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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

The public comment period on the Draft EIS was held from October 5 to November 20, 2006.  
The comment period was extended to November 22, 2006.  All of the written comments are 
reproduced and included in this volume of the Final EIS.  To save space, the comments have 
been reduced to allow two pages to be reproduced on one page.  Responses to each comment 
letter follow the reproduced letter. 
Ecology received several comments on some issues.  Master Responses to those comments begin 
on page 5 of this volume and are referred to in the comment responses.  Master Responses are 
provided for the following issues: 

• Programmatic Environmental Impact Statements 

• Future environmental review for off-channel storage proposals 

• July/August mitigation period for Voluntary Regional Agreements 

• General opposition to dams and reservoirs 
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Master Responses 
 
A large number of comments were submitted in response to the Draft EIS.  There were several 
themes that were repeated in numerous comments. These themes or issues are summarized 
below, with an accompanying response.  

 
PROGRAMMATIC EIS PREPARATION 
 
ISSUE:  Numerous comments stated that the Management Program EIS was premature and that 
the analysis did not contain enough details to evaluate potential impacts.  Other comments stated 
that by preparing a programmatic EIS, Ecology was piece-mealing the analysis of Management 
Program impacts. 
 
RESPONSE:  In accordance with the State Environmental Policy Act Rules (Chapter 197-11 
WAC), Ecology has assessed the environmental impacts associated with implementation of the 
Columbia River Management Program (Management Program) using a “broad to narrow” 
approach. This approach is referred to as phased review, and is appropriately used to assist 
“agencies and the public to focus on issues that are ready for decision and exclude from 
consideration issues already decided or not yet ready.”  The Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) evaluates the principal components of the Management Program 
authorized under the Columbia River Water Management Act. These components include 
storage, conservation, Voluntary Regional Agreements, instream flow and several administrative 
support functions. This EIS evaluates impacts associated with alternative methods or approaches 
to implementing these components, and acknowledges that additional, more detailed analysis 
will be conducted as specific projects are identified. 
 
WAC 197-11-055 (2) notes that “The lead agency shall prepare its threshold determination and 
environmental impact statement (EIS), if required, at the earliest possible point in the planning 
and decision-making process, when the principal features of a proposal and its environmental 
impacts can be reasonably identified.”  Consistent with this guidance, Ecology has prepared its 
EIS at a time when the principal components have been identified and the effects of 
implementation can be reasonably identified.  However, many specific projects associated with 
the Management Program are not yet identified, and only limited information is available for 
some of the projects that have been identified.   
 
EISs may be “phased” in appropriate situations (WAC 197-11-060 (5)).  WAC 197-11-060(5)(a) 
states that “Lead agencies shall determine the appropriate scope and level of detail of 
environmental review to coincide with meaningful points in their planning and decision making 
processes.” WAC 197-11-060(5)(g) states “Any phased review shall be logical in relation to the 
design of the overall system or network…”  
 
Ecology has conducted the phased review of the Management Program consistent with WAC 
197-11-060(5). At this time, broad policy concepts have been developed; these concepts will be 
further refined as Ecology enters into implementation of the specific elements of the program.  
The purpose of this Programmatic EIS is to frame or “bracket” the potential range of impacts, so 
that the broad implications and tradeoffs associated with implementing the program can be 
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understood.  Accordingly, the impact evaluation is based on currently available information and 
published reports, and does not include extensive site-specific investigations, which are more 
appropriately conducted during project or construction level evaluations.  Similarly, mitigation 
measures are broadly framed to give an understanding of the potential range and effectiveness of 
mitigation.  Site specific investigations will include development of specific mitigation measures 
that fall within the general categories of mitigation discussed in this document. 
 
The EIS also evaluates three actions identified for early implementation, including drawdowns of 
Lake Roosevelt, a supplemental feed route to supply Potholes Reservoir, and the proposed 
Columbia-Snake River Irrigators Association (CSRIA) Voluntary Regional Agreement.  These 
activities have been developed to a higher level of detail than the broad components of the 
program.  These actions are called out separately in the document to indicate that they are at a 
different point in the planning process, and would be implemented at an earlier time than other 
identified components of the process.  Ecology intends to proceed with these actions as soon as 
possible after completion of this EIS; however, both the Lake Roosevelt Drawdown project and 
the Supplemental Feed Route project will likely require subsequent SEPA threshold 
determinations and potential additional environmental review.  Specific projects associated with 
the CSRIA VRA may require additional SEPA review.   Therefore, these early action 
components are appropriately included in this Programmatic EIS, with an acknowledgement that 
additional evaluation will likely be conducted prior to implementation of project actions.  
 
The Programmatic EIS acknowledges that additional site-specific SEPA evaluation and in some 
cases NEPA documentation will be conducted as part of specific project evaluations.  Tables. S.1 
and S.2 summarize the anticipated schedule of subsequent environmental review for specific 
components of the Program. These evaluations would be appropriately characterized as “narrow” 
in accordance with WAC 197-11-060(5).  Any additional or cumulative impacts associated with 
those facilities that have not currently been identified will be comprehensively discussed as part 
of those subsequent documents.    
 
FUTURE STUDIES FOR OFF-CHANNEL RESERVOIR PROPOSALS 
 
ISSUE:  Several comments addressed potential impacts of the off-channel reservoir proposals 
being considered evaluated under a separate program by Ecology and Reclamation. 
 
RESPONSE:  In December 2004, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the State of 
Washington, and the three Columbia Basin Irrigation Districts entered into a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) that is intended to promote improved water management of the Columbia 
River.  Under provision of Sections 6 of the MOU, Reclamation and the Department of Ecology 
(Ecology) are conducting an appraisal level study, of potential Columbia River mainstem off-
channel storage sites.  While the MOU predates passage of the Columbia River Water 
Management Act (Act) by the Washington State Legislature, the storage study is being funded 
through the new Columbia River Water Supply Development Account created by the Act.   As 
such, the storage study is considered part of the storage component of the Columbia River Water 
Management Program described in Section 2.1.2.1 of this Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS).   This EIS addresses the Columbia River Water Management Program as a 
whole, but is not intended to provide detailed information or analysis regarding potential new 
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storage sites.  As discussed below, such detailed information would be provided in a future 
construction EIS specifically addressing the storage sites if the study proceeds beyond an 
appraisal level of evaluation. 
 
The Department of Ecology is currently cooperating with the Bureau of Reclamation in the 
appraisal level study.   Appraisal studies are brief preliminary investigations used to determine 
the desirability of proceeding to a more detailed feasibility study.  Appraisal studies are 
authorized under the Federal Reclamation Law (Act of June 17, 1902, Stat. 388 and acts 
amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto).  Appraisal studies generally rely on existing data 
and information to develop plans for meeting current and projected needs and problems in a 
planning area.  In contrast, feasibility studies involve generation and collection of detailed, site 
specific data concerning a project and reasonable alternatives.  Feasibility studies are usually 
integrated with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance, potentially including 
development of a NEPA EIS.  
 
As discussed in Section 2.1.2.1 of the EIS, eleven sites were originally considered in a Pre-
Appraisal Report completed by Reclamation in December 2005.  Reclamation and Ecology 
conducted screening of the 11 sites to eliminate sites that were considered to be located too far 
downstream in the Columbia River to be integrated into the operation of Reclamation’s 
Columbia Basin Project, too small, or that represented a high risk of failure or excessive leakage.   
Six sites were eliminated based on the screening criteria.  An additional two sites are located on 
the Colville Reservation and were dropped from further consideration at the request of the 
Confederation Tribes of the Colville Reservation.  As a result, only four sites are being addressed 
in the appraisal study currently being undertaken by the Bureau of Reclamation.  These four sites 
are Hawk Creek, Foster Creek, Sand Hollow, and Crab Creek.  Information regarding the storage 
study and the identity of the four sites under consideration was presented in news release 
distributed to approximately 100 television and radio stations and daily and weekly newspapers 
serving central and eastern Washington.    
 
The current appraisal study will not result in any site or sites being selected for construction of a 
storage facility.  The development of a storage facility at any of the sites is not imminent; nor is 
it certain that additional studies will be performed on any of the sites beyond the current 
preliminary study.  The results of the appraisal study will be used by Reclamation and Ecology 
to determine if additional studies of any of the sites are warranted and whether Congressional 
authorization will be sought to proceed to a feasibility study and EIS.   
 
The appraisal study will evaluate whether any of the sites appear capable of safely providing a 
minimum of 1,000,000 acre-feet of active storage. The study will provide a preliminary 
assessment of the potential impacts of reservoir development on the built and natural 
environment, including impacts to cultural resources.  During the Appraisal Study, the four sites 
will be further screened to identify one or two sites that may be suitable to move forward into a 
Feasibility Study and joint NEPA and State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) EIS.  The 
screening will involve evaluation of the sites for technical feasibility, preliminary costs, degree 
of potential benefits, as well as the extent of potential adverse environmental, socieoeconomic 
and cultural resource impacts.  Areas of concern for potential adverse cultural and environmental 
impacts include, but are not limited to: 
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• Native American trust assets and sacred sites; 

• Archeological resources; 

• National Historic Register eligible resources; 

• Special-status aquatic and terrestrial species (for example, federal threatened and 
endangered species and state sensitive species); 

• Special-status habitat (for example, shrub-steppe habitat) and conservation/preservation 
designated areas (for example, Wild and Scenic River Areas and federal or state wildlife 
refuges); 

• Existing residential, agricultural, extractive industrial, and recreational land uses 
(displacement impacts); and  

• Existing transportation, communication, and utility infrastructure. 

In depth analysis of such impacts would be analyzed in an EIS, should the project proceed to a 
feasibility study.    It is not possible to determine the exact timeline for a feasibility study, EIS, 
and construction because of the many unknown variables, including whether any sites warrant 
additional study, whether Congressional authorization and appropriation of funding can be 
secured.  It is unlikely that any storage facility could be developed before 2020. 
 
An estimate of the timing for the current appraisal study and the potential future feasibility study 
and EIS, should they be pursued, is as follows:  
 

Future Review Action Expected Date of 
Completion Comments 

Appraisal Report March 2007 Four sites narrowed to one or 
two. 

Feasibility Study 2008-2011 Congressional authorization 
required 

NEPA EIS 2008-2011 Part of required Congressional 
authorization 

SEPA EIS 2008-2011 Prepared concurrently with 
NEPA EIS 

 
 
JULY/AUGUST MITIGATION ISSUE 
 
ISSUE:  Several comments were received stating that the mitigation periods outlined in the 
Management Program are not adequately protective of fish, and should not be limited to 
July/August for the Columbia River.  Some commenters questioned what the basis was for 
choosing only that period.  Some commenters also question the impact of this mitigation period 
on Biological Opinion flows.   
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RESPONSE:  The July/August mitigation period for the mainstem Columbia River and April to 
August period for the mainstem Snake River were established by the legislature (RCW 
90.90.030(2)(a) and (b).  The mitigation periods apply only to Voluntary Regional Agreements 
(VRAs) and not to other components of the Management Program.  The legislature determined 
these time periods to be adequate for purposes of mitigating potential instream flow impacts of 
VRAs based on interpretation of information contained in the National Resources Council 
document, Managing the Columbia River:  Instream Flows, Water Withdrawals, and Salmon 
Survival.  Any changes to this mitigation period would require legislative action to amend the 
statute.   
 
While the legislation constrains the period for mitigation associated with VRAs, there are no 
such constraints on the other components of the Management Program.  The primary directives 
of the Columbia River Water Management Act, is for the Department of Ecology (Ecology) to: 
 

“. . . aggressively pursue the development of new water supplies to benefit both instream 
and out-of-stream uses (RCW 90.90.005).”  

 
Ecology is pursuing a full range of options for augmenting instream resources including 
development of new storage, modification of existing storage, and conservation.  Ecology 
intends to continue working with the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and the 
fisheries co-managers to determine the specific critical periods for when water supplies 
developed through the Management Program should be available for instream use.  Such critical 
periods are not limited to July and August in the Columbia River and April through August in 
the Snake River.   
 
Other protections from the potential impacts of VRAs on stream flows are provided in Sections 
90.90.030(7) and 90.90.030(8) of the Water Management Act.  These sections state that VRAs 
may not be interpreted or administered to preclude the processing of water right applications 
under the Water Code (Chapter 90.03 RCW) or the Groundwater Management Act (Chapter 
90.44 RCW) (RCW) and that VRAs must not impair or diminish a valid water right or a habitat 
conservation plan approved for compliance with the Endangered Species Act (RCW 
90.90.0303(8)).    
 
OPPOSITION TO DAMS AND RESERVOIRS 
 
ISSUE: A number of comment letters were received expressing opposition to storage projects in 
general, because of potential impacts to fish, water quality, upland habitat, and 
community/economic issues.   
 
RESPONSE: In responding to the legislative directive contained in RCW 90.90.005(2) to 
“aggressively pursue development of new water supplies to benefit both in stream and out-of-
stream use,” the Department of Ecology (Ecology) will consider storage to be one of the primary 
tools available to achieve that legislative objective.  This position is consistent with a number of 
specific provisions of the legislation.  For example, RCW 90.90.010 (2)(a) states that 
expenditures from the Columbia River Water Supply Development Account (Account): 
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“. . . may be used to assess, plan, and develop new storage, [and] improve or alter 
operation of existing storage facilities . . . .” 
 

RCW 90.90.010(2)(b) stipulates that two-thirds of the funds placed in the Account: 
 

“. . . shall be used to support the development of new storage facilities . . . .” 
 

The legislation is clear that in assessing proposals for new storage facilities, Ecology must take 
into consideration the need for such facilities, the available alternative means of addressing those 
needs, and the potential negative impacts of such facilities.  RCW 90.90.010(3)(a) states that 
funds from the Account may not be expended on construction of a new storage facility until 
Ecology evaluates: 
 

(i) Water uses to be served by the facility; 
 
(ii) The quantity of water necessary to meet those uses; 
 
(iii) The benefits and costs to the state of meeting those uses, including short-term and 
long-term economic, cultural, and environmental effects; and 
 
(iv) Alternative means of supplying water to meet those uses, including the costs of those 
alternatives and an analysis of the extent to which long-term water supply needs can be 
met using those alternatives.   
 

Cultural, environmental and community  (including socioeconomic) effects associated with a 
proposed storage facility are evaluated in a State Environmental Policy Act Environmental 
Impact Statement.  Should there be significant federal involvement in a proposed storage facility, 
review under the National Environmental Policy Act would be required as well. 
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Comment Letter No. 1—Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 

1-1. Comment noted. 

1-2.  Comment noted.  Many federal reserved rights within Washington and other northwest states 
within the Columbia River basin, including those of the CTUIR, remain unadjudicated more 
than a century after signing of the treaties. Nevertheless, Ecology is required by RCW 
90.03.290 and RCW 90.03.380 to consider the effects of any new permits and water right 
changes on existing water rights, whether quantified or not. 

1-3.  The EIS acknowledges the importance of the protection of Tribal water rights. See Section 
3.6.1.3.  An in-depth discussion of the extent of Tribal water rights is beyond the scope of the 
EIS.  Although reserved rights are largely unquantified, the State recognizes those rights that 
were implied with the creation of the federal reservations within Washington.  Ecology has 
selected among the policy alternatives presented in the revised Section 2.2 of the Final EIS to 
ensure that the program is managed to provide flow benefits from conservation and 
acquisition projects. Ecology will manage the Trust Water Rights and any mitigated permits 
to achieve at least no net loss to the mainstem Columbia River. Also, any new storage 
projects constructed using funds from the Water Supply Development Account would 
provide one-third of the water for instream purposes.   

1-4.  In Section 3.4.1.1, the EIS states that there are no quantified tribal in- or out-of-stream flow 
requirements.  The importance of tribal water rights is emphasized in the first paragraph of 
Section 3.6.1.3.  The text in Appendix G has been amended to reflect this comment. 

1-5.  The text in Section 3.6.1.3 has been amended in response to this comment. 

1-6.  The text in Section 3.6.1.3 has been amended in response to this comment. 

1-7.  The reference in the EIS to unquantified tribal water rights is to the fact the tribes' rights have 
not been quantified through a general stream adjudication or through negotiations with the 
state.

1-8.  Comment noted. Tribal rights are acknowledged throughout the EIS, including in Table 3-3.  

1-9. Comment noted. 

1-10. The Flood Control Rule Curves for the Columbia River system establish the minimum 
reservoir elevation that must be maintained to prevent flood damage in the basin.  
Maintaining storage for flood control often requires releases of water to drawdown 
reservoirs.  The rule curves are managed by the Corps of Engineers through the Coordinated 
Columbia River System and are outside the authority of Ecology or the State of Washington.  

1-11. It is acknowledged that the provision of instream flows to meet the needs of fish is a goal of 
the Management Program.  This need was established by the legislation and is summarized in 
Section 2.1.2.4 of the Final EIS.  Section 2.1.2.4 also provides information on Ecology’s 
proposal for flow augmentation. 
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1-12.  It is acknowledged that salmon and other fish stocks are extremely important to the overall 
ecology of the Pacific Northwest.  The decline of salmonids and other species is 
acknowledged in Section 3.1.1.  Additional information on listed species is provided in 
Section 3.7.1.1.  The purpose of the EIS is to provide a discussion of the potential impacts of 
the proposed program; historical information is provided to provide context for currently 
proposed actions.

1-13. It is not the purpose of the EIS to provide an exhaustive study of the causes of the decline of 
salmon and other Columbia River species; however, this issue is acknowledged in the 
document.  The purpose of the EIS is to describe the potential impacts of the future actions 
resulting from implementing the Management Program.  Section 3.1 describes the 
modifications to the Columbia River system and notes the decline of salmonids.  Section 
3.4.1 specifically describes the alterations to the Columbia River hydrograph.   

1-14. Your comment is noted. The EIS has been revised where appropriate (see sections 3.2.1.1 
Value of Goods and Services and 3.2.1.2 Jobs and Income) to point out the potential impacts 
to tribal welfare from the proposed actions.  

1-15. Comment noted.  The quotation from Section S.5 of the EIS is a summary of Section 1.3.1.3, 
the conclusions of the National Research Council report. 

1-16. See the response to Comment 1-14. 

1-17. Your comment has been acknowledged. Sections 4.1.1.1 Socioeconomics–Long-Term 
Impacts and 4.2.1.1 Socioeconomics–Long-Term Impacts of the EIS have been revised to 
describe how the proposed actions may impact the CTUIR and other tribes and their fishery 
resources.

1-18. The legislation requires Ecology to develop a water supply inventory and supply and demand 
forecast that will be updated. The initial reports were prepared in October 2006.  The 
inventory and demand forecast include Oregon water rights.  Oregon is a member of the 
Columbia River Policy Advisory Group and Ecology is coordinating with Oregon on 
Management Program implementation.

1-19. Comment noted. A new Section 2.1.2.4 has been added to the Final EIS.  The sections 
describes Ecology’s program for augmenting streamflows. 

1-20. The purpose of Section S.5 of the EIS is to document the areas of significant uncertainty and 
controversy that could be associated with the Management Program.  As stated in Section 
S.5, one of those areas is the relationship between survivability and anadromous fish.  While 
some of these relationships are understood, there are others, such as the relationship between 
flow levels and the survivability of salmon that are not well understood.  As you note, the 
extended travel time through the river system has contributed to the decline of salmon.  
However, as pointed out in the National Resource Council’s report, the amount of flows 
needed for safe migration are not known.   

1-21. See the Master Response regarding July and August mitigation.
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1-22. Comment noted. See the Master Response regarding July and August mitigation.

1-23. Comment noted. The intent of the program is to manage a portfolio of Trust Water Rights 
acquired through a variety of projects and water right acquisitions. These Trust Water Rights 
will be managed to meet instream and out-of-stream needs. See also the responses to 
Comments 9-9 and 22-11. 

1-24. Comment noted. 

1-25. Ecology has considered material from a variety of sources in preparing the water supply 
inventory and supply and demand forecast (Ecology, 2006).  That inventory was not 
complete when the Draft EIS was issued.  Information on the inventory has been added to the 
Final EIS, Section 2.1.2.4 and is available on Ecology’s web site.  Future reports will include 
additional information and use refined methodologies.    

1-26. Thank you for the input. Ecology has reviewed the CRITFC work products and incorporated 
them where appropriate into the Final EIS.  See the response to CRITFC’s Comment 5-5. 

1-27. This report was reviewed and relevant information was incorporated into the Final EIS. See
the response to Comment 5-5. 

1-28. As noted in response to your Comment 1-26, this document has been reviewed and 
incorporated in the Final EIS where appropriate.  The one-third to two-thirds allocation of 
water to stream flows was established by the legislation and cannot be altered by Ecology 
without legislative amendment.   

1-29. The one-third to two-thirds allocation was established by the legislation and cannot be 
modified without further legislation action.  See the Master Response regarding July/August 
mitigation.   

1-30. Additional information on Ecology’s program for instream flows has been added to Section 
2.1.2.4 in the Final EIS.  Ecology’s approach will be an incremental one benefiting both 
instream and out-of-stream uses and users.  The approach cannot significantly reduce or 
eliminate existing problems with ESA-listed species, but it can be managed to avoid causing 
new problems and modestly improve conditions for ESA-listed species. 

1-31. See the response to Comment 1-30; additional information on instream flow protection has 
been added to the Final EIS text.  The Management Program is not a federal action and does 
not involve federal funding; therefore, there is no requirement to analyze the Management 
Program under the National Environmental Policy Act. Subsequent project-specific analyses 
under NEPA will be conducted for those projects with a federal nexus.

1-32. See the response to your Comment 1-23. 

1-33. Comment noted. The FEIS text has been revised regarding flow targets and tribal reserved 
rights in Surface Water Impact Sections 4.1.1.3 and 4.1.2.3 and 5.1.2.3. 

1-34. Discussion of the Walla Walla pump exchange has been deleted from Section 2.1.2.2.   
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1-35. See the Master Response regarding the July/August mitigation standard for VRAs. 

1-36. Comment noted.  Ecology has developed a water metering project for the Columbia River 
Basin as part of the Water Information System.  See Section 2.1.2.6. 

1-37. Your recommendations regarding the Policy Alternatives considered in the EIS are noted.  
Since the Draft EIS was released, Ecology has worked with the Columbia River Policy 
Advisory Group and others to finalize the Policy Alternatives.  Section 2.2, Section 2.3, and 
Chapter 6 have been revised with changes to the Policy Alternatives.  See also the responses 
to Comments 9-8 through 9-19 for specific responses to the Policy Alternatives.  In addition, 
Section 2.1.2.4 has been added to more clearly articulate the Management Program’s 
approach to providing water for instream uses. 

RCW 90.90.010(2)(a) does not provide Ecology with authority to acquire and transfer water 
rights from one WRIA to another without legislative approval.  Ecology could seek 
legislative approval when it appears that the program or the public interest would benefit 
from such transfers. 

1-38. See the response to comment 1-37. 

1-39. The Walla Walla Basin Project is undergoing a separate NEPA environmental review process 
by the Corps of Engineers. That document will describe the details of the proposed project, 
which is described at a conceptual level   in this EIS on the Columbia River Water 
Management Program. 

1-40. Ecology understands the concerns of the CTUIR regarding allocation of water from the 
Walla Walla Project.  The one-third to two-thirds ratio was established by the enabling 
legislation and cannot be modified without legislative action.  Ecology will work with the 
CTUIR to determine if it is appropriate to fund the Walla Walla Project under the 
Management Program or if other funding for that project should be sought. 

1-41. A discussion of toxic chemical bioaccumulation in fish tissue in the Columbia Basin has been 
added to section 3.4.2 and a reference provided for the EPA study. 

1-42. Section 4.1.1.3 summarizes the potential impacts that new large and small storage facilities 
could have on water temperature and dissolved gases.  A detailed analysis of these impacts 
would be conducted on a project-level basis for the proposed storage facilities, and this has 
been clarified in Section 4.1.1.3 and 4.3.  A discussion of the potential short-term impacts 
that storage facilities could have on releasing toxic contaminants into the water column and 
in aquatic species was added to Section 4.1.1.3 of the FEIS text.
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1-43. Comment noted. Ecology has decided it will primarily pursue VRAs when approached by 
applicants. Ecology would more actively organize or match up water users when it benefits 
the program and is in the public interest.   

1-44. Comment noted. 

1-45. Ecology has elected to continue processing applications in accordance with its existing WAC 
173-152.  Applications would be taken “out of line” only when they meet the criteria for 
expedited process. 

1-46. Ecology has selected the “Same pool and downstream” alternative.  See section 6.2.8. 

1-47.  Ecology has elected to use the account funds to obtain both instream and out-of-stream 
benefits. See section 6.2.3. Ecology does not interpret RCW 90.90 to require all of the 
account funds for purposes other than new storage projects (acquisition, conservation, etc.) to 
be used exclusively for instream flow improvements. 

1-48. The CSRIA VRA and $10 per acre-foot mitigation fee would result in a payback to the 
Columbia River Basin Water Supply Development Account on the order of 50 years.  During 
that time, the state will accrue benefits associated with 1) Trust Water Rights on tributary 
streams, 2) Trust Water Rights on the Columbia River mainstem between the time the 
conservation project is completed and the new use is permitted, and, 3) additional Trust 
Water Rights acquired and created using the revenue stream after the 50-year repayment 
period.

1-49. See the response to Comment 1-22. 

1-50. Comment noted. 

1-51. The Final EIS text has been changed to reflect this comment 

1-52. The Final EIS text has been changed to reflect this comment.  Mitigation will be specifically 
tailored to impacts, should they be determined. . 

1-53. The Final EIS text has been modified.  

1-54. Upon completion of the Final EIS Ecology will initiate development of a cultural resources 
management plan for the Columbia River Water Management Program.  Through that 
process, Ecology will consult with affected tribes to address their specific issues and 
concerns.  Ecology will request participation of tribes and DOAHP in an advisory committee 
to guide development of the cultural resources management plan. 

1-55. “Cultural Resources” is not explicitly defined in SEPA or in any federal law. In this context, 
cultural resources are presumed to be those archaeological, historical, or traditional cultural 
properties, either recorded or unrecorded, that are of significance for cultural or historic reasons.

1-56. Section 3.10.1 has been expanded to provide more details on Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act. 



Columbia River Water Management Program Final Programmatic EIS

1-57. Text in Section 3.10.1 has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-58. Text in Section 3.10.2 has been changed to reflect these comments. 

1-59. Table 3-23 heading and title have been changed to reflect this comment and explanatory text 
has been added. 

1-60. Table 3-23 has been changed. 

1-61. Text in Section 3.10.2.3 has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-62. Text in Section 3.10.2.4 has been changed to incorporate this comment. 

1-63. Text in Section 3.10.3 has been changed to incorporate this comment. 

1-64. Text has been changed to clarify the issue of site eligibility. 

1-65. Text has been changed to address this comment. 

1-66. Text has been changed to clarify the issue of site eligibility. 

1-67. Text has been changed to clarify the issue of site eligibility. 

1-68. This issue is addressed in Section 4.1.1.9, first and fourth paragraphs under Long-term 
impacts. Text in Section 4.1.1.9 has been changed to include chemical changes. 

1-69. Text in Section 4.1.1.9 has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-70. The FEIS text has been changed to clarify the paragraph. 

1-71. Text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-72. Mitigation measures seek to avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce/eliminate, or compensate for 
impacts. Depending on the situation, the measures listed may appropriately mitigate for 
various impacts. 

1-73. The FEIS text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-74. The FEIS text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-75. The FEIS text has been changed to incorporate this comment. 

1-76. The FEIS text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-77. The FEIS text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-78. The FEIS text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-79. The FEIS text has been changed to reflect this comment. 
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1-80. The FEIS text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-81. The FEIS text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-82. The FEIS text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-83. Where there is a federal nexus such as a Section 404 permit for the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Ecology will comply with Section 106 and other applicable federal requirements.  
Where no federal nexus exists, Ecology will comply with Executive Order 0505.  The Final 
EIS text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-84. Ecology acknowledges and understands your concern for shrub-steppe habitats and the 
species dependent on this habitat in the Management Program project area.  As stated in 
Section 3.7.2, “Conservation of remaining shrub-steppe habitat and restoration of disturbed 
lands are now top priorities for natural resource agencies.  Very little shrub-steppe occurs 
within protected areas, such as national parks or wilderness areas, and the majority is owned 
publicly for livestock grazing and managed by state and federal agencies (Knick et al. 
2005).”  Ecology understands the importance of shrub-steppe habitat, its declining trend, and 
that many of the species that depend on this habitat are listed by federal and state agencies as 
endangered, threatened, candidate, or species of concern.   In response to your comment 
regarding shrub-steppe-dependant species, the Final EIS text has been modified to provide 
additional details regarding these specific species and a more comprehensive list of state 
listed species in Section 3.7.3.

In response to your comment on the level of detail regarding the impacts to the shrub-steppe 
habitat types, it should be noted that the Management Program is currently being evaluated 
on a programmatic basis and thus specific impact to shrub-steppe habitat types due to the 
program are unknown at this time.  Please refer to the Master Response for a Programmatic 
EIS for a complete discussion of this issue and how it relates to fish, habitat, and wildlife 
impact analyses. 

1-85. As stated in Section 4.1.1.6, the Final EIS discusses the potential conversion of habitats to 
agricultural uses as a result of new storage facilities, “…increasing the risk for further habitat 
loss for species dependent on shrub-steppe habitats.  Listed plant species may include 
Spalding’s catchfly, northern wormwood, and whitebluffs bladderpod.  Wildlife may include 
listed species such as pygmy rabbit, Columbia white-tailed deer, Washington ground squirrel, 
and sage grouse.  As required by federal and state regulations, a site-specific evaluation of 
threatened and endangered species in the proposed project area would be conducted for each 
storage project.”

Projects undertaken as part of the Management Program would vary in the degree to which 
they could influence shrub-steppe conversion.  Water from a large Columbia River mainstem 
storage facility, such as those described in Section 2.1.2.1, could be used by Reclamation to 
provide water for part or all of the second half of the Columbia Basin Project.  While that 
would likely result in some conversion of shrub-steppe habitat to irrigated agriculture, most 
of the area affected by the second half project has already been converted to dry land 
agriculture.  In any case, a NEPA EIS would be required for a Columbia River mainstem 
storage facility.  The EIS would need to address the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts 
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of the facility.  The Odessa Subarea Special Study is a water source replacement project that 
addresses lands that are already in irrigated agriculture.  Similarly, the Supplemental Feed 
Route Project is intended improve the system for delivery of water to lands that are already 
irrigated.  The proposed Columbia-Snake River Irrigators Association (CSRIA) Voluntary 
Regional Agreement (VRA) would address two classes of water users or potential water 
users: current interruptible water right holders and new water right applicants.  The 
supplemental water rights for interruptible water right holders would apply to existing 
irrigated lands.  While the supplemental rights may result in a conversion of the types of 
agricultural crops produced, it will not significantly expand the amount of land in irrigation.  
New water rights associated with the VRA could result in land conversions, primarily along 
the Columbia and Lower Snake River mainstems.  However, portions of the lands that would 
potentially be served by the new water rights are already in dry land agriculture.  The VRA 
implementation plan and the associated SEPA environmental review would need to address 
the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts associated with specific VRA projects and permit 
actions.

1-86. Comment noted.  Traditional use of these lands is noted in Section 3.10.2.2.  Information on 
use of shrub steppe habitat for fishing and hunting and gathering has been added to that 
section.

1-87. Comment noted.  Omission of consultation with tribes in Section 4.3 was an oversight that 
has been corrected.  Ecology will continue to consult with the CTUIR and other tribes as the 
Management Program is implemented.  As noted in the response to Comment 1-83, Ecology 
will follow federal and/or state consultation requirements as appropriate. 

1-88. Comment noted. 

1-89. Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 2 – Yakama Nation Department of Natural Resources 

2-1. Comment noted. 

2-2.  This document was received and is discussed in Sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.2.5. 

2-3. Comment noted. 

2-4.  See the Master Response regarding a Programmatic EIS.  Information regarding anticipated 
project-level review for subsequent actions has been added to Section S.4 of the Final EIS.

2-5.  See the Master Response regarding a Programmatic EIS.  Additional information has been 
added to Section S.4 regarding future project specific review. 

2-6.  The language referred to is taken directly from the Columbia River Management Act 
(Chapter 90.90 RCW).  The language is not intended to disregard the views of native people.  
The significance of the relationship between fish, people and water to native people is 
acknowledged in Section 3.10.3 of the EIS. 

2-7.  Ecology acknowledges that state action cannot impact treaty rights of the Yakama Nation or 
any other native tribe.

2-8.  Instream flow contributions from new storage facilities made possible with funding from the 
Columbia River Basin Water Supply Development Account are not limited to the 
July/August time frame.  RCW 90.80.020 states that: in regard to the one-third of active 
storage to be available to augment instream flows: “timing of the releases of this water shall 
be determined by the Department of Ecology, in cooperation with the Department of Fish and 
Wildlife and fisheries comanagers [sic], to maximize benefits to salmon and steelhead 
populations.”  Releases can occur at any time of the year.  The establishment of the 
mitigation standard of no negative impact to the Columbia River during July and August 
applies only to Voluntary Regional Agreements per RCW 90.90.030. 

2-9.  While it is acknowledged that Congress, in its authorization of a federal project, can apply 
whatever conditions it deems appropriate, the state of Washington has discretion in 
determining its conditions for providing matching state contributions to the project.  The one-
third allocation for augmentation of instream flows applies to: “water supplies secured for 
development of new storage facilities made possible with funding from the Columbia River 
Basin Water Supply Development Account . . .” (emphasis added)(RCW 90.90.020).  That 
portion of the RCW is interpreted as stipulating that if money from the account is necessary 
to “make a project possible,” the one-third allocation for instream flow augmentation would 
apply.  In the current Columbia River Mainstem Off-Channel Storage Study appraisal level 
evaluation being undertaken by Reclamation with financial contributions from the Account, 
the assumptions for reservoir water demand include allocation of one-third of all active 
storage for instream flow augmentation.  

2-10.  See responses 2-8 and 2-9. 

2-11. It is acknowledged that the year round management of the Columbia River is very complex, 
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and that tradeoffs will occur. As noted in Comment 2-8, the July/August mitigation only 
applies to Voluntary Regional Agreements. See the Master Response regarding July/August 
mitigation.

2-12. Cumulative impacts have been considered at a broad level for this evaluation, in accordance 
with information currently known about potential projects.  The cumulative impacts 
discussion in Section 4.3 has been modified to acknowledge that potential downstream 
benefits could accrue at a cost to upstream users.  Additional analysis of potential tradeoffs, 
including potential cumulative impacts, will be included in all project-level evaluations. 

2-13. Additional discussion of calculating conservation savings is provided in Chapter 6 of the 
Final EIS.

2-14. See the response to your Comment 2-8 regarding the applicability of the July/August 
mitigation requirement to Voluntary Regional Agreements.  See also the Master Response 
regarding July/August mitigation. 

2-15. See the revised Section 2.2.4 and 6.1.5 for an expanded discussion of this policy alternative. 

2-16. The section title is not intended to limit the discussion to drawdown of the lake.  The project 
is referred to as the Lake Roosevelt Drawdown by Ecology and Reclamation and that is how 
the project is identified in the EIS.  Section 2.5.1 of the EIS describes both the drawdown of 
Lake Roosevelt and the diversions. The impacts of both are described in Chapter 5 of the 
EIS.

2-17. The Supplemental Feed Route will not expand the area of irrigated agriculture.  As stated in 
the EIS, the Supplemental Feed Route would improve the reliability of the delivery of water 
to Potholes Reservoir.  While there are no past instances where Reclamation has been unable 
to provide deliveries to the South Columbia Basin Irrigation District, it has proven to be a 
difficult task for Reclamation to meet their responsibilities.  

As stated in Section 2.6.2, the Supplemental Feed Route would also free up capacity in the 
East Low Canal to deliver replacement water to the portion of the Odessa Subarea within the 
boundaries of the Columbia Basin Project.  The purpose of the Odessa Subarea Special Study 
is to identify measures to replace ground water with surface water on existing agricultural 
lands, not to expand the acreage of irrigated lands.  Increased reliability of irrigation water 
may result in changes to crop types.  Additional evaluation of the purpose of the 
Supplemental Feed Route and its potential impacts will be provided in Reclamation’s NEPA 
Environmental Assessment of the project.  It should be noted that development of the 
Supplemental Feed Route is a stand-alone project.  Several of the initial alternatives being 
evaluated in the Odessa Subarea Special Study would be facilitated by the feed route project.
However, the Supplemental Feed Route does not create a commitment on the part of 
Reclamation or Ecology to implement future projects associated with Odessa Subarea Special 
Study.

2-18. Non-construction and conservation program components are addressed in the EIS.  The 
potential acquisition of an evacuation route and flood easements in Crab Creek downstream 
of Potholes Reservoir, as well as options for re-operation of Potholes Reservoir, are being 
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evaluated in the Odessa Subarea Special Study.  The feasibility level and analysis and EIS 
associated with that study are expected to commence in 2008 and be completed in 2010. 

2-19. Ecology will account for Trust Water Rights and permits that rely on Trust Water Rights 
through a combination of measuring, reporting, field verification and aerial photography 
assessment. Permits issued to mainstem water users that rely on water from the Trust 
Program for mitigation will be required to measure and report in accordance with RCW 
90.03.360 and WAC 173-173, plus any specific requirements arising out of the final VRA. 
Before the draft CSRIA VRA can be signed, Ecology must provide a public comment period. 
Ecology has determined that it will negotiate with CSRIA to address comments received 
during the 60-day consultation prior to the initiating the public comment period.   

2-20. Section 3.1 states that the focus of the affected environment is the Columbia River basin in 
eastern Washington because it is likely that most projects proposed under the Management 
Program will be located in that area.  However, the entire Columbia Basin in the state of 
Washington is described in Chapter 3 as the affected environment.  

2-21. Comment noted.  The Final EIS text has been revised to include economy of the native 
people.

2-22. Comment noted.  The reference to "no other quantified" tribal instream flow requirements in 
Section 3.4.1.1 is a reference to numerically quantified requirements.  The state court 
adjudication in Ecology v. Acquavella confirmed a narrative rather than numerical treaty 
water right for fish. 

2-23. Comment noted.  A discussion of increased consumptive use has been added to Section 
4.1.3.1.

2-24. Ecology has elected to continue processing applications in accordance with its existing WAC 
173-152.  Applications would be taken “out of line” only when they meet the criteria for 
expedited process. 

2-25. The FEIS text has been revised to reflect potential cumulative impacts to fisheries resulting 
from alterations to hydrology that could accompany specific components of the management 
plan. Additional discussion of this issue will occur associated with project-level evaluations, 
once specific projects have been identified.

2-26. Additional information has been added to Section S.4 regarding future environmental review. 

2-27. If the CSRIA VRA is signed, Ecology intends to prepare a periodic implementation plan 
jointly with CSRIA that would specifically identify water supply projects and match them to 
the candidate applications to receive mitigation benefits associated with the VRA.  Ecology 
would provide public notice and SEPA review, including a threshold determination for the 
series of related actions described within the implementation plan. 

2-28. See the response to Comment 2-16. 

2-29. The paragraph in Section 5.1.1.3 describing long-term impacts to water quantity has been 
revised to provide more explanation of the potential impacts to streamflow.  Additional 
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information on the potential impact on streamflow will be provided in the Supplemental EIS 
that Ecology will be preparing on the Lake Roosevelt drawdown. 

2-30. The EIS does not dispute that the Yakama Nation has a senior water right for fish and other 
aquatic life (see Section 3.6.1.3 and Appendix G).  Reclamation’s operation of the Lake 
Roosevelt reservoir may not adversely impact the rights of the Yakama Nation.  Section 5.1.1 
discusses impacts at Lake Roosevelt, and additional detailed analysis will be conducted as 
part of the Supplemental EIS prepared by Ecology for the Lake Roosevelt drawdown.  For a 
discussion of impacts downstream in the receiving area, see Section 5.1.2. 

2-31. Comment noted. See the response to Comment 1-15.  Ecology incorporated the National 
Research Council report as a part of the EIS by reference (Section 1.7). 

2-32. Ecology has determined that additional review of the Lake Roosevelt drawdowns is required 
and will prepare a Supplemental EIS.  Refer to the Master Response regarding July/August 
mitigation. 

2-33. This statement has been modified in the Final EIS to remove “on an administrative basis.”  
The Olsen reference was included to indicate that not all reviewers agree with the National 
Research Council conclusion and has been retained.

2-34. The discharge from Lake Roosevelt to the Columbia River that is presented in Section 5.1.2.3 

is the total additional volume of water to be discharged as part of the Lake Roosevelt 
drawdown project.  This is the discharge associated with the additional drawdown of one 
(non-drought years) to one and a half (drought years) feet.  The Final EIS text has been 
changed for clarification. 

2-35. The water right for instream flow will be established when the water is transferred to the state 
Trust Water Rights Program and identified as a trust water right for purposes of instream 
flow.  The priority date of the Trust Water Right will be the same as the underlying right, in 
this case 1938, the date of Reclamation's withdrawal of water for the Columbia Basin Project.  
The out-of-stream uses resulting from additional drawdown of Lake Roosevelt will be 
beneficial uses secondary to Reclamation's reservoir rights in Lake Roosevelt.  Mitigation of 
new water rights must be determined on a case-by-case basis when the application is 
processed by Ecology.  The text has been modified in response to this comment. 

2-36. It is acknowledged that the diversion of water associated with the Lake Roosevelt Drawdown 
is subject to SEPA review.  Refer to the response to comment 2-16 for a discussion about the 
naming convention in the EIS.  The impacts associated with the diversions are discussed 
programmatically in this EIS, and will be discussed in more detail in the Supplemental EIS 
that will be prepared by Ecology regarding the Lake Roosevelt Drawdown and associated 
diversions.



Columbia River Water Management Program Final Programmatic EIS

2-37. This EIS is a programmatic EIS, the first phase in SEPA under phased environmental review.  
Additional evaluation will be conducted on the Lake Roosevelt Drawdown as part of a 
Supplemental EIS being prepared by Ecology. In addition, Reclamation will conduct NEPA 
review on any federal action for use of water.

2-38. Diversions and releases from Lake Roosevelt as part of the drawdown project would occur 
after re-filling of Lake Roosevelt is completed on July 1st.  The water diverted and released 
would from the 6.4 million acre-feet of water stored by Reclamation under its 1938 storage 
rights.  The drawdown project would have the effect of augmenting streamflow downstream 
of Grand Coulee Dam during July and August.  A portion of that water (27,500 acre-feet 
every year and an additional 17,000 acre-feet during drought years) would be held in trust for 
instream flow the entire length of the river downstream of Grand Coulee Dam.  

2-39. The proposed Supplemental Feed Route will not increase diversions from the Columbia 
River, but will provide an alternative route for channeling existing diversions to Potholes 
Reservoir.  As stated in Section 1.1, the impacts of the Supplemental Feed Route will be 
further evaluated by Reclamation in a NEPA EA.  

2-40. See the Master Response regarding the July/August mitigation issue.  Additional information 
has been added to Section 3.1 regarding federal management of the Columbia River system. 

2-41. The general impacts of VRAs on fish are described in Section 4.1.3.1.  These same impacts 
would apply to the CSRIA VRA.  The cumulative impacts sections (4.3 and 5.5) have been 
expanded in the Final EIS.

2-42. See the Master Response regarding the July/August mitigation issue. 

2-43. Comment noted.  Ecology believes that all reasonable alternatives to the Management 
Program developed under the provisions of Chapter 90.90 RCW have been considered.  The 
Management Program will be implemented in a manner that is consistent with priorities and 
objectives of Chapter 90.90 RCW. 

2-44. Comment noted.  The EIS analyzes impact and impairment.  The latter constitutes a negative 
impact in the context of water rights. 

2-45. Comment noted. 

2-46. Comment noted.  The reference to fish and wildlife maintenance in Appendix D is part of a 
list of beneficial uses of water and was not intended to define the extent of water rights for 
fish and wildlife under state law. 

2-47. Comment noted. 

2-48. Comment noted.  The text has been amended to include a reference to the recently-filed 
lawsuit challenging the Municipal Water Law. 

2-49. Comment noted.  The text is intended to be a brief overview of federal tribal reserved water 
rights and is not specific to the Yakama Nation or any other tribe. 
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Comment Letter No. 3 – Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation 

3-1. 3Comment noted.  The Confederated Tribes are welcome to comment on all future proposals. 

3-2. 3Comment noted.  Ecology will continue to coordinate closely with the Confederated Tribes. 

3-3. 3 Information has been added to Section S.3.2.1 regarding mitigation requirements in the 
Agreement in Principle.   

3-4.  The spelling error has been corrected in the Final EIS text. 

3-5.  This is noted in the first paragraph of Section 2.5.1 on the previous page.  Additional 
information on the development of a Memorandum of Agreement has been added. 

3-6.  Additional information has been added to Sections 3.1 and 3.9.4.1 regarding the Colville 
Reservation, the Spokane Reservation, and the Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area. 

3-7.  Table 3-3 in Section 3.4.1.1 is taken from a report by the National Resources Council 2004.  
It is not intended to be specific to the Colville Tribes.  Rather it reports on agreements 
affecting Columbia River Basin stream flows, including the quantity of stream flow required 
in the agreement.  Significantly, for purposes of management of the Columbia River, tribal 
treaties do not specify the quantity of the tribes' water rights. 

3-8.  Comment noted.  Table 3-14 has been changed to reflect this comment. 

3-9.  Text has been added to Appendix D, Trust Water Rights to address this comment. 

3-10. Comment noted. 

3-11. Comment noted.  See Responses to comments 1-2 and 1-3. 

3-12. The Final EIS text has been revised as requested. 

3-13. The new bullet has been added as requested.  Information on the impacts has also been added 
to Section 5.1.2.12. 

3-14. Section S.3.2.1 is a summary section and highlights the general impacts of the project.  
Impacts to the items listed in your comment are addressed in Sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2.  
Additional impact analysis will be provided in the Supplemental EIS on Lake Roosevelt 
drawdowns.

3-15. Potential impacts to shrub steppe habitat are noted in Section 4.1.1.6.  See also the response 
to Comments 1-84 and 1-85.  Additional information on shrub steppe habitat has been added 
to the Final EIS text. 
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3-16. The bullets in Section 1.3.1.4 are a summary of the economic report prepared by Huppert et 
al.  Your suggested text has not been added to the summary because this conclusion was not 
included in that report.  However, as noted in Comment 3-13, information on the Settlement 
Agreement has been added to Sections S.3.2.1 and 5.1.2.12. 

3-17. Only the Black Rock Reservoir proposal would result in pumping of water from the Priest 
Rapids pool.  Water from the approximately 1 million acre-foot Black Rock Reservoir would 
be used to replace water currently being diverted from the Yakima River, thus improving 
stream flows during the irrigation season.  The proposed Wymer Reservoir is an alternative 
to the Black Rock Reservoir; both are alternatives in the Yakima Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study being developed by Reclamation.  Diversions to the Wymer reservoir 
would occur at times of the year other than the irrigation season. 

3-18. As noted in Section 2.1.2.1, The Okanogan PUD and Okanogan County have proposed that 
Ecology consider funding an Appraisal Study of a storage project on the Similkameen River.  
This project would undergo separate environmental review under SEPA.  That review would 
include impacts to spawning habitat. 

3-19. The first inventory and supply and demand forecast was released in November 2006.  
Because of statutory limits on the amount of time available to complete these initial reports, 
it is acknowledged that some valuable information was omitted.  However, Ecology intends 
to gather additional data for subsequent reports, including that which may be available from 
the Colville Tribes.

3-20. Ecology has revised the Policy Alternatives based on input from the Columbia River Policy 
Group and others.  The revised policies, including funding for conservation projects, are 
included in Chapter 6.

3-21. Comment noted.  Ecology concurs with the need for such a meeting. 

3-22. Ecology has elected to include exempt uses in its information system.  This inventory will be 
phased in and will first include the information available in electronic formats. 

3-23. Comment noted.  Ecology will continue to work closely with the tribes and Reclamation. 

3-24. The description of the drawdown in Section 2.5.1.1 has been revised and additional 
discussion of the drawdown provided.  Additional information and analysis will be provided 
in the Supplemental EIS that Ecology will be preparing on the Lake Roosevelt drawdown. 

3-25. Ecology has reviewed the preliminary results of the study prepared by the Confederated 
Tribes.  Based on those preliminary results, Ecology has determined that the Lake Roosevelt 
project has the potential for significant environmental impacts and will prepare a 
Supplemental EIS on the project.  Ecology will continue to work closely with the Tribes to 
prepare the Supplemental EIS. 
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3-26. Section 3.5.3.1 describes the impacts of the Lake Roosevelt drawdowns on groundwater.  
The Odessa Subarea Study is a separate process being undertaken by Reclamation.  However, 
the Odessa Subarea is included in this section because water from Lake Roosevelt 
drawdowns will be applied to the Odessa area.  Reclamation’s Plan of Study for the Odessa 
Subarea is referenced because it is the most recent information on groundwater in the Odessa 
Subarea.  The Final EIS text has been revised to clarify this section. 

3-27. See the response to Comment 3-8.

3-28. Text has been added to section “4.1.1.1 Socioeconomics–Long-Term Impacts” to address 
possible impacts on Confederated Tribes’ annual stream of revenue received from BPA for 
lands needed by the United States for Grand Coulee Dam and Lake Roosevelt and taken from 
the Colville Reservation. 

3-29. The requested changes have been made in section “3.2.2.1 Value of Goods and Services.” 

3-30. Section 3.9.4.1 has been revised to clarify the relation of Lake Roosevelt to tribal lands. 

3-31. See the response to Comment 2-19. 

3-32. Information on the Settlement Agreement has been added to Section 5.1.1.12, Public Utilities 
and Section 4.1.1.7, Socioeconomics. 

3-33. Mitigation measures for water quality impacts are described in the Mitigation section that 
follows the Impacts discussion.  Specific mitigation measures will be developed during 
project-level evaluations of any proposed projects. 

3-34. The Final EIS text has been changed as requested. 

3-35. Comment noted. 

3-36. The requested text has been added to the Final EIS. 

3-37. Specific impacts will be determined during future environmental reviews.  Section 4.1.2.6 is 
a general discussion of the range of potential impacts that could be associated with 
conservation projects. 

3-38. Comment noted. 

3-39. The proposed change in reservoir elevation totaling 1-1.5 feet is relatively minor when 
compared with the existing reservoir operation, and falls within the existing range of 
reservoir drawdown operation of between 20 and 82 feet. It is not anticipated that any 
additional significant sloughing may result beyond the current condition, because the 
proposed reservoir change is so small and falls within the existing range of reservoir 
operation.  However, additional evaluation of the potential for sloughing will be done as part 
of the Supplemental EIS for the proposed Lake Roosevelt Drawdown. 
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3-40. The DEIS discusses the effects of added risk to keeping the reservoir at 1,283 feet elevation 
and above for access of fall spawning kokanee to tributary waters during wet years (Section 
5.1.1.6; Fall Drawdown).  The Sanpoil River was not specifically mentioned, but was 
intended to be included in an all-encompassing nature.  Specific reference to the Sanpoil 
River has been added to the FEIS.  Additional information on kokanee will be addressed in 
the Supplemental EIS that Ecology will prepare on Lake Roosevelt drawdowns. 

3-41. Additional baseline information on total dissolved gases (TDG) levels has been added to the 
FEIS in Section 3.4.2 under the subheading Total Dissolved Gas.  A discussion of potential 
cumulative impacts of TDG has been added to Sections 4.3 and 5.5.  The increased discharge 
from Lake Roosevelt is not likely to result in increased levels of TDG because the flow 
releases are expected to be small relative to the normal releases from Grand Coulee (see the 
new Flow Release Table in Section 2.6.1 of the Final EIS).  Additional baseline information 
on TDG, including the current impact of Canadian dams, will be included in the 
Supplemental EIS and potential impacts will be further evaluated. 

3-42. Section 5.1.2.3 discusses the potential increase in flow resulting from additional withdrawals 
from Lake Roosevelt.  The generalized conclusion is that the increase in flow will depend on 
how the water is released, but assuming that all instream flow storage in Lake Roosevelt is 
released over a two-month period, the maximum additional release in July and August in a 
drought year would be approximately 834 cfs as compared to a mean monthly flow in the 
River during a drought year of 50,590 cfs.  This is a small overall flow increase.  Section 

5.1.2.3 also states that it is possible that small improvements to water quality in the 

Columbia River could occur from increased releases from Lake Roosevelt.   The Final EIS 
text has been revised to state that temperature impacts of Lake Roosevelt discharge on 
receiving waters will be assessed as part of the Supplemental EIS that Ecology will prepare 
on the Lake Roosevelt drawdowns.

3-43. See the response to Comment 3-21. 

3-44. See the response to Comment 3-22. 

3-45. Comment noted. 

3-46. See response to comment 1-54. 

3-47. See the response to Comment 3-46. 

3-48. Comment noted; refer to the response to Comment 3-57 below.   

3-49. Comment noted.  Ecology will continue to coordinate with the Confederated Tribes and 
Reclamation regarding the off-channel reservoirs.  Because Section 106 is a federal 
requirement, Reclamation would be the lead agency. 

3-50. Tribal consultation under Executive Order 05-05 will be initiated when project specific 
environmental review is conducted.  Ongoing coordination and discussions with the 
Confederated Tribes will continue. 
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3-51. Federal consultation will be initiated when project specific environmental review is 
conducted.  Ongoing coordination and discussion will continue. 

3-52. Text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

3-53. Table 3-26 focuses on Columbia River dams and was not meant to be inclusive of all the 
dams in the region, rather to provide background for considering a new reservoir.  Additional 
text has been added to Section 3.10.2 to clarify the intent of the table. Defining the area of 
potential effects is not possible at the programmatic level and will be conducted at the project 
level.

3-54. It is acknowledged that coordination efforts will be significant and should start early in the 
process.  See also the response to Comment 3-46. 

3-55. Ecology has determined that impacts of Lake Roosevelt drawdowns need further analysis and 
will prepare a Supplemental EIS on the drawdowns. 

3-56. Comment noted.  Through the process of developing the Cultural Resources Management 
Plan described in response to comment 1-54, Ecology will evaluate this recommendation. 

3-57. These potential impacts are noted in Section 5.1.1.9.  Site specific impacts will be identified 
as part of the Supplemental EIS for Lake Roosevelt drawdowns.  Mitigation for any 
identified impacts will be negotiated as part of the Memorandum of Agreement that will be 
developed between the state and the Colville Tribes.  The mitigation measures suggested in 
this comment will be discussed at that time.   

3-58. Comment noted. 

3-59. Comment noted.  See the response to Comment 3-57.  Ecology will continue to coordinate 
with the Confederated Tribes and with federal agencies involved in the management of Lake 
Roosevelt.

3-60. Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 4 – Spokane Tribe 

4-1.  Comment noted. 

4-2.  Comment noted. 

4-3.    Ecology has determined that a Supplemental EIS will be prepared to further address impacts 
of the Lake Roosevelt drawdowns.  Potential impacts to the availability of the Spokane 
Tribe’s waters to satisfy reservation purposes will be addressed in the Supplemental EIS. 

4-4.  Impacts to the Chamokane Creek basin will be evaluated in the Supplemental EIS on Lake 
Roosevelt drawdowns.  If Hawk Creek is selected as a feasible reservoir site, additional 
environmental review will be conducted and hydrologic impacts will be evaluated in detail.  
See also the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off Channel Reservoir Proposals.  

4-5.  See the Master Response regarding the July/August mitigation issue.  The seniority of tribal 
water rights is acknowledged in Section 3.6.1.3. 

4-6.  The Teck Cominco contamination is described in Section 3.3.5 and Section 5.1.1.2 as an air 
quality impact because the most likely impact to occur as the result of additional drawdown 
of Lake Roosevelt would be the suspension of contaminated particles.  As stated in the EIS, 
the EPA is studying potential impacts and results of that study will be incorporated into the 
operational procedures for the lake.  Other impacts from the contamination and drawdown of 
Lake Roosevelt are being addressed in a study being prepared by the Colville Tribes.  That 
information will be included in the Supplemental EIS on Lake Roosevelt drawdowns. 

4-7.  See the response to Comment 4-6 regarding inclusion of additional information on the Teck 
Cominco contamination in the Supplemental EIS. 

4-8.  See the response to Comment 4-6 regarding inclusion of additional information on the Teck 
Cominco contamination in the Supplemental EIS. 

4-9.  Comment noted.  Information on the Spokane Tribe’s involvement with Lake Roosevelt 
resident fish has been included in the Final EIS. 

4-10. The Supplemental EIS on Lake Roosevelt drawdowns will include information on human 
health impacts and the exposure pathways identified in the document cited.   

4-11. See the response to Comment 3-39.  The Draft EIS assumptions clearly state the existing 
conditions of sloughing and outline the potential issues addressing sloughing during the 
proposed drawdown.  As such, no additional mitigation measures are necessary at this time. 
Should potential impacts be identified during the project-level evaluations conducted for the 
proposed drawdowns, specific mitigation measures will be developed to address them. 

4-12. Text in Sections 3.10.1 and 3.2.2 has been updated to reflect this comment.  Please refer to a 
Programmatic EIS Master Response regarding the level of detail in this Programmatic EIS. 

4-13. The Spokane Tribe’s interest in Lake Roosevelt and the Management Program is 
acknowledged.  Ecology continues to invite and welcome Spokane Tribe’s participation in 
the development of the Management Program.  Ecology will coordinate with the Spokane 
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Tribe as the Supplemental EIS on Lake Roosevelt drawdowns is prepared. 

4-14. See the response to Comment 4-6. 

4-15. The applicability of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) to the Teck Cominco contamination of Lake Roosevelt is the 
subject of ongoing legal rulings.  The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals ruled in July 2006 that 
CERCLA does apply to Teck Cominco even though the contamination originated in Canada.  
Teck Cominco requested a new hearing on that decision.  Ecology will continue to monitor 
the outcome of this legal ruling to determine if CERCLA requirements are relevant. 

4-16. A footnote was added to Table 3-3 to address this comment. 

4-17. Comment noted.  Ecology will work to strengthen current coordination efforts and enhance 
that coordination in the future.   

4-18. These issues are addressed in Section 5.1.1.9. 

4-19. Ecology will coordinate with the Spokane Tribe as site specific studies are conducted and to 
negotiate appropriate mitigation measures. 

4-20. The issue of increased vandalism is addressed in Section 5.1.1.9. 

4-21. See the response to Comment 4-19. 

4-22. Comment noted.  The range of potential impact is outlined in the Programmatic EIS.  A more 
detailed discussion of potential impacts to the Lake Roosevelt fishery will be considered in 
the Supplemental EIS that Ecology will prepare on Lake Roosevelt drawdowns. 

4-23. See the response to Comment 4-22. 

4-24. See the response to Comment 4-22. 

4-25. As noted in Section 5.1.1.7, Ecology anticipates few short-term and no long-term 
socioeconomic impacts on the local economy from the proposed actions; however, Ecology 
will further evaluate the potential impacts associated with the proposed drawdowns in the 
Supplemental EIS. Ecology will continue to coordinate with irrigators and fish managers 
along the entire length of the Columbia River, to ensure that management approaches are 
balanced. 

4-26. It is acknowledged in Section 5.1.1.6 that reduced lake elevations in Lake Roosevelt could 
result in negative impacts to fish.  These and other potential impacts will be discussed in the 
Supplemental EIS on Lake Roosevelt drawdowns.  Temperature impacts of specific 
reservoirs will be evaluated during project specific environmental review.  See the Master 
Responses regarding Future Studies for Off Channel Reservoir Proposals.  

4-27. Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 5 – Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission 

5-1.  Comment noted.  Ecology is in agreement that continued salmon productivity is a vital 
component of water resource management.  The Columbia River Water Management Act 
includes the development of water supplies to meet instream flow needs for fish. 

5-2. 5Comment noted.  See the responses to Comment Letters 1 and 2 for responses to the 
comments of the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation and Yakama 
Nation.  Receipt of the economic report is acknowledged.   

5-3.  See the Master Responses regarding a Programmatic EIS and future project specific review.   

5-4.  Comment noted. 

5-5.  The information you provided on stream flows is noted.  Ecology does not dispute that there 
is a relationship between stream flows and salmonid survival.  It is known that “when river 
flows become critically low or when water temperatures are excessively high, there are 
pronounced changes in salmon migratory behavior and lower survival rates are expected” 
(National Research Council, 2004).  This relationship is documented by the Fish Passage 
Center information cited in your comment and in the document by Petrosky et al. that you 
provided (Fish Passage Center, 2006, Petrosky et al. 2006).  However, as concluded by the 
National Research Council and presented in Section 1.3.1.3, the exact nature of that 
relationship, the quantity of flow and survival specific to flow, is not certain.   

One of the purposes of the Management Program is to provide additional flows for fish.  
Ecology will pursue a full range of options for augmenting instream flows.  See the revised 
Section 2.1.2.4 in the Final EIS for a description of Ecology’s program for developing water 
supplies for instream flows.  Also, see the Master Response to the July/August mitigation 
issue regarding Ecology’s proposal to provide stream flows during critical periods for fish.  
As stated in the response to Comment 1-30, Ecology’s approach to implementing the 
Management Program will be an incremental one.   

Implementing the Management Program is not in itself expected to significantly reduce or 
eliminate existing threats to ESA-listed species, but modest improvements in conditions 
could occur.  Ecology will continue to coordinate with resource managers throughout the 
Columbia River Basin to ensure that conditions for ESA-listed species are maintained and/or 
improved through a variety of management approaches, including the protection and 
augmentation of stream flows. 

5-6.  The Columbia River Management Act established two goals for the Management Program—
developing new water supplies to meet economic and community development needs and to 
meet instream flow needs for fish.  The Management Program includes projects to meet both 
goals.  Additional information on Ecology’s program for improving instream flows has been 
added to Section 2.1.2.4 of the Final EIS.  
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5-7.  An enhanced discussion of the effects of water withdrawals on Pacific lamprey has been 
added to the Final EIS. 

5-8.  Comment noted.   

5-9.  The EIS acknowledges that storage options have the potential to negatively affect fish.  
Section 4.1.1.6 includes a discussion of these potential impacts.  Ecology will consider a 
wide range of factors, including potential impacts to fish, when considering specific projects 
for implementation of the Management Program.  Impacts to fish populations and instream 
water users will be evaluated during project specific environmental review.     

5-10. See the response to Comment 1-10 regarding revisions to flood control management.  
Ecology will review the legal findings regarding the BiOp Remand Process when they 
become available and incorporate those findings as appropriate into the Management 
Program.  

5-11. Comment noted.  As noted in response to Comment Letter 1, Ecology will continue to 
coordinate with the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Reservation. 

5-12. See the response to Comment 2-27. 

5-13. Comment noted.  A 60-day consultation period and a 30-day public comment period will be 
held on the CSRIA VRA.  See also the response to Comment 5-14 regarding the mitigation 
fee. 

5-14. Comment noted.  Ecology has reviewed the referenced report.  The report evaluates 
mitigation funding methods and their associated risks for strategies like the draft mitigation 
plan prepared by Ecology and the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife in 2002 for 
several Columbia River proposed permits and the mitigation scenarios presented to the 
National Research Council.  The 2002 draft mitigation plan provided in-kind and potential 
out-of-kind mitigation actions that differ significantly from the draft VRA proposed by 
CSRIA and were to be funded by a $10 per acre-foot annual fee. Permits issued based on the 
draft CSRIA VRA would be based on mitigation already in the Trust Water Rights Program. 
The concern about vulnerability in early years is valid for the 2002 mitigation plan, however, 
permits issued pursuant to RCW 90.90 will rely on water rights acquired and placed into the 
trust water rights program.  In-kind mitigation required to meet the VRA mitigation standard 
would be in place before the authorization to use water is given.  See the response to 
Comment 1-48. 

5-15. Comment noted. 

5-16. Comment noted. Additional information and analysis on drawdown amounts will be provided 
in the Supplemental EIS that Ecology will be preparing on the Lake Roosevelt drawdown. 

5-17. SEPA Rules (WAC 197-11) use the term “affected tribes”. 

5-18. See the response to Comment 1-30 regarding Ecology’s incremental approach to stream flow 
improvements.  Ecology has worked with the Columbia River Policy Advisory Group and 
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others to refine the “no negative impact” criteria.  The preferred alternative is presented in 
Section 6.1.9. 

5-19. The No Action Alternative described in Section 2.5.1.2 is specific to the Lake Roosevelt 
drawdown proposed by Ecology and Reclamation.  It does not preclude other proposals for 
drawdowns of the reservoir, which would be evaluated under separate environmental review.  
Text clarifying the No Action Alternative for Lake Roosevelt has been added to Section 
2.5.1.2.  Ecology will prepare a Supplemental EIS on the Lake Roosevelt drawdown project 
that will include additional evaluation of water quality impacts.   

5-20. Comment noted.  The discussion in Section 3.6.1.4 is intended to explain federal reserved 
water rights that are additional to the tribal federal reserved water rights discussed in Section 
3.6.1.3 and Appendix D. 

5-21. The EIS does not specifically mention Hanford fall Chinook or sturgeon stocks.  The 
information provided about the health of the stocks is noted. 

5-22. The inclusion of these references is acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter No. 6 – U.S. Dept. of the Interior – Bureau of Reclamation 

6-1.  Clarifying information has been added to Section 2.5. 

6-2.  The Odessa Special Study is not included as an Early Action in the EIS as stated in Section 
2.1.2.1.  The Odessa Special Study is an example of a type of storage project that could be 
undertaken as part of the storage component of the Management Program. 

6-3.  The Final EIS text has been revised to remove that option. 

6-4.  Information from the September 2006 report has been incorporated into the Final EIS.  It was 
not available when the Draft EIS was printed. 

6-5.  This has been clarified in Section 2.5.  Section S2.2 is a summary section only. 

6-6.  The Final EIS text has been revised to clarify this.

6-7.  The Final EIS text has been revised to include the Spokane Tribe. 

6-8.  The East Columbia Basin Irrigation District has been added to Section S.2.2.2 and Section 
2.5.2.

6-9.  The Final EIS text has been revised to clarify Reclamation’s NEPA review of the project.   

6-10. See the response to Comment 6-9. 

6-11. The Final EIS notes that there is a “potential” for expansion of irrigated agriculture, and it is 
listed as a potential impact, not an assumption. Because this is a programmatic evaluation, 
the range of potential impacts is discussed, which may overstate the potential for some 
impacts.  The specific range of impact will be discussed as part of project level evaluations. 

6-12. Section S.3.2.2 has been revised to clarify that no additional water would be delivered to 
Potholes Reservoir.

6-13. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-14. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-15. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-16. The section number has been corrected to Section 1.1. 

6-17. See the response to Comment 2-19. 

6-18. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-19. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-20. The Final EIS text has been revised. 
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6-21. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-22. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-23. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-24. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-25. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-26. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-27. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-28. The Final EIS text has been revised 

6-29. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-30. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-31. See the response to Comment 6-3. 

6-32. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-33. The Final EIS text has been revised.

6-34. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-35. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-36. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-37. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-38. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-39. The Final EIS text has been revised.. 

6-40. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-41. The Final EIS text has been revised to include the Spokane Tribe. 

6-42. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-43. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-44. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-45. The Final EIS text has been revised. 
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6-46. A revised figure 2-4 has been included in the Final EIS. 

6-47. Table 3-3 has been revised in the Final EIS. 

6-48. Comment noted.  No change to text is needed. 

6-49. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-50. The text is corrected with the correct location of measurement. 

6-51. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-52. Table 3-3 has been revised in the Final EIS 

6-53. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-54. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-55. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-56. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-57. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-58. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-59. The reference to the 361,000 acres was modified. 

6-60. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-61. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-62. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-63. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-64. The text has been modified as suggested in the comment. 

6-65. The text has been modified as suggested in the comment. 

6-66. See the response to Comment 3-26. 

Section 3.5 addresses ground water in the affected environment.  Some water provided by 
additional drawdown of Lake Roosevelt may be used to replace ground water withdrawals in 
the Odessa Subarea.  The discussion in Section 3.5.3.1 provides context regarding declining 
ground water levels in the Odessa Subarea and the need for replacement water provided by 
Roosevelt drawdown. 

6-67. The text in section 3.5.3.1 has been revised and additional references have been included to 
support factual statements about the aquifer.  The water quality discussion was rephrased to 
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exclude factual statements about water quality in the Odessa Subarea from the Odessa 
Subarea Plan of Study prepared by Reclamation.   

6-68. Comment noted.  The text in Section 3.6.1.6 has been changed to clarify the scope of a "take" 
under the ESA. 

6-69. Comment noted.  The text in Section 3.6.1.6 has been changed to distinguish "jeopardy" from 
"take".

6-70. Text has been changed to clarify the summary of survey information in Section 3.10.4.2.  
Generally, DAHP has relied on survey information from 1995 to the present because of the 
standards to which the surveys were conducted (subsurface testing, reporting standards, 
quality of maps provided).  The sites identified by Chatters in 1978 are included in the count 
of sites in the vicinity of Crab Creek, although the citation was inadvertently omitted from 
Chapter 7. 

6-71. Comment noted.  The sentence has been amended.  

6-72. The Final EIS has been revise to reflect the recent passage of the extension of the Drought 
Relief Act. 

6-73. The Final EIS text has been revised to indicate that Trust Water would be stored in Lake 
Roosevelt.

6-74. The text in Section 5.2.1.3 was clarified to indicate that the annual volume of supplemental 
feed flows does not change, but the timing of the flow through the supplemental feed routes 
would change.  The additional water refers to additional water during the spring without an 
increase in the annual volume of feed flow that is delivered to Potholes Reservoir.  

6-75. Section 5.2.1.3 was revised to reflect the fact that the water from the supplemental feed 
routes is not expected to increase the temperature of the receiving waters because the Crab 
Creek alternative is not longer than the existing route and the use of the W-20 and 
Frenchman Hills Route would end in mid-May. 

6-76. The water flowing from Banks Lake via Billy Clapp Lake would be of the same quality, but 
as it flows through the supplemental feed route system, it mixes with the water already in the 
system. If that water is contains certain contaminants, then changing the timing of the feed 
flow may result in more contaminants being picked up as the water flows through the 
system.  In addition, spreading the total volume of feed flow over a longer period (the annual 
volume of feed flow is not expected to change) decreases the dilution effects from larger 
volumes of flows through the supplemental feed route(s).  This information was added to 
Section 5.2.1.3 for clarification.  Specific information concerning the water quality impacts 
from the additional feed routes will be evaluated as part of Reclamation’s EA on the 
Supplemental Feed Routes. 

6-77. The ground water impacts discussion in section 5.2.1.4 was revised to reflect the fact that the 
supplemental feed routes would not increase the water level of Potholes Reservoir.
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6-78. Impacts to ground water were revised in section 5.2.1.4 to reflect the fact that the 
supplemental feed routes would increase the water level of Potholes Reservoir by less than 
one foot. 

6-79. The text in the Final EIS has been revised to clarify the status of flows in Crab Creek. 

6-80. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

6-81. The Final EIS text has been revised. 
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Comment Letter No. 7 – U.S. Dept. of the Interior – National Park Service 

7-1.  Additional information has been added to Sections 3.1.2 and 3.9.4.1 regarding the National 
Recreation Area.

7-2.  Comment noted. Additional information and analysis on the impacts from the amount and 
timing of additional drawdown will be provided in the Supplemental EIS that Ecology will 
be preparing on the Lake Roosevelt drawdown. 

7-3.  See the response to Comment 4-25. 

7-4.  These comments are addressed in Sections 3.10.4.1 and 5.1.1.9. 

7-5.  Comment noted. Additional information and analysis on the impacts from the additional 
drawdown will be provided in the Supplemental EIS that Ecology will be preparing on the 
Lake Roosevelt drawdown. 

7-6.  Additional information on impacts to Spokane Tribe has been added to the Final EIS.  
Ecology will continue to coordinate with all parties, including the Spokane Tribe, as the 
Supplemental EIS is developed.  Although it is not anticipated that the drawdowns will 
require changes to the Lake Roosevelt Cooperative Management Agreement, Ecology will 
meet with the representatives to coordinate Future Studies for Off Channel Reservoir 
Proposals.

7-7. Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 8 – Department of Energy – Bonneville Power Administration 

8-1.  Because no specific storage projects have been proposed under the Management Program, it 
is not possible to provide detail on impacts to the power or transmission systems.  This 
information will be provided when project level environmental reviews are conducted.  See 
the Master Responses for a Programmatic EIS, and Future Studies for Off Channel Reservoir 
Proposals.  The potential for impacts to power generation are acknowledged in Section 
4.1.1.12.

As stated in Section 4.1.1.12, Ecology will continue to coordinate with Bonneville Power 
Administration and other entities to determine potential impacts associated with proposed 
projects and will identify appropriate mitigation for any project that could reduce power 
generation.

8-2.  As noted in Section 4.1.1.12 Public Services and Utilities, Ecology and the Bureau of 
Reclamation will “coordinate and negotiate with the Bonneville Power Administration, 
Columbia River PUDs, and the Corps of Engineers to determine potential impacts and 
appropriate mitigation.” As noted in response to your Comment 8-1,, a more thorough 
analysis of the impacts on power from the proposed actions will be conducted at the time a 
specific project arises. 

8-3.  The text of the Final EIS and Table 3-3 have been amended to reflect this comment. 
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Comment Letter No. 9—Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 

9-1. Comment noted. 

9-2.  Comment noted.  Transferring water across WRIA boundaries could be permitted with 
legislative approval.  Ecology could seek that approval if warranted by a specific project. 

9-3.  Ecology acknowledges and appreciates your concern regarding potential impacts to 
shrub-steppe habitat.  In response to your comments and others, additional information 
on shrub-steppe habitat, wildlife, terrestrial habitat, and wetlands has been added to the 
Final EIS.  Additional discussion of potential impacts has been added.  The EIS 
acknowledges that shrub-steppe habitat has been fragmented through past development 
and that the fragmentation could be exacerbated by additional development in the 
Columbia River Basin.  See also the responses to Comments 1-84 and 1-85. 

As noted in responses to your more detailed comments, below, it is not possible to 
quantify potential impacts to wildlife and terrestrial habitat in a Programmatic EIS 
because project details are not known.  Instead a range of possible impacts is presented.  
Impacts will be quantified in future project level review of specific projects.  It is 
possible to provide more detailed discussion of impacts for the early actions because 
more detail is known about the projects.   

9-4.  Additional information on wildlife-related recreation has been added to the Final EIS.  
See the response to your Comment 9-26. 

9-5.  It is acknowledged that mitigation for the program’s cumulative impacts should be 
identified as early as possible and incorporated into the overall Management Program. 
Such efforts have begun between Ecology and WDFW, and will continue as program 
implementation proceeds.  This programmatic EIS evaluates the range of impacts that 
could occur from projects that will be proposed under the Management Program (see the 
Master Response  regarding a Programmatic EIS).  As a Programmatic EIS, impacts, and 
accompanying mitigation measures, are broad and in some cases general in nature.  
When project level environmental analysis is conducted on specific projects (see the 
Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off Channel Reservoir Proposals), 
detailed impacts will be evaluated and specific mitigation measures will be developed.  
At that time, Ecology will coordinate with WDFW to determine what types of mitigation 
measures are most appropriate.   

9-6.  Additional information has been provided in Section S.4 regarding the future 
environmental review that will take place for projects proposed under the Management 
Program. 

9-7. Comment noted. 

9-8.  Your preferences regarding the Policy Alternatives are noted.  See the revised Chapter 6 
in the Final EIS for Ecology’s revised Policy Alternatives.

Ecology has elected to propose a rule that would adopt its current GUID-1210 
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methodology for consumptive use and net water savings calculations.  The amount of 
water that would be available for mitigation of mainstem uses less than or equal to the 
amount accepted into the Trust Water Rights Program for the secondary reach (below all 
return flows).  See the revised Section 6.2.2 in the Final EIS. 

9-9.  Ecology has worked with the Columbia River Policy Advisory Group and others and will 
develop funding criteria for screening and ranking conservation and other water supply 
projects.  Ecology proposes the one-third share for instream purposes initially to ensure 
that measuring and accountability systems are fully implemented and uncertainties 
associated with management of the trust water rights and new permits are defined and 
addressed.  This approach provides assurance that new permits would not reduce 
mainstem Columbia River flows.  The magnitude of the cost-share will be determined 
through rulemaking.  A significant fraction of the conservation and non-storage projects 
are expected to originate within tributary basins where instream flow benefits will be the 
greatest.  See the revised Section 6.1.4 in the Final EIS. 

9-10.  Ecology has defined acquisition to include six methods to achieve net water savings.  
These methods are described in the revised Section 6.2.2 in the Final EIS. 

9-11.  Ecology has elected to continue the application of WAC 173-563 to instream flows.  
Waiver of the flows would occur only as described in RCW 90.54.020(3)(a) and WAC 
173-563-080.  Ecology has decided to continue making OCPI determinations on a case-
by-case basis. 

9-12.  Ecology has decided it will primarily pursue VRAs when it is approached by applicants. 
Ecology would more actively organize or match up water users when it benefits the 
program and is in the public interest.   

9-13.  Ecology has elected to continue processing applications in accordance with the existing 
WAC 173-152.  Applications would be taken “out of line” only when they meet the 
criteria for expedited process.

9-14.  Ecology has selected the “Same pool and downstream” alternative.  See the revised 
Section 6.1.9 in the Final EIS. 

9-15.  Ecology has elected to interpret the main channel and one-mile zones described in RCW 
90.90 literally.  This would not include some backwater areas within tributary rivers.  
Ecology has delineated the boundary of the one-mile zone based on ordinary high water 
levels associated with the existing river channel. 

9-16.  Ecology plans to aggressively pursue funding of water supply projects to make 
mitigation water available for such permits.  However, adequate mitigation water may 
not be available for new water rights associated with a VRA.  Ecology may request 
permission from the applicant to be skipped over if the applicant has not provided 
enough information on the application.   

If state-funded mitigation is unavailable and those applicants earlier in line who require 
mitigation cannot provide their own, Ecology would allow those earlier in line to 
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voluntarily step aside for up to two years.  If adequate mitigation were not provided 
within the two-year period, the application would be denied to the extent that mitigation 
was inadequate.  If the earlier applicant declined to step aside, Ecology would process 
the application and would deny the application if it failed the four-part test under RCW 
90.03.290.

9-17.  See the revised Section 6.2.11 in the Final EIS.  Ecology elected to organize applications 
within the one-mile zone by WRIA. However, when the source of water for permits is a 
mainstem source such as modification of an upstream storage facility, rather than an 
acquisition or other project in a tributary stream, Ecology would process applications 
within the one-mile corridor in priority order. 

9-18.  Ecology has selected the first alternative, which does not distinguish whether the 
acquisition or conservation project is associated with a VRA. Projects that benefit the 
Columbia River would be screened and ranked by a Technical Advisory Group (TAG) 
using criteria to be established by departmental policy or rule. 

9-19.  Ecology has elected to include exempt uses in its information system.  This inventory 
will be phased in and will first include the information available in electronic formats. 

9-20.  The FEIS text has been revised to include additional information regarding priority 
wildlife species, particularly Sections 3.7.2 and 3.7.3 describing the affected environment 
and 4.1.1.6, 4.1.2.6, 4.1.3.6 describing the impacts, to expand the discussion of terrestrial 
wildlife species and impacts. A section specific to priority species has been added to 
Section 3.7.3 and more detailed descriptions of key species have been included.  The 
Final EIS text includes information from the CCP/EIS for the Hanford Reach, WDFW’s 
Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy (CWCS) and other additional and 
relevant documents. 

9-21.  The Final EIS text includes an expanded discussion of potential impacts to wildlife.  
Refer to responses to Comments 1-84 and 9-20.  Table 3-17 provides a comprehensive 
list of the listed species potentially present in all of the Management Program project 
area with no emphasis on which species could be impacted (please see Master Response 
for a Programmatic EIS). Species that will be impacted are discussed in Chapter 4.  In 
response to your comment, federal species of concern have been moved from the 
appendix into the table to be included in the main body of Section 3.7. 

9-22.  Information on bivalves and lamprey are included in the Final EIS.  

9-23.  Temperature effects on fish migration and fish disease have been included in the Final 
EIS.

9-24.  Information on stock differentiation has been added to the Final EIS. 

9-25.  As stated in Section 4.1.1.6, “Increasing the storage of existing facilities may result in 
changes in vegetation communities and fluctuating water levels that expose less or more 
rock, vegetation, mudflat, etc. depending on the amount of water released.  Long-term 
rapid fluctuations in water surface levels at facilities and downstream channels could 
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have impacts on near bank and over bank plants and wildlife.  Impacts could include loss 
of plants or nesting habitat for waterfowl and shorebird species.”  Additional text has 
been added to Section 4.1.1.6 clarify that impacts are not limited to breeding birds, but 
can occur at other times of the year.   

9-26.  The Final EIS text has been revised to expand the discussion of fish and wildlife related 
recreation. It is acknowledged that these are important activities throughout the 
Management Program area. 

9-27.  A general discussion of potential impacts to hatchery programs has been added to 
Section 4.1.1.6 of the Final EIS.  Impacts to hatchery programs will be assessed during 
project specific environmental review. 

9-28.  The legislature determined that the purpose of the Management Program is to provide 
improved water supplies for community development and instream flows for fish.  The 
Management Program is intended to provide more secure water rights for existing water 
uses.  Some expansion of agriculture may also occur under the Management Program.  
An expanded discussion of the economic impacts of increased water supplies is included 
in the Socioeconomic sections—Sections 4.1.1.7 and 4.2.1.7.  

9-29.  It is not possible to address the need for conditional changes to the NPDES general 
permits for aquatic mosquito control and irrigation system aquatic weed control at this 
time, because the changes to irrigation districts are not known.  The need for changes to 
these permits will be evaluated during project specific environmental review of projects.  
NPDES permits are identified as a type of permit that could be required for components 
of the Management Program in the Fact Sheet of the Final EIS.   

9-30.  Fish passage conditions are discussed generally in the EIS text, due to the programmatic 
nature of the evaluation. It is acknowledged that some of the conveyance facilities 
discussed in the document could provide fish passage. The specific fish passage 
considerations will be incorporated into subsequent project level evaluations as projects 
are identified.  

9-31.  The US Fish & Wildlife Service released the Draft Hanford Reach National Monument 

Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (CCP/EIS) for 
public comment on December 6, 2006.  The CCP/EIS is the first step in planning for the 
Monument and presents 6 alternatives for its future management.  USFWS is holding 4 
public meetings on the CCP/EIS in late January and early February 2007, and final 
comments on the document are due February 23, 2007. The CCP/EIS can be accessed at:  
http://www.fws.gov/hanfordreach/documents/draftccp/draft-ccp.pdf.

Ecology will consider the Hanford Management Plan in future environmental review of 
projects proposed under the Management Program.   

9-32.  The potential to impact a variety of cultural resources, including burials, is discussed in 
Section 4.1.1.9.
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9-33.  The Final EIS text has been revised to include a brief discussion of these programs. 
Ecology will continue to work closely with local conservation groups and the Natural 
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) as part of implementing the Management 
Program.  The Conservation Reserve Program is described in Section 3.7.2.  Text has 
been added to Section 4.1.1.6 to highlight coordination with NRCS.

9-34.  Additional information has been added to Section 3.7.2 regarding the presence of oak 
habitat and western gray squirrels and to Section 4.1.1.1.6. The projects recommended 
for WRIA 30 would undergo project level environmental review when proposed.  See the 
revised Section S.4 regarding future environmental review. 

9-35.  Comment noted. The analysis of existing conditions included many of the references on 
the web pages listed in your comment and used pertinent best available science.  The 
discussion of existing conditions was developed to the extent that it would be useful in 
the document on a programmatic level.  In response to your comment, additional 
literature and citations have been incorporated into the Final EIS. 

9-36.  Please refer to the responses to Comments 1-84 and 1-85, the Master Response for a 
Programmatic EIS and Section S.4 regarding project-specific review.  It is acknowledged 
that implementation of the Management Program could result in direct or indirect habitat 
losses.  It is also acknowledged that shrub-steppe habitat is unique and important to 
wildlife throughout the region.  Ecology will continue to coordinate with WDFW and 
other wildlife managers to ensure that habitat protection is an important consideration 
when evaluating potential specific projects. 

9-37.  It is difficult to quantify potential impacts to wetlands prior to identification of specific 
projects. It is acknowledged, however, that such impacts are a possibility. All project 
level evaluations will include a discussion of potential impacts to sensitive resources, 
including wetlands, and will discuss all applicable regulator requirements associated with 
impacts to these resources.  

9-38.  Impacts to Upper Crab Creek are discussed in connection with the Supplemental Feed 
Route.  That project is not expected to impact Lower Crab Creek.  The Lower Crab 
Creek site is undergoing additional feasibility and environmental review as described in 
the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off-Channel Reservoir Proposals. 

9-39.  The Final EIS text has been revised to acknowledge potential negative impacts to 
wildlife associated with changes in agriculture.  Additional project specific impacts will 
be identified at the time that specific projects are identified.  

9-40.  Comment noted.  The intent of the statement regarding additional water to uplands is to 
acknowledge that vegetation communities in the project area have the potential to change 
due to proposed elements of the Management Plan; in some cases this will not be a 
positive effect.  It is understood that much of the area is arid shrub-steppe and adding 
water to these communities would result in a change in the species composition and 
diversity.  In response to your comments, text in Section 4.1.1.6 has been revised to 
discuss the potential increase in invasive vegetation, wildlife, and noxious weeds due to 
the altered hydrology.  The cumulative impact discussions have been revised to highlight 
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these concerns. 

9-41.  Comment noted.  As stated in Section 3.7.2, remaining shrub-steppe habitats are in need 
of protection and difficult to restore. Section 3.7.3.1 notes the chemical exposure to 
wildlife associated with irrigated agriculture. 

9-42.  Habitat acquisition has been added as a potential mitigation measure in Section 4.1.1.6 
and in Table 4-2.  Ecology understands and anticipates that habitat acquisition will be a 
part of future storage projects.  This has been clarified in the Final EIS. 

9-43.  Comment noted.  As stated in Section 5.1.2.6, long-term impacts to mule deer may be 
increased from current levels if infrastructure such as canals were built to supply water to 
the Odessa Subarea.  This impact, a cumulative impact analysis, and proposed mitigation 
measures will be analyzed in detail in the NEPA EIS prepared by Reclamation (see 
Section 2.1.2.1). 

9-44.  Comment noted.  The Final EIS text has been revised to reflect this risk. Impacts to 
wildlife from toxic chemicals would be regulated by existing water quality regulations 
(i.e., Clean Water Act, Model Toxics Control Act, etc.).  Potential impacts will be 
evaluated during project specific review.  Ecology will coordinate with the Mosquito 
Control Districts to continue to address this issue. 

9-45.  Klickitat County is identified as one of the counties included in the Management 
Program (Section 3.1) and the discussion of project impacts in the EIS includes Klickitat 
County.  Storage projects that have been proposed for the Klickitat Basin (WRIA 30) as 
part of the Watershed Planning process are presented in Appendix E of the EIS.  It is 
acknowledged that storage projects could negatively affect riparian and riverine wetland 
habitat, which can be difficult to effectively mitigate. The Final EIS text has been revised 
to discuss potential cumulative impacts associated with storage projects.  The EIS 
includes a programmatic evaluation of potential impacts of both large and small storage 
projects (Chapter 4).  As noted in your comment, additional project level review will be 
conducted for any specific projects proposed in Klickitat County.

9-46.  Cumulative impacts are described in Sections 4.3 and 5.5.  Additional information has 
been added to these sections for the Final EIS.

9-47.  Section S.2.2.1 is a summary section.  Additional information on the Lake Roosevelt 
drawdowns is provided in Section 2.5.1. 

9-48.   It is not a forgone conclusion that the implementation of the Management Program will 
expand agriculture and municipal development.  Many of the Management Program 
components are intended to sustain existing uses and/or protect instream uses. 

9-49.  Section S.3.1.1 is a summary section.  Additional information on project impacts is 
provided in Chapters 4 and 5. 

9-50.  Section S.3.1.1 is a summary section.  Additional information on project impacts is 
provided in Chapters 4 and 5.  It is not possible to list the type and location of fish 
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passage impediments at this time because of the programmatic nature of the Management 
Program. 

9-51.  The requested change has been made. 

9-52.  Section S.3.1.2 is a summary section.  A bullet was added to note impacts of potential 
impacts to wildlife of expanded irrigation.  Additional information on impacts is included 
in Section 4.1.2.6.

9-53.  Section 3.1.2 is a summary section.  Additional information of conservation projects is 
provided in Section 4.1.2, including impacts to habitat. 

9-54.  The purpose of a summary section is to summarize the major impacts.  As stated in the 
document, additional impacts are described in Chapters 4 and 5.   

9-55.  Additional impacts to wildlife are described in Section 5.1.2.6 and will be evaluated in 
more detail in the Supplemental EIS Ecology will prepare for the Lake Roosevelt 
drawdown.

9-56.  Other types of development have been added to the paragraph.  

9-57.  Comment noted.  See the response to your Comment 9-42. 

9-58.  The statement in Section 1.3.1 regarding uncertainty is a summary of the conclusions 
from the National Research Council report.  See the response to Comment 5-5 regarding 
stream flows and fish. 

9-59.  This has been corrected throughout the document. 

9-60.  The appendix number in Section 1.5 has been corrected to Appendix C and other 
appendix numbers have been checked throughout the document. 

9-61.  Comment noted.  These components are important to the implementation of the 
Management Program, but they do not require analysis under SEPA. 

9-62.  Information on improved streamflows and water quality has been added to the summary 
description.  Additional information on the benefits and impacts of the proposed project 
is being evaluated by Reclamation in a separate study. 

9-63.  The Aquifer Storage and Recovery section is a brief description of a type of project that 
could be undertaken as part of the Management Program.  Specific permits needed would 
be evaluated during project level environmental review. 

9-64.  The acreage has been corrected. 
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9-65.  Comment noted. Ecology will evaluate a range of options for trust programs, as 
discussed in Appendix D. 

9-66. Comment noted. 

9-67.  Conservation programs for urban landscape irrigation would be considered under 
municipal conservation programs.   

9-68.  Comment noted.  The Kennewick Irrigation District’s proposal for a pump exchange 
involves use of the Edison Street facility.  Reclamation has evaluated another potential 
location for a pumping facility upstream of Edison Street.  The 57 cfs deficit in the 
Columbia River associated with the proposed project, is a preliminary planning number.  
It will be recalculated after the irrigation district’s existing water rights are recalibrated 
and opportunities for mitigation have been more fully explored.  It is likely that the 
deficit will be greatly minimized or eliminated in the final proposal.  

9-69.  A definition of pool has been provided in Section 6.1.1. 

9-70.  The ordinary high water mark definition under consideration here would not change the 
accepted definition of ordinary high water mark.  Ecology is considering how far to 
extend the OHWM relative to the main channel of the Columbia River; whether to 
extend the OHWM to backwater areas or just to the main channel of the river. 

9-71. Comment noted. 

9-72.  Details of the CSRIA VRA will be provided in the Implementation Plan that Ecology 
will develop.  The Implementation Plan will be subject to SEPA review. 

9-73.  See the Response to Comment 5-14. 

9-74.  Section 3.1 is an introductory section.  Land use is discussed in more detail in Section 3.9 
and historic and present shrub steppe habitat is discussed in Section 3.7. 

9-75.  Fish and wildlife habitat was removed from this list. 

9-76.  Table 3-1 has been corrected.

9-77.  Figure 3-5 was provided by the Bonneville Power Administration and shows major dams 
on the Columbia system.  It is not intended to show all dams. 

9-78.  Section 3.4.1.4 was revised to incorporate the information provided in the comment 
about the end of the flow decline in Mill Creek. 

9-79.  Blocks 3 and 4 of the Columbia Basin Project are located in Walla Walla County.  Their 
water supply is pumped from the McNary Pool. 
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9-80.  No existing information exists on the amount of shrub steppe habitat that was converted 
to irrigated agriculture by the Columbia Basin Project.  However, in comparing the maps 
of historical and existing shrub steppe habitat (Figures 3-12 and 3-13), it would appear 
that most of the 671,000 acres irrigated by Phase 1 of the Columbia Basin Project were 
shrub steppe habitat.

9-81.  The USGS has studied the occurrence, distribution, and transport of pesticides in 
agricultural irrigation return flow from four drainage basins in the Columbia Basin 
Project (Wagner et al. 2006).  The study described the land use within each of the four 
drainage basins and provides a baseline indication of the concentration of pesticides and 
nutrients in the surface water due to land use practices in the Columbia Basin Project. 
This information has been summarized in Section 3.4.2; however, statistical correlation 
between land use and chemical concentrations is not readily available from this study. 

Instantaneous temperature measurements were also taken as part of the study.  Stream 
temperature increases attributable to storage reservoirs are briefly discussed in Section 
3.4.2.  More information can be found in the Temperature TMDL for the Columbia River 
Basin (US EPA 2002b).  The concentration of nutrients present in streams in the 
Columbia River Basin (includes the Columbia Basin Project) was studied by the USGS 
as part of the National Water Quality Assessment (NAWQA) Program (Williamson et al. 
1998).  The study reports concentrations of nutrients in the streams, but does not attempt 
to distinguish between natural inputs and inputs from land use practices.   

It is acknowledged that increased intensity of land uses, including residential as well as 
agricultural land uses, have been documented as increasing the degradation of water 
quality.  Nutrients from fertilizer use and pesticides have negative effects on aquatic 
biota, as well as other wildlife.  It will be necessary for surface water managers 
throughout the basin work to implement existing regulations aimed at controlling impacts 
to surface and ground water bodies as the region continues to develop.

9-82.  This paragraph was modified at the suggestion of Reclamation.  See the response to 
Comment 6-65. 

9-83.  The operating levels of Moses Lake and Potholes Reservoir would not change with the 
Supplemental Feed Route.  Wetlands and shorelines would not increase on those two 
water bodies and therefore would not change mosquito control efforts. 

9-84.  The citation has been corrected. 

9-85.  The Final EIS text has been revised to include a new section specific to WDFW priority 
species and more detailed descriptions of key species.  References to PHS data and 
WDFW PHS Management Recommendations have been added. 

9-86.  The Final EIS has been revised to use consistent terminology. 

9-87.  The Final EIS text has been changed to use “approximately 50 percent” instead of “over 
half.”  The most recent and available scientific literature assessing the loss of native 
shrub-steppe habitat in the state consistently reports a figure of about 50 percent.  This 
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figure is based on previous mapping studies and a 2000 study by WDFW that mapped 
remaining habitat using a thematic mapping sensor on the Landsat 5 satellite platform 
(Jacobsen and Snyder 2000). 

9-88.  Please refer to Master Response for a Programmatic EIS. At this point, details are not 
available to specifically quantify acreages of wetlands, shrub-steppe habitat, etc.; 
however, it is acknowledged that habitat losses have occurred because of conversion to 
agriculture.

9-89.  The word “free” has been changed to “available” in Section 3.7.3.1 for clarification.
Water in shrub-steppe environments is limited due to lack of precipitation and high 
evapotransporation rates.  The text describes how this lack of available water narrows the 
number of species present to those that are physiologically adapted to high temperatures 
and dry climate.  Some species must have daily access to water for survival (ungulates, 
bats, etc.) and others can survive on the water provided in food (sage sparrow, etc.) 

9-90.  Section 3.7.3.1 is intended to provide a general overview of wildlife habitat, habitat 
elements, and associated wildlife species in the project area; priority species specific to 
the project area are discussed in the following sections.  Section 3.7.3.4 has been revised 
to describe priority species in greater detail.  In response to this comment, additional 
research of available literature was conducted and new citations have been utilized in 
Section 3.7.3.1.  For the second part of this comment, see the response to Comment 9-20.  

9-91.  See the response to Comment 9-20.   

9-92.  See the response to  Comment 9-20.  The Final EIS has been revised to provide more 
synthesis of the potential impacts of the Management Program.   

9-93.  There was no intent to imply that concerns about wildlife are limited to pygmy rabbits 
and bald eagles.  It is acknowledged that concerns about wildlife habitat are 
comprehensive and address a wide range of species. The descriptions of the various study 
areas for early actions are meant to refer back to the vegetation communities and habitat 
types previously described (to avoid repetition) and provide any available information 
from specific reports on the particular early action study area. 

9-94.  The Final EIS text has been expanded to provide a broader discussion.

9-95.  Text has been added to section “3.2.2.2 Jobs and Incomes” to describe the value of 
recreation related to natural-resource amenities in Washington state and in eastern 
Washington, in particular. 

9-96.  Section 4.0 is the introduction to the section and generally describes the range of impacts 
associated with different types of storage and conservation projects.  Additional 
information on impacts of conservation projects is discussed in Section 4.2.  Cumulative 
impacts are described in Section 4.3. 
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9-97.  The EIS has been revised to suggest that while the affected area for a large storage 
project may be limited to a single area, that area could have extensive resources. 

9-98.  A discussion of converting streams to reservoirs is contained in the long-term impacts 
paragraph of Section 4.1.1.3. A separate environmental review would be required of any 
reservoir proposal. Detailed environmental studies and consultation with agencies would 
be required. 

9-99.  The text of the Final EIS has been amended to reflect this comment. 

9-100. Impacts of filling the reservoir on short-term nutrient loading and productivity increases 
with decomposition of inundated organic material are included in Section 4.1.1.6. 

9-101. The requested change has been made. 

9-102. Comment noted.  It is acknowledged that specific impacts to shrub-steppe habitat could 
be locally significant. The potential for impacts to valuable habitat will be considered 
when evaluating the feasibility of individual projects. Additional site-specific studies 
would be conducted to more accurately assess these impacts when projects are identified. 
The Programmatic EIS identifies the range of possible impacts associated with the 
Management Program.  For short-term impacts to vegetation, the greatest level of impact 
would be the loss of shrub-steppe habitat (Note: the word “undisturbed” has been 
replaced with “intact” in the Final EIS to reduce confusion with the disturbance caused 
by fire).  The relative value of the habitat is unknown at this time, so a worst case 
scenario is the upper range of impact (i.e., intact shrub-steppe). The lowest level of 
impact would be the loss of habitat provided by existing agricultural lands.  Refer to the 
response to Comment 9-36. 

9-103. The Final EIS text acknowledges that communities will change due to the addition of 
new water.  The Final EIS text has been revised to outline the potentially negative 
impacts and includes the species noted in your comment. 

9-104. The comment regarding white-tailed deer is acknowledged.  The sentence regarding 
pygmy rabbits in the wild has been removed from the Final EIS and pygmy rabbits have 
been added to the group of listed shrub-steppe-dependent-species that would incur an 
increased risk for further habitat loss. 

9-105. See the response to Comments 9-36 and 9-42.  Refer to Master Responses for a 
Programmatic EIS and Future Off-site Storage Projects.  Habitat acquisition will be 
included in the list of mitigation options considered for project-specific evaluation. 

9-106. See the response to Comments 9-36 and 9-42.  Construction of wildlife structures has 
been removed as requested in your comment.  It is acknowledged that long-term 
mitigation costs need to be incorporated into overall project costs.  The Final EIS text has 
been revised to reflect this information. 

9-107. Your comments are noted. At your suggestion, Section 4.1.1.1 Socioeconomics–Long-
Term Impacts has been amended to describe possible impacts to regional ecotourism in 
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light of the proposed actions. A more in-depth analysis of the economic impacts will be 
conducted if a specific project related to the area is proposed. 

9-108. It is acknowledged that ecotourism is a growing economic factor in the Columbia River 
Basin. The Final EIS text has been revised to list some of the ecotourism activities.  

9-109. Additional information on the impacts of conversion of non-irrigated lands to agriculture 
has been added to Section 4.1.1.6. 

9-110. Comment noted. The cumulative effects sections of Chapters 4 and 5 have been revised. 

9-111. Comment noted.   

9-112. Comment noted.  Section 4.1.1.6 has been revised to include the increase in exotic and 
invasive species as a potential impact. 

9-113. The Final EIS text has been revised. 

9-114. Comment noted.  The text of the EIS has been changed to reflect this comment. 

9-115. The name has been corrected throughout the document. 

9-116. The cumulative impacts section has been revised as have the sections on plants and 
wildlife. 

9-117. The Final EIS text has been revised.

9-118. The suggested sentence has been incorporated into the Final EIS. 

9-119. The Final EIS text has been revised.

9-120. Ecology has determined that the drawdown of Lake Roosevelt has the potential to have a 
significant adverse environmental impact and will be preparing a Supplemental EIS on 
the drawdown. 

9-121. It is anticipated that minimal additional infrastructure will be required to supply the 
30,000 acre-feet of water to the Odessa Subarea.  The water will be transmitted from 
Banks Lake using the East Low Canal.  The area being supplied is already under 
irrigation using groundwater.  The 30,000 acre-feet of replacement water will be 
delivered to the existing irrigation system.  In some cases conveyance systems will need 
to be constructed to deliver water to individual farms.   

9-122. The suggested sentence has been incorporated into the Final EIS. 

9-123. See the response to Comment 9-121.

9-124. As stated in Section 5.1.2.8 (first paragraph under Long-term Impacts), the indirect 
impacts of agricultural conversion are discussed in Section 4.1.1.8.  “Fully planning 
under GMA” means that the cities and counties are meeting the requirements of the 
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Growth Management Act for planning and updating their comprehensive plans and other 
GMA plans and ordinances.  GMA requires that counties and cities update their critical 
areas ordinances every five years.  The revisions are done in response to a legislative 
requirement, not in response to changing natural and anthropogenic environments.  
Compliance with adopted comprehensive plans will be evaluated as part of project level 
environmental analysis that will be conducted on specific projects.   

9-125. Section 5.2.1.4 has been revised to include information about the perennial reach of Crab 
Creek.

9-126. The text in Section 5.2.1.5 quotes statutory language regarding title to beds and shores 
when the United States constructs a reservoir or other irrigation work.  Beyond this, the 
EIS does not discuss federal easement rights and does not offer an interpretation of the 
statutory language. 

9-127. An explanation has been added to Section 5.2.1.4 that describes how increased ground 
water flows into Rocky Coulee Creek could be a source of cool water to the creek that 
could improve water quality 

9-128. The locations of water rights that might be granted under VRAs are not known at this 
time.   

9-129. Impacts to Esquatzel Creek will be evaluated as part of project specific environmental 
analysis when a specific project is proposed.  The Creek is not expected to be impacted 
by any of the early action projects. 

9-130. Comment noted. 

9-131. Comment noted. 

9-132. See the response to Comment 9-8. 

9-133. See the response to Comment 9-9. 

9-134. See the response to Comment 9-9. 

9-135. See the response to Comment 9-9. 

9-136. See the response to Comment 9-10. 

9-137. See the response to Comment 9-11. 

9-138. See the response to Comment 9-12. 

9-139. See the response to Comment 9-13. 

9-140. See the response to Comment 9-14. 
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9-141. See the response to Comment 9-14. 

9-142. See the response to Comment 9-15.  

9-143. See the response to Comment 9-16. 

9-144. See the response to Comment 9-17. 

9-145. See the response to Comment 9-18. 

9-146. See the response to Comment 9-19. 



10-1

10-2

10-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 10

10-4

COMMENT LETTER NO. 10
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Comment Letter No. 10 – Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 

10-1. Comment noted. 

10-2. As this is a Programmatic EIS, it is not intended to analyze impacts on a project level. (Refer 
to the Master Response regarding a Programmatic EIS.)  Section 5.1.2.9 (page 5-22 in the 
Draft EIS) discusses the impacts to cultural resources in receiving areas; much of this is 
already in agricultural use and the continued use of the land for agriculture is considered to 
have low impact on cultural resources. Section 4.1.1.9 addresses the need for a Programmatic 
Agreement. 

10-3. The Final EIS text in Section 4.1.1.9 has been revised to reflect this comment.  

10-4. Ecology will continue to coordinate with DAHP and will provide you with relevant 
correspondence. Comments from the Tribes are included  

Volume II of the Final EIS, along with responses.  



11-1

11-4

11-2

11-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 11

COMMENT LETTER NO. 11
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Comment Letter No. 11 – Department of Natural Resources – Washington Natural Heritage 

Program

11-1. Comment noted.  Please see the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off Channel 
Reservoir Proposals.  Significant natural resources will be one of the factors considered in 
the Appraisal and Feasibility studies being conducted on the off-channel storage sites. 

It is acknowledged that additional studies will be done at the time specific projects are 
identified. Refer to the Master Response for future site-specific studies. 

11-2. The Final EIS text has been revised to reflect this comment. 

11-3. Table 3-16 has been updated to include plant species that are classified as a species of 
concern by the USFWS in addition to those species that are listed as endangered, threatened, 
or candidate.  Two additional sections have been added to the Final EIS.  Section 3.7.2.2 
discusses the state listed species and 3.7.2.3 includes a description of WDNR and the Natural 
Heritage Program.   

11-4. Appendix I has been revised to include all state listed plant species. 



12-1

12-2

COMMENT LETTER NO. 12

12-2

12-3

12-4

COMMENT LETTER NO. 12



12-4

12-5

COMMENT LETTER NO. 12
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Comment Letter No. 12 – Benton County Board of County Commissioners 

12-1. Section 6.2.1 has been revised in the Final EIS to reflect the broader legislative direction to 
pursue “new water supplies,” not only storage.

12-2. See the response to Comment 9-8. 

12-3. See the response to Comment 9-12. 

12-4. See the response to Comments 9-14, 9-9-15, and 9-19.  The No Action Alternative is 
included as required by the State Environmental Policy Act.  It is used primarily as a baseline 
comparison for the action alternatives.  The Black Rock project is being evaluated under a 
separate process.  See Section 2.2.2.1, New Large Storage Facilities. 

12-5. Comment noted. 



13-1

13-2

13-3

13-4

13-5

COMMENT LETTER NO. 13

13-5

13-6

13-7

13-8

13-9

13-10

13-11

13-12

13-13

13-14

COMMENT LETTER NO. 13



13-15

13-16

13-17

13-18

13-19

COMMENT LETTER NO. 13

13-19

COMMENT LETTER NO. 13
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Comment Letter No. 13 – Klickitat County 

13-1.  Comment noted.  Section 2.1.2.3 has been modified accordingly. 

13-2.  Comment noted.  Parties with legal authority to make commitments on behalf of water users 
and instream resource interests would be eligible to enter into a VRA. 

13-3.  Ecology acknowledges the role that watershed planning plays in water management.  
Watershed planning is discussed in Section 3.1.1 of the EIS.  Water storage projects proposed 
as part of watershed planning were included in the inventory and demand forecast described 
in Section 2.1.2.6 of the Final EIS. 

13-4.  Comment noted.  The project description in Chapter 2 is organized by type of project, not by 
the funding allocations.  Since similar types of facilities are likely to create similar impacts 
and require comparable mitigation measures, for purposes of the EIS, this method of 
organization makes the most sense.  It should be noted that creating new storage by 
modifying an existing reservoir (for example, raising an existing impoundment) would be 
eligible for funding under the storage portion of the account and would be subject to the one-
third/two thirds instream and out-of-stream allocation provisions.  

13-5.  See the response to Comment 13-3. 

13-6.  Consumptive savings obtained through conservation would provide access to new water 
supplies; however, that is not necessarily the case with non-consumptive savings. 

13-7.  Comment noted. 

13-8.  See the responses to Comments 13-1 and 13-2. 

13-9.  Comment noted. 

13-10. The public interest test is applicable to both surface and ground water right permit decisions. 

13-11. The reference in Section 2.1.2.4 (now renumbered as 2.1.2.5) is to the parties that actually 
participated directly in the preparation of the report, not to parties that were contacted or 
consulted with during report preparation. 

13-12. Sections 2.2.2 and Section 2.2.3 address conservation projects.  However, for those eligible 
storage proposals that would not qualify to receive funding through the two-thirds of the 
Columbia River Basin Water Supply Development Account, the provisions of these sections 
would apply. 

13-13. Comment noted. 

13-14. Modification of existing storage facilities is discussed in Section 2.1.2.1 as part of the storage 
component of the Management Program.   

13-15. The portion of Section 2.2.2 referred to in this comment is one of the alternative policy 
approaches under consideration in the Draft EIS, but is not a policy statement.  The question 
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revolves around how conservation savings obtained through use of the Columbia River Basin 
Water Supply Development Account should be allocated between instream and out-of-stream 
use.  It would not apply to water put in trust by a private party, or water savings procured 
through funds other than the Account. 

13-16. The text in the Final EIS has been revised. 

13-17. Comment noted.  See the response to Comment 9-12. 

13-18. See the response to Comment 9-14. 

13-19. The legislation does not preclude consideration of a VRA that would provide tributary 
benefits as well as mainstem benefits.  



14-1

14-2

COMMENT LETTER NO. 14

14-3

14-4

14-5

14-6

COMMENT LETTER NO. 14



14-7

14-8

COMMENT LETTER NO. 14
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Comment Letter No. 14 – Stevens County Commissioners 

14-1. Additional information on the participation and interest of the Spokane Tribe has been added 
to the Final EIS text. 

14-2. See the response to Comment 14-1.  Ecology acknowledges that the Spokane Tribe is an 
important participant in discussions relating to the Lake Roosevelt drawdown.  

14-3. The paragraph in Section 3.3.5 has been revised in the Final EIS to be more consistent with 
the Water Quality section. 

14-4. The typographical error has been corrected. 

14-5. The outcome of the Biological Opinion will be incorporated into Ecology’s evaluation at the 
time it is published.  It would be speculative to attempt to address the possible outcomes of 
this judicial opinion at this time.  WAC 197-11-060(4)(a) states that “SEPA’s procedural 
provisions require the consideration of ‘environmental’ impacts…with attention to impacts 
that are likely, not merely speculative.” 

14-6. A new Section 3.1.3 has been added to the Final EIS to clarify the complex management of 
the Columbia River.  Information has been added to Section 3.9.4.1 regarding the Lake 
Roosevelt 5-Party Agreement.  See also the response to Comment 7-6. 

14-7. Federal operation of the Columbia River system is addressed in Section 3.1.1.  Additional 
information has been added to that section to further clarify the complexity of river 
operations.

14-8. Additional information on the role of the Spokane Tribe in the Management Program has 
been provided throughout the document.  Ecology will continue to coordinate with the 
Spokane Tribe and other interested parties as the Supplemental EIS on the Lake Roosevelt 
drawdowns is developed. 



15-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 15
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Comment Letter No. 15 – Walla Walla County 

15-1. Comment noted. 



16-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 16

16-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 16

16-2
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Comment Letter No. 16 – City of Wenatchee 

16-1. Your comments regarding the policy alternatives are noted.  Ecology has worked with a 
Policy Advisory Group and others to revise the policy alternatives.  Please see the revised 
Chapter 6 in the Final EIS. 

16-2. Water quality impacts of pump exchange projects, including potential indirect impacts 
associated with growth and/or other types of development, will be evaluated when those 
projects undergo project level environmental review. 



17-1

17-3

17-2

COMMENT LETTER NO. 17

17-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 17
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Comment Letter No. 17 – PUD No. 1 of Chelan County 

17-1. Comment noted.  Additional information and analysis on the impacts from the amount and 
timing of additional drawdown will be provided in the Supplemental EIS that Ecology will 
be preparing on the Lake Roosevelt drawdown. 

17-2. See response to comment 17-1. 

17-3. Section 3.13.1 has been revised in the Final EIS. 



18-1

18-2

18-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 18

18-4

18-5

18-6

18-7

18-8

COMMENT LETTER NO. 18



18-9

18-10

18-11

18-12

COMMENT LETTER NO. 18



Columbia River Water Management Program Final Programmatic EIS

Comment Letter No. 18 – Grant County PUD 

18-1. Comment noted. 

18-2.  Section 3.4.2 was revised to reflect the fact that elevated TDG occurs during spill at all of the 
Columbia mainstem dams and that Ecology has specific regulations that allow a higher 
standard for TDG during spill for the fish passage season. 

18-3.  Section 3.7.1.4 has been revised to include these issues. 

18-4.  Text and references in Table 3-23 have been updated to reflect this comment. 

18-5.  See the response to Comment 12-1. 

18-6.  See the response to Comment 9-8.  

18-7.  See the response to Comment 9-9. 

18-8.  See the response to Comment 9-11. 

18-9.  See the response to Comment 9-19. 

18-10. Comment noted. 

18-11. Ecology has worked with the Columbia River Policy Advisory Group and others to revise the 
Policy Alternatives.  See the revised Chapters 2 and 6 in the Final EIS. 

18-12. Comment noted. 



19-1

19-2

19-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 19

19-4

19-5

19-8

19-9

19-10

19-11

19-7

19-6

COMMENT LETTER NO. 19



19-12

19-13

19-14

19-15

COMMENT LETTER NO. 19
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Comment Letter No. 19 – East Columbia Basin Irrigation District 

19-1.  The purpose of a Programmatic EIS is to describe the range of potential impacts that might 
occur from a project.  Although it is not expected that the early action items that you list will 
substantially expand irrigated agriculture, expansion is possible.  In addition, the storage and 
conservation components of the Management Program may also expand irrigated agriculture.  
Therefore, it is appropriate to discuss the impacts associated with the potential expansion. 

19-2.  See the response to Comment 9-9. 

19-3.  Ecology has decided to include exempt wells in the inventory.  Initially, the information will 
be limited to data that are available electronically and will be modified with future 
inventories as more data are available. 

19-4.  Comment noted.  As stated in the EIS, the conservation only alternative was not carried 
forward by the Legislature. 

19-5.  The information has been added to the Final EIS text. 

19-6.  This information was added to Section 2.5.2 and Section 5.2.1.4 in the Final EIS. 

19-7.  The Final EIS text has been revised. 

19-8.  Moses Lake is not on the 2002/2004 303(d) list for phosphorus.  An additional discussion on 
water quality based on the Moses Lake TMDL was added to Section 5.2.1.3. 

19-9.  Added a discussion of how conservation could impact return flows and how a decrease in 
return flows could affect downstream users to Section 4.1.2.3. 

19-10. Comment noted. 

19-11. The text in the Final EIS has been modified. 

19-12. See the response to Comment 12-1. 

19-13. See the response to Comment 9-8. 

19-14. See the response to Comment 9-15. 

19-15. Comment noted. 



20-1

20-2

COMMENT LETTER NO. 20

20-2

20-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 20



20-3

20-4

COMMENT LETTER NO. 20

20-4

20-5

COMMENT LETTER NO. 20
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Comment Letter No. 20 – Kennewick Irrigation District 

20-1. Comment noted. 

20-2. Comment noted.  The issues you cite will be considered as Ecology evaluates the CSRIA 
VRA.

20-3. Your comments on the Draft EIS are noted. 

20-4. Comment noted.  Your request for funding under the Management Program will be 
considered separately from the EIS. 

20-5. See the response to your Comment 20-4. 



21-1

21-2

COMMENT LETTER NO. 21

21-2

21-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 21



21-3

21-4

21-5

21-6

21-7

COMMENT LETTER NO. 21

21-8

21-10

21-9

COMMENT LETTER NO. 21



21-10

21-11

21-12

21-13

COMMENT LETTER NO. 21

21-13

21-14

COMMENT LETTER NO. 21
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Comment Letter No. 21 – American Rivers, Washington Environmental Council, Washington 

Rivers Conservancy 

21-1. Comment noted. 

21-2. Comment noted. 

21-3.  Comment noted.  Ecology’s preferred policy alternative concerning interpretation of the 
legislative requirement to “aggressively pursue” new water supplies is contained in Sections 
2.3.1 and 6.1.2. 

21-4.  Information on the Water Resources Information System has been added to Section 2.1.2.6. 

21-5. Comment noted. 

21-6.  Comment noted. Sections 3.2.2 Columbia Basin Specifics and 4.1.1.1 Socioeconomics–
Long-Term Impacts have been amended to describe more clearly the relationship between 
the studies by Huppert et al. (2004) and Williams and Capps, Jr. (2005). The conclusions of 
both studies have been integrated into the Final EIS to show how their results complement 
each other and to reflect the uncertainty of determining long-term impacts. 

21-7.  Comment noted. See the response to Comment 21-6. 

21-8.  Comment noted. See the response to your Comment 21-6. 

21-9.  Comment noted. See the response to your Comment 21-6. 

21-10. Comment noted. See the response to your Comment 21-6. 

21-11. See the response to Comment 12-1. 

21-12. See the response to Comment 9-8.  Ecology would acquire net water savings through the 
funding of eligible projects or management practices that yield trust water rights.  In some 
cases, water rights might not have been fully used on July 1, 2006 but the rights would be 
valid unless relinquished or abandoned.  The program could include securing agreements to 
alter future use of the right or prevent resumption of that use, not unlike the purchase of a 
development right.  See the revised Section 6.2.2 in the Final EIS.  Acquisitions to the Trust 
Water Right Program are either subject to RCW 90.03.380 or are exempted from it.  If 
subject to RCW 90.03.380, the right transferred to the Trust Program is subject to an extent 
and validity review and is limited to the quantities determined to be valid. If the acquisition is 
exempt from RCW 90.03.380, then the Trust Program is instead limited to the most recent 
five-years use.

21-13. See the response to Comment 9-8.  

21-14. See the response to Comment 9-9. 
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21-15. Ecology is organizing a Technical Advisory Group (TAG) for the purpose of recommending 
project evaluation criteria.  It will also review projects against those criteria. 

21-16. See the response to Comment 9-10. 

21-17. Ecology interprets RCW 90.90 to mean that acquisitions within a WRIA could be used for 
instream flows or out-of-stream use on the mainstem Columbia within the WRIA.  It could be 
used for instream flow at any point downstream from the WRIA of origin.  If legislative 
approval is obtained, the water could be withdrawn downstream outside the WRIA of origin. 

21-18. See the response to Comment 9-11. 

21-19. See the response to Comment 12-1. 

21-20. See the response to Comment 9-12. 

21-21. See the response to Comment 9-13. 

21-22. See the response to Comment 9-14. 

21-23. See the response to Comment 9-15. 

21-24. See the response to Comments 9-13 and 9-16. 

21-25. See the response to Comment 9-17. 

21-26. See the response to Comment 9-18.  

21-27. See the response to Comment 9-19. 

21-28. See the response to your Comment 21-12 and Comment 9-9. 

21-29. Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 22 – Center for Environmental Law and Policy 

22-1. Comment noted. 

22-2. Comment noted. 

22-3.  See Section 6.1.1 in the Final EIS for definitions of these terms for use in this EIS. Ecology 
plans to include definitions for these and other important terms in policy and/or rulemaking 
for the program.   

22-4.  See the response to Comment 21-3. 

22-5.  See the responses to Comments 2-19 and 2-27. 

22-6.  The Final EIS for Watershed Planning under Chapter 90.82 RCW was adopted in accordance 
with WAC 197-11-630 (see Section 1.6).  The document was adopted to supplement the 
information in Management Program EIS.  Information in the EIS for the Management 
Program is intended to supplement the Final EIS for Watershed Planning.  

22-7.  Section 1.3 has been revised in the Final EIS.

22-8.  As stated in Section 6.1, the impacts of the Policy Alternatives on each element of the 
environment were not evaluated, because the Policy Alternatives relate to how Ecology will 
implement the Management Program and would have limited or no impact on the elements of 
the environment.   

The environmental impacts of the Management Program components, including impacts on 
endangered species and impacts of diverting flows for off-channel storage, are included in 
Chapters 4 and 5.  The discussion of how the alternatives could affect endangered species has 
been expanded in the Final EIS.  Evaluation of potential impacts to listed endangered species 
will be an important consideration as specific projects are evaluated for implementation.  See 
the Master Response regarding July/August mitigation.  

22-9.  See the response to Comment 12-1. 

22-10. See the response to Comment 9-8.   

22-11. See the response to Comment 9-9.  Ecology has elected to use the account funds to obtain 
both instream and out-of-stream benefits. See the revised Section 6.2.3 in the Final EIS. 
Ecology does not interpret RCW 90.90 to require all of the account funds for purposes other 
than new storage projects (acquisition, conservation, etc.) to be used exclusively for instream 
flow improvements. 

22-12. See the response to Comment 9-10.   

22-13. See the response to Comment 9-11. 

22-14. See the response to Comment 9-12. 
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22-15. See the response to Comment 9-13. 

22-16. See the response to Comment 9-14. 

22-17. See the response to Comment 9-15. 

22-18. See the response to Comment 9-16.  Permit S4-30976P was issued in 2003, not 1993 as 
stated in the draft PEIS.

22-19. See the responses to Comments 9-17, 9-18, and the response to your Comment 22-11.   

22-20. See the response to Comment 9-19. 

22-21. See the response to Comment 2-27.  Before public notice of the draft VRA occurs, Ecology 
will negotiate several elements of the draft VRA to clarify such things as the area covered 
and the specific water users and water rights covered.  Ecology also will ensure that a process 
of annual project planning with SEPA review of the specific projects in any given year will 
be incorporated into the VRA.

22-22. As noted in the response to comment 2-27, Ecology will establish an implementation plan for 
the VRAs, which will be subject to review under SEPA. Ecology will account for trust water 
rights and permits that rely on trust water rights through a combination of measuring, 
reporting, field verification and aerial photo assessment. 

22-23. The Programmatic EIS has framed the potential range of impacts associated with 
implementing VRAs.  Ecology will establish an implementation plan for the VRAs that will 
be subject to SEPA review. A more detailed discussion of the approach to SEPA review 
associated with the CSRIA VRA is provided in Section 2.6. 

22-24. See the response to Comment 22-22 and 22-23. 

22-25. The Programmatic EIS discusses the potential range of impacts associated with VRAs, 
including the CSRIA VRA.  Additional detail about this proposal will be evaluated as part of 
subsequent SEPA review for the VRA Implementation Plan. Ecology is committed to 
compliance with all applicable regulatory and statutory requirements, and will provide 
additional detail about specific impacts as project-specific information is available.  

22-26.  Refer to the Master Response regarding a Programmatic EISs. The Programmatic EIS 
describes the broad range of potential impacts associated with VRAs, and acknowledges that 
a VRA application has been received.  Ecology has committed to developing an 
implementation plan for VRAs that will more specifically outline criteria for measuring 
impacts and mitigation effectiveness associated with the VRAs, including the CSRIA VRA.  
This sequence of broad to more narrow evaluation is consistent with WAC 197-11-060(5) 
(b).

22-27. See the revised Section 2.1.2.4 in the Final EIS regarding Ecology’s program for improving 
instream flows. 
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22-28. See the response to Comment 22-27.  See also the responses to Comments 9-9, 9-10, 21-17, 
and 22-11.

22-29. Large new storage facilities will be evaluated for their benefits and environmental impacts on 
a site-specific basis.  Ecology does not agree that modification of existing storage operations, 
ASR and other smaller storage activities, conservation, and acquisitions will not meet the 
program objectives. 

22-30. See the response to Comment 22-11. 

22-31. The exemption from the Trust Program for water savings in the Columbia Basin is 
legislatively mandated (RCW 90. 0.010(5)).  The Lake Roosevelt drawdown proposal 
includes 27,500 acre-feet for stream flow enhancement in non-drought years and an 
additional 17,000 acre-feet in drought years.  Ecology will further evaluate the impacts of the 
Lake Roosevelt drawdowns in a Supplemental EIS. 

22-32. Ecology agrees that the SEPA process is an important venue for describing potential impacts 
associated with implementing the Columbia River Water Management Program. Ecology 
believes that a broad framing of the full range of potential issues is appropriate at this time, 
and that the level of information currently available is adequate to inform decision makers of 
the full range of broad impacts associated with implementing the program.  Additional 
project-level evaluations consistent with SEPA and/or NEPA will be conducted to fill in 
project-specific information and specifically quantify impacts associated with the specific 
components of the program. 

22-33. See the response to Comment 22-3. 

22-34. Comment noted.  
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Comment Letter No. 23 – Columbia Institute for Water Policy 

23-1. Comment noted. 

23-2.  The cumulative impacts sections (4.3 and 5.5) have been revised to incorporate the impacts 
of past storage and irrigation development. 

23-3.  Ecology would consider including sustainable agriculture in developing the project funding 
criteria; however, the legislature did not provide authority for Ecology to make use of 
sustainable agriculture practices a prerequisite or condition of receiving funding from the 
Account. The conservation and other water use efficiency measures promoted by the 
legislation are consistent with sustainable agricultural practices. 

23-4.  The evaluation of social justice impacts is not a requirement under SEPA; however, the EIS 
does examine socioeconomic impacts of the Management Program.  The socioeconomic 
sections were included to provide a general understanding of potential economic and social 
impacts of the Management Program.  Section 4.1.1.7 describes both positive and negative 
impacts that could accrue to the region as a result of the Management Program. 

23-5.  See the Master Response regarding July/August mitigation.  Ecology does not intend to issue 
water rights that would conflict with other federal, state, or local regulations. 

23-6.  See the revised Section 2.1.2.4 in the Final EIS regarding Ecology’s Program for improving 
instream flows. 

23-7.  See the response to Comment 22-28. 

23-8.  As stated in Section 2.4.3, the Legislature considered water marketing and water banking 
options, but did not specifically authorize them as part of the Management Program.  This 
does not preclude Ecology from pursuing these options in the future. 

23-9.  The Water Supply Inventory was released after the Draft EIS was released.  Section 2.1.2.4 
of the Final EIS has been revised to incorporate a summary of the results of the inventory.  
The Legislature and Ecology will use the information from the inventory to guide 
development of the Management Program.   

The inventory indicates that the total annual amount of conservation appears to be adequate 
to meet the estimated demand for new water rights.  However, the inventory highlights three 
considerations that may reduce the actual amount of water available to meet water rights 
applications.  These are 1) a small portion of the annual conservation potential is likely to 
accrue directly to the Columbia River; 2) the total annual amount of conservation is 
distributed on a monthly basis and may not meet demand during peak irrigation season; and 
3) the time lag between a point of withdrawal or conservation and return flow may further 
reduce the amount of conservation savings available. 
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23-10. See the Master Response regarding a Programmatic EIS.  See also Section S.4 regarding 
future review of projects.  The cumulative impacts discussion has been expanded in the Final 
EIS.

23-11. Comment noted. 

23-12. Inclusion of the accompanying reference list is acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter No. 24 – Columbia Riverkeeper 

24-1. Comment noted. 

24-2.  The Management Program was evaluated at a programmatic level.  Please see the Master 
Responses regarding a Programmatic EIS and Section S.4 in the Final EIS for information on 
future project specific review.

24-3.  Information clarifying future environmental review has been added to Section S.4 of the EIS. 

24-4.  See the responses to Comments 24-2 and 24-3. 

24-5.  See the revised Section 2.1.2.4 regarding Ecology’s program to improve instream flows. 

24-6.  See the response to Comment 21-3. 

24-7.  See the response to Comment 23-9. 

24-8.  See the response to Comment 21-3. 

24-9.  The purpose of the water inventory and demand forecast and the new water information 
system authorized by the Columbia River Water Management Act is to help provide Ecology 
with additional information for processing water rights.  See the response to Comment 2-19 
regarding monitoring the success of VRAs.  Issuance of a VRA does not alter the 4-part test 
required for issuance of a new water right permit. 

24-10. See the response to Comment 2-19.  

24-11. Water quality impacts are discussed in Sections 4.1.1.3, 4.1.2.3, 5.1.1.3, and 5.2.1.3.  
Additional information on water quality impacts of storage facilities will be provided during 
project level review. 

24-12. Comment noted.  See the response to Comment 24-11. 

24-13. As stated in your comment, the EIS includes a discussion of water quality impacts of storage 
facilities in Section 4.1.1.3.  Potential impacts of water quality of fish are noted in Section 
4.1.1.6.  Because this is a Programmatic EIS, a general discussion of water quality impacts 
on salmonid survival is included.  These potential impacts will be described in more detail 
during project level review.

24-14. Specific impacts on the status of the Columbia River’s listing on the 303(d) list cannot be 
determined at the programmatic level.  This would be determined during project level review 
of specific projects.  Ecology acknowledges that compliance with all applicable state water 
quality regulations is an important goal of the Management Program, and potential projects 
will be assessed regarding their potential compliance with applicable regulations. Ecology 
acknowledges that further degradation of 303(d) listed streams would not be consistent with 
applicable regulations, and project-specific mitigation would be required to address these 
potential impacts. A brief discussion of how the TDG and temperature TMDLs for the 
Columbia River Basin would provide the framework for ensuring that the cumulative impacts 
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from individual projects would not negatively affect the status of the Columbia River’s 
listing on the 303(d) list was added to Section 4. 3 of the Final EIS.

24-15. RCW 90.90 did not provide explicit rulemaking authority to implement the Management 
Program.  In two instances, Ecology has chosen a preferred alternative that may require 
rulemaking because the policy choice relates to statewide management of the Water 
Resources Program.  See sections 6.2.2 and 6.2.7.  Ecology is using the Programmatic EIS to 
determine the potential impacts of implementing the program.  In addition, Ecology 
established the Columbia River Policy Advisory Group to help identify policy issues 
associated with implementing the Management Program, provide Ecology with a range of 
perspectives on policy choices and priorities, and assist Ecology in setting criteria for 
funding of storage and conservation projects.   The Policy Advisory Group represents a broad 
spectrum of interested parties and has provided Ecology with input on the Policy Alternatives 
in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.

24-16. Chapter 2 is a description of the project components.  Additional discussion of the policy 
alternatives is included in Chapter 6.  See also the response to Comment 22-8. 

24-17. See the response to Comment 12-1. 

24-18. See the response to Comment 9-8. 

24-19. See the response to Comment 9-9. 

24-20. See the response to Comment 9-11. 

24-21. See the response to Comment 9-12. 

24-22. See the response to Comment 9-13. 

24-23. See the response to Comment 9-14. 

24-24. See the response to Comment 9-15. 

24-25. See the response to Comment 9-18. 

24-26. Chapter 2 is a description of project components and alternatives.  The impacts of the 
alternatives are described in Chapters 4, 5, and 6.  The impacts of the No Action Alternative 
are compared to the action alternatives in those chapters.   

24-27. Comment noted. 

24-28. Comment noted. 

24-29. Ecology will evaluate alternative means of supplying water, along with the other provisions 
of RCW 90.90.010(2) prior to expending funds on the construction of new storage facilities.  

24-30. Additional information has been added to the Cumulative Impacts discussion, Section 4.3. 
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24-31. See the response to Comment 9-3. 

24-32. See the responses to Comments 24-2 and 24-3. 

24-33. See the response to Comment 2-27 and Comment 22-21. 

24-34. See the Master Response regarding July/August mitigation. 

24-35. Ecology cannot speculate as to what specific VRA proposals might emerge in the future, nor 
the specific tributaries, pools, and geographic areas within the Columbia Basin of 
Washington State that might be affected.  The Final EIS acknowledges that flow disruptions, 
water quality impacts, and introduction of invasive species may occur associated with 
implementation of the Management Plan.  Subsequent project level environmental review 
will address these issues in more detail.  With regard to review of the environmental impacts 
associated with the current CSRIA VRA, Ecology intends to conduct phased SEPA review of 
that proposal per provisions of WAC 197-11-060 of the SEPA Rules.  The specific approach 
is outlined in Section 2.6. 

24-36. The legislation authorizing VRAs does not eliminate review of water rights applications by 
the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife.  The 60-day agency review period was 
established by the legislation to expedite processing of VRAs.  Ecology will prepare 
Implementation Plans for VRAs, which will undergo SEPA review. 

24-37. The Supplemental Feed Route is not being constructed to extend the Columbia Basin Project.  
As stated in Section 2.5.2, the purpose of the Supplemental Feed Route is to improve the 
capacity of the feed routes to supply water to Potholes Reservoir.  No additional water will 
be delivered to Potholes Reservoir.  The Supplemental Feed Route would also increase the 
flexibility of the East Low Canal to supply the 30,000 acre-feet of replacement water to the 
Odessa Subarea (Section 2.5.1). 

As a separate project Reclamation is evaluating options for supplying additional water to the 
Odessa Subarea (Section 2.1.2.1).  As stated in the Management Program EIS, Reclamation 
and Ecology will prepare a NEPA/SEPA EIS to evaluate the impacts of extending water to 
the Odessa Subarea.

24-38. As stated in Section 1.1 of the EIS, the impacts of the Supplemental Feed Route will be 
examined in Reclamation’s NEPA environmental review of the project, which is expected to 
be complete in July 2007.  The comment incorrectly states that additional irrigation water 
will be added to Potholes Reservoir. See the response Comment 24-37. 

24-39. See the response to Comment 24-38 regarding the NEPA analysis of the project.  Also as 
stated in Section 2.5 of the EIS, the Supplemental Feed Route will likely require an 
additional SEPA threshold analysis.  Ecology will determine if this is required after 
completion of the NEPA review. 

24-40. Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 25 – The Lands Council 

25-1. Comment noted. 

25-2.  See the Master Response regarding July/August mitigation.   

25-3.  See the Master Response regarding the mitigation period. 

25-4.  See the Master Response regarding the mitigation period. 

25-5.  The purpose of the legislation is to develop “new water supplies.”  While it is not possible to 
create new water, it is possible to develop new supplies of water through storage and 
conservation projects.  The new water supplies can change the purpose of use of water and 
the timing and location of the delivery of water.  The legislation did not consider bringing 
water in from another area to supply the Columbia River basin.  

25-6.  As stated in Section 2.1.2.1, Ecology and Reclamation are cooperating on a study to 
determine the feasibility of constructing large, off-channel reservoirs.  Hawk Creek is one of 
the sites being evaluated in the Pre-Appraisal Report.  The Pre-Appraisal Report will be 
released later in 2007.  Section 2.1.2.1 also states that addition environmental review will be 
conducted on any of the proposed reservoir sites. 

25-7.  The Programmatic EIS does not include construction of the East High Canal.  As stated in 
Section 2.1.2.1, Reclamation and Ecology are conducting a study of supplying additional 
Columbia Basin Project water to the Odessa Subarea.  As stated in the EIS, additional 
appraisal level studies will be conducted and a NEPA/SEPA EIS on the project will be 
initiated in fall 2007. 

25-8.  See the response to Comment 1-84. 

25-9.  As stated in Section 2.1.2.1, the specific impacts of site selected for off-channel storage 
would be evaluated in future NEPA and SEPA reviews. 

25-10. Additional environmental and economic studies will be conducted prior to the construction of 
any large storage dam or canal project.  The studies would include cost: benefit analyses to 
determine if the costs could be justified.  Funding sources for large-scale projects would 
likely come from legislative appropriations at either the state or federal level.  Appropriation 
of the funds would be debated in the legislative arena.

25-11. Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 26 – Sierra Club Upper Columbia River Group 

26-1. Comment noted. 

26-2.  See the Master Response regarding a Programmatic EIS. 

26-3.  Comment noted.   

26-4.  Comment noted.  See the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off Channel 
Reservoir Proposals. 

26-5.  Temperature impacts to fish are discussed in several sections of the EIS including Sections 
3.4.2. 3.7.1 and 4.1.1.3.  Information has been added to Section 4.1.1.6 indicating that 
reservoir releases to supplement flows will be managed to avoid releasing warm, sediment-
laden water. 

26-6.  See the Master Response regarding July/August mitigation. 

26-7.  In developing its preferred alternatives for implementation of the Management Program, 
Ecology recognized the need to develop a “smart” approach to meeting the legislative 
mandate of “aggressively” pursuing development of new water supplies to benefit instream 
and out-of-stream use.  Section 2.3.1 recognizes that an effective water supply strategy must 
link water supply development to water supply needs.  The starting point for establishing 
water supply needs was the initial water supply and demand forecast report that was 
submitted to the state legislature in November 2006.  The supply and demand forecast will be 
refined over time.  The water supply inventory, also submitted to the state legislature in 
November 2006, established the initial portfolio of water supply projects to match with areas 
of documented needs.  The inventory will also be subsequently refined.  Ecology’s intent is 
to develop a water supply portfolio that is sufficiently large to meet all legitimate needs, and 
not result in one geographic area or type of water use receiving priority over others. 

26-8.  See the response to Comment 23-9 regarding incorporation of the Water Supply Inventory 
into the Final EIS.

26-9.  See the response to Comment 3-9. 

26-10. See the response to Comment 23-2. 

26-11. See the response to Comment 24-37.  See the Master Response regarding a Programmatic 
EIS.

26-12. See the response to Comment 24-38. 

26-13. Ecology has determined that additional environmental review is required for the Lake 
Roosevelt drawdowns and will issue a Supplemental EIS on the drawdown.  The 
Supplemental EIS will include additional information on impacts to the Columbia River.   
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26-14. The general discussion of the potential impacts associated with the Supplemental Feed Route 
is included in the Programmatic EIS for Ecology’s use in the future SEPA threshold 
determination.  The information in this EIS, along with the information from Reclamation’s 
NEPA review, will be used to determine if additional SEPA review will be required for the 
SEPA action of issuing permits on the project. 

26-15. Comment noted.  See the Master Response regarding a Programmatic EIS. 

26-16. Comment noted. 

26-17. See the Master Response regarding July/August mitigation. The mitigation standard in RCW 
90.90.030 is unambiguous and was established by the legislation. However, it does not alter 
the 4-part test required for issuance of a new water right permit. 

26-18. Ecology considers the SEPA EIS process as an important venue for vetting policy 
alternatives and for assisting in the identification of preferred policy alternatives.  That 
process does not foreclose, and actually facilitates, future formal policy making and rule 
making.  Ecology has revised the Policy Alternatives presented in the EIS in consultation 
with the Columbia River Policy Advisory Group and others.  In addition, Ecology is 
considering entering rule-making on certain provisions of the Policy Alternatives.   

26-19. See the response to Comment 12-1. 

26-20. Comment noted.  See the response to Comment 9-9. 

26-21. See the response to Comment 9-10. 

26-22. All permits that would be issued must be conditioned based upon either 1) the consultation 
process in WAC 173-563-020(4), or 2) the VRA consultation process and mitigation.  If a 
permit were issued without any minimum flow conditions, it would occur through adequate 
mitigation and appropriate incorporation of consultation comments. 

26-23. See the response to Comment 21-15. 



27-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 27
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Comment Letter No. 27 – Center for Water Advocacy 

27-1. Comment noted. 



28-1

28-2

COMMENT LETTER NO. 28

28-3

28-4

28-5

COMMENT LETTER NO. 28
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Comment Letter No. 28 – Citizens for a Clean Columbia (Wenatchee) 

28-1. Comment noted.  This Programmatic EIS is the first step in evaluating the impacts of 
components of the Columbia River Water Management Program.  Additional 
environmental review will occur for the major components of the program.  See the 
Master Response for Future Studies for Off Channel Reservoir Proposals for and Section 
S.4 of the Final EIS.

28-2. As part of the Management Program, Ecology is coordinating with Canada and adjacent 
states on issues related to the Columbia River. 

28-3. The future environmental review for specific projects will include evaluation of a wide 
range of factors, including impacts on water temperature.  The thirty-day comment period 
that you refer to only applies to Voluntary Regional Agreements (VRAs).  Any reservoir 
proposed would undergo technical, economic, and environmental review as required by 
NEPA and SEPA, as applicable, which normally takes several years and allows numerous 
opportunities for public comment. 

28-4. Comment noted.  As stated in Section 2.4, the Legislature considered conservation only 
and water marketing measures, but did not include them in the Management Program.  
Conservation is included as a substantial component of the Management Program.  
Ecology may pursue water marketing measures separately from the Management 
Program. 

28-5. Comment noted. 



29-1

29-2

29-3

29-4

COMMENT LETTER NO. 29

29-5

29-6

COMMENT LETTER NO. 29
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Comment Letter No. 29 – Washington State Bass Federation 

29-1. Information on cold and warm water fisheries in Banks Lake has been added to the Final 
EIS.  Information on the fisheries of Billy Clapp Lake, Moses Lake, and Potholes 
Reservoir was included in the DEIS and evaluated for the Supplemental Feed Routes in 
Section 5.2.1.6. The Management Program is not expected to affect Scootany Reservoir. 

29-2. The habitat would be removed by flooding the area for a reservoir. 

29-3. Comment noted. Additional information and analysis on the impacts from additional 
drawdown will be provided in the Supplemental EIS that Ecology will be preparing on the 
Lake Roosevelt drawdown. 

29-4. The Final EIS includes an assessment of Banks Lake and potential effects of the 
Management Program.  Additional environmental review will also be provided in 
Ecology’s Supplemental EIS on Lake Roosevelt drawdowns and Reclamation’s 
Environmental Assessment on the Supplemental Feed Route. 

29-5. The future operating levels of Banks Lake have not been determined at this time.  Impacts 
on spawning and waterfowl nesting areas will be evaluated in the Supplemental EIS that 
Ecology will prepare. 

29-6. Comment noted. 



30-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 30

30-2

30-3

30-4

COMMENT LETTER NO. 30



30-4

30-5

COMMENT LETTER NO. 30

30-6

COMMENT LETTER NO. 30



30-6

COMMENT LETTER NO. 30

30-7

30-8

COMMENT LETTER NO. 30



30-9

COMMENT LETTER NO. 30
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Comment Letter No. 30 – Columbia-Snake River Irrigators Association 

30-1. Your comments in support of the Management Program are noted. 

30-2. Comment noted.  At the time of printing of this Final EIS, Ecology had completed the 
consultation process required under RCW 90.90.030.  

30-3. Your support of the Kennewick Irrigation District application is noted.

30-4. Comment noted.  Ecology will be preparing a Supplemental EIS on the Lake Roosevelt 
drawdowns that will address some of the issues you raise. 

30-5. Comment noted. 

30-6. Comment noted.   

30-7. Comment noted. 

30-8. Comment noted. 

30-9. Comment noted. 



31-1

31-2

COMMENT LETTER NO. 31

31-2

31-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 31



31-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 31
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Comment Letter No. 31 – Northwest Pulp and Paper Association 

31-1. Comment noted. 

31-2. The effects of new on and off channel storage systems on water temperature in the 
Columbia River will be assessed on a project specific basis.  See the Master Response 
regarding future review of off-channel reservoirs. 

31-3. Information has been added to Section 3.4.2 to clarify the relative contribution of point 
sources and dams to temperature increases in the mainstem. 



32-1

32-2

32-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 32

32-4

32-5

32-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 32
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Comment Letter No. 32 – Stevens County Farm Bureau 

32-1. Ecology acknowledges the importance of coordinating with WRIA managers regarding 
approved WRIA plans, and will continue to coordinate closely with watershed managers 
in support of WRIA efforts.  There is no formal approval process required, although 
Ecology will continue to consult with WRIA managers.  

32-2. Comment noted.  Additional information on impacts, both positive and negative, are 
included in the main body of the EIS, Chapters 4, 5, and 6.  Section S is a summary. 

32-3. See the response to Comment 7-6.   

32-4. Ecology has determined that additional environmental review of the Lake Roosevelt 
drawdowns is required and will be preparing a Supplemental EIS.  As part of this process, 
Ecology will coordinate with a wide range of stakeholders, including surrounding 
jurisdictions, agencies, and individuals. The Final EIS includes additional discussion of 
impacts to recreation, and the Supplemental EIS will include additional information on 
impacts to recreational facilities.  

32-5. The discussion of nutrients was clarified in Section 3.4.2 to include the contribution of 
nutrients from natural sources.   



33-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 33
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Comment Letter No. 33 – Ackerman, Laura and Larry Hampson

33-1. Comment noted.  See the Master Response regarding Opposition to Dams and Reservoirs. 



34-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 34



Columbia River Water Management Program Final Programmatic EIS

Comment Letter No. 34 – Albright, Nancy 

34-1. Comment noted.  See the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off Channel 
Reservoir Proposals. 



35-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 35

COMMENT LETTER NO. 35
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Comment Letter No. 35 – Aldrich, Lois  

35-1. Comment noted.  See the Master Response regarding Opposition to Dams and Reservoirs. 



36-1

36-2

36-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 36
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Comment Letter No. 36 – Bowdish, Barney  

36-1. Comment noted.  Additional environmental review will be conducted on the proposed 
reservoir sites.  See the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off Channel 
Reservoir Proposals. 

36-2. Ecology welcomes public input on the Management Program and has attempted to 
provide timely information on the process and meetings.  There is a link to the Columbia 
River Water Management Program on Ecology’s home page with extension information 
on the components of the Program.  Meetings were scheduled in four locations in eastern 
Washington—Moses Lake, Colville, Kennewick, and Wenatchee.   

The Columbia River Mainstem Off-Channel Storage Study is considered part of the 
storage component of the Columbia River Water Management Program and is briefly 
described in Section 2.1.2.1 of this Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).   
However, this EIS is intended to address the Columbia River Water Management Program 
(Management Program) as a whole, and is not intended to provide detailed information or 
analysis regarding potential new storage sites.  Such information would be provided in  
future project-level EISs specifically addressing the storage sites, which would be 
prepared if the study proceeds beyond an appraisal level of evaluation to a feasibility 
study.

Ecology chose to conduct four open houses on both the scoping process for the EIS 
regarding the Management Program and for the public comment process regarding the 
Draft EIS.  There is no requirement in the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) or the 
SEPA Rules for Ecology to hold such open houses, but such events are viewed by 
Ecology as important vehicles for public outreach regarding the Management Program.  
The locations of those open houses were selected by the SEPA Responsible Official based 
primarily two criteria.  The first criterion is their proximity to the first projects that are 
likely to be implemented as part of Management Program, identified in the EIS as “Early 
Actions.”   Those actions are the Supplemental Feed Route Project, Lake Roosevelt 
Drawdown Project, and the Columbia-Snake River Irrigators Voluntary Regional 
Agreement.  The second criterion was to attempt to provide broad geographic coverage 
within the Columbia River watershed in Washington State. 

Should Congressional authorization be provided to perform a feasibility study on potential 
storages sites, a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) EIS would be prepared and a 
SEPA EIS would either be prepared jointly with the NEPA document, or subsequent to 
the completion of the NEPA EIS.  As part of the EIS process, it is anticipated that public 
meetings would be held in locations near any sites under active consideration. 

36-3. Comment noted. 



37-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 37
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Comment Letter No. 37 – Bryant, Paul 

37-1. Comment noted.  The Management Program does include a substantial conservation 
component.  See the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off Channel Reservoir 
Proposals.



38-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 38

38-2

COMMENT LETTER NO. 38



38-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 38
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Comment Letter No. 38 – Buday, Bernie 

38-1. Comment noted.  The Washington Legislature created the Columbia River Water 
Management Program specifically to address water issues in the Columbia River Basin.  
Chapter 90.90 RCW applies to the portion of the Columbia River Basin in the state of 
Washington from the Canadian border to Bonneville Dam.  It is intended to address on-
going problems in that area.  The Management Program does not apply to other portions 
of the state.  Ecology has other programs, including the Watershed Planning process, to 
address water issues in other parts of the state.

38-2. Comment noted.  The public meetings were scheduled in eastern Washington, the area to 
which the Columbia River Water Management Act applies. 

38-3. See the response to your comment 38-1 regarding applicability of the Columbia River 
Management Program to eastern Washington.   



39-1

39-2

COMMENT LETTER NO. 39
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Comment Letter No. 39 – Burgoon, Peter 

39-1. Comment noted.  Reclamation is performing the evaluation of the Supplemental Feed Routes 
and the routes you suggest were not selected for study 

39-2. The potential impacts to Rocky Ford Creek from the Crab Creek Alternative are discussed in 
Section 5.2.1.3 and 5.2.1.4.  Those sections address the water that would flow from Crab 
Creek to Rocky Ford Creek, the impacts to flows in Rocky Ford Creek from the Crab Creek 
Alternative, and the highly permeable sand and gravel near Adrian that could provide a 
subsurface transport route from Crab Creek to Rocky Ford Creek.  Reclamation will 
determine if it is appropriate to install a real time flow station on Rocky Ford Creek if that 
route is selected. 



40-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 40
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Comment Letter No. 40 – Daehlin, Wanda 

40-1. Comment noted.  See the Master Response regarding Opposition to Dams and Reservoirs. 



41-1

41-2

41-4

41-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 41
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Comment Letter No. 41 – Dalsaso, Julie 

41-1. Comment noted. 

41-2. The projects that you mention will undergo additional environmental review.  See the 
Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off Channel Reservoir Proposals.
Expanding the Columbia Basin Project eastward is not a part of the Management Program 
and will undergo separate environmental review by Reclamation and Ecology.  See 
Section 2.1.2.1 and Section S.4 of the EIS.

41-3. Comment noted. 

41-4. Comment noted.  See the response to your Comment 41-2 regarding additional 
environmental review. 



42-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 42
COMMENT LETTER NO. 42
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Comment Letter No. 42 – Droz, Susan   

42-1. The off-channel storage proposals are being evaluated under a separate process from the 
Management Program.  See the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off 
Channel Reservoir Proposals.  The Moses Coulee site was eliminated from further 
consideration because it did not meet the review criteria for feasibility. 



43-1

43-2

43-5

43-3

43-4

COMMENT LETTER NO. 43

43-5

43-6

43-7

COMMENT LETTER NO. 43
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Comment Letter No. 43 – Duba, Jason 

43-1. Comment noted.  The off-channel reservoir sites are being evaluated under a separate process 
from the Management Program.  See the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off 
Channel Reservoir Proposals. 

43-2. See the response to your Comment 43-1. 

43-3. The one-third/two-third allocation would apply to the portion of water resulting from state 
funding of a storage project (RCW 90.90.010).  The allocation was established by the 
legislation.

43-4. See the response to Comment 41-2. 

43-5. Ecology has determined that additional review of the Lake Roosevelt drawdowns is required 
and will be preparing a Supplemental EIS.  The Supplemental EIS will consider 
contaminated sediments and exposure of cultural sites.  The exposure of archaeological sites 
along the shore of Lake Roosevelt is addressed in Section 5.1.1.9 of the Final EIS. 

43-6. Comment noted. 

43-7. Comment noted. 



44-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 44
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Comment Letter No. 44 – Eykel, Frans 

44-1. The liquefied natural gas facility in Bradwood, Oregon is outside the scope of the 
Management program.  The facility is being evaluated separately by the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission and the state of Oregon. 



45-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 45

45-2

45-3

45-4

COMMENT LETTER NO. 45



45-5

45-6

45-7

COMMENT LETTER NO. 45
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Comment Letter No. 45 – Eyler, Yvonne (Letter) 

45-1. Comment noted.  See the Master Responses regarding Future Studies for Off Channel 
Reservoir Proposals and Opposition to Dams and Reservoirs.   

45-2. Comment noted. 

45-3. See the response to Comment 36-2 regarding meeting locations. 

45-4. Comment noted. 

45-5. See the response to your Comment 45-1. 

45-6. There were approximately 60 people in attendance at the Moses Lake meeting. 

45-7. Comment noted. 



46-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 46

46-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 46
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Comment Letter No. 46 – Fraley, Peter A. 

46-1. Ecology has revised the Policy Alternatives and selected Preferred Alternatives for policy 
implementation.  See the revised Section 2.2 and Chapter 6 in the Final EIS. 



47-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 47
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Comment Letter No. 47 – Gilman, Jena 

47-1. Comment noted.  See the Master Responses regarding Opposition to Dams and Reservoirs 
and Future Studies for Off-Channel Reservoir Proposals. 



48-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 48

COMMENT LETTER NO. 48
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Comment Letter No. 48 – Haggin, Bart 

48-1. Comment noted.  The article you supply relates to reservoirs in tropical climates with high 
amounts of biomass that decay and produce greenhouse gasses.  A similar result is unlikely 
in arid eastern Washington with a low biomass.   



49-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 49
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Comment Letter No. 49 – Halvorson, Jacqueline 

49-1. Comment noted.  See the Master Response regarding Opposition to Dams and Reservoirs 



50-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 50
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Comment Letter No. 50 – Hansen, Dwight 

50-1. See the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off Channel Reservoir Proposals. By 
commenting on the Draft EIS, your name has been added to Ecology’s mailing list and you 
will be notified of future meetings. 



51-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 51
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Comment Letter No. 51 – Hokonsoon, Suzi 

51-1. See the Master Response regarding Opposition to Dams and Reservoirs.  See the response to 
Comment 23-3 regarding sustainable agriculture.  Your comment regarding Voluntary 
Regional Agreements is noted. 



52-1

52-2

52-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 52
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Comment Letter No. 52 – Hollingsworth, James 

52-1. Comments noted.  The Basin Environmental Improvement Commission and the Spokane 
aquifer are outside the scope of the Management Program. 

52-2. See the response to Comment 25-5 regarding “new” water.  Hawk Creek will be evaluated in 
future environmental review.  See the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off-
channel Reservoir Proposals. 

52-3. Text has been added to section 3.2.1.3 Distribution of Costs and Benefits to describe 
subsidies to irrigated agriculture. Section 3.2.2 Columbia Basin Specific discusses the issue 
of water costs. A more detailed analysis will be undertaken on a project-by-project basis. 



53-1

53-2

53-3

53-4

COMMENT LETTER NO. 53
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Comment Letter No. 53 – Jokela, Mary 

53-1. See the response to Comment 1-84 regarding shrub steppe habitat. 

53-2. The one-third allocation to instream flows was established by the legislation.  The water 
quality of water released for stream flow augmentation will be evaluated during future 
project specific review (See Section S.4 of the Final EIS). 

53-3. Comment noted. 

53-4. Comment noted.  Ecology has determined that additional review of the Lake Roosevelt 
drawdowns is required and will be preparing a Supplemental EIS. 

The exposure of archaeological sites along the shore of Lake Roosevelt is addressed in 
Section 5.1.1.9. 



54-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 54
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Comment Letter No. 54 – Kriesel, Carol 

54-1. See the response to Comment 46-1. 



55-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 55
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Comment Letter No. 55 – Lackaff, Beatrice 

55-1. Comment noted.  Additional environmental review will be conducted on the off-channel 
storage facilities, which will include the issues you raise.  See the Master Response regarding 
Future Studies for Off Channel Reservoir Proposals.

55-2. Comment noted. Text has been added to section 3.2.1.3 Distribution of Costs and Benefits to 
describe subsidies to irrigated agriculture.



56-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 56
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Comment Letter No. 56 – Langford, James 

56-1. Comment noted. 



57-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 57
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Comment Letter No. 57 – Marker, Paul 

57-1. See response to Comment 42-1. 



58-1

58-2

COMMENT LETTER NO. 58

58-2

58-3

58-4

58-5

58-6

58-7

58-8

COMMENT LETTER NO. 58



58-8

58-9

COMMENT LETTER NO. 58

58-10

58-11

58-12

COMMENT LETTER NO. 58
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Comment Letter No. 58 – Michel, Devon (Saddle Mountain Ranches, Inc.) 

58-1.  Crab Creek has not been selected as a storage location at this time.  It is unlikely that any 
storage facility could be developed before 2020.  See the Master Response regarding Future 
Studies for Off Channel Reservoir Proposals for the anticipated timeline.   

58-2.  Additional site-specific evaluations, including economic evaluations, will be conducted as 
part of specific project proposals. These studies will be completed prior to decision making. 
For more information, please refer to the Master Response for Future Studies for Off Channel 
Reservoir Proposals.

58-3.  At this time, economic impacts are being considered at a broad, programmatic level. 
Additional, more detailed evaluation will be conducted as part of site-specific feasibility 
evaluations for specific proposals. Impacts to the local economy, including impacts to farms 
and ranches, will be included in these evaluations.  For more information, please refer to 
Master Response for Future Studies for Off Channel Reservoir Proposals. 

58-4.  As noted in response to your Comment 58-1, additional environmental review will be 
conducted in the future and mitigation and compensation would be determined during that 
time if Crab Creek is selected as a storage site.   

58-5.  If the Crab Creek location were selected as a storage site, property acquisition, rights-of-way 
and easements would be negotiated at that time following federal and state regulations.   

58-6.  Economic impacts to existing businesses, farms and ranches, will be evaluated on a project-
specific basis using broadly accepted economic tools. For more information, please refer to 
Master Response for Future Studies for Off Channel Reservoir Proposals.  

58-7.  At this time, the specific value of water rights in the Crab Creek area have not been 
calculated, nor have the estimated land and right of way acquisition costs.  It is speculative to 
estimate the costs of acquiring land that may or may not be included within a specific project 
proposal. Such concerns will be addressed when a specific project arises. Please also refer to 
the Master Response for Off Channel Reservoir Proposals.

58-8.  It is not possible to estimate the compensation to landowners at this time, prior to 
identification of specific projects. This information will be developed at the time that a 
specific project is identified.  Any compensation for lands taken will be prepared in 
accordance with all applicable state and federal regulations regarding acquisition of private 
property for public uses. For more information, please refer to Master Response for Future 
Studies for Off Channel Reservoir Proposals. 

58-9.  Any discussions about payments to landowners would be conducted at the time that a 
specific proposal has been identified. 

58-10. The cumulative impacts section (4.3) has been revised to be more comprehensive. 

58-11. Section 3.10.4.2 briefly summarizes the cultural resources in the general Crab Creek region.  
As discussed in Section 5.1.2.9, further cultural resources investigations would be conducted 



Columbia River Water Management Program Final Programmatic EIS

and mitigation measures would be identified at the project level if the alternative were 
selected.

58-12. The Programmatic EIS has considered the broad range of impacts associated with 
implementation of the Management Plan. This includes identifying short term and long term 
impacts and tradeoffs that could occur on a broad scale. Impacts to the agricultural economic 
community are included in this broad discussion. Additional economic evaluations will be 
conducted as part of project-specific investigations. For more information, please refer to 
Master Response for Future Studies for Off Channel Reservoir Proposals. 



59-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 59

59-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 59
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Comment Letter No. 59 

59-1. See responses to Comment Letter Number 58. 



60-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 60
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Comment Letter No. 60 – Morrison, Harvey

60-1. See the response to Comment 36-2 regarding meeting locations. 



61-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 61
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Comment Letter No. 61 – Peterson, Mark 

61-1. Comment noted. 



62-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 62

62-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 62
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Comment Letter No. 62 – Peterson, Mark 

62-1. Your comments regarding your preferences for the Policy Alternatives are noted.  See the 
revised Chapters 2 and 6 in the Final EIS and the responses to Comments 12-1 and 
Comments 9-9 through 9-19 for information Ecology’s revised Policy Alternatives. 



63-1

63-2

63-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 63
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Comment Letter No. 63 – Prchal, Joan 

63-1. Comment noted.  See the response to Comment 36-2 regarding public notification and 
meeting locations.   

63-2. Comment noted.  See the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off Channel 
Reservoir Proposals.

63-3. Ecology is coordinating with a variety of interest in the Columbia Basin, including Grant 
County PUD.  The PUD’s Hydro Fish Bypass System is one component to improve fish 
passage.  The Management Program includes other components that would benefit the entire 
Columbia River Basin in Washington.   



64-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 64
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Comment Letter No. 64 – Soeldner, W. Thomas 

64-1. Comment noted.  See the Master Response regarding Opposition to Dams and Reservoirs. 



65-1

65-2

65-3

65-4

COMMENT LETTER NO. 65
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Comment Letter No. 65 – Stewart, Don D. 

65-1. The Crab Creek off-channel reservoir site is being studied under a separate process by 
Ecology and Reclamation.  See the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off 
Channel Reservoir Proposals.  Seismic studies are included as part of the appraisal studies for 
the Crab Creek site. 

65-2. See the response to Comment 65-1. 

65-3. Potential impacts to the Hanford site will be considered in the appraisal study for the Crab 
Creek site. 

65-4. Hydrologic studies will be part of the future studies done on the Crab Creek site.  It is not 
known at this time whether Crab Creek would be dredged if it were selected as a storage site. 



66-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 66



Columbia River Water Management Program Final Programmatic EIS

Comment Letter No. 66 – Tansy, Kelly 

66-1. Comment noted.  See the Master Response regarding Opposition to Dams and Reservoirs. 



67-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 67
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Comment Letter No. 67 – Treecraft, Jan 

67-1. Comment noted.  See the Master Response regarding Opposition to Dams and Reservoirs. 



68-1

68-2

COMMENT LETTER NO. 68
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Comment Letter No. 68 – Verret, Cathy 

68-1. Comment noted.  See the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off Channel 
Reservoir Proposals.

68-2. Water quality impacts of the proposed storage facilities will be evaluated in future 
environmental review if a reservoir site is selected. 



COMMENT LETTER NO. 69

69-1

69-2

COMMENT LETTER NO. 69



69-2

69-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 69

69-3

69-4

69-5

COMMENT LETTER NO. 69



69-5

69-6

69-7

COMMENT LETTER NO. 69

69-7

COMMENT LETTER NO. 69
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Comment Letter No. 69 – Vinsonhaler, Larry 

69-1. See the response to Comment 12-1. 

69-2. See the responses to Comments 9-8, 9-9, 9-10, and 9-14. 

69-3. See the response to Comment 9-8. 

69-4. See the response to Comment 9-8. 

69-5. See the response to Comments 9-9 and 21-15.  

69-6. See the response to Comments 9-10 and 21-17. 

69-7. See the response to Comment 9-14. 



70-1

70-2

70-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 70

COMMENT LETTER NO. 70
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Comment Letter No. 70 – Virgin, Helen, PhD 

70-1. Comment noted. 

70-2. The Hawk Creek site has not been selected for a reservoir site and is undergoing additional 
studies for feasibility.  See the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off Channel 
Reservoir Proposals.

70-3. Comment noted. 



71-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 71
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Comment Letter No. 71 – Wells, Lynn Fackenthall 

71-1. Comment noted.  See the Master Response regarding opposition to dams. 



72-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 72
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Comment Letter No. 72 – Winkle, Barbara 

72-1. Comment noted.  See the Master Response regarding opposition to dams. 



73-1

73-2

73-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 73
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Comment Letter No. 73 – Indecipherable Signature 

73-1. See the response to Comment 36-2 regarding public notification and meeting locations. 

73-2. Ecology is implementing the Management Program that was enacted by the state legislature.
Impacts to the resources you mention will be evaluated in future project level review (See 
Section S.4 of the Final EIS). 

73-3. Comment noted. 



74-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 74
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Comment Letter No. 74 – Anonymous

74-1. See the response to Comment 9-11. 



75-1

75-2
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Comment Letter No. 75 – (Indecipherable First Name) Johnson 

75-1. Hawk Creek has not been selected as a reservoir location and is undergoing additional 
feasibility studies.  See the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off Channel 
Reservoir Proposals.

75-2. See the response to Comment 36-2 regarding meeting locations and public notification. 
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Comment Letter No. 76 – Transcript Moses Lake Public Open House 

76-1. Louis Nevsimal See the response to Comment 29-1. 

76-2.  See the response to Comment 29-4.  

76-3.  Comment noted.  Additional information on Banks Lake has been included in the Final EIS. 

76-4.  The projected water levels for Crab Creek have not yet been determined and are the subject 
of a study and environmental review being performed by Reclamation as part of the 
Supplemental Feed Route Study. The proposal to withdraw 30,000 acre-feet for Odessa 
Subarea groundwater users could slightly change operating levels in Banks Lake; however, 
the future operating levels have not been determined and are subject to an environmental 
review that Ecology will prepare for the drawdown proposal.  Billy Clapp Lake is small and 
does not have significant storage and the water levels would not likely change for this 
drawdown proposal. The water levels for Potholes Reservoir should not change as no 
additional water is being delivered to Potholes with this proposal.  The water level for 
Scooteney Reservoir also will not change as the operations of the East Low Canal would not 
change near its terminus.

76-5. Terese Schrom   If a reservoir location is selected at Crab Creek, compensation for property 
acquisition and displacement would be negotiated according to federal and state regulations.  
Impacts to existing residents, including displacement impacts, would be incorporated into 
site-specific studies of reservoir alternatives.

76-6.  The impact of the studies on property values is difficult to predict.  Because of the high 
degree of uncertainty about locating a reservoir at any of the locations, it is unlikely that 
property values will be affected in the short-term.  See the Master Response regarding Future 
Studies for Off Channel Reservoir Proposals for the expected timeline of studies, including 
future economic studies.   Site specific impacts, including potential impacts to property 
values, will be incorporated into the feasibility analyses and environmental evaluations for 
specific reservoir proposals.

76-7. Anita Sather See the response to Comment 76-6. 

76-8. Teresa Schrom All proposed projects will be evaluated in terms of economic cost-
effectiveness. Impacts to property owners, including potential for displacement of 
homeowners, will be incorporated into this analysis.  Impacts to property owners resulting 
from proposed projects associated with the Management Program will be mitigated in 
accordance with applicable federal and state guidelines.  Implementation schedules for 
proposed projects will be publicly available, and project proponents will coordinate with all 
potentially affected property owners, to reduce uncertainty and provide notification well in 
advance of proposed actions.  Ecology acknowledges the potentially disruptive effects on 
property owners and will work with them to reduce impacts to their livelihood as proposals 
are being evaluated. 
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76-9. Shirley Stewart See the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off Channel 
Reservoir Proposals for the anticipated timeline.   

76-10. M.L. Serosky Comment noted.   



From: Paneen Allen [mailto:paneenallen@msn.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 20, 2006 9:32 AM 
To: Sandison, Derek 

Subject: Columbia River Water Resource Management Program

TO:  Washington State Department of Ecology 
FM:  Paneen Allen 
RE:  Proposed Dam of Hawk Creek Canyon 

I am a resident of Hawk Creek Ranch.  The proposed dam is an example of short sightedness.  
The US Government has not taken on such a project in decades.  In fact, we can't even build a 
wall along our southern border.  We need to think of other ways to solve the water needs of the 
agricultural industry that is located outside of Lincoln County.  

Your stated objective "Sustains growing communities and a healthy economy and meets the 
needs of fish and healthy watersheds."  Growing beyond the sustainability of the natural resources 
is surely illogical.  And, it seems that the Dept of Ecology is playing God, trying to make a 
garden in the desert and full it with people beyond natural capacity.  It is absurd.  Perhaps 
Washington should also try to grow bananas, pineapples, coconuts and coffee. 

Solutions.  Stop pushing growth.  Just say no to more water use.  The bigger the farms, the more 
illegal aliens will flood here to pick the fruit, the more water they will need to use.  Improve 
existing irrigation systems.  Use non-violent prison labor to pick fruit and work on upgrading the 
existing irrigation. Why not dig a reservoir near the places that need water?  A driving trip into 
the heart of the Washington desert reveals less inhabited and closer sites for a reservoir than 
Hawk Creek. 

First you propose to build a huge dam. (billions of dollars).  Then pump water from the Columbia 
River into the reservoir.  Then pump the water many miles to the areas in need. (billions of 
dollars)  We may as well construct a canal from the Columbia and divert a portion to the desert 
like what was done to the Colorado River.  Digging a reservoir closer to the needed areas (billions 
of dollars) and pumping water from the Columbia (billions of dollars) could be cost effective.  
And, there are the long-term maintenance of the dam and pumping stations that will cost forever.  

Who will pay for this project? -Tax payers from Florida? The farmers? The Yakima Valley 
residents?  I know that the residents of Hawk Creek will be paying hefty legal fees to stop this 
absurd dam project.  It is rather deceitful that none of the residents of the effected areas have had 
any notification nor been invited to attend any of the meetings that you have conducted.   

We understand that your department is just trying to solve a problem that exists all over the 
world, even in the animal world - "who gets the water?"  Surly the highly educated minds of your 
department can be creative and design a water use plan that has less environmental impact.  
Obviously the old model of "dam and pump" has not worked. 

Paneen C. Allen 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 77
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Comment Letter No. 77 – Paneen C. Allen 

77-1 See the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off Channel Reservoir Proposals.
See the response to Comment 36-2 regarding meeting locations and notification. 



From: Paneen Allen [mailto:paneenallen@msn.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 20, 2006 9:33 AM 
To: Sandison, Derek 

Subject: Columbia River Water Resource Management Program

TO: Washington State Department of Ecology 

FM: Baron Allen 

RE: Proposed Dam of Hawk Creek Canyon 

Our family was driven out of Southern Arizona because the Federal Government would 
not enforce immigration law.  Violence and crime became so pervasive that we couldn't 
even go for a walk in the desert.  I had to guard our son at the bus stop because there 
might be young men walking down the highway from Mexico, some sporting gang 
tattoos.  Even our Representative, Jim Kolby's home was invaded.  So, I retired from a 
30-year teaching career and moved our family business to Hawk Creek last year only to 
learn that we may be submerged by more government insanity. 

Hawk Creek is located far from the place where the irrigation water is needed as wheat is 
not irrigated.  This valley is full of families, animals and is sacred Indian land. Expect a 
large class action lawsuit from the property owners immediately upon the announcement 
of a dam as no one can sell and no one will invest in the area. 

Because the Hawk Creek site is the most illogical, I'm sure the government will choose it 
for the dam, casting a pall on all of our property values. Remember, the government 
subsidized many of the agricultural wells that have depleted the aquifers. 

In my 56 years on Earth, I have seen growth destroy the quality of life throughout the 
nation.  It is ironic that this growth has come from outside the country. The US, Canada 
and Japan have stagnant population growth, yet the US has absorbed 90 million legal and 
illegal immigrants in the last 32 years 

There are enough dams on Washington's rivers.  We need to change the way we use 
water. We cannot grow forever.  Conservation techniques should be the thrust, not the 
demands of California on the BPA.  How many pumping stations using electricity would 
be required to move this water?  Is Rube Goldberg the Chief Engineer? 

78-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 78
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Comment Letter No. 78 – Baron Allen 

78-1 See the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off Channel Reservoir Proposals. 
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