect fishery resources while allowing Chelan PUD the
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flexibility to find creative and workable solutions that produce results. Such an enlightened
approach is long overdue, I urge you to da everything possible to allow it to work.

Sincerely,

FOREMAN, ~ARCI-3,  DODGE
VOLYN & ZIMMERMAN, P.S.

DALE M. FOREMAN

DMF:kj
cc: Roger Braden
HAFOREMAN  MISCANMFS-1  .ltr
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February 12,200 I

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region-Hydra  Program
525 N.E. Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, Oregon 97232-2737

To Whom It May Concern:

As a lifetime resident of North Central Washington who is currently serving as the President of Cashmere
Valley Bank, a six branch community Bank with headquarters in Chelan County, I have deep concerns
regarding our local economy. The performance of a community bank is the reflection of the success or
failure of the customers it serves.

Currently our agricultural based economy is suffering serve setbacks as it deals with the challenges of
pesticide use, land use restrictions, water regulations and Federal trade policy. The financial difficulty  is
resulting in numerous bankruptcies and beginning to impact our unemployment rates, retail sales volume
and housing industry.

One ofthe strengths of our local economy is the dependable, reasonably priced supply of electricity
provided by the Chelan County Public Utility District. But they are experiencing increasing costs from
salmon and relicensing projects. Sooner or later those costs will need to be pasted along to the local
customers. I have grave concerns over the impact of those increases on our local economy.

It is because of the need for the dams to continue to provide reasonably priced power that I support the
habitat  conservation plan for our PUD’s  dams on the Columbia River.

Although I am not an expert on the HCP, I understand that it address the mandates of the Endangered
Species Act in a logical and reasonable manner. I believe we will be best served by giving our PUD the
survival targets and let them decide on how to best meet them. I believe that hatchery programs and habitat
improvements are the  best way to supplement fish losses. Local control with reasonable oversight makes
the most sense to me.

As a banker 1 understand the impact of regulation on our ability to do what is best for our customers.
These regulations are often born of good intention and end up having exactly the opposite of the intended
impact. Please don’t let this happen to our PUD as they work diligently doing what is best for fish and the
best for oy local power supply.

President

Post Office Box G l Cashmere, Washington 96615-0605  l (509) 762-4627 l Fax (509) 782-2526



I GROWERS, INC.
“Responsible Choice ” Apples 9 Pears l Cherries

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydro Program
525 N.E. Oregon St, Suite 420
Portland, Oregon 97232-2737

February 12,200l

To Whom It May Concern:

As a resident of North Central Washington, a fruit grower and the President of Sternilt Growers,
Inc., I want to comment on the Habitat Conservation Plan for salmon recovery in our area.

Like almost everyone I know I have a high interest in the salmon recovery success. I work with
over four hundred fruit growers in Central Washington. We employ well over a thousand people in our
packing plant and orchards. We rely on the natural resources of the mid Columbia region to support these
family farms and to employ these hundreds and hundreds of people in production jobs. I would like to
endorse enthusiastically the principles behind the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) now being reviewed
by your agency for the fish  resources of the Columbia River.

Ample water is necessaryto irrigate our orchards. Reliable low-cost electricity is necessary to
pump that water to the trees, to run the packing lines which process the fruit and enable the controlled
atmosphere storage rooms to maintain their precise conditions for top marketing of the products. In an
era when so many other pressures are squeezing the agricultural industry, cooperative approaches like this
HCP help by providing morelong-term certainty~cgurding water supp&s.  .and.electric  power. ..Rwx.uld
be a shame to remove yet one more cornerstone of our increasingly shaky foundation.

As we understand it, the HCP approach lets the knowledgeable people at the Chelan County PUD
use their insight and understanding to achieve measurable results on fish issues. As a business owner, I
can appreciate the approach. Regulatory burdens too often lead to nothing but long drawn out legal
battles.

The region will best be served by allowing Chelan County PUD to match it’s fish protection
measure with other aspects of hydroelectric operation, especially with the guaranteed review of the results
provided for in the HCP. Stemilt Growers adds its voice to those calling for implementation of the
agreement as it has been presented.

Thank you,

President - CEO
Stemilt Growers, Inc.

P.O. BOX 2779 - WENATCHEE. WASHINGTON 98807-2779 *TEL.: (509) 663-1451
FAX: (509) 663-2914 or (509) 665-4376 * L.D.: (509) 662-9667

www.stemilt.com



PACIFIC AEROSPACE & ELECTRONICS, INC.

February 13,200 I

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydro Program
525 N.E. Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

On behalf of Pacific Aerospace & Electronics, Inc. (PAE),  I am writing to support the mid-
Coiumbia Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).

PAE employs over 450 people in Chelan County. Our company designs, manufactures and sells
components and subassemblies used in technically demanding environments. Affordable,
reliable electricity is a critical element of our bottom line. We simply cannot tolerate major price
increases and/or interruptions in electric service and remain competitive.

With the energy crisis in California and the Northwest, it is apparent that we maximize all of our
existing generation, especially the clean, renewable hydropower dams that fuel this region.
Further, new power plants must be built immediately.

From my perspective, it appears that the HCP preserves affordable, reliable hydropower for our
business and our communities while meeting federal and state requirements to protect the
Columbia River fish.

The HCP offers the Chelan and Douglas PUDs  an opportunity to seek cost-effective fish
protection methods that are unique to the individual dams, as opposed to seemingly endless fish
protection mandates from outside agencies. Mandates without accountability equals waste, and
quite frankly that is exactly what we have been seeing from regulatory agencies in the past,

Please add our voice to the public record in support of the HCP.

Sincerely,

430 Olds  Station Road, Wenatchee, Washington 98801 - TEL 509.667.9600 FAX 509.667.9696



David Gellatly

Conrad Kuehl

Mann & Gellatly
Commercial Real Estate Rentals & Investments
103 Palouse  Street Wenatchee, WA 98801
Bus.  (509) 662-5552 Fax (509) 663-4066

March 20, 200 1

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydro Program
525 N. E. Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

Gentlemen:

As a longtime businessman in Chelan County and a Lake Chelan Valley resident,
I am writing to add niy support for the mid-Columbia Habitat Conservation Plan
(HCP).

From my perspective, Chelan County businesses, farms and industries are
feeling the squeeze of intense regulatory burdens. Often the regulations come in
the form of mandates from agencies that know very little about the issues of our
area and are unapproachable about unique, local solutions.

The HCP provides Chelan County PUD the opportunity to design programs and
systems to meet agreed-upon survival standards for its Columbia River dams.
The PUD knows the business of running its dams better than anybody else.
Giving-t-he PUD the opportunity to design and implement- fish protection
measures, rather than respond to agency-driven mandates, make good sense to
me.

Another item that I.particularly  like is the “no net impact” standard, If the PUD
achieves the survival standards at its hydroelectric projects, it provides
supplementation hatchery capacity and habitat funding to make up for
unavoidable losses. The end result is the certainty that the PUD can relicense
Rocky Reach Dam and continue to provide reliable, reasonably-priced electricity
to its customer-owners.

It is also important to note that Chelan PUD has not been idly standing by waiting
for the HCP to go through the long regulatory process. As an example, the PUD
has thoroughly tested a prototype state-of-the-art bypass system at Rocky Reach
and will begin a permanent installation during this year.

While many of us in Chelan County may not agree with the requirements of the
Endangered Species Act, it appears that we have little choice but to comply with



the law. What we need is a reasonable template to work from that allows for
common sense and local solutions in achieving survival standards. This HCP
seems to meet that mark. Let’s stop wasting time and get it done.

David Gellatly
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National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydro Program
525 N. E. Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, Oregon 97232-2737

February 7,200l

Gentlemen:

As a longtime businessman in Chelan County and a Lake Chelan Valley resident, I am
writing to add my support for the mid-Columbia Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).

From my perspective, Chelan County businesses, farms and industries are feeling the
squeeze of intense regulatory burdens. Often the regulations come in the form of
mandates from agencies that know very little about the issues of our area and are
unapproachable about unique, local solutions.

The HCP provides Chelan County PUD the opportunity to design programs and systems
to meet agreed-upon survival standards for its Columbia River dams. The PUD knows
the business of running its dams better than anybody else. Giving the PUD the
opportunity to design and implement fish protection measures, rather than respond to
agency-driven mandates, makes good sense to me.

Another item that 1 particularly like is the ‘“no net impact” standard. If the PUD achieves
the survival standards at its hydroelectric projects, it provides supplementation hatchery
capacity and habitat funding to make up for unavoidable losses. The end result is the
certainty that we can relicense Rocky Reach Dam and continue to provide reliable,
reasonably-priced electricity to our customer-owners.

It is also important to note that Chelan PUD has not been idly standing by waiting for the
HCP to go through the long regulatory process. As an example, the PUD has thoroughly
tested a prototype state-of-the-art bypass system at Rocky Reach and will begin a
permanent installation in 200 1.
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While many of us in Chelan County may not agree with the requirements of the
Endangered Species Act, it appears that we have little choice but to comply with the law.
What we need is a reasonable template to work from that allows for common sense and
local solutions in achieving survival standards. This HCP seems to meet that mark. Let’s
stop wasting time and get it done.



National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydro Program
525 NE Oregon St. #420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

Feb. 15,200l

Dear Sirs:

We are residents of East Wenatchee,  and have been involved in conservation issues for
many years. We have worked through the Chelan/Douglas  Land Trust, the Foster Creek
Conservation District, and The Nature Conservancy of Washington to preserve riparian
habitat and aid salmonid  survival and restoration in the Mid-Columbia Region.

We heartily endorse the HCP as prepared by the Chelan County PUD, While we cannot
comment with any authority on the specific recommendations and actions, we support the
increased certainty re: future licensing and take issues that the HCP addresses. We don’t
feel that dam breaching or removal is a reasonable alternative, and therefore extensive
mitigation measures need to be pursued as outlined in the HCP.

We look forward to working with the PUD in the near future regarding conservation
easements on riparian lands on both the tributaries and the main stem of the Cohtmbia.
We have already met with the senior staff of the PUD and look forward to more meetings
to plan ways that local conservation groups can work with the PUD to ensure healthy fish
stocks into the future. We agree with the comment: “extinction is not an option,” and we
welcome the proactive approach as outlined in the HCP.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments, and we look forward to seeing
the implementation of the HCP.

Eliot W. Scull Christine E. Scull



THE WENATCH~E

February 16, 2001

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region Hydro Program
525 NE Oregon St., Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

To whom it may concern:

I am writing to offer my hearty support for the Habitat Conservation Plan for salmon.
The plan, developed by Chelan and Douglas public utility districts, is the result of
government agencies, tribes and environmental groups working together. It is proof that
organizations with opposin,u views can collaborate to produce a compromise that is
beneficial to the environment  and that also protects a critical source of renewable energy.

I urge the National Marine Fisheries Service to approve the HCP. This collaborative
effort will result in improved fish runs while preserving an important economic resource
for the  region.

Sincerely,

an-man of the Board

cc: Roger Braden,  Chelan County PUD

www.wenworld.com  l Box 1511 l 14 N. Mission l Wenatchee, WA 98807-l 511 l  509  663 -5161  l  F A X  5 0 9  6 6 3 - 9 1 1 0



THE WENATCHEE

February 16, 2001

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydro Program
525 NE Oregon St., Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

To whom it may concern:

1 would like to offer my enthusiastic support for the Habitat Conservation Plan for
salmon that has been developed by Chelan and Douglas public utility districts working in
collaboration with various government agencies, tribes and environmental groups.

The plan is a model for demonstrating how organizations with opposing viewpoints can
come together and develop a compromise that benefits the environment and protects an
important source of renewable energy. The HCP is a landmark agreement that also
demonstrates conclusively that these decisions can be made without lengthy, costly legal
battles.

I would urge the National Marine Fisheries Service to approve the HCP as a step in
encouraging collaborative efforts to balance the need for improving fish runs and at the
same time preserving an important economic resource for the region.

Sincerely,

cc: Roger Braden,  Chelan County PUD

www.wenworld.com l Box 1511 l 14 N. Mission l Wenatchee, WA 98807-l 511 l  509  663-5161 l  F A X  5 0 9  6 6 3 - 9 1 1 0



February 16,200 1

National Marine Fisheries Services
Northwest Region - Hydra Program
525 NE Oregon St., Suite 420
Portland OR 97232-2737

President’s Office
1300 Fifth Street
Wenatchee, WA 98801-1799

(509) 664-2553
FAX (509) 664-2552

Gentlemen:

For the past 30 years I have been familiar with the Chelan County PUD stewardship of
their three hydro electric projects here in central Washington. I am an avid recreationalist
and very active in community development projects. One of those projects was the
completion of our Columbia River Loop Trail. Citizens, through an organization known
as Complete the Loop Coalition, raised money through private donations and grants to
build a six-mile trail on the east shore of the Columbia River so it could be linked to the
trails which were built by the Chelan County PUD in connection with the Exhibit R
project in the late 1980s. The completed 1 l-mile loop trail, in my humble opinion, is the
diamond in the crown of the many wonderful recreational opportunities created by the
PUD here in central. Washington.

It was because of the vision of Kirby Billingsly, a former commissioner and manager of
Chelan County PUD, that a series of parks line the shore of the Columbia River where
hydroelectric reservoirs have been created-by the P-UD’s  dams. The financial backing of
the PUD and these hydro electric projects made that vision a reality. The PUD’s
subsequent stewardship through the operation of the parks that have been built has been
complimented by museums, fish hatcheries, and educational programs that it has
supported. Without question, the PUD has proven to be an excellent steward of the
community’s resources.

I am currently serving as the president of Wenatchee Valley College. The college looks
forward to a close working relationship with the PUD for future educational programs.
Some of our students are working on salmon habitat recovery efforts on the Icicle River.
Much needs to be done on habitat recovery, and it is frustrating to hear the PUD respond
that they cannot spend resources on securing habitat at the present time because the
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) has not yet been finally approved. There was much
fanfare in June of 1998 about the HCP and the recovery efforls,  but precious little has
been done in the intervening time to initiate the habitat recovery efforts because of the
slow, laborious review process for the HCP. It seems to me that a rapid and positive
approval of the HCP is exactly what is needed for salmon recovery. Quick action would
clear up the confusing and conflicting views and agendas of the many stakeholders in the



National Marine Fisheries Services
February 14,200l
Page 2

salmon recovery process. We need natural habitat restored and protected as rapidly as
possible if we, as a nation, are really serious about saving these threatened and
endangered species. Acquisition of shoreline and conservation easements is in order.

The public is extremely frustrated with the consequences of legal gridlock, and the
provisions of the HCP for dispute resolution and cooperative accountability are
refreshing alternate solutions to the agonizing and counterproductive lawsuits that clog
our system. I am pleased to see that HCP allows for midcourse corrections.

Please consider this an endorsement of the HCP approach and an urgent request for
speedy implementation of the HCP. I believe that if the .PUD  had the confidence that the
HCP will be favorably considered by NMFS and the FERC, as well as all the other
signatories, they could speed up the process of securing salmon recovery habitatb
purchasing options for select parcels of property that are currently for sale in the
Wenatchee River and Entiat River tributaries. Please give this serious consideration as it
is plain, from preliminary numbers being offered in Washington State legislature, that
there will be a tight budget and a probable restriction of other funds available for securing
habitat through the Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program.

There is one other unrelated matter that I wish to bring to your attention. As a citizen
volunteer, I have been working for five years to get an extension built along the shoreline
for the Columbia River Loop Trail referred to in the first paragraph of this letter. This
trail extension is proposed to be operated by Washington State Parks and connects the
Confluence State Park (built with PUD--Exhibit R-money)- to Lincoln-Rock S-tate Park-
(also built with PUD Exhibit R money). This extension is approximately 4.5 miles long.
I am told that ail agencies have reviewed and approved the biological assessment
prepared by Washington State Parks except for National Marine Fisheries Service. It
seems to me to be fundamentally sound logic that a riverfront trail adjacent to the river
would be far preferable for salmo,n  habitat than the potential for sprays and fertilizer
residue finding  its way to the river from adjoining agricultural lands. The biological
assessment for this trail has been in NMFS hands for several months. I cannot
understand why NMFS has taken so long to review this prqject  and would certainly hope
that it would have a positive response when its review is complete.

Pre ident
f



February 21,200l

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydro Program
525 N.E. Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

Greetings:

For the past several years, 1 have been working with business, government and industry
leaders to enhance economic development in North Central Washington. While we have
had some successes, there are also many challenges for our region to overcome.

Our region’s agricultural industry is suffering, due largely to increasing government and
environmental regulations. Our low per-capita income reflects a lack of family-wage
jobs. Alcoa, one of this area’s two largest industrial employers, is cutting production
significantly.

One of our main selling points in keeping existing businesses and attracting new ones is a
reliable supply of reasonably-priced electricity from the hydroelectric projects owned and
operated by Chelan County PUD.

For the past few years, I have been following the development of the mid-Columbia
HCP. It has been my hope that somehow all of the diverse parties involved in this
process could come up with a plan to not only protect our fishery resources, but to protect
affordable, reliable electricity for residents and businesses in this area. It appears as
though the plan that is outlined in the recently released Draft Environmental Impact
Statement has a high potential of meeting that goal.

The outcome-based survival standards in the HCP address both performance and
compliance in protecting fish. Working with agencies, Indian tribes and other interested
parties, the PUD can develop the protection and enhancement measure necessary to
achieve the survival goals. Unavoidable losses are compensated through
supplementation hatchery production and a significant habitat enhancement fund.
Although the fish protection measures will be expensive, it appears that waste will be
minimized and our dollars will be channeled into programs that will achieve agreed-upon
goals. This is a far better approach than a series of broad-based agency mandates focused
on a moving target. Lawyers are the only winners under that scenario.



The HCP provides a measure of certainty for local citizens and businesses and for the
other utilities whose customers rely upon Chelan PUD’s  hydroelectric energy. Meeting
the survival standards provides long-term business assurances that fish mitigation
requirements won’t dramatically escalate in the future. Our PUD should be able to
continue to provide the reliable, affordable electricity that we desperately need to sustain,
grow and prosper in this region. And, with the ongoing energy crisis in the Northwest,
we can ill afford to lose any further generating capacity.

Finally, there is a cooperative plan that makes sense in addressing the requirements of the
Endangered Species Act. I support the mid-Columbia HCP and I urge all parties
involved to waste no time in implementing this valuable program. Let’s keep it moving!

Sincerely,

Jon Eberle
President

CC: Gary Montague, PUD Commissioner



Wenatchee
Wley
Clinic

February l&2001

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydro Program
525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, Oregon 97232-2737

Dear Sir or Madam:

(509) 663-8711
Fax (509) 664-4860
820 N. Chelan Ave.
P.O. Box 489
Wenatchee, WA 98807-0489

On behalf of the 1200 physicians and employees of the Wenatchee Valley Clinic, we are writing to
endorse the Habitat Conservation Plan of Chelan County PUD.

The Wenatchee Valley Clinic is a growing enterprise headquartered in Chelan County. We are a
regional organization with eight clinic locations that offers a comprehensive array of medical and
diagnostic services. We serve a geographic area that spans approximately 12,000 square miles; and
care for over 125,000 unique individuals annually.

The Chelan County IUD is also a longstanding regional resource. They are a “Good Neighbor” to
our region, and have an excellent power generation and delivery system. They are a linchpin  in our
region’s infrastructure, and have been a strong advocate, and responsible steward, of our area’s
natural resources.

Medicine and energy are both industries operating under intense regulatory requirements and
scrutiny. We see these parallels between our business and that of the. PUD:

0 The PUD is seeking cost-effective means, compatible with its other business needs, to meet
regulatory requirements for resource protection

l The PUD  knows the region and its business better than others from outside the region, and
should be given the opportunity to apply that knowledge toward fmding optimal solutions to
salmon recovery issues

l The l?UD (and the region) need assurances, provided in the Habitat Conservation Plan, that it
can continue the business of maintaining an economical and reliable energy supply while
working diligently to develop and institute mitigation and enhancement plans.

Chelan County PUD is regarded as an outstanding citizen, and as au integral component, of North
Central Washington. The PUD has a long history of providing both a reliable enerw supply and
protecting our environmental resources. We urge you to continue toward quick adoption of the
Habitat Conservation Plan.

Sincerely yours,

can

,whf [%
es W. Brown, M.D. Shaun Koos

Chairman, Board of Directors Administrator
The mission qf Wenatchee Vulley Clinic is to provide our patients with, th,e  highest

quality health care and service in a friendly and caring atmosphere.
Form 1081



P U B L I C  U T I L I T Y  D I S T R I C T  N O .  1  o f  CHELAN  C O U N T Y
P,c:>.  130x  1231, Wmatchee,  WA 38807-1231  l 327 N. Wenatchee Ave., Wenatchee,  WA OK801

(SO(I)  66343123  l Toll  free 1-888-663-8121  l www.chelanpud.org

February 82001

Shaun Koos
Wenatchee Valley Clinic
820 N. Chelan
Wenatchee, WA 9880 1

Dear Shaun:

I am writing to request your written support for Chelan PUD’s  Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP) for salmon As you know, Chelan PUD has agreed upon the
HCP in order to protect and enhance salmon and steelhead runs in the Mid-Columbia
River. The formal environmental review process regarding the HCP has now begun,
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) recently published a Draft Environmental
Impact Statement addressing the HCP. This step is required by the National
Environmental Policy Act, The public comment period ends March 29, 2001. We are
seeking input from community leaders in support of our HCP.

Enclosed are four documents for your information:

(1) A letter from Roger Braden  briefly explaining the HCP process;
(2) A 48-page executive summary of the DEIS;
(3) A question-and-answer piece that provides some key information; and
(4) A draft letter to NMFS containing possible language in support of the HCP.

The language contained in the draft letter is simply to give you suggestions as to possible
content.

Comments should be addressed to NMFS directly at the following address:

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydro Program
525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737



I would appreciate receiving a copy of your comments if you are so inclined. You
do not need to make note of this copy on the original letter.

We appreciate your taking the time to consider our request and to familiarize
yourself with the HCP. Chelan  PUD is committed to the HCP and its success. If you
desire any further information before writing your comments, please let me know. I’d be
glad to arrange a meeting to provide you as much information as you wish.

Thank you again for your help in this important endeavor.

Very truly yours,

enclosure



COMMISSIONERS
BARBARA 6. TILW,  PRESIDENT
DAVID PFUIMATH,  VICE.PRESIDENT
G A R Y  L MONTAGUE,  S ECR E TARY

JAMES R.  WALL,  ASSISTANT SECRETARY
BOB BO’m.  PAST PRESIDENT

RYDER  A BRADEN,  GENERAL  MANAGER

Pz.d%c  Utility District No. 1 of Chehn County
P.O. BOX 1231 WENATCHEE, WASHINGTON 98807-1231 (509) 663-8121

Habitat Conservation Plan for salmon is a unique collaborative effort

Dear friends,

Six years ago, work began on the development of comprehensive anadromous fish agreements and
Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) to protect and enhance migrating salmon and steelhead in the Mid-
Columbia River. Referred to commonly as the Mid-Columbia HCP, the overall plan is a unique collabo-
rative effort involving Chelan and Douglas County PUDs,  the National Marine Fisheries Service, the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Yakama, Colville
and Umatilla tribes, American Rivers, Inc., and major purchasers of wholesale energy. Hydroelectric
projects included in the plan are Wells, owned by Douglas County PUD, and Rocky Reach and Rock
Island, owned by Chelan County PUD.

In June 1998, the parties to the HCP gathered on the Columbia River shoreline in Wenatchee to celebrate
the principles embodied in the plan and to recognize their joint accomplishment. Participants noted the
plan’s unique elements including an outcome-based concept that sets targets for fish survival, a balanced
approach to compensating for unavoidable losses, cooperative development of science-based protection
and recovery measures, long-term assurances of a reliable supply of hydroelectric energy, compliance
with the Endangered Species Act and an extensive evaluation program for adaptive management of
programs and methods. A commemorative declaration was signed to formally recognize the significance
of jointly developing this document, the first HCP for anadromous fish in our nation’s history.

Regulatory review of the HCP has been under way for the past two years, During that time, Chelan
County PUD has aggressively pursued testing and implementation of fish protection and enhancement
measures to achieve standards identified in the HCP, even though the HCP is not yet formally adopted.

We have now reached another milestone in the review process. The National Marine Fisheries Service
has completed a Draft  Environmental Impact Statement for the HCP as required under the National
Environmental Policy Act. Release of the document on Dec. 29,2000, signals the start of a 90-day
public comment period, which concludes on March 29,200 1.

This is an opportunity for anyone with an interest in this plan to comment for the record. For your
review, Chelan County PUD has compiled a comprehensive notebook with both summary and detailed
information about the HCP, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and our fisheries programs. We
have also included press accounts of the document and a Question and Answer section. Please feel free
to copy any of this material for use in preparing comments or in correspondence or presentations.



To comment, address your remarks to:

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydro Program
525 N.E. Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

Once again, the deadline is March 29,200l.

Following the 90-day comment period, the National Marine Fisheries Service will also release the HCP
for public comment, as required by the Endangered Species Act. This information should prove useful at
that time as well.

Chelan County PUD is firmly committed to the HCP. It is our hope that when it becomes final, the HCP
Will serve as a model for other groups and organizations seeking a collaborative, effective process to
address the considerable challenges we face throughout the Northwest in protecting and enhancing our
valuable fisheries resources.

Thank you for considering this material.

Sincerely,

Roger Braden
General Manager/Chief Executive Officer
Chelan County PUD
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0: What is the proposed Mid-Columbia ,, ; :;:,;:i‘, ::& I,

Habitat Conservation Plan? A: The PUDs  g&rantee  the survival of’9l’,p&ent
A: This HCP is an agreement among Chelan of fish (adults and juveniles) passin@rough

County and Douglas County Public Utility the geographic area of each project. In addi-
Districts (PUDs);  the National Marine Fisher- tion, there is an independent standard of 95-
ies Service; US. Fish and Wildlife Service; percent survival of juveniles at each dam. The
state of Washington; the Colville, Umatilla and PUDs  must compensate for the lost 9 percent
Yakama Tribes; American Rivers environmen- of fish through a hatchery and tributary habitat
tal organization and power purchasers. It sets fund. Hatcheries will provide 7 percent of the
goals to be met for salmon and steelhead fish, and habitat will provide a 2-percent
protection but allows the PUDs to determine increase in survival by improving conditions in
how to manage their hydropower operations to the Columbia’s tributaries,
meet those goals.

0: What will the HCP do for the public utility
02 Why is it significant? districts and their power purchasers?
At The Endangered Species Act has built-in A: This agreement assures the availability of

flexibility that allows federal fishery agencies power supplies through a “no surprises” policy
to take advantage of state and local conserva- that will guarantee power generation at these
tion efforts. The focus is on protecting the fish, dams. It will allow the PUDs to obtain Section
not on requiring specific measures to do that. 10 incidental-take permits for continuation of
The HCP will allow recovery with flexibility. their hydropower operations. These measures
The HCP, the first of its kind for salmon provide certainty that the PUDs  and their
protection, should encourage local organiza- power purchasers will be able to maintain their
tions to produce their own conservation plans economic health. It should also provide sup-
with the reasoning that they know their own
conditions and circumstances best and should

port for hydropower projects relicensing. under
the Federal Power Act.

enjoy broad local support for implementing the
plans. a: What will the HCP do for the citizens of

Washington?
a:  What will the HCP do for fish? A: This agreement should provide assurances
AZ It sets a “no net impact” standard for salmon from resource advocates to avoid costly and

and steelhead. This means that the HCP will time-consuming lawsuits. It should also help
result in the survival of the same number of ensure stability in power supplies and pricing
fish, through its implementing projects, as for consumers, And, of course, it will help
would occur if these dams weren’t there. protect and recover salmon and steelhead,

0: How long did it take to reach this agree-
ment?

A: Discussions started in August 1993. The first
year was spent developing the scope of the
HCP, and actual negotiations began during the
second year.



Q:  What happens next?
A: The HCP must still go through the National

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.
That will take 12- 18 months. It includes
production and review of a draft environmen-
tal impact statement, public hearings and
comment period, and development of a final
EIS.

0: How does the HCP affect Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission hydropower licens-
ing issues?

A: The proposal would ensure that the parties take
the agreement in total into the FERC relicens-
ing process in a united effort to reduce or
eliminate what are normally controversial and
unpredictable fishery issues. This should
greatly increase the speed and efficiency of
relicensing. FERC issues were addressed
during the negotiations. The HCP also will
form the basis of a FERC license for each
project. That process requires additional public
review, which will coincide with the HCP
approval schedule. (A White Paper on the
relationship of the HCP to relicensing of the
Rocky Reach Hydroelectric Project is available
on Chelan County PUD’s Web site at
www.chelanpud.org/rr-relicense/existing/
hcp-whitepaper/white-paperhtm)

0: Won’t that increase the time it takes to
navigate the FERC process?

A: No, it should instead decrease the processing
time. It will avoid litigation, and it represents a
major shift from the traditional method of
decision-making where FERC orders utilities
to employ certain protection measures.

Qz How will the HCP be implemented?
At A coordinating committee will monitor the

HCP’s  implementation. The agreement in-
cludes cooperative but sophisticated adaptive
management and dispute-resolution systems.

Q: How can we be sure that the public utility
districts will meet the required standards?

A: If concerns arise over meeting the standards,
the resource parties will have increased partici-
pation in decision-making. The PUDs  will
have decreased decision-making flexibility as
accountability increases.

Qt  Grant County PUD has two dams in the
mid-Columbia. Why isn’t it part of this
plan?

At Grant County PUD has elected to pursue a
separate discussion with the parties to further
consider its options for a long-term resolution
of its environmental obligations under the ESA
and the Federal Power Act.

Q: How will implementation of this plan affect
the issue of breaching dams?

A: There is no single cause for salmonid  decline,
and there is no single solution for restoration,
There are many issues that must be considered
to protect and recover Pacific Northwest fish.
The HCP addresses several of them - habitat
quality, predator control, dam passage, hatcher-
ies. But we must keep in mind that differing
circumstances may call for differing solutions.
Appropriate salmon and steelhead recovery
responses for one location cannot necessarily
be considered appropriate for all.



0: What is Chelan County PUD’s financial
commitment to meet the survival standards
for salmon and steelhead called for in the
Habitat Conservation Plan?

Az One of the Habitat Conservation Plan’s most
powerful points is that it does not mandate
spending on specific measures. Under the
HCP, success is measured by performance,
Monitoring and evaluation will determine
when Chelan County PUD has met the sur-
vival standards for young salmon and steel-
head. The PUD is charged with finding the
most cost-effective way to meet those stan-
dards, In addition to construction of fish
bypass facilities and spill, Chelan County PUD
has committed to about $36 million over the
50”year life of the HCP to protect and improve
fish habitat in Columbia River tributaries.
Preliminary estimates put the PUD’s overall
financial commitment under the HCP in the
range of $260 million, for the permanent fish
bypass system, unit screens and spill at Rocky
Reach, testing and spill at Rock Island and
habitat work.

fish protection as if the HCP was in pl&.  A
prototype fish bypass system for the ,Rocky
Reach Hydro Project was built in 1995 and
tested through 2000. Final design for a perma-
nent fish bypass system is under way, and
construction is slated to start in fall 2001.
Plans call for the new system to be in place for
the spring 2002 migration. In addition, testing
and evaluation of options for fish passage at
Rock Island Hydro Project continues. Recog-
nizing its responsibility for stewardship of the
Columbia River, the PUD has invested in
direct expenditures and lost revenue some
$200 million in the last two decades on fish
protection measures. That figure includes
money for testing, evaluating screens for the
generating units, revenue lost to spill for fish
passage, installing more fish-friendly turbines
as part of the Rocky Reach rehabilitation
project, hatchery programs and predator
control.

Q:  Where can I find the Habitat Conservation
Plan?

A: The full HCP is available at
www.nwr.noaa.gov/l  hydroplhydrowebl
ferchtm  (under the “Related Documents”
heading).

Reprinted from a June I998  National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration fact sheet. Updated
January 2001 by Chelan County PUD.



February 22,200l

Mr.  Bob Dach
Hydro Division
National Marine Fisheries Service
525 NE Oregon St,
Portland, OR 97232-2737

Washington

Public
Utility

Districts
Association

1411 Fourth Ave.

Suite 810

Seattle, WA 98101

206 682-3110

Fax 206 682-3913

Dear Mr. Dach:

We applaud NMFS, Chelan and Douglas PUDs for their efforts to develop
long-term habitat conservation plans for the Wells, Rocky Reach and Rock Island
Hydroelectric Projects. These plans are an important component in the state of
Washington’s continuing effort to recover listed anadromous salmonids.

The proposed Anadromous Fish Agreement and Habitat Conservation Plans are
particularly timely given the Northwest’s present short supply of renewable electric
energy. Our region is presently struggling to maintain its economic viability, given
recent developments in the wholesale power market. Solutions to these issues must be
found through proactive planning and long-term solutions. The proposed HCP
represents both of these ideals.

We support the proposed Wells, Rocky Reach and Rock Island HCPs  as the preferred
alternatives for salmon recovery in the Upper Columbia River. The selection of the
long-term HCPs over the alternative of narrowly focused Section 7 consultations will
ensure the future viability of anadromous salmonids while maintaining the benefits of
clean, renewable hydroelectric power generation. We encourage the fisheries service to
select and fully implement Alternative 3 as described in the Draft Environment Impact
Statement for the proposed Wells, Rocky Reach and Rock Island Anadromous Fish
Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans.

Sincerely,

SJ/sw

R e p r e s e n t i n g  2 8  nonprojt  community-owned utllftfes  that p r o v i d e  e/ectricity,  water a n d  o t h e r  ut/llty services t o  o v e r  1 . 5  million  p e o p l e  I n  Washlngton



February 15,200l

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydro Program
525 N.E. Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

Re: Habitat Conservation Plan

Gentlemen:

The Chelan County Granges have reviewed the “Anadromous  Fish Agreements and Habitat
Conservation Plans” prepared by the Chelan County Public Utility District #l dated November 2000.
The Granges find Alternative #3  to appropriately and adequately address the environmental impact
including the protection of anadromous fish species and non-threatened species and to allow
continued operation of the three dams to provide power, recreation, and other uses for the human
species.

The Grange has always been a proponent of sound environmental policies and procedures and
conservation of our natural resources. We also believe an adequate supply of electrical energy at a
reasonable cost is absolutely necessary to allow continued economic viability of the region. Therefore,
some compromise is essential to balance  the requirements of the resources necessary for people with
those of fish and other wildlife.

We strongly encourage you to approve the proposed alternative #3 in  the process of re-licensing the
Mid Columbia dams and issue the incidental take permits authorized under Section 10 (a)( l)(B) of
the Endangered Species Act.

Also for your information, we are attaching a document developed by the Chelan County Pomona
Grange in 1992 which reflects the Grange’s past as well as its current position and concern on the
issue of salmon recovery.

Sincerely,

Donald W. Dwinell
Master, Chelan County Pomona #23
Master, West Wenatchee Grange



Russ Lukeris
Master, Beacon Hill Grange

Dale Stewart
Master, Cashmere Grange

LeRo@orenson
Master, Entiat Grange

Gordon Goodwin
Master, Sternilt Hill Grange

er, Bee Hive Grange

Master, Chumstick Grange

u Master, Manson  Grange



Chelan County Pamona  Grange #Q3
Comments on Endangered Species - Salmon

Members of the Grange have been resource managers for many years and so understand and
appreciate the effort and expense associated with revitalizing declining runs of fish. The
following statements reflect the considered opinion of Grange members,

The purpose of the Endangered Species Act is to preserve and maintain diversity between and
within species. In selecting programs to restore the vitality of selected species “of  fish it is
important to not forget this important principle. To manage the Columbia River for the benefit
of a single or a few species would violate this important principle to the detriment of all other
species and uses of the river system.

It is also important that the applied definition of a species not be drawn too finely. The process
of natural selection allows for the adaptation of species to changing environments. In some
cases this may mean the disappearance of certain colonies or subgroups of a given species in
geographic locations where it is not well suited. Some habitats in the Pacific Northwest may
be irreversibly altered to the extent that it would be imprudent to attempt the development of
recovery programs in those areas. Perhaps efforts should be made to enhance the productivity
of a given species in habitats where the chances of succeeding are greater.

r The Snake River Sockeye have shown themselves to be a resilient species, They have suntived
preclusion from their spawning habitat by a dam with no fish ladders and efforts to’eradicate
them by the State of Idaho.

The Regional Power Act, National Environmental Policy Act and even the Endangered Species
Act itself all  require the consideration of matters of economic importance before committing to
any course of action to assist the depressed stocks. We must carefully consider the consequences
of our actions for the long-term

The Grange is aware of the complex and time consuming processes associated with the
determination of the status of the petitioned stocks and, in the longer term, the development of
plans by agencies to assist the recovery of those stocks which have been depressed and listed.
We think that for any recovery plan to be successful, it must be sensitive to the following

factors:

Harvest

The most effective way to increase the number of salmon reaching the spawning grounds is to
assure the survival of returning adults. Escapement objectives keyed to maintaining sustainable
levels of populations for depressed species should be established.

Recovery programs should focus on harvest reductions of adult Snake River salmon. Both ocean
fisheries and in-river harvest programs must be modified. Currently allowed in-river harvest



levels of 60% of returning Snake River fall Chinook is too high to sustain these populations.
In order to provide for the recovery of these species, we must stop harvesting this extremely
small return of salmon We urge the involved agencies to take the steps necessary to reduce the
harvest on Snake River runs. We also urge an immediate stop to any harvest of this species
until a commercially viable and sustainable population is reached.

Harvest controls on returning adults should be evaluated for all  other salmon and steelhead
species well before any of them reach a point of being depleted. The issue of harvest is the
single most critical and effective feature of any protection and recovery plan.

Mainstem  Survival

Water is the most valuable resource of the Pacific Northwest. The manner in which we manage
this resource dictates the health  of the regional economy, The current balances of uses is
delicate and should not be hastily modified. Streamflows are likely not the primary factor
affecting wild salmon survival. Passage and flows may only be a small part of the whole
problem. Many factors have contributed to the decline of salmon stocks. Any solution must
address all of the causes.

Various proposahs  for recovery focus on the relationship of flows to survival of the species in
the mainstem  of the river. The biological evidence presented in several proceeding support the
fact that increased flows alone will not result in recovery of weak stocks. Clear, measurable
performance standards that explicitly spell out the desired fishery survival goals should be set.
Those responsible for operating the system can most appropriately determine the proper methods
of achieving those goals in concert with others,

Members of the Grange recognize that appropriate levels of water flow may prove to be a
necessary ingredient in any long-term solution. To obtain the long-term solution we must set
the appropriate flow objectives and allow the system operators to develop the most efficient and
cost effective means for meeting those objectives. We must then establish procedures by which
we can measure and monitor the effectiveness of different flow regimes in promoting migrant
survival  rates.

Proposals have been made to experiment with drafting reservoirs in order to increase water
velocity and presumably to reduce smolt travel time. There are important concerns about the
effects of this kind of program with regard to dewatering pump intakes, precluding or making
river transportation hazardous, not to mention losses of power. Water users as well as other
species of anadromous and resident fish  and wildlife have adapted to normally high reservoir
levels. To now change these methods of operation may result in impacts which are not realized
until some time in the future,

Verification

We need to establish measurable, scientifically valid data collection and analysis of all aspects
of recovery programs. Independent third parties could be employed to collect the data and
perform the analysis.



Habitat

Plans should provide for improving habitat for the weak salmon runs. A habitat management
and restoration program must be implemented’ for .-each’&&  stock. A healthy habitat is an
important part of natural production processes. ’ ‘J s

Hatcheries

Programs shouId  ensure the production of hatchery fish of similar quality and genetic
characteristics as naturally produced fish. The biological goal of the hatcheries should be to
maintain the valuable genetic diversity of salmon. To ensure this goal, an annual audit of the
hatchery operations should be performed by an independent third party.

Where the distinction of hatchery versus wild fish is of no particular consequence, such as for
canning or other consumptive uses, hatchery fish should be utilized in those cases. Perhaps
there should be a better education program for consumers who would make a choice of another
species of fish if it were known that their choices would make a difference. (labelling program)

Conclusion

The economy of the region is primarily dependant on the availability and use of Columbia and
Snake River waters. To make any substantive change in the operation or use of these river
*systems. could have long-term economic consequences. We must seek the most cost-effective
solutions to the fishery problems. Clear cost advantages to the region can be demonstrated for
modification of harvest and fish hatchery practices.

We request that our comments and concerns be considered in the various administrative and
political processes which will ultimately lead to recovery programs.

Chelan  Coux~ty  Pamona  Grange #23

Master

Secretary



ReclamationA

March 1, 2001

WENATCHEE RECLAMATION DISTRICT
514 EASY STREET

WENATCHEE, WA 98801-9652
(509) 663-0002

FAX (509) 665-0341

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydro Program
525 N E Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

As members of the Wenatchee Reclamation District Board of Directors we are writing to support
the Mid-Columbia Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).

How the precious water resources of this valley are used to benefit people and fish is a major
concern for us.

The hydropower produced at Chelan County PUD’s  dams is vital to the economy of the region.
It is affordable, reliable and renewable. The Habitat Conservation Plan ensures that
hydropower generation can continue while listed salmon and steelhead stocks are protected.

The parties to the HCP should be applauded for working cooperatively. All too often, the
command-and-control approach has led to endless, costly court battles. When that happens,
nobody wins.

Specifically, we note that the plan addresses unavoidable losses. The Chelan County PUD will
provide both supplementation hatchery production and funding to improve habitat to achieve the
“no-net-impact” standard. The fund will likely provide badly needed habitat improvements on
the Wenatchee River, as overseen by a committee process. In addition, the habitat fund could
provide money for partnership projects with communities and individuals throughout the river
system. We wholeheartedly support this concept.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment in support of the Mid-Columbia Habitat Conservation
Plan.

Sincerely,

WENATCHEE RECLAMATION DISTRICT

&*,,

Alan H. Witte, President
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March 2,200l

Mr. Bob Dach
Hydro Division
National Marine Fisheries Service
525 NE Oregon St.
Portland, OR 97232-2737

Alcoa Primary Metals

Wenatchee Works
6200 Malaga/Alcoa Highway fy**‘b
Malaga, WA 98828-9784 USA r?,.

‘j/,

RE: Comments related to the DEIS  for the Wells, Rocky Reach and Rock Island
Anadromous Fish Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans.

Dear Mr. Dash:

Chelan County is under duress. Many longtime area orchardists, burdened by regulations,
market conditions and crop failures, are at or near bankruptcy. Family wage jobs are scarce.
New housing starts are at a near standstill. Drought conditions have severely impacted energy
supplies. There are problems everywhere you turn.

At Alcoa’s Wenatchee Works, one of the area’s largest employers, skyrocketing energy prices
have forced us to cut aluminum production in half over the past few months. Alcoa’s
employment levels are scheduled to be reduced this summer, further impacting the struggling
local economy.

We are fortunate to have contracted with the Chelan County PUD for a supply of reliable,
affordable energy from  Rocky Reach Dam -- enough to power approximately two of our five
potlines  under normal water conditions. Without our long-term contract, Alcoa would likely be
unable to continue any level of production at the Wenatchee Works.

Looking to the future, it is absolutely vital that the mid-Columbia Habitat Conservation Plan
(HCP)  be approved to maintain this area’s ‘<energy  production capabilities and provide cost
certainty for Alcoa and all Chelan County PUD customers.

The PUD has demonstrated over the years its outstanding stewardship abilities in protecting the
environment while efficiently operating and maintaining its hydroelectric projects. We note that
the parties to the HCP have agreed that the PUD has an opportunity to meet established fish
survival standards, as opposed to dealing with an endless string of costly mandates imposed by
outside agencies.

We have every confidence ,that  the PUD  will meet ,the,survival  standards. It is worth noting that
the PUD has forged ahead, absent an approved HCP, on the installation. of a permanent fish
bypass system at Rocky Reach Dam.



This kind of commitment demonstrates the PUD’s innovation and willingness to meet its
regulatory obligations in an aggressive, yet cost-effective manner. The Rock Island Settlement
Agreement, construction of the supplementation hatchery and fish friendly turbine installations at
Rocky Reach Dam are further examples of the PUD’s demonstrated stewardship abilities.

Please consider this letter as a vote of support for the long-negotiated HCP that is outlined in the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. We urge the swift adoption of this program. It is the
right approach to protecting both critical energy supplies and the environment.

Northwest Energy Director
Alcoa Inc.
6200 Malaga/Alcoa  Hwy.
Malaga,  Wa 98828

cc: Mr. Dick Nason
PUD  No. 1 Chelan County
PO Box 1231
Wenatchee, WA 98807-  123 1
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February 14,200l

Alcoa Primary Metals

Wenatchee Works
6200 MalagdAlcoa  Highway
Malaga, WA 98828-9784 USA

Mr. Bob Dach
Hydro Division
National Marine Fisheries Service
525 NE Oregon St.
Portland, OR 97232-2737

RE: Comments related to the DEIS for the Wells, Rocky Reach and Rock Island
Anadromous Fish Agreements and Habitat Conservation Plans.

Dear Mr. Dach

The proposed Anadromous Fish Agreements and associated Habitat Conservation
Plans represent a milestone in the development of environmental protection and
species recovery planning We encourage NMFS to continue their efforts to find a
balance between environ-mental concerns and the need for renewable hydroelectric
generation. The HCPs,  as defined by Alternative 3 in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS), should be selected as the preferred alternative and implemented in
its’ entirety. The assurances provided in the proposed HCl?s ihclude  long-term
monitoring and evaluations, the guarantee of achieving survival standards and the
maintenance of No Net Impact conditions for listed and not-listed anadromous
salmonids.

No Net Impact, as defined in the DEIS allows for continued generation of renewable,
non-polluting, cost-efficient hydroelectric power while ensuring that important
fisheries resources are not harmed. Monitoring and evaluation activities outlined
within the proposed HCP  will ensure compliance with specified survival standards.
Fish populations will be enhanced through the production of hatchery fish and wild
fish populations will be augmented through the enhancement of fish habitat found in
tributary streams.

In contrast, Alternative 2 should not be selected as the preferred alternative.
Alternative 2 covers only spring chinook and steelhead, will result in significant
delays in the full implementation of recovery plans and will increase the level of
uncertainty concerning future dam operations and power generation.



We are encouraged by the long-term certainty prescribed by the proposed HCl?s and
anadromous fish agreements. Future certainty in fish recovery planning and in power
generation will be important to the future economic viability of the Pacific Northwest.

Sincerelv,

Robert D. Huber
Northwest Energy Manager
Alcoa Inc
6200 Malaga/Alcoa Highway
Malaga WA 98828

cc: Mr. Dick Nason
PUD  No. 1 of Chelan County
P.0. Box 1231
Wenatchee, WA 98807-1231



2650 Entiat Way l Entiat, Washington 98822 l Telephone (509) 784-1800 l Fax (509) 784-2986 ,

March 28, 2001

Mr. Bob Dach
NMFS, NWR, Hydro Program
525 N.E. Oregon St., Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

RE.  Anadromous  F1$ Agreements and Habitat Conscrvaiion  Plans for
Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island Hydroelectric Projects

Dear Mr. Dach:

As superintendent of the Entiat School District, I wish to express my concern that
Page 2-40 Project Cumulative Effects of the above-referenced plan is
inadequate.

It is our position that any further erosion of our tax base would cause irreparable
harm to the children and parents of this school district. In our current situation,
funds designed to mitigate the loss of fish habitat have seriously impacted the
fiscal condition of this school district. The proposal of an additional $45 million
for possible land acquisition is obviously a frightening proposition to the officials
of this district.

Thank you for providing us an opportunity to express our concern.

Sincerely,

Jeff Davis
Superintendent



March 12,200l

To Whom It May Concern:

As Mayor of a community situated along the reservoir created by Rocky  Reach Dam, I am
directly aware of the importance of balancing river uses.

The City of Entiat relies on tourism created by having an attractive waterway for recreation; on
the economic benefits of a sustainable sport fishery; on the use of water to irrigate the tiuit
orchards within and surrounding the community and on the economic boost afforded our
financially stressed region by low electric power rates made possible by Rocky Reach Dam.
Implementation of the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) will help preserve all of these benefits.

Chelan County PUD has demonstrated how well it knows the business of running its’ dams,
and the sizable expenditures and endless work on fish protection over the last 20 years are
equally swcant.  With the cooperative approach envisioned by this HCP, there is every
reason to believe all the critical resources will be protected long into the future.

On behalf of the City Council of E&at,  I compliment all the participating agencies on the work
that went into creating this Habitat Conservation Plan. We support the provisions it contains
and recommend their implementation as quickly as possible.

Sincerely,

Wendell Black
Mayor



March 12,200l

National Marine Fishery Service
Northwest Region Hydra Prograru
505 NE Oregon, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232

To Whom It May Concern:

As Mayor of a community situated along the reservoir created by Rocky Reach Dam, I am
directly aware of the importance of balancing river uses.

The City of Entiat relies on tourism created by having an attractive waterway for recreation; on
the economic benefits of a sustainable sport fishery; on the use of water to irrigate the fiuit
orchards within and surrounding the community and on the economic boost afforded our
financially stressed region by low electric power rates made possible by Rocky Reach Dam.
Implementation of the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) will help preserve all of these benefits.

Chelan County PUD has demonstrated how well it knows the business of running its’ dams,
and the sizable expenditures and endless work on fish protection over the last 20 years are
equally significant. With the cooperative approach envisioned by this HCP, there is every
reason to believe all the critical resources will be protected long into the future.

On behalf of the City Council of Entiat, I compliment all the participating agencies on the work
that went into creating this Habitat Conservation Plan. We support the provisions it contains
and recommend their implementation as quickly as possible.

Wendell Black
Mayor
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March 26,200l

Mr. Bob Dach
NMFS, NWR, Hydro Program
525 N.E. Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, Oregon 97232-2737

RE: Habitat Conservation Plans Proposed by Chelan and Douglas PUDs

Dear Mr. Dach:

I am writing on behalf of Pacific Ncrthwest  Generating Cooperative (PNGC Power) to express
support for the Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) for the Wells, Rocky Reach and Rock
Island Hydroelectric Projects that are currently the subject of a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement that is out for public comment. PNGC Power is an energy services cooperative
owned by 15 rural electric cooperatives throughout the Northwest. We have a strong interest in
plans that effectively protect natural resources while taking into account the serious needs of
the rural economy in the Northwest.

There are several aspects to these HCPs that make them worthy of your approval. In fact, these
same aspects make these HCPs models that will serve the region well during discussion over
other species recovery efforts. First, the emphasis on setting specific outcome-based targets
will prove extremely useful during implementation, monitoring, and review of the plans.
Proper focus is put upon real results regarding the species themselves, rather than upon
fulfilling a checklist of measures that may or may not be effective.

Second, the balance within these plans is very evident and is another key towards creating a
viable, enforceable approach. Especially in light of the current predicament in the West Coast
energy market, the balancing of species protection and recovery with the need to preserve a
reliable supply of energy is crucial for the economic health of the region.

Finally, the level of collaboration evidenced by the diverse array of supporters for these plans is
very impressive. As we have seen in many other natural resource proceedings this type of
broad collaboration is very difficult to achieve and is to be commended.

In summary, these HCPs form a balanced approach to addressing some very challenging issues.
Their unique proposals for creating scientific and economic accountability in species recovery
should serve the region well. We ask that you adopt the principles included in these HCPs.

Scott Corwin
Manager, Government Affairs

cc: Susan Fruchter, NEPA Coordinator, NOAA
Pacific  Northwest bneruiinfl Coopemtive
711 NE Holsey,  Suite 200 l Portland, OR 97232-l 268
(503) 288-l 234 l Fax (503) 288-2334 l w.pngc.com
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/ P o w e r  P l a n n i n g
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Frank Lzastsidy,  Jr.

Council Chair
March 15, 2001

Mr. Dick Nason
PUD No. 1 of Chelan County
P.O. Box 1231
Wenatchee, WA 98807-123 1

Dear Mr. Nason,

The Northwest Power Planning Council appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Habitat
Conservation Plan to protect and enhance salmon and steelhead in the Mid-Columbia River. We
commend you for sticking with the development of this document, six years in the making.

It is the Council’s understanding that a collaborative effort involving a group with diverse
interests has worked to develop this Habitat Conservation Plan. Chelan and Douglas PUD’s, the
National Marine Fisheries Service, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Yakama, Colville, and Umatilla Tribes, American Rivers,
Inc, and major purchasers of wholesale energy are some of the partners identified as participating
in this endeavor. The Council supports the development of these negotiated agreements.

In the next couple of years, the Council will be embarking on a subbasin  planning process, and
will be working to bring parties with diverse interests together to protect, mitigate, and enhance
fish and wildlife harmed by the operation of the hydropower system. Your demonstrated
commitment to fish and wildlife will be instrumental in assisting the Council to successfully
develop a broad-based plan for the Mid-Columbia.

The Northwest Power Planning Council understands that Chelan County PUD is firmly
committed to this Habitat Conservation Plan. We continue to wish you success in your
endeavor, and appreciate the hard work you have put in to develop this negotiated agreement.

Regards,

Frank-L. Cassidy,‘Jr., Chairman
Northwest Power Planning Council

Olym ia Office Mailing address:
600 zapit  Way, N.
Olympia, WA 9850  l-1 091
Phone: 360-902-2302
FAX: 360-902-23 19
E-mail: bwalsh@nwppc.org

Olympia Office location:
Natural Resources Building
1111 Washin  ton St. S.E.

ROlympia, W 98501

Vancouver Ofice
Post Ofice  Box 2187  (98668)
110 “Y” Street
Vancouver, WA 98661
Phone: 360-693-695 1
FAX: 360-699-4093
E-mail: fcassidy@flo-riteproductsxom



For North Central Washington

EATER  WENATCHE

Phone (5091663-7716  l FAX: (5091667-2

For good. For ever.”

E - m a i l :  gw&f@gwcfncw.org  ’ ’

March 8,200l

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region Hydro Project
525 NE Oregon Street, #420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

The Greater Wenatchee Community Foundation was formed 15 years ago to provide a
new source of funding for worthy organizations. Over the years I have had the privilege
of associating with a diverse group of social service and educational organizations.
While each pursues individual goals, one thing is also clear; each understands the need
to work together with others in the community to develop solutions to problems.

It appears a similar spirit of cooperation is behind the Habitat Conservation Plan
developed by the Chelan and Douglas PUDs. As outlined in the plan, the PUDs  and
regulatory agencies work cooperatively to find  and implement the best methods for
ensuring fish survival. The plan also includes provisions for timely resolution of any
disputes. It sets up an oversight committee for coordination and consultation between
the PUDs  and interested parties and agencies,

The PUDs  are a key ingredient in the economic vitality of the Greater Wenatchee area.
The plan they are proposing holds the key ingredients to their success, and to ensuring
continued economic operation of the public utilities.

While it is important that endangered salmon be saved, it is also important to invest In
the most cost-effective, scientifically sound solutions. The plan ensures that the PUDs
will do their part to save salmon, while providing for long-term, affordable hydropower
for local residents.

I urge you to favorably consider the Habitat Conservation Plan of the two PUDs  and to
move it forward as quickly as possible.

President and CEO

GRT: Ire



P‘ublic Power Councilr ---.-. 1500 Portland, NE FAX Irving, (503) Oregon Suite 232-2427 239-5959 97232 200

(503)

March 9,200l

Mr. Bob Dach
Hydro Division
National Marine Fisheries Service
525 NE Oregon Street.
Portland, OR 97232-2737

Dear Mr. Dach:

The Public Power Council (PPC) is a trade association of consumer-owned
electric utilities in six states here in the Pacific Northwest. We applaud NMFS,
Douglas and Chelan PUDs for their efforts to develop long-term habitat
conservation plans for the Wells, Rocky Reach and Rock Island Hydroelectric
Projects.

The proposed Anadromous Fish Agreement and Habitat Conservation Plans
(HCP) are particularly timely given the Northwest’s present short supply of
renewable electric energy. Our region is now struggling to maintain its economic
vitality in light of recent developments in the wholesale power market. Solutions
to these issues must be found through active planning and long-term solutions.
The proposed HCP represents both of these ideals.

We support the proposed Wells, Rocky Reach and Rock Island HCPs  as the
preferred alternatives for salmon protection, mitigation and enhancement at those
hydraprojects. The selection of the long-term HCPs  is intended to ensure the
future viability of anadromous salmonids while maintaining the benefits of clean,
renewable hydroelectric power generation. We encourage NMFS to select and
implement Alternative 3 as described in the Draft Environment Impact Statement
for the proposed Wells, Rocky Reach and Rock Island Anadromous Fish
Agreements and HCPs.

Sincerely,

Manager

Representing Consumer-Owned Utilities in the Pacific Northwest



PESHASTIN HI-UP GROWERS
P-0. Box 446

PESHASTIN, WASHINGTON 98847

FAX: (509) 548-6619
Phone (509) 548-7312

March 16,200l

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydra  Program
525 N.E. Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232-2737

Dear Sirs:

PESHASTIN, WASHINGTON

Please consider this a strong endorsement of the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) for Chelan and
Douglas PUDs  now under review by your agency.

Agriculture - long the lifeblood of North Central Washington - is hurting. Thousands of fruit trees are
being ripped out as growers give up and file for bankruptcy. Agriculture’s plight is having a ripple
effect throughout our communities, and we are in the midst of a serious economic downturn.

But so dar,  we can still count on reliable, low-cost energy. It remains a pillar of our past and a key
foundation to building our future. We must have ample water to irrigate our remaining and future
orchards. We need low-cost power to pump that water to the orchards, to run the packing lines where
we process our fruit, and to power the controlled-atmosphere storage that maintains pears, apples and
other produce in quality marketing condition. With so many other forces squeezing agriculture, the
Habitat Conservation Plan can help by providing more long-term certainty regarding water supplies and
electric power.

The Habitat Conservation Plan assures the PUDs of guidelines under which they can operate most
effectively and efficiently. It provides a framework for fish mitigationwith identifiable targets. The
plan lets the local experts direct operations, but with federal and state oversight. It offers a common-
sense approach that is good for fish and good for our region.

Our PUDs have done a great job caring for our local resources. The Habitat Conservation Plan
demonstrates responsible stewardship. We can help fish and help people too, by ensuring the continued
production of reliable hydropower for the citizens of the northwest.

Dan Gaspar,  General Manager
Peshastin Hi-Up Growers



C i t y  DF
Wenatche

March 8, 2001

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region - Hydro Program
525 N.E. Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland, OR 97232 - 2737

Dear Sirs:

City Hall Public Works
(509) 664-3300 (509) 664-3360
Fax (509) 664-3301 Fax (509) 664-5986
129 S. Chelan 25 N. Worthen
p.0.  Box 519 PO. Box 519
Wenatchee, WA 98807-0519 Wenatchee, WA 98807-0519

We would, on behalf of the citizens of Wenatchee, like to collectively voice our
support for the mid-Columbia River Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).

Our community relies heavily upon affordable, reliable hydroelectric power. Public
Utility District (PUD) dams therefore provide the foundation for the local economy,
which has been struggling for the past several years due to extremely unfavorable
agricultural market conditions and intense regulatory pressure. We must maintain
the economic stability provided by hydroelectric power to preserve an affordable
lifestyle for our citizens and to attract new businesses to the Wenatchee area.

The HCP is a carefully planned, collaborative approach to protect mid-Columbia
fisheries resources. By establishing performance standards rather than arbitrary
mandates, the HCP provides a measure of business certainty for the PUD and its
customer owners while ensuring that effective, scientifically-based fish protection
measures are implemented.

The City applauds the Chelan County PUD for not waiting until the conclusion of the
HCP regulatory process to start implementing such fish  protection measures. At
Rocky Reach Dam, for example, testing of a fish, collection and bypass system is
nearing completion, with the permanent system scheduled for installation next year.
This work is a vital part of meeting the fish survival standards outlined in the HCP.

The HCP provides a common sense model for addressing the requirements of the
Endangered Species Act, and provides a far more productive approach than court
system battles of regulatory disputes. We are hopeftil  that ot.her  jurisdictions will
embrace this model throughout the region, as we alt must do our part to save our
salmon.



National Marine Fisheries Service
Pace Two

It is our understanding that the HCP outlines fish survival standards at the
hydroelectric projects, with compensation for unavoidable losses to be provided by a
PUD-funded conservation account. We believe this is an excellent idea, as it may
provide an avenue for future partnerships with other government entities and
organizations for matching funds to address critical habitat areas.

We are hopeful that the HCP will move swiftly through the regulatory review process
and that its terms and conditions will be implemented as soon as practical.

Sincerely,

Bill Edwardson
Mayor City Council

City Council City Counch

Randy Goti
City Council

Steve Mfly
City Council

Mark Peterson
City Council

Don Richards ’
City Council



WASHINGTON GROWERS CLEARING HOUSE ASSN.
PO BOX 2207

WENATCHEE WASHINGTON 98807-220
PHONE 509~662.6181;FAX509-664-6670

March 15,200l

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Region---Hydro Program
525 N. E. Oregon Street, Suite 420
Portland Oregon 97232-2737

The Washington Growers Clearing House is a non-profit tree fruit grower association representing
approximately 2,600 tree fruit growers in North Central Washington.

I am writing on behalf of our membership to express our strong support for the Mid-Columbia Habitat
Conservation Plan.

This particular plan maximizes the opportunity to create a meaningful salmon and steelhead recovery and
protection program while creating the certainty that is necessary to enable the region to remain
economically viable.

The economic engine that drives the economy in North Central Washington is the Washington Tree Fruit
Industry, The Tree Fruit Industry has been able to offset most of the advantages of our competition
because of three factors: 1.) The excellent climate, 2.) Development of an efficient cost effective water
delivery system, and 3.) Low electric rates. The low electric rates have enabled individuals to justify the
expenditure of billions of dollars on industry and community infrastructure. A reliable supply of low-cost
electricity is the key component in ensuring the future economic survival of the Washington Tree Fruit
Industry and the economy of North Central Washington.

Far too much time, money and effort has been spent on a wide range of scientific based salmon recovery
efforts with very little measurable results. This particular Habitat Conservation Plan takes a unique new
approach, one that is based not only on local input from all stakeholders, but on measurable results. This
Habitat Conservation Plan recognizes that one size does not fit all, and that to be effective a program must
be flexible, comprehensive and results oriented, This plan gives the local Public Utility District the
flexibility necessary to produce a successful outcome. As situations change it is important that the
recovery plan has the flexibility and opportunity to change in an innovative and timely manner.

Another crucial component of this HCP is the creation of an invaluable source of funding to aid local
citizen group efforts to protect and improve fish habitat on Columbia River tributaries.

The Habitat Conservation Plan ensures that fish and people can live together and that vital hydroelectric
production can continue. The Chelan County Public Utility District has responded to the citizen’s
demands that they be a good steward of this valley’s resources. The Habitat Conservation Plan is another
example of the PUD’s commitment to the citizens, the environment and the resulting quality of life so
highly valued by the citizens of North Central Washington,

Sincerely,

Kirk B. Mayer, M


