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Mission Statements

The Department of the Interior protects and manages the
Nation’s natural resources and cultural heritage; provides
scientific and other information about those resources;
and honors its trust responsibilities or special
commitments to American Indians, Alaska Natives, and
affiliated island communities.

The mission of the Bureau of Reclamation is to manage,
develop, and protect water and related resources in an
environmentally and economically sound manner in the
interest of the American public.

The mission of the Department of Ecology is to protect,
preserve and enhance Washington’s environment, and
promote the wise management of our air, land and water
for the benefit of current and future generations.
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Comments and Responses

This document constitutes Volume 2 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement Odessa
Subarea Special Study (FEIS). Comment letters received in response to the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement Odessa Subarea Special Study (DEIS) and a summary of the public hearings
testimony are reproduced in this document. Responses to the individual comments follow the
comment letters. There are many citations of documents and publications within the responses;
those references are included in the Bibliography of Volume 1 of the FEIS.

Both the DEIS and the FEIS were prepared jointly by the Bureau of Reclamation and
Washington State Department of Ecology. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement Odessa
Subarea Special Study was filed with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the
Washington State Environmental Policy Act Register on October 20, 2010. A Notice of
Availability and Public Meeting dates and locations appeared in Volume 75 Issue 205 of the
Federal Register on October 25, 2010. Reclamation and Ecology sent a joint news release
announcing availability of the DEIS and dates, times, and locations of the public meetings to
area media, and the Washington State Department of Ecology published a Notice of Availability
in area newspapers. The comment period ended January 31, 2011.

Approximately 1,000 copies of the DEIS were distributed to Federal, State, and local agencies;
Native American Tribes; irrigation districts; interested members of organizations and entities;
and the general public. The DEIS and supporting technical reports were also available online at
Federal and State Web sites.

A total of 206 unique letters and 473 form letters were received during the public comment
period. From these letters, a total of 1,018 individual comments were identified and addressed.

On November 17, 2010, an open house was held in the town of Coulee Dam, Washington. On
November 18, 2010, an open house was held in Moses Lake, Washington. Eight people
provided oral comments to the court reporter at the public hearings. The public hearing record is
duplicated in this volume (labeled HRG1 and HRG2) and is also available for review at
Reclamation’s Columbia-Cascades Area Office in Yakima, Washington, and Pacific Northwest
Regional Office in Boise, Idaho, and Ecology’s Spokane and Yakima, Washington, offices. The
public hearing record is also posted on the Odessa Subarea Special Study Web site,
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/ucao_misc/odessa/index.html.

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

Table 1 provides a list of those who commented on the DEIS, the alphanumeric designation of
the comment letter, and the page number where each comment letter and its response begin.
Table 2 lists the names of those who sent in an identical or nearly identical form letter (see
Comment Letter IND160). Following Table 2 are the comment letters submitted during the
comment period. “Responses to Common Issues” (referred to “Master Responses” in this
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document) follow the comment letters, and Table 3 lists each individual comment number and
the response to that comment.

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

Page No.
Commenter Designation e Resoonse
Letter P
Indian Tribes
Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation TRB1 19 660
Spokane Tribe of Indians TRB2 32 663
Cor?federated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama TRB3 48 665
Nation
Federal Agencies
Depa)rtment of the Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife FED1 52 666
Service
Department of the Interior, National Park Service FED2 55 666
Environmental Protection Agency FED3 58 667
Depa}rt_mem of Energy, Bonneville Power FED4 66 668
Administration
State of Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife WAS1 72 669
Department of Natural Resources, National WAS?2 119 676
Heritage Program
Parks and Recreation Commission WAS3 121 676
Legislative
Washington State Legislature LEG1 125 677
Local Agencies
Adams County Commissioner LOCA1 127 677
Adams County Commissioner LOC2 128 678
Adams County Commissioner LOC3 129 678
Grant County Economic Development Council LOC4 130 678
Adams County Commissioners LOC5 132 678
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Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each
comment letter and responses to that letter begins. Designation code letters
identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a particular
group or individual within that category (con’t)

Page No.
Commenter Designation C T_r:trtne ?-nt S

Lincoln County Commissioners LOC6 171 681
Town of Odessa LOC7 182 682
Franklin County Commissioners LOCS8 183 682
Odessa Chamber of Commerce LOC9 184 682
Town of Lind LOC10 185 682
Organizations

Soap Lake Conservancy ORG1 187 682
Promoters of Wildlife and Environmental Resources ORG2 188 682
Columbia Gorge Audubon Society ORG3 192 682
gioguligirrd Resource Conservation and Development ORG4 194 683
Columbia Basin Environmental Council ORG5 195 683
Columbia Basin Ground Water Management Area ORG6 196 683
Northwest Food Processors Association ORG8 239 684
Kittitas Audubon Society ORG9 252 684
Washington State Potato Commission ORG10 253 684
Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society ORG11 258 685
Columbia Basin Development League ORG12 260 686
American Rivers ORG13 267 686
Center for Environmental Law and Policy ORG14 270 686
Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission ORG15 284 689
Public Services and Utilities

Columbia-Snake River Irrigators Association PUB1 301 691
Big Bend Electric Cooperative, Inc. PUB2 305 691
Black Sands Irrigation District PUB3 306 691
Grant County Public Utility District PUB4 307 691
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Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each
comment letter and responses to that letter begins. Designation code letters
identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a particular
group or individual within that category (con’t)

Page No.
Commenter Designation C T_r:trtne t:nt S

Odessa School District #105 PUBS5 309 691
East Columbia Basin Irrigation District PUBG6 310 691
South Columbia Basin Irrigation District PUB7 333 693
Individuals

Kathleen Russel IND1 336 693
John Kenneth Tolonen IND2 337 693
Geraldine Gabriel IND3 338 693
Tom McPherson IND4 344 694
Gaye Hunt IND5 346 694
Walter Butcher IND6 347 694
Louis Nevsimal IND7 368 697
James Baird IND8 372 697
Jeff Greenwalt IND9 373 697
Aaron Hintz IND10 374 698
Glenda Pillips IND11 375 698
Paul Scheller IND12 376 698
Larry Zagelow IND13 377 698
Tom McPherson IND14 378 698
Dean White IND15 379 698
Jane Goodman IND16 383 698
David Greenwalt IND17 384 699
Danna Dal Porto IND18 386 699
Errol Kramer IND19 388 699
Alice Parker IND20 390 699
Richard Erickson IND21 392 699
Jena Gilman IND22 402 700
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Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each
comment letter and responses to that letter begins. Designation code letters
identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a particular
group or individual within that category (con’t)

Page No.
Commenter Designation C T_r:trtne t:nt S
Rex Lyle IND24 406 701
James McClure IND25 408 701
Phyllis Brown IND26 438 703
Neil Fink IND27 439 703
John Kenneth Tolonen IND28 44 704
Bradley Greenwalt IND29 446 704
Alan Voise IND30 448 704
Brent Bair IND31 449 704
Thomas Bjornberg IND32 450 704
Julie Bjornberg IND33 451 704
June Zagelow IND34 452 704
Jeff Zagelow IND35 453 704
Amber Zagelow IND36 454 704
Adrea Bezdicek IND37 455 704
Berend Friehe IND38 456 704
Jeff Schibel IND39 458 704
Jake Wollman, Jr. IND40 461 705
Pat Gies IND41 464 705
Rex Lyle IND42 465 705
Clark Kagele IND43 467 705
Dennis and Nona Thompson IND44 468 706
Heath Gimmestad IND45 469 706
Sally Kagele/ Marcella Knight IND46 471 706
Ray Jenkins IND47 472 706
Matthew Kagele IND48 473 706
Mark DeWulf IND49 474 706
Rodney Schlimmer IND50 475 706
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Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each
comment letter and responses to that letter begins. Designation code letters
identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a particular
group or individual within that category (con’t)

Page No.
Commenter Designation C T_r:trtne t:nt S
Milton Johnston IND51 476 706
Landa Vierra IND52 477 706
Kathy Womer IND53 478 707
Walter R. Butcher and Norman K. Whittlesey IND54 480 707
Titus Bowser IND55 485 707
M. Osborn IND56 486 707
Madge Blakey IND57 487 707
Dina Monaghan IND58 488 707
Kathy Cabrian IND59 489 708
Scott Stromatt IND60 490 708
William and Carol Barber IND61 491 708
Ann Davis IND62 492 708
Gloria and J.E. Baldi IND63 493 708
Tim Gould IND64 494 708
Janet Nazy IND65 495 708
Stephen Hirschey IND66 496 708
Stephen Schott IND67 497 708
Margaret Yeoman IND68 498 708
Scott Collin IND69 499 708
Page Williams IND70 500 708
Judy Fitzpatrick IND71 501 708
Jean Jalufka IND72 502 708
Melanie Mildrew IND73 503 708
Christine Leva IND74 504 708
Rita Kinney IND75 505 709
Bonnie Thompson IND76 506 709
Karen Johnson IND77 507 709
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Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each
comment letter and responses to that letter begins. Designation code letters
identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a particular

group or individual within that category (con’t)

Page No.
Commenter Designation C T_r:trtne t:nt S
Nancy and Richard Rust IND78 508 709
W.T. Soeldner IND79 509 709
Neil Ofsthun IND80 510 709
Jenny Hayes IND81 511 709
Richard Badalamente IND82 512 709
Tim Coleman IND83 513 709
Kim Thorburn IND84 514 709
Jack Hall IND85 515 709
Beverly Ogburn IND86 516 709
Jane Beaven and Dan Finn IND87 517 709
Laura Takken IND88 518 709
Herbert Gamber IND89 519 709
Sheryl Krohne IND9O 520 709
Janet Marx IND91 521 710
Dick and Nancy Watts IND92 522 710
Connie Estep IND93 523 710
Roger Bertsch IND94 524 710
Michael Barrett IND95 525 710
R.K. and Kay Smith IND96 526 710
Lola Wear IND97 527 710
Rachel Griffith IND98 528 710
Edward Agnew IND99 529 710
L. Hingst IND100 530 710
Roger Hull IND101 531 710
Peter Baird IND102 532 710
Jack Corbin IND103 533 710
Joan Bartz IND104 534 710
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Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each
comment letter and responses to that letter begins. Designation code letters
identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a particular
group or individual within that category (con’t)

Page No.
Commenter Designation C T_r:trtne t:nt S
Brian Miller IND105 535 710
Thelma Quay IND106 536 710
Donald Bolstad IND107 537 711
Jacque Smith IND108 538 711
Michael Sarratt IND109 539 711
Paul and Louise Clare IND110 540 711
Joseph LePla IND111 541 711
Julie Lee IND112 542 711
Kathy Seabrook IND113 543 711
Den Mark Wichar IND114 544 711
Russell Jim IND115 545 711
Catherine Isabel IND116 546 711
Linda Pool IND117 547 711
Doug and Lynn Beu IND118 548 711
Cheryl Roberts IND119 549 711
John Douglas IND120 550 71
John Funaro IND121 551 711
Marian Frobe IND122 552 711
Michael Sullivan IND123 553 712
W.T. Soeldner IND124 554 712
Margaret Keene IND125 555 712
B. Plastino IND126 556 712
Richard Rivers IND127 557 712
Carol Ellis IND128 558 712
Dee Boersma IND129 559 712
Twila Moser IND130 560 712
Sharon and Gerald Hickman IND131 561 712
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Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each
comment letter and responses to that letter begins. Designation code letters
identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a particular
group or individual within that category (con’t)

Page No.
Commenter Designation C T_r:trtne t:nt S
Gwen Rawlings IND132 562 712
Lisi Oft IND133 563 712
Julian Powers IND134 564 712
George Cooper IND135 565 712
Karen Averitt IND136 566 712
Marlet Smith IND137 567 712
Nancy White IND138 568 712
Carol and Carl Smith IND139 569 713
Elinor McCloskey IND140 570 713
Brenda Wright IND141 571 713
Ramona Martin IND142 572 713
Jeri Prater IND143 573 713
Kurt Erlanson IND144 574 713
Donna and Bill Hollister IND145 575 713
Donald Bihl IND146 576 713
Susan Danver IND147 577 713
Liz DeNiro and Paul Swetik IND148 578 713
Mary Collins IND149 579 713
Esther Larsen IND150 580 713
Raymond Torretta IND151 581 713
Denee Scribner IND152 582 713
Virginia and George Gunby IND153 583 713
Charles Hill IND154 584 713
Beth Prinz IND155 585 714
Robert Nuess IND156 586 714
Carol Kulbeth IND157 587 714
Carmen Jackson IND158 588 714
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Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each
comment letter and responses to that letter begins. Designation code letters
identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a particular
group or individual within that category (con’t)

Page No.
Commenter Designation C T_r:trtne ?-nt S

Aulin Smith IND159 589 714
][greﬂ;itcglf gro:qﬁglztiedrz?tical postcard (see Table 2 IND160 590 714
Businesses

Coulee Playland BUSH1 591 714
Kettle Falls Marina BUS2 594 714
US Trust Bank of America BUS3 598 714
Odessa Record BUS4 599 714
Public Hearings

Coulee Dam Public Hearings Comments Summary HRG1 600 714
Moses Lake Public Hearings Comments Summary HRG2 641 715

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

postcards (see IND160)

Commenter

Commenter

Laura Ackerman

Lisa Beard

Becky Adams Patricia Bellotti

Bob Adams David Benson

Dany Adolf Bonnie Berent

Peter Adrian David Berger

Sha Agte Ernest Berger

Morgan Ahouse Hermas Bergman

Peter Albrecht Carl and Debbie Berkowitz
Terrence Allen Barry Bernfeld

Joyce Alonso Andrew Biggs

Ina Anderson

Scott Bigham

Kirsten Angell

James Bingham

Bill Arthur

Stacy Birch

Rein Attemann

Emma Bishop

Gary Bailey

Mary Jane Blanpied

Margaret Baker

Ken Bobrow

10
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Table 2 — List of commenters who submitted identical or nearly identical

postcards (see IND160)

Commenter

Commenter

Norman Baker

Ines Boehnert family

John Ballinger

Travis Boggs

Casey Balzano

Mark Boswell

Suzanne Bamonte

Christopher Boudolf

Jeannette Bannink

lvan Bowman

John and Elizabeth Baranowski

Betty Brewster

James Barei

John Brimhall

Arshavir Barthoumes

Katherine Brown

Megan Bastow

Gardner and Victoria Brown

Tianne Batson

Michael Brubaker

Sara Bayer

Renee Brune

Ruthann Bayless

Derek Buckley

Rebecca Buell-Silsbee

Scott Cornelius

Megan Burns

Tom Cottrell

Marianne Busch

Claudia Cranen

Galen Butterbaugh

LaTisha Cromer

Mariza Cabral

Tracy Croshaw

Jennifer Calvert

Kerry Crow

Mary Campbell

Dianne D'Alessandro

Beth Campbell

Beth Dannhardt

Carol Canterbury

Brenda Dau

Betsy Case

Nancy Davidson

Patricia Cedarleaf

Joseph Davis

Kristen Cejka

Richard Dawe

Edward Chadd

Jack Dawson

Suzanne Champion

Murrel Dawson

Jonathan Clapper

Fran DeBruler

Hugh Clark Meredith Dement
Weldon Clark James DeNike

Arnold Clausen Ben Dennis

Frederick Claussen Glen and Linda DePriest
Roger Cole Gene Derig

Anne Collett Mary Detweiler

Terry and Laura Collier

Doris Distad

Jon Comfort

Henry Dobaj

Rex Comfort

Dono and Donna Doescher

Pamela Comstock

Pat Doncaster

Jim Conca

John Douglas

Natalie Concie

Frank Dunnivant

Cordy Cooke

George and Susan Durrie

11
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Table 2 — List of commenters who submitted identical or nearly identical

postcards (see IND160)

Commenter

Commenter

Tom Cordell

Brian Easy

Diane Cornelius

Karen Edwards

Leslie Eickemeyer

Lydia Garvey

Wendy Eider Sanford Gerber
Len Elliott Keith Gersten
Phyllis EImendorf Bob Gillespie
Sandra Embrey Jena Gilman
Susan Evans Marcy Golde
Craig Fager Peter Goldman
Duane Faletti Barry Goldstein
Rose Fanger Yvette Goot
Norris and Alice Faringer John Gould
Felicia Faringer Ben Greuel
Eric Feigl Jeff Guay
Cynthia Ferrucci Helmi Habib

Sandra Fish David Hablewitz
Paul Fishburn Bart and Lindell Haggin
Greg Flakus Norman Hagopian

Judy Fleischmann

Pat Hall

Jeannine Florance

Jacqueline Halvorson

Edith Fogelquist

Theresa Hansen

Michael Fortman

Aaron Hansen

Steven Fox

Dean Harshbarger

Donald Foy

Lucas Hart

Sonia Fradkin

Wendolyn Hawkins

Mary Fredrickson

Denis Hayes

Randi Freeman

Fran Haywood

Bruce Gage

Michael Hegenderfer

Herbert Gamber

Paige Heggie

Richard Gammon

Marilyn Heiman

Donna Gardner

Thomas Hemken

Craig Garver

Donald Johnson

Barbara Henjum

Keith Johnson

Mary Henning Monique Johnson
Pat Hickey Randy Jones
Lawrence Hill Cheryle Jones-Johnson

Alan and Laurie Hilton

Bruce Jorgenson

Donald Hobbs

Dick Judy

Alan Hodgdon

Michael Kane

Larry Hoffman

Kevin Kane

12
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Table 2 — List of commenters who submitted identical or nearly identical

postcards (see IND160)

Commenter Commenter
Helen Hokom Phillip Katzen
Suzi Hokonson Paula Kawk
Barbara Holder Mike Keegan

Lehman Holder

Edwin Holmes

Blair Hopkins

George Kiddoo

Alexander Howard

Mary Kiesau

Douglas Howell

David and Hannah Kliegman

Jerry Hughes

Jean Klingbeil

Katie Humphries

Everett Knowles

Walter Hunner

Sam Knox

John Hunt Henry Koepfle
Kelly Hunt Andrew Krawczyk
Breena Hurst Aaron Kriss

Joan Hutchins Claudia Kroll

Chris Inman

Karen Kronner

W. Jackson

Laurie Kulp

Gerald James

Matt Labrum

Karen James

Bea Lackaff

Bernie Jaramillo

Ellen Lamiman

Hugh Jennings Ralph Landis
Sam Jim, Sr. Craig Lynch
Sherrie Larimore Arthur Lysne

Lyles Larkin Michael MacDougall
Jill LaRue Sam Mace
Ladonna Lasha Nancy Mack

Mark Lawler

Michael Madsen

William Layman

Sharon Malcom

Donna Lee

Steven Malloch

Sherry Lee

Erin Mansfield

Patricia Leith

Benjamin Marlow

Joyce Levacy

Linda Marquis-Myers

Elisabeth Lewis

Kathryn Marshall

Brenda Lewis

Patricia Martin

Thomas Lewis

William Martling

Janice Liane

Lindsey Masiarek

Michael and Deborah Libbee

Dayle Massey

Diane Liebe

Jerry Mattoon

Francis Lill James and Kay Maxfield
Nancy Lill David Maxon
Ray Linker James McClure

13
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Table 2 — List of commenters who submitted identical or nearly identical

postcards (see IND160)

Commenter Commenter
Alice Linker Alan McCoy
Jerry Liszak Ken McCullough
Mildred Kellogg Ron Lloyd

Catherine Kent

Alan Lofquist

Larry Lojo Catherine Mcmahan
Linda Long Rodney Mcneice
Judith Loomis Brenda McWhirter
Meg Ludlum Larry Medicine
Joe Ludwig Mark Merhab

Lyle Lueck Lynda Meyers
Robert Mifflin Rick Paquette
Harold Miller Ed Parents
Sherry Miller Tamara Parker
Lee Miller Karen Parks

Dale Mittge Donald Parks

Kenneth Mondal

Russ Pascoe

Anthony Montgomery

Pauline Patterson

Marion Moos

Bernie Paul

Harvey Morrison

Marian Pearson

Cathy Morton

Virginia Pedersen

Lisa Moseinski

Lazarus Pertginides

Victor Mouter

Mary Lynn Peters

Elizabeth Murray

Marjorie Peters

Christine Myers

Kurt Peterson

Bob Narum

Debbie Pettersson

Lynne Nelson

Matthew Phillipy

Karl Neumann

Joellen Pickens

Mary Newkirk

Lewis Picton

Patsy O'Connor

Bette Pierson

Betsy O'Halloran

John Pilley

Patrick O'Keeffe David Plemons
Kevinn O'Neill Frances Plouffe
Kimberly Ordon JoAnn Porter

Sue Orlowski

Mary Porter-Solberg

Flint Orr

Jane Potter

Calvin Osborn

Anne Powell

Marie Osborn

Jacqueline Powers

Gary Ostby

Denise Pritzl

Dana Packard

Gary Proctor

Elaine Packard

Curt Puddicombe

14
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Table 2 — List of commenters who submitted identical or nearly identical

postcards (see IND160)

Commenter

Commenter

Chris Pugh

Gustaf Sarkkinen

Genida Purcell

James Sayre

Lawrence McGee

Alicia Ramsey

JL McGourty Jack Redinger
Charlotte Reep Larry Seaberg
Mike Rees Dave Seabrook

Henry and Marilyn Reimann

Lee Seymore

Pat Reynolds

Trudi Shannon

Mary Richardson John Sheppard
Tom and Jean Richtsmeier Lillian Slovic
Catherine Riehl Irma Smith
Susan Risinger Bruce Smith

Peck Ritter

James and Joanne Smith

Dan Ritzman

Rebecca Smith

John and Amy Roberson Sandy Sollie
Julia Robertson Philip Soucy
Mary Rohde Rod Stackelberg
Therese Rollins Dorothy Stanley

Richard Romanelli

Ron Stepchuk

Harry Romberg

Anne Stephenson

David Round Mary Sterling
Geri Rowe Yorik Stevenswajda
Michael Ruby Jean Stewart

Thomas Rudd

Robert Stoebner

JoAnne Rude

Eva Storlie

William Rupel

Thomas Stralser

Tamara Russel

JA Strand

Richard Rutz

Jan Strobeck

William Safranek

Colleen Stromatt

Keith Salyer

Doris Strong

Maribel Sullivan Janet Way

Mikel Swayze Mark Weick

Kenneth Swedberg Daniel Weinstein

Glen Swegle Roger Wells

Michael Symonds Mike and Jody Wende
Douglas Taylor Karen West

Lynn Tenken Richard White

Isabel Terrell Ronald and Jerome White
Jeri Thelen Paula Whitser

Sherri Thies Nancy Wickre

15
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Table 2 — List of commenters who submitted identical or nearly identical

postcards (see IND160)

Commenter

Commenter

Dave Thies

Ken Wiedmer

Jessica Thompson

Giles and Darlene Wilkinson

Darlene Schanfald

Elena Toneva

Judith Schwader

Gail Toreleton

Darlene Townsend Leigh Williams
Terri Trick Diane Wills
Heather Trim Ray Wilson
Tom Tuttle Sylvia Wilson
Eli Typhina Nancy Wilson
Clo Ann Ulrich Robert Wilson

Kristina Umbright

Greg and Julie Winter

A. Uoskorisate

Erin Wojewodzki-Prinsen

Janice Vandenbos Margo Wolf
Melissa Verwest Kathy Womer
William Volmot Edward Wood
Vicky VonDier Scott Woodward
Karen Wahl Steven Woolpert
Kenneth Wall Judith Wright
Linda Walline Steve Wright

Donna Warner

Mariel Young

Suzanne Williams

16
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Section 2.3 Alternative 1: No Action 2-15 Please previde a table showing the number of walls, total ceriicated permit amount, and curment pumped
2.3.1 Conditions Under the No Action WAS1-30 amounts for Qdessa groundwater pumpers separated by location norh and south of 190,
Alternative, 2.3.1.1 Status of
Groundwater Wells in the Odessa
Subarea
Section 2.4 Partial Groundwater 2-21 WOFW recommands that all wells in “stendby status® be monllored by Ecology (0 prevenl use while recaiving

Irrigation Replacement Alternatives

WAS1-31 = surface waler, 'WOFW suppons the States axploration of creating a rule that would requine decommissioning

WAS1-32 —

_!rwndmhar wills that receive surface, replacamant waler.
How many acres narth of 190 will be served under the partial replacemant altemative, and what is the
estimated volume of waler to be delivered noh versus south?

2.4.1. Alternative 2A; Partial Banks,
2.4.1.1 Water Supply

2-22;2-25

WAS1-33 —

These comments apply of sections 2.5.1.0 -2.6.04.1.

Reservoir elevalion is the only measure of potental impact; the DEIS does not shaw any detail of the volumes
of water delivered from -lll:h sourck under @ach water supply altemative. Flease provide a table that shows
the estimated (modeled) fotal valume of water per month moving out of FOR, Banks Lake, and Rocky Coules
Reservoir under cument conditions and the new voluma under each of the partial allermatives.

Please show how volumes would change under varying year types.

Phoase provide a table showing waler inputs to FDR, Banks Lake, and Rocky Coules by month under cumaent
conditions (FOR, Banks) and under each alemative.

Please define “practicable” as it applies 10 the refiling of Banks Lake and the impacls associated with worst
LA scanarnio of *practicable.”

2.4.1.2 Alternative 2A, Additional
Easement Width — Weber Wasteway

WES-34 —

It is unclear if the addtional easement will be used to reconstruct the channel and make it langer or if & new
|_channal will be constructed 1o replace the curent Weber Wasteway, Plaase closily.

Section 2.5 Full Groundwater Irrigation
Replacement Alternatives
2.5.1 Alternative 3A: Full - Banks, 2.5.1.2
Dielivery System Facility Descriptions,
Wildlife Crossings and Escape Ramps

2-55

The wildlile crossing designs do not incorporate the recommendations provided by WODFW, which include a 36
inch mirimum sofl depth. The crossings are inlanded 1o mitigate the extent the canal would creale a bamier to
the movement of wildlife; therefons the crossings must be designed for wildiife use wilh vehicular

traffic/ maintenance vehicles belng 8 secondary use if compatible. WDFW does nol recommend using the

WoSI-35

Appendix E - WDFW Comments Odessa DEIS 201101
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Comment Letter BUS4

From: Ihe Odessa Record
Ta: BOR UCA OdessaSiudy
Subject: Rehydration project

Date: Tuesday, January 25, 2011 10:27.20 PM
Attachments: Terrie Schrich-Croshy vl

Mr. Chuck Carncham,

As editor and publisher of The Cdessa Record, a weekly newspaper, we have
been made aware of the studies that have been done recently on the dedlining
water levels in eastern Washington aguifers. Our communities within this

area are threatened with extinction. Our municipal water wells are also
declining. Promises made in the 1240s were not kept. Water that should have
been delivered to this region via the East High Canal of the Columbia Basin
Reclamation Project never made it this far. For more than 100 years, area — BLIS4-1
farmers and ranchers have worked to make this semi-arid region as productive
as possible. They have succeeded. despite the broken promises of the
Columbia Basin Project. But the writing is on the wall. The water is
disappearing. Unless something is done to rehydrate the aguifers, nature

will reclaim the desert and the tax base of Lincoln County and surrounding
counties will move elsewhere - a no-win situation for us all. _
Terrie Schmidt-Crosby

The Odessa Fecord

1 W First Avenue/P.O. Box 458

509-982-2632

therecord@odessactfice.com
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Responses to Common Issues

Several commenters identified themes or issues that were repeated in numerous comments. The
most commonly raised issues are summarized below, with an accompanying response.

Master Response #1 — Columbia River Treaty

ISSUE: Numerous comments stated that the DEIS analysis did not contain enough detail and
explanation of the Columbia River Treaty (CRT). Also, afew comments stated that the CRT
was not considered in the Cumulative Impacts analysis of the DEIS and asked for more
information regarding the CRT.

RESPONSE: Since 1964, the Columbia River Treaty (CRT) has provided valuable benefits to
the United States and Canada through coordinated river management by the two countries.
When the CRT was negotiated, its goals were to provide significant flood control and power
generation benefits to both countries. Within the terms of the CRT, the United States purchased
60 years of dedicated flood control space in Canadian reservoirs. This purchased flood control
space expires September 16, 2024, although the other provisions of the CRT can remain in
effect. Unlessthe provisionsrelated to flood control are continued beyond 2024 through
renegotiation, the existing coordinated plan that regulates both Canadian and U.S. projects for
flood control would be replaced by operations under which the U.S. would have to call upon
Canadaif flood control assistance was needed. The U.S. could request this "called upon™
assistance as necessary, but only to the extent needed to meet forecasted flood control needsin
the U.S. that cannot be adequately met by U.S. projects. When called upon storage is requested,
the U.S. would then be required to pay Canadafor its operational costs and any economic losses
resulting from the called upon flood control operation.

While the remainder of the CRT has no specified termination date, both Canada and the U.S.
have the option to terminate most of its provisions on or after September 16, 2024, with a
minimum of 10 years advance notice. Thus, the earliest potential notice of termination would be
September 16, 2014, with September 16, 2024, being the earliest termination could take effect.
Unless the CRT isterminated or the Federal governments agree to modify the CRT, its
provisions continue indefinitely except for the changesin flood control discussed above.

Implementation of called upon flood control appears likely to cause changes to Canadian and
U.S. reservoir operations that might have substantial effects on other operating objectives. With
termination of the CRT, British Columbia could operate its Mica, Arrow, and Duncan reservoirs
asit desires, except that provisions for called upon flood control storage continue, the Boundary
Waters Treaty applies, and the provisions for Libby coordination and Kootenay River diversion
options continue. Absent new agreements, Mica and Duncan reservoirs likely would continue to
be operated for power and flood control generally similar to today’ s operation. Arrow’s
operation is expected to be quite different with higher reservoir el evations and a more constant
level of outflows, although called upon flood control could occasionally require significant draft
of Arrow in thewinter. U.S. reservoirs within the Columbia River system including Lake
Roosevelt, anong others, could experience much deeper drafts in the winter to provide flood
storage capacity that previously had been provided primarily by the Canadian projects. The U.S.
would be relieved of the Canadian Energy Entitlement obligation, but the expected changesin
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storage operations, and the uncertainty in that operation, could cause the U.S. to compensate by
acquiring additional generation or storage resources and operate U.S. projects differently.
Nevertheless, the expected operation of Canadian storage for power, flood control, and other
purposes would continue to produce substantial U.S. power and flood control benefits.

The flood storage and termination provisions, and changing needs and desires for hydropower,
fish, recreation, and other water uses, make the future of the CRT uncertain. The U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and the Bonneville Power Administration—the agencies that assist the U.S.
Entity that implements the CRT in the U.S.—have begun a multiyear effort to review the Treaty
process to better understand the implications for post-2024 Treaty planning and Columbia River
operations. Thiseffort is called the 2014/2024 Columbia River Treaty Review. Phase 1 joint
technical studies published in July and September 2010 provided fundamental information on
potential post-2024 conditions related to power and flood control. Early results of recent Phase 2
studies indicate that called upon flood control needs are less than indicated in the Phase 1 study.
However, all studiesto date are preliminary and, asindicated by the current status of the CRT
review process, any attempt to make further assessments of potential cumulative impacts related
to renegotiation or termination of the CRT is premature and would be highly speculative.

Master Response #2 — Tiered Review Process

ISSUE: Numerous comments stated that the DEIS analysis did not contain enough detail
regarding specific policy, design, location, and other particul ars associated with the alternatives.

RESPONSE: Reclamation and Ecology have clarified that the Final EISistheinitia
environmental analysis within atiered review process under NEPA and SEPA. “Tiering” refers
to the process of addressing a broad, general, program, policy, or proposal in an initial analyses
followed by analyses of a more precisely defined site-specific proposal related to the initial
program, policy, or proposal when that proposal is ready to be carried forward (see 40 CFR 88
1502.20 and 1508.28). Tiering may also be used when an EISis prepared on a specific action,
such as the Proposed Action here, but at an early stage to consider broad issues such as general
location, scope and site selection (40 CFR 8 1508.28[b]). In such cases, subsequent NEPA at a
later stage in the action may be necessary. The use of tiering is encouraged in large and complex
projects such as this, and allows the agencies to focus on the issues ripe for decision.

Reclamation and Ecology expect that some actions advanced out of thisfirst-tier EIS may be
subject to subsequent second-tier, project-level, environmenta analysis under NEPA and SEPA
before being approved for implementation. Any subsequent NEPA project-level analysis could
include a combination of EIS(s), supplemental EIS(s), environmental assessments(s), and/or
categorical exclusion(s) along with corresponding SEPA reviews, as appropriate, depending on
the proposed action, phasing of implementation, and potential for adverse impacts. Actions
described in this FEIS that are analyzed in full will not undergo a second-tier NEPA/SEPA
review. Decisionsrelative to the general scope of the action aternative which include acreage,
water supply and general site locations would also not be subject to additional review.

The East Low Cana widening project is an example of how the tiering process may work. This
project feature is analyzed under this Final EIS; thus, it would not undergo additional
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NEPA/SEPA review. Locations of pumping plants are an example of projects that may require
subsequent NEPA project-level reviews due to the uncertainty associated with the location of the
pumping plants at thistime.

Master Response #3 — Climate Change

ISSUE: A number of comments on the DEIS requested that the EIS contain a more robust
analysis of climate change and the resulting impacts associated with the action alternatives.
Reclamation and Ecology have provided additional analysesin the FEIS.

RESPONSE: The climate section of the document has been rewritten (see Section 4.26, Climate
Change). The results from the December 2010, study entitled, "Climate Hydrology Datasets for
Use in the RMJOC Agencies Longer Term Planning Studies: Part 1 - Future Climate and
Hydrology Datasets" (Bonneville Power Administration [BPA], Corps of Engineers [Corps] and
Bureau of Reclamation) was used to assess the effects of climate change on the Columbia River
and the effects on meeting flow objectives.

Master Response #4 — Columbia River Downstream

ISSUE: Several comments on the DEIS expressed an interest in the impacts associated with the
action alternatives and potential impacts to the Columbia River downstream of the Grand Coulee
Dam to fisheries and activities associated with flows and water quality.

RESPONSE: The action alternatives were developed alowing a maximum of 2,700 cfs of
diversions from the Columbia River in October. Additiona diversions with a maximum amount
of 350 cfs were allowed each month in November through March when needed to refill Banks
Lake or Lake Roosevelt. This amount would have a minimum effect on the total flow of the
Columbia River during this period. In the six action alternatives, April-through-June diversions
would occur only when water is available in excess of anadromous fish flow objectives on the
Columbia River (Priest Rapids-135,000 cfs; and McNary-260,000 cfs). If water is not available
from the river under these constraints, it would be obtained from storage in Banks Lake and, in
three of the aternatives, Banks Lake plus Lake Roosevelt. I1n addition to the springtime (April-
to-June) flow constraints, development of the action alternatives also assumed that no water
would be taken from the Columbia River in July through September. 1n July and August, the
alternatives would not exacerbate water temperature issues in the Columbia River or ater the
ability to meet downstream flow objectives (at McNary Dam) established for the ESA-listed
Snake River fall Chinook.

In addition, the six alternatives were analyzed with a second diversion scenario. With this
diversion scenario, the same amount of withdrawals was allowed during October (2,700 cfs) and
November through March (up to 350 cfs each month) and no diversions occurred in July through
September. During April through June diversions from the Columbia River were only allowed
when flows below Grand Coulee Dam exceeded 200,000 cfs and Lake Roosevelt el evations were
high enough to allow pumping to Banks Lake. Thisadditiona diversion in April through June
was expected to occur in less than 10 percent of the years.
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Master Response #5 — Economic Analysis Guidance

ISSUE: Numerous comments to the DEIS expressed concern regarding the methodol ogies used
to determine the cost-benefit ratios. Thereis considerable concern about the breadth of benefits
to be included and the extent of the cost of development.

RESPONSE: The Office of Management & Budget (OMB) requires a*“Principles and
Guidelines’-based benefit-cost analysis using the current Federal water project planning rate to
evaluate economic justification for possible Federal funding decisions. It should be noted that
while economic justification (benefits exceeding costs) is emphasized, it is not the sole criteria
used within the decisionmaking process. In certain cases, where there are overriding reasons, an
exception from the Secretary of the Interior may be granted for selecting an action other than that
which generates the greatest net economic benefit. The economic analysisis further described in
the Economics Technical Report (Reclamation 2012 Economics).

Table 3 — Responses to individual comments.

Indian Tribes

Comment Letter TRB1 - Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation

TRB1-1 See Master Response #1, “Columbia River Treaty.” In addition, a description of the Columbia River
Treaty and its contribution to potential cumulative impacts related to flood control, power generation,
and operation of Grand Coulee Project has been included in the Section 4.27, Cumulative Impacts, of
the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

Also, see Master Response #2, “Tiered Review Process.”

TRB1-2 Cultural resource surveys were funded and conducted for the Banks Lake drawdown in 2011-12. This
was a maintenance drawdown and is not connected to the Odessa Subarea Special Study (Study). As
provided in the Environmental Commitments section (4.31) in the FEIS, cultural resource surveys have,
and will be, conducted in areas subject to potential impact by the Odessa Subarea Special Study after
a decision is made to proceed with a selected alternative.

TRB1-3 The analyses conducted for this Study are adequate to address the potential for significant adverse
effects related to the Tribe’s concerns. This does not preclude additional studies as appropriate.

TRB1-4 Consultation with the Tribe has been initiated and is ongoing. See Section 5.2.3 in the FEIS for a list of
meetings that have occurred between the Tribe and Reclamation.

TRB1-5 See Master Response #1, “Columbia River Treaty.”

TRB1-6 See Master Response #1, “Columbia River Treaty.”

TRB1-7 See Master Response #1, “Columbia River Treaty.”

TRB1-8 See Master Response #1, “Columbia River Treaty.”

TRB1-9 See Master Response #1, “Columbia River Treaty.”

TRB1-10 See response to comment TRB1-2.

TRB1-11 Reclamation fully acknowledges the potential for Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs) and sacred
sites in the Study Area. Areas potentially impacted by the selected alternative will be identified in
consultation with Indian Tribes. Appropriate measures will be taken to prevent and/or minimize
impacts. This has been updated in the FEIS; see Sections 4.22, Cultural and Historic Resources, and
4.31, Environmental Commitments.

TRB1-12 As part of the Section 106 process of National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Reclamation will
continue to coordinate and consult with the affected Tribes upon issuance of a Record of Decision and
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Table 3 — Responses to individual comments.

Indian Tribes

prior to any construction activities.

TRB1-13

See response to comment TRB1-11.

TRB1-14

Potential impacts at Banks Lake are included in Section 4.22, Cultural and Historic Resources, in the
FEIS. Further, Reclamation will define an Area of Potential Effect (APE) in consultation with Indian
Tribes and the State Historic Preservation Officer as provided in Section 4.22.

TRB1-15

Reclamation will define an APE in consultation with Indian Tribes and the State Historic Preservation
Officer as provided in Section 4.22, Cultural and Historic Resources, in the FEIS. Impacts to historic
resources would be considered wherever the project may directly or indirectly have impacts and these
would be addressed as features of the project are defined.

TRB1-16

Reclamation accommodates access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites and traditional places
for gathering resources on Reclamation land by Indian religious practitioners under Executive Order
13007 and Reclamation resource management planning. Reclamation has been in contact with
representatives from both the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation (Colville Tribe) and the
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation about access to Reclamation land for Tribal
activities and Reclamation does not foresee negative impacts to the ability of Tribes to conduct
ceremonies or gather resources on Reclamation lands.

TRB1-17

As part of the Section 106 process of NHPA, Reclamation will conduct an intensive cultural resources
survey of the APE to identify any cultural resources that may be affected by this action. See
Section 4.31, Environmental Commitments, in the FEIS.

TRB1-18

The baseline for the modeling performed for the DEIS was based on an earlier data set shared
between BPA and Reclamation. BPA has shared an updated baseline with the Tribe. The current
analysis uses this updated baseline which corrects this discrepancy. See Section 4.2, Surface Water
Quantity, in the FEIS, for modeling results.

TRB1-19

Reclamation and Ecology have updated reservoir pool levels based on current modeling for Banks
Lake for wet, average, dry, and drought conditions. Impacts to resident fish have been analyzed and
revised to reflect the current modeling. See Section 4.10, Fisheries and Aquatic Resources, in the
FEIS.

TRB1-20

See response to comment TRB1-18.

TRB1-21

If an alternative is selected that involves drawdown in Lake Roosevelt, a formal procedure will be
developed to separate releases made pursuant to the Lake Roosevelt incremental storage release
MOU and diversions for the Odessa Subarea Special Study selected alternative.

TRB1-22

See response to comment TRB1-21. Lake Roosevelt has to be drawn down to elevation 1,280 in
about 50 percent of water years, or to elevation 1,278 for flow augmentation (2010 BiOp), depending
on the water supply forecast. For the Lake Roosevelt incremental storage release MOU, an additional
1 foot in most years (to elevation 1,279 or 1,277) or an additional 1.8 feet in drought years (driest

4 percent of water years) is drafted (to elevation 1,276.2). The draft for Odessa would be any draft
below elevation 1,279 in roughly 50 percent of water years and below 1,277 in the drier 50 percent of
water years.

TRB1-23

See Section 1.6.1.1, in the FEIS.

The statutory provision contained in Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 90.90 for a two-thirds out-of-
stream and one-third instream allocation of water pertains only to:

Water supplies secured through the development of new storage facilities made possible
with funding from the Columbia river basin water supply development account [emphasis
added].

While new storage facilities were contemplated at one point in the Odessa Subarea Special Study, the
action alternatives identified in the FEIS for the project rely upon the existing reservoirs for water
storage. Since the action alternatives do not involve development of a new storage facility or facilities,
the statutory allocation of two-thirds out-of-stream and one-third instream is not applicable to the
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Table 3 — Responses to individual comments.

Indian Tribes

Odessa Subarea Special Study. However, the State’s Office of Columbia River is continuing to
develop and implement numerous other projects that are intended to benefit instream flows in the
Columbia River and its tributaries.

TRB1-24

The State of Washington has committed through agreements with the Colville Tribe and the Spokane
Tribe to not seek further drawdown of Lake Roosevelt. Therefore, the State does not support
alternatives that require additional drawdown of Lake Roosevelt, including Alternatives 2B, 3B, and 4B.
See Section 2.2.2, River and Reservoir Hydrologic Operational Changes Under the Alternatives, in the
FEIS.

TRB1-25

The ultimate source of water for the proposed action is the Columbia River. The different water supply
alternatives as described in Section 2.2.1.2 for Banks Lake only (Alternatives 2A, 3A, and 4A) do not
result in any additional drawdown of Lake Roosevelt. See also Section 4.2, Surface Water Quantity,
for drawdowns of reservoirs associated with each alternative.

TRB1-26

Only two water supply options are reflected in the FEIS—Banks Lake and Banks Lake plus Lake
Roosevelt. In all alternatives, the water supply comes from the Columbia River. What differs is where
the effects of the withdrawal would alter existing operations. For the Banks Lake alternatives, the
withdrawal affects flows in the Columbia River below Grand Coulee Dam and Banks Lake storage.
When Lake Roosevelt would be used in combination with Banks Lake, the withdrawal affects flows in
the Columbia River below Grand Coulee Dam and storage in Lake Roosevelt and Banks Lake (see
Section 4.2, Surface Water Quantity).

TRB1-27

Lake Roosevelt refilled in 2010, just not on June 30. Lake Roosevelt refilled early (June 20) then
drafted and refilled again July 12, 13 and 18. This is where in-season management differs from
modeled output. In the models we can only make assumptions on what the in-season decision might
be, i.e. real time coordination. In actual operations, there is a human factor that cannot be captured in
a monthly model.

TRB1-28

See Section 4.10, Fisheries and Aquatic Resources, in the FEIS for fisheries impact analysis.
Additional withdrawals from the Columbia River will not occur with the action alternatives during the
months of July, August, or September.

TRB1-29

Reclamation’s Technical Services Center has completed a bathymetric survey of Lake Roosevelt.
Reclamation will share this information with the Tribe, and additional analysis would be conducted with
input from the Tribes and other interested parties in an effort to better understand the linkages between
modeled drawdowns of Alternatives 2B, 3B, or 4B and spawning and recreation, if one of these
alternatives is selected for implementation.

TRB1-30

See response to comment TRB1-29.

TRB1-31

See response to comment TRB1-29.

TRB1-32

See response to comment TRB1-29. Also, see Master Response #1, “Columbia River Treaty.”

TRB1-33

If an action alternative is selected that involves additional drawdowns of Lake Roosevelt (Alternatives
2B, 3B, and 4B), boat ramps would be extended to supply reasonable access throughout the reservoir.
However, inaccessible ramps will not be extended that are in close proximity to useable ones. See
Section 4.14, Recreation Resources.

TRB1-34

See response to comment TRB1-29.

TRB1-35

Additional withdrawals affecting Columbia River flows would occur mainly during cooler months. Lake
Roosevelt develops little stratification near the outlet works, as water passes through Lake Roosevelt
relatively quickly. During average runoff years, the retention time is about 45 days, but it can be as low
as 12 days during high-runoff periods (Underwood et al. 2004; Pavlik-Kunkel, et al. 2008). This short
retention time limits the amount of temperature stratification during summer between warmer surface
water and cooler bottom water. In fact, there is very little temperature stratification in most years. See
Section 4.4, Surface Water Quality.

TRB1-36

Information regarding the Settlement Agreement has been added to Section 4.17, Energy, in the FEIS.

TRB1-37

The 171,000 and 307,800 acre-feet refer to the amount of water delivered to the land. The diversion of
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Indian Tribes

the water from the Columbia River or reduction in releases will not match the delivered water because
of the reuse of water within the Columbia Basin Project. The amount of additional water required from
the Columbia River to deliver 171,000 and 307,800 acre-feet was calculated from the CBP RiverWare
model, which calculates the reuse and storage of diverted water on the Project.

The updated baseline information mentioned in response to comment TRB1-18 should also help
resolve differences between Colville Tribe and Reclamation calculations of amount of additional water
withdrawn from the Columbia River.

TRB1-38 See Master Response #3, “Climate Change.”
Also, see response to comment TRB1-35.

TRB1-39 Entrainment of fish from Lake Roosevelt into the north end of Banks Lake and the entrainment loss
from Banks Lake via the north-end pump generating units and at the south-end Dry Falls Dam were
studied by Stober et al. (1979) from 1974 to 1976. Relatively few fish (mostly kokanee, sculpin, and
large-scale sucker) were pumped into Banks Lake compared to the numbers of fish entrained out of
the lake at Dry Falls Dam. Also, entrainment of fish back to Lake Roosevelt via the pump-generating
units was found to be relatively minor.

Resident fish populations in both Lake Roosevelt and Banks Lake have remained stable over many
years with the current average 2.65 million acre-foot withdrawal. Therefore, fish screens for the Banks
Lake pumping intake are not being considered as a part of the Odessa Special Study.

TRB1-40 Maps in the FEIS identify the Colville Reservation where the Reservation or its boundary is important to
understanding the information contained in the map or the effects of the proposed action and
alternatives.

TRB1-41 Reclamation will continue consulting with the Tribes.

Comment Letter TRB2 — Spokane Tribe of Indians

TRB2-1

Federal, Tribal, and State Water Quality Standards are not met during certain times of the year for the
Spokane River, Lake Roosevelt, and the Columbia River under current conditions. Reclamation
acknowledges the omission of the Spokane Indian Tribe’s Water Quality Standards. Tribal standards
have been included in the FEIS; however, the numerical standards used in the document are either the
same as the Tribal standards or more stringent, so no changes were made except to include the
Tribe’s water quality standards in the FEIS. Under the action alternatives, no additional water will be
diverted from the Columbia River during the months of July, August, and September.

TRB2-2

Water quality conditions are not expected to be further impaired by the action alternatives, as additional
diversions from the Columbia River will not occur during the months of July, August, and September. It
should be noted that the DEIS assumed no additional pumping from the Columbia River in July and
August only. The FEIS proposes no additional diversions from the Columbia River during the month of
September.

TRB2-3

Reclamation acknowledges the Tribe’s concerns and addresses anoxic conditions in Section 4.4,
Water Quality, in the FEIS.

TRB2-4

Reclamation acknowledges that the DEIS does not fully consider the Blue Creek Delta and the
environmental impacts that could occur with additional drawdowns and increased bank exposure.
Under current reservoir operations, exposure of contaminated sediments in the Blue Creek Delta
occurs during the spring when Lake Roosevelt is drawn down for flood control. In the U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS) Scientific Investigation Report 2007-5262 referenced in your comment letter, the
elevation in Lake Roosevelt was lowered to 1234.9 feet. In April of 2006, sediment samples were
collected from Blue Creek Delta at elevations ranging from 1252.5 feet to 1291.4 feet, along the
thalweg (deepest portion of the stream), from the mouth of the creek, to approximately 500 meters
downstream of the confluence. Reclamation will not be reducing elevations to these levels with any of
the action alternatives. Deep drawdowns as noted in the USGS Report reflect flood control operations
that only occur in the spring. It should be noted that Reclamation operates Lake Roosevelt for multiple
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Indian Tribes

purposes including fisheries, instream flows, recreation, power generation, and other necessary river
and reservoir management operations.

TRB2-5

Lake Roosevelt is a functioning storage reservoir constructed for power generation, irrigation, and flood
control. Recreation and resident fish are an important component of the constructed facility and
provide exceptional secondary use of the reservoir. Pool fluctuation will continue to occur on the
reservoir with or without any implementation of one of the actions proposed under this Study. In an
effort to minimize impacts, no additional withdrawal from Columbia River flows will occur with any
action alternative presented in the FEIS during the months of July through September.

Also, see response to comment TRB1-35.

TRB2-6

Impacts to cultural resources are addressed in Section 4.22, Cultural and Historic Resources in the
FEIS. The Preferred Alternative included in the FEIS would not result in any additional drawdown of
Lake Roosevelt beyond the No Action Alternative. In an effort to minimize impacts, no additional
withdrawal from Columbia River flows will occur with any action alternative presented in the FEIS
during the months of July through September.

TRB2-7

See response to comment TRB2-6.

TRB2-8

See response to comment TRB2-5.

TRB2-9

Subsequent Cultural Resource reports will note the information provided by the Tribes.

TRB2-10

See response to comment TRB1-36.

TRB2-11

Analysis of the effects of Alternatives 2B, 3B and 4B on the Hawk Creek fish trap has been added to
the Section 4.4.10, Fish and Aquatic Resources, in the FEIS. Also, see Section 4.4.2, Surface Water
Quantity, in the FEIS.

TRB2-12

Fish passage at Grand Coulee Dam, a goal of the Intermountain Subbasin Plan, is beyond the scope
of this Study.

TRB2-13

Reclamation is consulting with the Spokane Tribe and has met with the Tribe on two separate
occasions to discuss comments/concerns on the DEIS (see Section 5.2.3 in the FEIS). Consultation
will continue in the future.

TRB2-14

The analysis of Cumulative Impacts has been revised in the FEIS to more fully reflect the sum of all
effects that have occurred, are occurring, and are likely to occur as a result of any foreseeable action
or influence regardless of what public agency or private party undertakes such other actions. See
Section 4.27, Cumulative Impacts, in the FEIS.

TRB2-15

The Lincoln County Passive Rehydration Project is disclosed, but not evaluated in detail, in

Section 4.27, Cumulative Impacts, in the FEIS, because it is still early in the investigation process, with
several phases of evaluation, assessment, and design remaining to be funded and conducted over the
next several years before a final decision would be made regarding potential full implementation. For
this reason, it is not considered to be a reasonably foreseeable project or action.

TRB2-16

See Master Response #1, “Columbia River Treaty.” Also, see response to comment TRB2-14.

TRB2-17

See response to comment TRB2-1.

TRB2-18

Reclamation acknowledges Ecology’s CEQUAL-W2 Model for modeling water quality in Lake
Roosevelt; see Section 4.10 in the FEIS. Additional analysis has been provided in Section 4.4, Water
Quality, in the FEIS.

TRB2-19

The FEIS has been revised and updated to be consistent with the 2010 Biological Opinion (BiOp)
decisions and recommendations.

TRB2-20

See Master Response #3, “Climate Change.”

TRB2-21

Reclamation acknowledges the Tribe’s concerns; additional analysis is presented in the FEIS.
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Table 3 — Responses to individual comments.

Indian Tribes

TRB2-22 These concerns have been addressed during consultation with the Spokane Tribe; see Section 5.2.3 in
the FEIS.

TRB2-23 See response to comment TRB2-10.

TRB2-24 An accurate evaluation of current and historic river flows and Lake Roosevelt levels captures the
cumulative impacts of past development on the Columbia River.

TRB2-25 See Master Response #1, Columbia River Treaty and response to comments TRB2-14 and TRB2-15.

TRB2-26 It was not feasible to conduct field surveys because of the scale and complexity of the range of
alternatives being considered. As provided in Section 4.31, Environmental Commitments, in the FEIS,
cultural resource surveys will be conducted in areas subject to potential impact by the Odessa Subarea
Special Study after a decision is made to proceed with a selected alternative.

TRB2-27 See response to comment TRB2-26.

TRB2-28 See response to comment TRB1-12.

TRB2-29 See response to TRB2-14.

TRB2-30 The Hawk Creek fish trap issues and the water quantity and water quality issues that affect the Lake
Roosevelt cold water fishery are addressed in Section 4.4.10, Fish and Aquatic Resources;
Section 4.4.2, Water Quantity; and Section 4.4., Water Quality in the FEIS.
Although the operation of Grand Coulee Dam has affected the water quality in Franklin D. Roosevelt
Lake (FDR) and its tributaries, the proposed project should not contribute to water quality degradation
during the critical summer months of July, August, and September, when the temperatures are at their
highest and DOs are at their lowest. These conditions make it difficult, but not impossible, to maintain
a cold water fishery (aquatic organisms survive by adapting to their environment).
Also, please see response to comment TRB2-12 concerning impacts to potential fish passage at Grand
Coulee Dam.

TRB2-31 See response to TRB2-14.

TRB2-32 See response to comment TRB2-22.

TRB2-33 See response to comment TRB2-22.

TRB2-34 See response to comment TRB2-22.

Comment Letter TRB3 - Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation

TRB3-1

See Master Response #4, “Columbia River Downstream.” Since the listing of several species of
anadromous fish in the Columbia River system—and in recognition that anadromous fish have specific
flow needs for reproductive success—withdrawals from the Columbia River have been highly regulated
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Under current BiOps, additional water withdrawal from the
Columbia River is carefully scrutinized. Exhaustive analysis has been conducted including literature
research and field analysis to determine potential impacts to anadromous fish with the action
alternatives. A biological opinion will be prepared for the Preferred Alternative, including consultation
with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) to
further illuminate and quantify any potential effects to listed species. The FEIS has been revised to
more fully and accurately explain the relationship between streamflows and fish survival. See

Section 4.10, Fish and Aquatic Resources, in the FEIS.

TRB3-2

See response to comment TRB3-1.

TRB3-3

See response to comment TRB3-1.

TRB3-4

Grant County PUD’s ability to meet flow targets is included in the modeling performed for the FEIS to
determine potential impacts associated with the action alternatives. The Priest Rapids flow objectives
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Indian Tribes

were considered in modeling (see Sections 4.1 and 4.26), and none of the action alternatives impede
Grant County PUD in meeting flow commitments.

TRB3-5 The potential for displacement of piscivores occurring in the CBP to the mainstem of the Columbia
River will not change with any of the action alternatives. Additional withdrawals from Lake Roosevelt to
Banks Lake will not increase spills to Crab Creek or its tributaries. There is little likelihood of piscivores
entrainment and survival through the Columbia Basin Irrigation system and back to the Columbia River.

TRB3-6 The State of Washington has no plan to expand or spread water within the CBP.

TRB3-7 See response to comment TRB1-23.

TRB3-8 The economic analysis for the EIS does not assume all potato production and processing is lost from
the region. Section 1.3.2.2 in the FEIS states in the second paragraph that “additional economic
studies have been conducted. . .”

TRB3-9 Water for the Study Area would come from Reclamation's reservoir certificate for Lake Roosevelt that
allows for "store and use" of the water for "irrigation and hydropower.” Also, see response to comment
TRB2-10.

TRB3-10 Comment noted

Table 3 — Responses to individual comments.

Federal Government

Comment Letter FED1 — U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service

FED1-1 The action alternatives will not change the movement of water in and around the refuge. The FEIS
analyzes impacts to species using shrub-steppe habitat that also occur on the refuge.

FED1-2 See response to comment TRB2-4.

FED1-3 Appropriate monitoring and adaptive management will address specific potential impacts as additional
analysis occurs under the tiered NEPA approach. BMPs would provide protections, impact avoidance,
and mitigations under all circumstances.

FED1-4 Comment noted.

FED1-5 Comment noted.

Comment Letter FED2 — U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service

FED2-1 Pool fluctuation will continue to occur on the Lake with or without implementation of any one of the
actions proposed under this Study. In an effort to minimize impacts, no additional withdrawal from
Columbia River Flows will occur with any action alternative presented in the FEIS during the months of
July through September.

FED2-2 See response to comment FED2-1.

FED2-3 Comment noted.

FED2-4 The FEIS identifies impacts at NPS facilities on Lake Roosevelt and evaluates their significance.

FED2-5 See Master Response #3, “Climate Change.”

FED2-6 See Master Response #1, “Columbia River Treaty.” Please also refer to Section 4.27, Cumulative

Impacts.
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Comment Letter FED3 — U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

FEDS3-1

Comment noted.

FED3-2

Reclamation has been a member of the EPA working group looking at the ecological health of the
Columbia River and will continue to do so in the future.

FED3-3

It should be noted that the Purpose and Need for the Study does not involve groundwater recharge and
is described in Chapter 1 in the FEIS. With respect to the success of the project, the actions proposed
are consistent with construction and development of an irrigation project/facilities and Reclamation has
not identified any substantial uncertainties that would prevent the action from being implemented
successfully. Reclamation and Ecology continue to work collaboratively with agencies and
stakeholders on a regular basis in addition to quarterly Columbia River Policy Advisory Group (Tribes,
Federal, State, counties, cities, irrigation districts, and environmental groups) meetings. These
meetings ensure water efficiency and conservation as part of, but not limited to, the Columbia River
Initiative MOU and RCW 90.90.

Additional water quality analyses conducted for the FEIS, primarily at Banks Lake, indicate that none of
the proposed alternatives would have more than minimal impacts on water quality.

FED3-4

In relation to the Study purpose, it is important to note that Reclamation’s partner in this Study,
Ecology, has been directed by the Washington State legislature to aggressively pursue development of
new water supplies. One of its efforts, the Coordinated Conservation Program, is an ongoing effort
intended to promote a balanced portfolio of irrigation district efficiency improvements north and south of
Potholes Reservoir. Thus far, several thousand acre-feet of water have been made available for
groundwater replacement in the Odessa Subarea and that amount is expected to rise to as much as
10,000 acre-feet within the next few years. BPA and Grant County PUD are also funding conservation
efforts in the CBP. However, water conservation can serve only a fraction of the water needed to
achieve the Purpose and Need for the Study. Ecology’s Office of Columbia River will continue to
promote active conservation efforts in the CBP, including identifying mechanisms for generating water
through on-farm, irrigation water management practices that can be transferred to the Odessa in lieu of
surface water.

FED3-5

In response to comments on the DEIS received from the public and agencies, and in an effort to better
achieve the Study Purpose and Need, two new action alternatives have been developed that reduce
adverse effects and demonstrate improved performance, cost-effectiveness, and overall feasibility.
Reclamation and Ecology will continue to investigate opportunities for a more robust mitigation
program during subsequent project-level environmental review and project implementation if one of the
action alternatives is selected for implementation.

FED3-6

The $630 million loss (DEIS, page ES-7) reflects a regional impact from another analysis
(Bhattacharjee & Holland, 2005) which did not analyze the same alternatives as in the DEIS (see
Section 4.15, Irrigated Agriculture and Socioeconomics, in the FEIS). The only benefit categories
evaluated and quantified within the benefit-cost analysis were agriculture, municipal water, industrial
water, hydropower, and recreation. Environmental impacts/benefits are discussed elsewhere in the
DEIS, but not in economic terms. The results of the economic analysis, as well as all other analyses,
are considered in the decisionmaking process. See Section 2.10, Benefit-Cost Analysis. The purpose
of the FEIS is to identify the impacts of the various alternatives, including the preferred alternative and
the environmentally preferred alternative. The basis for any subsequent decision will be detailed in the
Record of Decision. See also response to comment TRB3-8.

FED3-7

The objective of the Odessa Subarea Special Study is to develop an alternative to using a diminishing
aquifer while allowing existing groundwater-irrigated acreage to be irrigated. This is an acre-for-acre
groundwater replacement proposal. No additional lands will be irrigated under any action alternative.
On a year-to-year basis, cropping patterns in the Study Area change, and specific crops may be
planted or discontinued in response to market conditions. However, relative numbers of acres planted
to any given crop will likely remain similar to what has been planted over the past 40 years.

FEDS3-8

The effects of the action alternatives and the No Action Alternative are discussed in Chapter 4 in the
FEIS and summarized in Table 2-15. Economic impact analyses of the action alternatives are reflected
in Section 4.15, Irrigated Agriculture and Socioeconomics. The process for selecting alternatives is
described in Section 1.4, Background Information, in the FEIS, which explains Reclamation’s Plan of
Study for the Odessa Subarea. Section 1.4 also details the Project Alternative Solutions Study (PASS)
process, which developed the Initial Alternative Identification and Evaluation report. This report
describes the pre-appraisal-level investigation of water delivery and supply options. This section also
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describes the appraisal-level study. Section 1.13, Changes from the Draft EIS to the Final EIS,
discusses development of a preferred alternative, and Section 2.7, Modified Partial Groundwater
Irrigation Replacement Alternatives, discusses its selection as the preferred alternative.

FED3-9

The Preferred Alternative is based on a water delivery of 3 acre-feet of water per acre, which is in line
with current uses both in the Study Area and somewhat lower than adjacent CBP lands. The CBP
irrigation districts have worked on conservation measures for many years and, in conjunction with
individual farmers, have consistently increased the efficiency of the overall project and onfarm use.
Efficient methods of water delivery are incorporated into the design of the proposed system. Efficiency
measures will be a requirement of all farmers choosing to acquire CBP water in place of groundwater.

FED3-10

The use of gravity in supplying surface water to the Odessa Subarea is not feasible from an
engineering or financial perspective, depending on the alternative considered. Analysis of potential
power generation loss is discussed in Section 4.17, Energy. On-farm hydropower is beyond the scope
of this project but may be pursued in the future.

FED3-11

Alternatives involving Rocky Coulee are not deemed feasible for this Study and the proposed Rocky
Coulee reservoir has been eliminated from this Study. Water demands between the alternatives vary
in direct proportion to numbers of acres served. Generally, evaporative losses are also proportionate
to number of acres irrigated as on-farm evaporation accounts for the largest portion of evaporative
loss. Fluctuations in Banks Lake relate to when and to what extent water can be pumped from the
Columbia River for all action alternatives. The availability of stored water in FDR affects Banks Lake
fluctuations in those action alternatives that utilize Lake Roosevelt. Please refer to the FEIS,

Section 4.2, Surface Water Quantity.

FEDS-12

Effects upon the aquifer are recognized in the FEIS. This Study is not an aquifer recharge study nor is
the purpose of the proposed action and alternatives to recharge the aquifer. As a secondary benefit,
some aquifer stabilization may occur. The conservation of groundwater in the Subarea does not
constitute recharge of the declining aquifer.

FED3-13

Comment noted. Groundwater quality is discussed in Section 3.4.5, Study Area Irrigation Network.

FED3-14

A comparison of groundwater and surface water quality is provided in Section 3.4.5, Study Area
Irrigation Network, and 4.4.3.2, Long-Term Impacts for Alternative 2A. A map of the source water wells
located in the Odessa Study Area has been included in Section 3.3.6 in the FEIS (see Figure 3-6).
Operation and maintenance of the facilities, once completed, will be an ongoing activity that will not
contribute to groundwater contamination. It is not anticipated that the proposed project will result in
additional contaminates to the source water wells, and proper BMPs described in Section 4.31,
Environmental Commitments, will be utilized to minimize or prevent possible impacts to ground and
surface water.

FED3-15

Reclamation has been involved for some time with the Columbia River Toxics Reduction Working
Group, which EPA is the lead agency. Reclamation plans to continue involvement with this group, and
work closely with EPA and other regulatory agencies to resolve water quality issues in FDR and the
Columbia River.

FED3-16

Alternative 2C is not being carried through to the FEIS. Modeling was conducted on Banks Lake for
water quality parameters that may be impacted by the proposed Project by Portland State University on
behalf of Ecology. Modeling results indicate that water temperature and dissolved oxygen (DO) would
experience little change under the management scenario as compared with the No Action Alternative.
Section 4.4, Surface Water Quality, more fully explains the findings. Appropriate mitigation measures
through BMPs are included. Adaptive management with agencies and stakeholders will be pursued
with project implementation.

FED3-17

The FEIS further explains ongoing and anticipated conservation efforts in the CBP through the
Coordinated Conservation Program and the East Columbia Basin Irrigation District (ECBID)
Conservation Plan. On-farm efficiencies are also realized in the Study Area through various Federal,
State, and local initiatives beyond the scope of this project. Also, see responses to comments FED3-4
and FED3-5.

Comment Letter FED4 — U.S. Department of Energy, Bonneville Power Administration

FED4-1

Comment noted.

FEDA4-2

Comment noted.
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FED4-3 Sections 3.17, Energy, and 4.17, Energy, in the FEIS have been updated per comment.

FED4-4 Comment noted.

FED4-5 The additional surface water pumping costs were estimated by cost engineers in the Denver Technical
Service Center and are included in the operation, maintenance, replacement, and power (OMR&P)
costs in Section 4.15, Irrigated Agriculture and Socioeconomics. The savings from reduced
groundwater pumping are included in Section 4.15, Irrigated Agriculture and Socioeconomics. These
costs are included in Table 2-13 in the agricultural benefits.

FED4-6 Comment noted.

FED4-7 We have corrected the error in the FEIS; see Table 3-45 in Section 3.18 in the FEIS.

FED4-8 The organization of Table 3-46 has been revised and is now labeled Table 3-45 in the FEIS.

FED4-9 Per your recommendation and based upon further consideration of the Federal and private power
system, the reference to the need for an additional indirect power source has been removed in the
FEIS.

FED4-10 The FEIS has been rewritten in response to your suggestion.

FED4-11 The FEIS has been written to reflect your suggestion.

FED4-12 Reclamation and Ecology concur with your conclusion and have addressed your comment in the FEIS.

FED4-13 Comment noted and section has been rewritten. See Section 3.17.2, Energy Resources in the Pacific
Northwest, in the FEIS.

FED4-14 Comment noted and addressed in the FEIS.

FED4-15 See response to comment FED4-9.

FED4-16 Based upon additional analyses conducted in response to comments on the DEIS, a new generation
facility is no longer considered a need with any of the action alternatives.

FED4-17 Your observation is noted and the FEIS has been written to accurately reflect this concept.

FED4-18 Comment noted.

FED4-19 Comment noted.

FED4-20 See response to comment TRB3-7.

FED4-21 Comment noted. Your suggestion is reflected in the FEIS.

FED4-22 Comment noted.

FED4-23 See response to comment TRB1-36.

Table 3 — Responses to individual comments.

State of Washington

Comment Letter WAS1 — Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife

WAS1-1

Potholes Reservoir would remain within historic operational levels for all of the action alternatives.
Implementation of the Full Replacement Alternative will not cause Potholes Reservoir elevations to
deviate from the historic operational range. If implementation of the Full Replacement Alternative
occurs and results in increased return flows to Potholes Reservoir, feed water to the reservoir will be
managed in such a manner as to operate the reservoir within its required and historic operational
range. Therefore, there would be no impacts to the northern leopard frog. The FEIS has been
updated to reflect this information.
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State of Washington

WAS1-2

Washington ground squirrels are reflected in Table 3-20 and Table 4-32 and text has been added to
Sections 3.9.2.3 and 4.9.5.2 to address your concern. It should be noted that the Preferred Alternative
would have no effect on Black Rock Coulee and poses the least potential impact to high-value wildlife
habitat as it maximizes the use of existing infrastructure.

WAS1-3

It is recognized in the DEIS (section 3.9.3.2) that impacts to grebe nesting sites are likely to occur.
Additional mitigation commitments toward potential impacts to nesting grebe populations at Banks
Lake have been included in the FEIS (Sections 4.9.9, Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat, and 4.31,
Environmental Commitments). Reclamation would collaborate with Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife (WDFW) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) to define appropriate mitigation
measures during the second-tier, project-level environmental review under NEPA and SEPA prior to
project implementation.

WAS1-4

The following has been added to Section 4.9.1.3 in the FEIS:

“WDFW and Ecology have entered into a mitigation agreement intended to address
situations where Office of Columbia River projects would result in loss of shrub—steppe
habitat. This agreement applies to the Odessa Project; however, since that project is a
groundwater replacement project and would not expand irrigated acreage over current
levels, any potential loss of shrub—steppe habitat would be limited to relatively small areas
associated with construction of pumping plants and pipelines. Reclamation is not a party to
the agreement nor is it bound by it.”

WAS1-5

Reclamation and Ecology have reviewed the significance criteria and believe they clearly describe how
significance will be measured—numerically where practicable and qualitatively otherwise. We believe
that the significance criteria are appropriate to this level of a first-tier NEPA analysis.

WAS1-6

In cooperation with the Service and WDFW, mitigations via best management practices (BMPs)
commitments are included in the FEIS. Site-specific impacts will undergo additional and appropriate
NEPA/SEPA analysis during the phased development of the proposed project.

WAS1-7

The FEIS has been revised to more fully and accurately explain the relationship between streamflows
and fish survival. Please see Chapter 4, Section 4.10.

WAS1-8

Extensive HYDSIM modeling was conducted in the analysis of the alternatives presented in this Study.
RiverWare software was used to develop a simulation model of the CBP. The output data have been
provided in digital format to WDFW for the DEIS model runs which included all data analyzed and
applied to the analyses. The CBP is a dynamic system with fluctuations on a continual basis during all
operational periods. Operational changes would be limited to Banks Lake and FDR under all action
alternatives. General climatic conditions, crop selections, seasonal climatic variation, precipitation, and
other factors impact water volume requirements in the Project. Current operations of the CBP divert an
average of 2.65 million acre-feet per year. The Preferred Alternative (4A) would increase the flow of
water through Banks Lake reservoir by approximately 164,000 acre-feet during the irrigation season.
Additional analysis is contained in the FEIS based upon updated and most recent available
information.

WAS1-9

Reclamation and Ecology have focused on the identification of impacts associated with the action
alternatives displayed in the FEIS. Reclamation would collaborate with WDFW and the Service to
define appropriate mitigation measures during the second-tier, project-level environmental review
under NEPA and SEPA prior to project implementation.

WAS1-10

Fisheries in Billy Clapp, Moses Lake, Potholes, and Scooteney Reservoirs are not impacted by the
Study alternatives.

Reclamation has conducted an analysis of potential economic impacts to the recreational fishery at
Banks Lake in respect to boat launch availability. Ecology and WDFW, in coordination with
Reclamation, will develop and implement a monitoring program to evaluate species’ response to
operational changes related to the Odessa Program (see Appendix C, MOU No. R12MA13718).

WAS1-11

See latter part of response to comment WAS1-10.
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Table 3 — Responses to individual comments.

State of Washington

WAS1-12 In the past, Reclamation and WDFW have successfully collaborated on fish and wildlife enhancements.
As a result, Reclamation and Ecology anticipate continued collaboration in the future as a critical
element of any further Project development.

WAS1-13 See response to comment WAS1-12

WAS1-14 See response to comment WAS1-12.

WAS1-15 See response to comment WAS1-12.

WAS1-16 See response to comment WAS1-12.

WAS1-17 The final Fish & Wildlife Coordination Act Report is included in the FEIS as Appendix D along with
Reclamation’s responses to the recommendations included therein. Also, see response to comment
WAS1-12.

WAS1-18 See response to comment WAS1-17.

WAS1-19 See response to comment WAS1-17.

WAS1-20 See response to comment WAS1-17.

WAS1-21 See response to comment WAS1-17.

WAS1-22 See response to comment WAS1-17.

WAS1-23 See response to comment WAS1-17.

WAS1-24 See response to comment WAS1-17.

WAS1-25 See response to comment WAS1-17.

WAS1-26 See Section 1.6.1.2 in the FEIS. Also, see response to comment FED3-4.

WAS1-27 These studies were used to perform the environmental consequences analyses in the FEIS and are
referenced in the Bibliography.

WAS1-28 Commenter does not indicate how the requested additional information would improve or affect the
impact analysis. Reclamation believes that this request is beyond the scope of this Study; therefore,
the requested modification has not been made.

WAS1-29 Reclamation and Ecology believe the MOU is adequately described by the existing text. The
commenter is correct that the Coordinated Conservation Plan is not considered a water supply source
of irrigation water for the Subarea. Also, see response to comment FED3-4.

WAS1-30 See response to comment WAS1-28.

WAS1-31 Such oversight is discussed in the FEIS in Section 4.5. Alternative 4A addresses this issue.

WAS1-32 The Partial Replacement Alternative would not deliver water north of 1-90. The Modified Partial
Replacement Alternatives, 4A and 4B, would deliver water both north and south of 1-90. The Preferred
Alternative (Alternative 4A) would deliver water to approximately 25,000 acres north of 1-90 and 45,000
acres south of [-90. Volume of water delivered is dependent on irrigation demand.

WAS1-33 See response to comment WAS1-8. Also, see Section 4.2 for tables and figures. “Practicable” is used
to denote “capable of being done” or “put into practice with the available means; feasible.”

WAS1-34 Text has been modified in Section 2.5.1.2 to address your concern.

WAS1-35 Reclamation and Ecology acknowledge that the crossing designs included in the FEIS deviate from

those recommended by WDFW. Clarification regarding the frequency of the escape ramps has been
added; see Section 4.9.5 in the FEIS.
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State of Washington

WAS1-36

The statement in the DEIS is accurate. The facilities to be constructed are generally contiguous and
cross existing roads in many locations. Few, if any, isolated structures are proposed. Access to the
easements or acquired lands would be from adjacent roads. Construction actions would proceed on
the easements or acquired lands which could stretch for many miles in the case of canal or pipeline
rights-of-way.

WAS1-37

Reclamation and Ecology believe the objective laid out in the PASS process has been met. Also, see
response to comment WAS1-12.

WAS1-38

Comment noted.

WAS1-39

The fishery and recreation analyses have been updated in the FEIS based on the most recent
information available. There would be no impact to minimal impact to fisheries and recreation (see
Sections 4.10, Fisheries and Aquatic Resources, and 4.14, Recreation, in the FEIS). Also, see
response to comment WAS1-10.

WAS1-40

All alternatives involving Rocky Coulee Reservoir have been eliminated from this Study.

WAS1-41

Reclamation and Ecology do not agree that the statement is misleading since the analysis referenced
assumed that regulatory requirements and BMPs would be met; it was not based on the precise
manner by which that would occur. With input from the Service, detailed and specific BMPs have been
incorporated in the FEIS. Please see Section 4.31, Environmental Commitments. Detailed review and
discussions will take place in the future as a result of the tiered review process that Reclamation and
Ecology have adopted for the Odessa Subarea Special Study.

Also, see Master Response #2, “Tiered Review Process.”

WAS1-42

Table 2-15 has been revised to incorporate the effects of mitigation.

WAS1-43

The fisheries analyses for the remaining alternatives have been updated based on more recent data.
Those data continue to indicate that impacts from the partial-replacement alternatives, including the
Preferred Alternative, to fisheries at Banks Lake would be minimal. Water quality impacts to Banks
Lake would be minimal under all action alternatives.

WAS1-44

Comment noted.

WAS1-45

Although this comment does not specifically pertain to the scope of the EIS, additional permitted
allocation of water is not anticipated due to precipitation. Current CBP water rights are for surface
water.

WAS1-46

This section details the geologic and hydrogeologic setting at specific features proposed as part of the
project. Features were chosen based upon the potential to effect or be affected by the action
alternatives. All water that is in the springs and seeps that are attributed to waste seepage and return
flow from the Project are claimed as Project waters pursuant to Washington State Supreme Court case
law in Ecology v. Bureau of Reclamation, 118 Wn.2d 761, 827 P.2d 275 (1992) and the repayment
contracts between Reclamation and the three Columbia Basin irrigation districts.

WAS1-47

The water quality data available only encompasses about 10 years, which is considered sparse by
comparison with other data sets available in the Subarea.

WAS1-48

Reclamation and Ecology think that the discussion of Water Rights in Section 3.5 in the FEIS is clear.
See response to comment WAS1-28.

WAS1-49

Undocumented acreage is attributed to seasonal changes and rate of application.

WAS1-50

Only acreage that is currently irrigated with groundwater will be eligible to receive surface water
allocated and delivered via the proposed Study alternatives. Up to 15 percent of the lands currently
using groundwater are anticipated to transfer these existing groundwater rights to lands that are not
currently served by Project water or groundwater to obtain available Project water within the delivery
zones; therefore, the original points of use would no longer be viable and groundwater pumping would
cease for those lands.

WAS1-51

The source of the data for Table 3-10 is “Dobler and Dixon, 1996” (see complete reference in the
Bibliography section of FEIS Volume 1).
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State of Washington

Table 3-11 has been revised to address this concern.

WAS1-52 See response to comment WAS1-40.

WAS1-53 Site-specific impacts will undergo additional NEPA/SEPA analyses during the phased development of
the proposed project as appropriate.

WAS1-54 See response to comment WAS1-40.

WAS1-55 The FEIS has been corrected to reflect WDFW's study of wildlife crossing locations near the proposed
East High Canal, not the East Low Canal.

WAS1-56 The existing discussion concerning Crab Creek in the action area is accurate and modification is not
necessary.

WAS1-57 Potholes Reservoir Supplemental Feed Route is contained in the No Action Alternative; however, its
operations were modeled and determined to be within the scope of historic operations. Operations at
Potholes and Moses Lake would not change substantially with the project; upper and lower Crab Creek
would not be influenced; nor would Billy Clapp Lake.

WAS1-58 Through ongoing and planned CBP efficiency improvements, the amount of diversion from the
Columbia River serving the CBP has diminished on a per-irrigated-acre basis and will continue to see
further reduction.

WAS1-59 Flow objectives for chum salmon at Bonneville Dam are no longer used per the 2010 BiOp. Instead,
tailwater elevation ranges, as affected by several factors, are used to help protect chum salmon below
Bonneville Dam. These protection measures are outlined in Action 17 of the Reasonable and Prudent
Alternative contained in the 2010 BiOp. This change is discussed in Section 4.10, Fisheries and
Aquatic Resources, of the Odessa FEIS. In addition, the Odessa ESA consultation with NMFS will
ensure that the chum tailwater elevation ranges are not adversely impacted.

WAS1-60 The fishery analysis with respect to Banks Lake has been updated and that statement has been
modified in the FEIS.

WAS1-61 Comment noted. The fishery analysis with respect to Banks Lake has been updated based on recent
analyses. See Section 4.10, Fisheries and Aquatic Resources, in the FEIS.

WAS1-62 See response to comment WAS1-57.

WAS1-63 Your comment is reflected in the FEIS.

WAS1-64 Banks Lake is designated as significant for recreation. The impacts to recreation are addressed in
Section 4.14, Recreation.

WAS1-65 See response to comment WAS1-28.

WAS1-66 The focus of the statement is upland hunting; Reclamation and Ecology think this is a reasonable claim
that does not require greater substantiation.

WAS1-67 Comment noted.

WAS1-68 The DEIS did acknowledge and describe the six water access areas maintained by WDFW.

Table 3-31 and Figures 3-14 and 3-15 in Section 3.14, Recreation, in the FEIS describe the attributes
of each of these sites.

WAS1-69 We agree that there is use of the reservoir that takes place at locations other than Steamboat Rock
State Park but we have no reasonable method of quantifying that use. Visitor counts at these sites
were only collected once during the Resource Management Plan process. The FEIS acknowledges
that the visitor counts may be underestimated at Banks Lake.

WAS1-70 Comment noted.

WAS1-71 Operations of Potholes Reservoir were modeled and it was determined that implementation of any
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State of Washington

action alternatives in the Subarea would not cause Potholes Reservoir elevations to deviate from the
historic operational range. If implementation occurs and results in increased return flows to Potholes
Reservoir, feed water to the reservoir will be managed to operate the reservoir within its required and
historic operational range. The FEIS has been updated to reflect this determination in Section 4.2.1.2.

WAS1-72

Project impacts to Columbia River flows are discussed in Chapter 4. The action alternatives would not
decrease return flows from the Columbia Basin Project. However, some potential conservation
projects in the existing CBP irrigated areas may decrease return flow. The objective of water
conservation projects is to more fully utilize water within an irrigation system. As a result of improved
efficiencies through conservation, a reduction in water loss by leakage or excessive application of
water to farmland could reduce return flows. Reclamation’s analysis of impacts to return flows
developed for the ECBID Amendment to Supplement #2 of the MWSC indicates the conservation of
5,509.6 acre-feet of Project water there would be an approximate 3.9-percent reduction in return flow.
As the CBP is designed to recycle water within the project, much of the operational excess is already
being utilized internal to the system.

WAS1-73

See responses to comments WAS1-6 and WAS1-12.

WAS1-74

Comment noted.

WAS1-75

The FEIS further analyzes and explains the flow regime for the CBP irrigation system including Banks
Lake.

WAS1-76

See response to comment WAS1-40.

WAS1-77

See response to comment WAS1-40.

WAS1-78

No. The maijority of pumping will occur in October. Reclamation would not expect to pump additional
water if it were to alter the ability to meet instream flow objectives.

WAS1-79

The water would remain under the control of Reclamation until it left the Project boundaries and was
not useable for Project purposes. While in Reclamation’s control it could be used for any authorized
Project purpose.

WAS1-80

Significance criteria are based upon groundwater becoming too deep or expensive to pump or
groundwater quality degrading to the point it becomes unusable for crops. Cost of pumping is
managed by the farmer in his business plan. This is anticipated to be directly related to the value of
the crops that can be raised.

WAS1-81

Comment noted.

WAS1-82

This analysis has been updated in the FEIS and few impacts to temperature are anticipated; see
Section 4.4, Water Quality, in the FEIS.

WAS1-83

Comment noted.

WAS1-84

Please refer to Section 5.5, Other Regulatory Compliance Requirements, in the FEIS for additional
details regarding required permitting for project facilities.

WAS1-85

Reclamation is currently involved in a coordinated effort with State and local agencies to control
noxious weeds. Reclamation will continue to work with WDFW in the determination of wetland
mitigation ratios.

WAS1-86

Comment noted.

WAS1-87

This project is to be constructed in phases. As phases occur, Reclamation and Ecology will comply
with State and Federal noxious weed statutes during and after construction activities, which will be
tracked through environmental compliance requirements.

WAS1-88

WDFW'’s guidelines may be considered during project implementation stages should implementation of
an alternative occur.

WAS1-89

Precise plans for coordination have not been developed. With input from the Service, detailed and
specific BMPs have been incorporated in Section 4.31, Environmental Commitments, in the FEIS.
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Detailed review and discussions will be afforded in the future as a result of the tiered environmental
review process that Reclamation and Ecology have adopted for the Odessa Subarea Special Study.

WAS1-90

The suggested text changes have not been made. We believe the commitment to coordinate
mitigation with WDFW is sufficient.

WAS1-91

The FEIS commits Reclamation and Ecology to comply with all applicable regulatory requirements.
The statement quoted indicates that wetlands associated with canal leaks are not regulated under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

WAS1-92

This topic is addressed in the FEIS, Section 4.8., which states:

“Weed inventory and weed control of all disturbed lands would be implemented in
accordance with county requirements and State and Federal laws, as appropriate”.

In addition, a statement has been added to Section 4.8 stating that, “noxious weed monitoring and
control, if necessary will be implemented,” and BMPs for weed inventory and control are listed in
Section 4.31, Environmental Commitments.”

WAS1-93

The language concerning burrowing owls is already included (see Section 4.9.9, Mitigation, in the
FEIS). Installing and maintaining nest platforms at offsite locations would likely have only minor
impacts, but we have added that action to the document, pending identification of a site and securing
any other necessary approvals. Also, your suggested language regarding mitigation for grebes has
been added to Section 4.9.9.

Managing watercraft is not a viable option, as it is beyond Reclamation’s and Ecology’s authority.
Bridge designs that incorporate wildlife benefits will be explored during Project implementation.

WAS1-94

This alternative is not considered feasible in the FEIS.

WAS1-95

The context of this comment is unclear. The text referenced by commenter does identify significant
impacts to grebe populations.

WAS1-96

Language describing the frequency of the escape ramps has been added to a new “Ramps” section in
Section 4.9.5.2 in the FEIS.

WAS1-97

See response to comment WAS1-6.

WAS1-98

Burrowing owl structures and grebe mitigation have been included. Channeling a portion of the DE220
would not reduce shrub-steppe losses by much since most occur as a result of impoundment near the
lower end of the coulee. Water control structures could be built but, given the infrequent nature of
floods in the area, they would not be particularly effective since they would rarely impound water.

WAS1-99

We believe the significance criteria in the FEIS for pygmy rabbits are appropriate and we have not
modified the criteria. Should the Full Replacement Alternative be selected, pygmy rabbit surveys
would be necessary. Greater sage-grouse and sharp-tailed grouse are not included in Table 4-40
(Table 4-57 in the FEIS), because that table only includes threatened and endangered species
currently listed under the ESA.

WAS1-100

This chapter deals with species currently listed under the ESA and neither greater sage-grouse nor
sharp-tailed grouse are currently listed. With respect to Greater sage-grouse connectivity in the Wilson
Creek and Crab Creek areas, it is not clear that the addition of the East High Canal in this area would
significantly affect connectivity. As the commenter notes, the viability of the Greater sage-grouse
populations introduced into Lincoln County depends upon connectivity to the Douglas County
population. The connectivity would have to occur across a corridor that includes Banks Lake, the Main
Canal, several small lakes, State Route 17, and other smaller county roads. It is not clear that the
addition of the East High Canal would significantly alter the connectivity between the Lincoln County
and Douglas County populations.

WAS1-101

The use of exclusionary fencing is not recommended in the FEIS.

WAS1-102

See response to comment WAS1-6.

WAS1-103

No assertion regarding state wetland regulations is made.
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WAS1-104 |See response to comment WAS1-92.

WAS1-105 |See Master Response #2, “Tiered Review Process.”

WAS1-106 |See response to comment WAS1-35.

WAS1-107 | See response to comment WAS1-6.

WAS1-108 |See response to comment WAS1-98.

WAS1-109 | See response to comment WAS1-99.

WAS1-110 | Comment noted.

WAS1-111 | There is no identified regulatory mechanism that would be used to identify regulatory requirements.
The responsible party would review applicable requirements with the regulatory bodies for each action
and determine which apply and how compliance would be done.

WAS1-112 | Reclamation and Ecology will work directly with WDFW to update the CBWA plan for the Billy Clapp
Lake unit.

WAS1-113 | Comment noted.

WAS1-114 | This section identifies those impacts previously discussed that are unavoidable, significant, and
adverse. No reasonably practicable mitigation measures exist to eliminate the impacts. The section
does not eliminate the possibility of mitigation measures, only that the impacts would not be eliminated
by mitigation.

WAS1-115 | Comment noted.

WAS1-116 |See response to comment WAS1-6.

WAS1-117 | Section 4.31, Environmental Commitments, has been updated to reflect your suggestions.

WAS1-118 | Level of effort will be commensurate with noxious weed infestations occurring on a site-specific basis.

WAS1-119 | Under the Clean Water Act, not all wetlands are waters of the United States that are regulated by the
Clean Water Act.

WAS1-120 | The listed plans are not included as part of the proposed action and are therefore not included in the
FEIS.

WAS1-121 | Comment noted.

Comment Letter WAS2 — Washington State Department of Natural Resources, National Heritage Program

WAS2-1 Comment noted.

WAS2-2 Comment noted.

WAS2-3 Sections 3.8.1.2 and 3.8.2 in Vegetation and Wetlands, and 3.9, Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat, have
been revised to correct the identified confusion.

WAS2-4 Your suggestion has validity and would provide an additional variable for both input and evaluation in
future phases of this project.

WAS2-5 Comment noted.

WAS2-6 Upon final determination and validation, rare plant findings and locations will be shared.

Comment Letter WAS3 — Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission

WAS3-1

Comment noted. Also, please see Master Response #2, “Tiered Review Process.”
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WAS3-2 Comment noted.

WAS3-3 Comment noted.

WAS3-4 We appreciate the additional data you have provided on potential costs associated with extending boat
ramps.

WAS3-5 Potential impacts from increased mosquito activity are addressed in Section 4.20.

WAS3-6 See response to comment WAS1-10.

WAS3-7 Reclamation and Ecology have identified a new, preferred alternative (Alternative 4A, Modified Partial —

Banks) in the FEIS. The maximum anticipated drawdown of Banks Lake under the preferred
alternative would be as little as 0.1 foot greater to as much as 3.0 foot greater than under

Alternative 2B (as referenced in your comment), depending on the representative water year and the
diversion scenario. Under the diversion scenarios examined in the FEIS, Banks Lake is expected to be
refilled every year; that was not always the case under the DEIS modeling assumptions. Reclamation
and Ecology welcome the continued opportunity to work with State Parks to define appropriate
mitigation measures during the second-tier, project-level environmental review under NEPA and SEPA
prior to project implementation.

Table 3 — Responses to individual comments.

Legislative

Comment Letter LEG1 — Washington State Legislature

LEG1-1 The Office of Management & Budget (OMB) requires a “Principles and Guidelines™-based benefit-cost
analysis.

The Modified Partial Replacement Alternative 4A (preferred alternative) may substantially address your
concern. Also, see Section 1.13, Changes from the Draft EIS to the Final EIS.

LEG1-2 Alternative 4A (preferred alternative) addresses this comment.

LEG1-3 Alternative 4A provides replacement water both north and south of 1-90 while including conservation
measures to best utilize existing irrigation infrastructure.

LEG1-4 Alternative 4A (preferred alternative) takes into consideration Project water delivery north of I-90 and
also recognizes the likelihood of public/private partnerships as the most likely route to phased
construction.

LEG1-5 Additional information and analysis is included in the FEIS to better reflect the impact of water
conservation and water savings.

LEG1-6 The FEIS has been published with cost estimates for review by public and private sector experts.

LEG1-7 See response to comment LEG1-2.

Table 3 — Responses to individual comments.

Local Government Agencies

Comment Letter LOC1 — Adams County Commissioner

LOC1-1

The corrections have been made to Table 3-46 in the FEIS.
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Comment Letter LOC2 — Adams County Commissioner

LOC2-1

The environmental impacts associated with operation and maintenance facilities were included in this
FEIS, anticipating future development.

Comment Letter LOC3 — Adams County Commissioner

LOC3-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter LOC4 — Grant County Economic Development Council

LOC4-1

Comment noted.

LOC4-2

Comment noted.

Comment Letter LOC5 — Adams County Commissioners

LOC5-1 See Master Response #3, “Climate Change.”

LOC5-2 See Master Response #3, “Climate Change.”

LOC5-3 Comment noted.

LOCS5-4 Comment noted.

LOCS-5 Comment noted.

LOCS5-6 The most current Census data do not suggest the likely presence of disproportionately high and
adverse impacts under Environmental Justice.

LOCS-7 See response to comment LOC5-6.

LOC5-8 The evaluation of Environmental Justice did not indicate that deteriorating groundwater supply would
have a disproportionately high and adverse socioeconomic effect on ethnic populations. Under the
Preferred Alternative, adverse socioeconomic effects would be reduced similarly for all populations.

LOC5-9 See response to comment LOC5-6.

LOC5-10 See response to comment LOC5-8.

LOC5-11 See response to comment LOC5-8.

LOC5-12 A land value analysis is one of the procedures available; it is not required by the Principles and
Guidelines (P&Gs). A farm budget methodology was used.

LOC5-13 Comment noted.

LOC5-14 See response to comment LOC5-12.

LOC5-15 Comment noted.

LOC5-16 Comment noted.

LOC5-17 A fiscal impact analysis was not completed for this Study.

LOC5-18 Each phase of project development must be found financially feasible and economically justified by the
Secretary of the U.S. Department of the Interior.

LOC5-19 See response to comment LOC5-18.

LOC5-20 See Master Response #5, “Economic Analysis Guidance.”

LOC5-21 Comment noted.
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LOC5-22

Determining the net effects on cropping patterns from enactment of the Energy Policy Act of 2005
would not be possible given the data available. The OMB requires a “Principles and Guidelines”-based
benefit-cost analysis using the current Federal water project planning rate to evaluate economic
justification for possible Federal funding decisions. The 3-percent rate reflects the rate at the time the
Columbia Basin Project was first authorized and is presented purely for informational purposes. The
time horizon for the benefit-cost analysis extends from 2019 to 2125 (construction period from 2019-
2025 and period of analysis from 2026-2125). All benefits were measured through the end of the
period of analysis in year 2125. As a result, it is true that for construction phases ending before year
2025, benefits were actually estimated for slightly longer than 100 years (e.g. 2019-2125). However,
due to the effect of discounting, adding a few more than 100 years of benefit at the end of the period of
analysis would have very little impact on the benefit-cost results.

LOC5-23

The authorized rate and the current planning rate are reflected in the FEIS.

LOC5-24

The rate of aquifer decline used by the DEIS was developed by Ground Water Management Area
(GWMA\) and reflects the best available data and information. Reclamation does not recognize a
conflict between the EIS analysis and data supporting that analysis.

LOC5-25

Comment noted.

LOC5-26

See Master Response #5, “Economic Analysis Guidance.”

LOC5-27

Comment noted.

LOC5-28

Section C.4 of your comments highlight economic impacts from the DEIS and characterizes them as
“economic losses avoided.” It is Reclamation’s position that the economic impact results presented
within the regional economic development (RED) analysis are indeed only regional in nature and
should not be included in the national economic development (NED) benefit-cost analysis (see
Section 4.15, Irrigated Agriculture and Socioeconomics).

LOC5-29

Comment noted.

LOC5-30

Ag Census data is published at the county level every 5 years. National Agricultural Statistic Service
(NASS) data is at the county level and is published every year. Data specific to the Study Area is
preferable and was obtained from GWMA.

LOC5-31

The cropping pattern data obtained from GWMA was the most recent available. Examination of NASS
county-level data (post-2005) did not reveal a structural shift or strong upward trends in cropping
patterns when compared to the pre-2005 data relative to corn acreage. Agricultural prices for the
impact analysis all showed a pronounced upward trend over the 2004-2008 period for all crops.
Determining the net effects on cropping patterns from enactment of the Energy Policy Act of 2005
would not be possible given the data available.

LOC5-32

Section 1.4.10 of the P&Gs states: “(a) The prices of goods and services used for evaluation should
reflect the real exchange values expected to prevail over the period of analysis. For this purpose,
relative price relationships of outputs and inputs prevailing during, or immediately preceding, the period
of planning generally represent the real price relationships expected over the life of the plan, unless
specific considerations indicate real exchange values are expected to change. (b) The general level of
prices for outputs and inputs prevailing during or immediately preceding the period of planning is to be
used for the entire period of analysis. In the case of agricultural planning, normalized prices prepared
by the Department of Agriculture should be used.”

LOC5-33

This was an error in the analysis and has been corrected in the FEIS.

LOC5-34

The description for calculating agricultural benefits under with- and without-project conditions was
clarified in the FEIS; see Section 4.15, Irrigated Agriculture and Socioeconomics, in the FEIS.

LOC5-35

See response to comment LOC5-34.

LOC5-36

The FEIS considers benefits and costs under both action and no action scenarios. Additional modeling
and analysis by the USGS and the GWMA may continue to better reflect future groundwater conditions
in the Columbia Plateau Regional Aquifer System. Reclamation and Ecology have utilized the best
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available information in the development of this FEIS.

LOC5-37

The economic analysis of municipal benefits estimated the municipal pumping cost savings associated
with moving groundwater-irrigated agriculture to surface water. This analysis actually overstated the
pumping cost savings since the No Action Alternative groundwater level projection did not take into
account the movement of irrigated agriculture to dryland production as groundwater levels continue to
decline. While it is possible that individual wells might fail, a full failure scenario was not estimated
because it did not seem likely. Based on existing groundwater information and current pumping depths
to the deepest wells in each area, it appears that the most significant problem for municipalities relates
to dealing with the costs of extending wells and pumping.

LOC5-38

The municipal benefits analysis focuses on those wells tapping into the deep aquifer (assumed to be
greater than 400 feet deep). The analysis assumed that the deep water wells would continue tapping
into the deep aquifer across the 100-year period of analysis. The groundwater team projected
groundwater levels for each phase area through year 2125. The groundwater team also estimated
lower bound pumping depths for each area based on the deepest wells currently found in the area. In
no instance did the projected groundwater depth fall below the lower bound pumping depth in an area
in year 2125 under the No Action Alternative. This suggests that the projected groundwater level under
the No Action Alternative would not completely drain the deep aquifer in any of the areas, implying that
agriculture would not exhaust the groundwater supply by the end of the period of analysis. Given the
groundwater team’s projection for the No Action Alternative was based on historical trends in
groundwater decline and did not take into consideration irrigators moving to dryland farming, the
groundwater level projection is likely to be an overestimate of the groundwater level decline.

LOC5-39

While no direct calculation was made as to the remaining groundwater supply in each area (due to data
limitations), it was assumed that as more irrigated acreage switched to dryland farming under the No
Action Alternative, the remaining groundwater supply could be used by municipalities.

LOC5-40

Due to data limitations, the municipal benefit analysis does not include the costs of well deepening.

LOC5-41

The intent of the current Study is to evaluate moving current irrigators off of groundwater and onto
surface water. Municipal and industrial (M&l) water supply benefits are included in the economic
analysis.

LOC5-42

Comment noted.

LOC5-43

Reclamation and Ecology have communicated directly with many of the referenced businesses in the
Subarea (see Table 5-1). Input and information gained from these discussions have been integrated in
the analyses in the FEIS.

LOC5-44

Comment noted.

LOC5-45

An average delivery of 3 acre-feet of water per year per acre was agreed upon with input from the
ECBID. ltis likely that some of the groundwater systems have better efficiency than 3 acre-
feet/year/acre. However, this delivery amount allows the district to deliver surface water in a variety of
water-year types (average, wet, dry, and drought).

LOC5-46

Comment noted.

LOC5-47

The segments of the proposed Study infrastructure are identified as components of a larger whole for
ease of understanding. As presented in the EIS, these components and segments function together as
a whole in order to satisfy the purpose and need for the Study. A segmented, piecemeal approach to
implementation as suggested would not adequately ensure that the purpose and need for the Odessa
Subarea Special Study could or would be achieved. If it is determined that an alternative is viable and
feasible as a system solution, then specifics of funding and implementation could be addressed
subsequently outside of the current EIS. In addition, all costs associated with the project must be
included in the benefit-cost ratio analysis, regardless of who pays for that portion.

Also, see Master Response #5, Economic Analysis Guidance.

LOC5-48

See response to comment LOC5-47.
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LOC5-49 Easement widths and other land acquisition needs, such as pumping plants, have been revised in the
FEIS (see Sections 2.5, 2.6, and 2.7, Alternatives, in the FEIS).

LOC5-50 See response to comment LOC5-49.

LOC5-51 See response to comment LOC5-49.

LOC5-52 The environmental impacts associated with operation and maintenance facilities were included in this
FEIS, anticipating future development.

LOC5-53 Revisions to these assumptions are reflected in the Final Feasibility-Level Engineering Report for the
Odessa Subarea Special Study.

LOC5-54 See response to comment LOC5-53.

LOC5-55 See response to comment LOC5-53.

LOC5-56 See response to comment LOC5-53.

LOC5-57 See response to comment LOC5-53.

LOC5-58 Comment noted.

LOC5-59 See Master Response #5, “Economic Analysis Guidelines.”

LOC5-60 Drainage considerations have been revised in the FEIS; see Section 2.9, Estimated Cost of
Alternatives, in the FEIS.

LOC5-61 See response to comment LOC5-53.

LOC5-62 See Section 4.17, Energy.

LOC5-63 See Section 4.17, Energy.

LOC5-64 Comment noted.

LOC5-65 See Section 4.17, Energy.

LOC5-66 See Section 4.17, Energy.

LOC5-67 See Section 4.17, Energy.

LOC5-68 Comment noted.

LOC5-69 Comment noted.

LOC5-70 Comment noted.

LOC5-71 Comment noted.

LOC5-72 Meetings with above-referenced agencies have been ongoing (see Section 5.3, Agency Coordination
and Consultation, in the FEIS) and appropriate analyses and mitigations are included in Section 4.31,
Environmental Commitments, in the FEIS.

LOC5-73 Comment noted.

Comment Letter LOC6 —Lincoln County Commissioners

LOC6-1

Comment noted.

LOC6-2

Most areas described in your comment are beyond the geographic scope of this Study and beyond the
boundaries of the CBP. See Section 1.1, Introduction, in the FEIS.
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LOC6-3

The area referred to is outside the geographic area addressed in the FEIS and is beyond the scope of
the Study. The proposed Lincoln County Passive Rehydration Study (LCPRS) addresses your
concerns. However, the LCPRS is early in the investigation process, with several phases of
evaluation, assessment and design remaining to be funded and conducted over the next several years
before a final decision would be made regarding implementation.

Comment Letter LOC7 — Town of Odessa

LOC7-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter LOC8 — Franklin County Commissioners

LOC8-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter LOC9 — Odessa Chamber of Commerce

LOC9-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter LOC10 — Town of Lind

LOC10-1

Comment noted.

Table 3 — Responses to individual comments.

Organizations

Comment Letter ORG1 — Soap Lake Conservancy

ORG1-1 Comment noted.

ORG1-2 The proposed Project will have no effect on Soap Lake. Reclamation believes that the current dewatering
system in place that minimizes freshwater infiltration continues to be an effective safeguard protecting the
mineral water qualities found in Soap Lake.

ORG1-3 See response to comment ORG1-2.

ORG1-4 All ESA-listed species and State sensitive species have been considered in the development of the FEIS.

Comment Letter ORG2 — Promoters of Wildlife and Environmental Resources

ORG2-1 Comment noted.
ORG2-2 Comment noted.
ORG2-3 Comment noted.
ORG2-4 Comment noted.
ORG2-5 Comment noted.

Comment Letter ORG3 — Columbia Gorge Audubon Society

ORG3-1

Comment noted.

ORG3-2

The pumped-storage projects referred to are not part of the Odessa Subarea Special Study EIS proposed
action or alternatives.
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Comment Letter ORG4 — Big Bend Resource Conservation and Development Council

ORG4-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter ORG5 — Columbia Basin Environmental Council

ORG5-1

Comment noted.

ORG5-2

See Section 4.31, Environmental Commitments.

Comment Letter ORG6 — Columbia Basin Ground Water Management Area

ORG6-1 Alternative 4, the Modified Partial Replacement Alternative (Preferred Alternative) analyzed in the FEIS,
addresses this comment.

ORG6-2 Comment noted.

ORG6-3 Comment noted.

ORG6-4 Comment noted.

ORG6-5 See response to comment ORG6-1.

ORG6-6 See Section 2.7, Modified Partial Groundwater Irrigation Replacement Alternatives, in the FEIS

ORG6-7 Comment noted.

ORG6-8 The facilities that were designed for the Odessa Subarea Special Study comply with accepted engineering
practices and meet Federal and State requirements. Open canals were used instead of enclosed pipe to
reduce costs. Several Reclamation facilities have air chambers (regulating towers) to offset the effects and
lessen stresses on pipelines and pumping stations in the event of a plant shutdown.

Tall regulating tanks help reduce the number of pumping plants that would be required to pump water to all
farms included in the project, keeping the overall project cost to a minimum.
See Section 2.5.1.2, Delivery System, in the FEIS.

ORG6-9 Comment noted.

ORG6-10 Comment noted.

ORG6-11 Removal and replacement of existing delivery pipelines and pumping plants is not contemplated for any
alternative.

ORG6-12 Comment noted.

ORG6-13 Utilization of existing infrastructure will continue as part of the ongoing operations of the CBP.

ORG6-14 Comment noted.

ORG6-15 The Study is not a groundwater recharge project, but a groundwater replacement project.

ORG6-16 See Section 2.2, Alternatives Overview and Water Management, in the FEIS.

ORG6-17 Comment noted.

ORG6-18 Comment noted.

ORG6-19 Comment noted.

ORG6-20 Comment noted.

ORG6-21 For projects planned with phased development, the OMB requires a separate benefit-cost analysis as each
phase is proposed for construction to verify that each phase is economically justified and financially feasible.

ORG6-22 The analysis of potential effects under Section 4.25, Environmental Justice, in the FEIS has been reconsidered
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and revised.
ORG6-23 The regional analysis measures the direct and secondary impacts to the four-county region and the significance

of these effects.

ORG6-24 Comment noted.

ORG6-25 See Master Response #5, “Economic Analysis Guidance.”

ORG6-26 The OMB requires a “Principles and Guidelines-" based benefit-cost analysis using the current Federal water
project planning rate to evaluate economic justification for possible Federal funding decisions. The 3-percent
rate reflects the rate at the time the Columbia Basin Project was first authorized and is presented for
informational purposes only. The description for calculating agricultural benefits under with- and without-project
conditions is further clarified in the FEIS. The avoided pumping costs for municipalities under the proposed
alternatives were included as a benefit.

ORG6-27 See response to comment ORG6-26.

ORG6-28 Instead of costs for drainage, costs to acquire wetted areas have been included in the economic analysis. See
Section 2.10, Benefit-Cost Analysis, in the FEIS.

ORG6-29 Comment noted.

Comment Letter ORG8 — Northwest Food Processors Association

ORGS8-1 Comment noted.

ORG8-2 See Master Response #5, “Economic Analysis Guidance.”

ORG8-3 Potato processing was addressed in the RED analysis; see Section 4.15.4, Socioeconomics, in the FEIS.

ORG8-4 The economic analysis contained in the EIS does take into account the long-term storage of potatoes.
Anecdotal information that cannot be fully supported by data or publication is difficult to capture in an economic
analysis relying on accounting principles.

ORG8-5 Comment noted.

ORG8-6 Comment noted.

ORGS8-7 Comment noted.

ORGS8-8 Comment noted.

Comment Letter ORG9 — Kittitas Audubon Society

ORG9-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter ORG10 — Washington State Potato Commission

ORG10-1 Comment noted.

ORG10-2 Comment noted.

ORG10-3 Comment noted.

ORG10-4 Comment noted.

ORG10-5 See response to comment ORG6-1.

ORG10-6 Comment noted.

ORG10-7 Comment noted.

ORG10-8 Potato processing, including the Odessa potato storage qualities, is included in the RED analysis.
ORG10-9 The analysis in the EIS did not adjust the production functions in IMPLAN like the 2005 Washington State
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University (WSU) study; however, the objectives of the two analyses differ. The WSU report was a contribution
analysis intended to measure how the potato industry in Washington State contributes to the economy. The
analysis in the EIS is measuring the difference between the No Action and action alternatives. Therefore,
adjusting the production function would have no effect on the answer. It should also be noted that the study
areas in the WSU report are much larger than the analysis area used in the EIS, resulting in different values for
irrigated potatoes.

ORG10-10

The aggregation of individual crops into representative crops is based on the predominance of individual crops
and the availability of published data. Specialty crops typically only account for a small percentage of all crops
grown in an area. Published data for the referenced specialty crops was not available.

ORG10-11

Comment noted.

ORG10-12

The repayment of project costs will be determined if the project is built.

ORG10-13

Comment noted.

ORG10-14

Comment noted.

ORG10-15

Consideration of recommendations and comments received on the DEIS have resulted in the development of a
Preferred Alternative that would serve lands both north and south of I-90. These lands have been selected
based upon their eligibility to receive Columbia Basin Project water and the efficiencies obtainable by design
and engineering design. The selection process for eligible lands to receive Project water were not based solely
upon lands with the greatest water table decline, as financial feasibility and economic justification must also be
considered in an effort to develop a potential project that may be supported in these financially strained times.

ORG10-16

Depending upon the alternative chosen, Reclamation would contract with the irrigation district for the delivery of
the water within the Study Area. Water would be allocated to users in accordance with this contract and the
selection process identified by the State, Reclamation, and the District. Place of use transfers for groundwater
wells are addressed in State water law.

ORG10-17

Assuming Federal funds are sought to aid in project development, obtaining a larger share of project costs from
non-Federal sources has no impact on the benefit-cost calculation. Regardless of the portion of project costs
obtained from Federal or non-Federal funds, all project benefits and costs must be included in the benefit-cost
analysis.

ORG10-18

Reclamation has a contractual commitment to not impact block and farm unit users with this project, so these
contracts will remain interruptible. Many existing farmers in the Columbia Basin construct irrigation ponds on
their private land to store their water delivery for further use.

ORG10-19

Comment noted.

ORG10-20

All of Reclamation's current water supply obligations related to the CBP would continue to be met in all Study
alternatives. Specific to the Study Area, CBP water would continue to be provided to 16,864 acres under
existing water service contracts with ECBID. A cost savings is associated with those Study alternatives that
encompass utilizing existing infrastructure.

Comment Letter ORG11 — Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society

ORG11-1 CEQ regulations do not require an agency to identify the preferred alternative in the DEIS if one has not been
determined. Based on public and agency comments, as well as additional consideration of the action
alternatives, Reclamation and Ecology have identified a preferred alternative for the FEIS. A detailed
description of the agencies’ preferred alternative has been included in Section 2.7, Modified Partial
Groundwater Irrigation Replacement Alternatives, in the FEIS.

ORG11-2 Comment noted.

ORG11-3 Comment noted.

ORG11-4 Comment noted.

ORG11-5 See response to comment WAS1-2.

ORG11-6 Under the No Action Alternative, additional fragmentation of wildlife habitat would not likely occur nor would

wildlife mobility be greatly affected if irrigated farmlands revert to dryland farms. Though the Conservation
Reserve Program (CRP) is currently fully subscribed, currently enrolled farmlands would need to rotate out of
the CRP in order for new lands to subscribe.
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ORG11-7 See comment to response TRB3-4.

ORG11-8 See response to TRB2-4.

ORG11-9 Comment noted.

ORG11-10 | Comment noted.

Comment Letter ORG12 — Columbia Basin Development League

ORG12-1 Comment noted.

ORG12-2 See Section 1.1, Introduction, discusses the 2004 MOU between Reclamation, Ecology, and the CBP irrigation
districts to cooperatively conduct this Study as stated in the Columbia River Initiative MOU.

ORG12-3 Comment noted.

ORG12-4 Comment noted.

ORG12-5 The economic analyses developed for this Study did consider the effects upon recreation. Banks Lake was
anticipated to be the recreation area with the most significant impacts as a result of water-level reductions
compared to the No Action Alternative. However, losses in recreation activity at Banks Lake due to the water-
level declines are minimal.

ORG12-6 Comment noted.

ORG12-7 Comment noted.

ORG12-8 This is a private and public partnership and costs will be paid as appropriate in accordance with Reclamation
Law.

ORG12-9 See response to comment LOC5-36.

ORG12-10 [The State of Washington is outside the scope of this analysis. The analyses measure the national benefits and
regional impacts from activities generated by the proposed Study Area.

ORG12-11 [ Comment noted.

Comment Letter ORG13 — American Rivers

ORG13-1 The proposal to discontinue water delivery to currently irrigated acres does not meet the purpose and need of
this Study.

ORG13-2 Comment noted.

ORG13-3 In regard to Columbia River flows, see response to comment WAS1-7. Also, see Master Response #1,
“Columbia River Treaty” and #3, “Climate Change.”

ORG13-4 See response to comment ORG13-3. In addition, Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) BiOp flow
objective provisions have been largely consistent over time.

ORG13-5 See response to comment TRB1-23.

ORG13-6 Comment noted.

ORG13-7 Flow modeling included consideration of migration needs for Snake River fall Chinook. The analysis concluded
there would be no effect on anadromous fish in the Columbia River.

ORG13-8 Comment noted.

ORG13-9 The Bhattacharjee & Holland report was not used to conduct the regional analysis for this FEIS. It was

referenced in the Notice of Intent simply to identify the potential economic impacts to potato production. This is
explained further in Section 4.15 in the FEIS.

Comment Letter ORG14 — Center for Environmental Law and Policy

ORG14-1

For the FEIS, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service found the analysis adequate as a first-tier NEPA/SEPA document.
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ORG14-2

Under SEPA, the decision whether to require mitigation for adverse effects that may result from the Odessa
Subarea Special Study proposed action and alternatives is a discretionary one that resides with Ecology, the
agency with SEPA jurisdiction over the proposal. In regard to water quality impacts at Banks Lake, see
response to comment FED3-16. Please also refer to the latter portion of response to comment TRB1-1 as it
discusses the consideration of mitigation strategies under a tiered NEPA environmental review.

ORG14-3 With Partial and Modified Partial Replacement Alternatives, no new storage is necessary. However, for the
proposed Black Rock Coulee reservoir, if a triggering alternative were selected, mitigation for impacts would be
developed during consultation with the public and agencies of jurisdictional authority. If the Columbia River
Development Account were to make it possible to construct Black Rock Coulee reservoir, the provisions of
RCW 90.90 pertaining to new storage facilities may apply. Also see response to comment TRB1-23.

ORG14-4 Comment noted.

ORG14-5 See response to comment TRB2-14.

ORG14-6 The No Action Alternative as presented in the FEIS captures the essence of a change to dryland farming. Also,
see Master Response #5, Economic Analysis Guidance.

ORG14-7 With the CBP Act of 1943, Congress anticipated a 75-year development of the project. That development was
to be done in phases, each phase to be “economically feasible and financially justified.” Unfortunately,
appropriations to build the second half of the project have not been realized.

ORG14-8 Comment noted.

ORG14-9 Comment noted.

ORG14-10 | The description for calculating agricultural benefits under with- and without-project conditions was clarified in
the FEIS. This will explain the different purposes of agricultural benefits budgets compared to financial
analyses. See Section 4.15, Irrigated Agriculture and Socioeconomics, in the FEIS.

ORG14-11 [Reasonable alternatives are limited to those that meet the Purpose and Need for the project, i.e., "to deliver
surface water from the CBP to replace declining groundwater supply currently used for irrigation in the Odessa
Subarea." Conversions to dryland farming are occurring and will continue to occur as a consequence of the No
Action Alternative.

ORG14-12 | See response to comment ORG13-9.

ORG14-13 | See response to comment ORG13-9.

ORG14-14 | Section 2.3.5 of the P&Gs includes a procedure describing how and when nonbasic crops may be included in a
benefits analysis. The Odessa Subarea Special Study satisfied the requirements whereby potatoes could be
included in the analysis as a nonbasic crop.

ORG14-15 [Estimated pumping depths and groundwater decline is well documented in the Study and verified through
jurisdictional agency consultation.

ORG14-16 | The FEIS uses information from both sources. Data from the USGS report specific to the Study Area has been
used to calculate the water levels and rates of decline.

ORG14-17 [ Comment noted.

ORG14-18 [ The Study assumes that there would be some stabilization of the aquifer with decreased use.

ORG14-19 | Comment noted.

ORG14-20 [ The majority of the mitigation costs are included in the noncontract costs of the economic analysis.

ORG14-21 | Additional analysis of the current and future groundwater conditions and potential impacts to groundwater
dependency is presented in the FEIS.

ORG14-22 | The Federal water project planning rate is updated annually, so the longer a study takes (multiple years), the
more apt it is to possibly warrant reevaluation using the most recent planning rate. The FEIS reflects
reevaluation using the most recent planning rate.

ORG14-23 | Comparing present valued costs and benefits or annualized costs and benefits would generate identical
benefit-cost ratios.

ORG14-24 | The installation period referred to in the P&Gs, Section 2.1.2(a) relates to phased construction “. . . over an
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extended period of time.” In the case of the current Study, we are considering phased construction, but only
over a 10-year time period. What the P&Gs are referring to is a long-term phased construction project. If a
large project is anticipated to be completed in phases where construction of the phases might be 30, 40, or 50
years apart, then the intent is to evaluate the economic justification of each phase as it is proposed. For the
initial phase (referred to in Section 2.1.2(a) of the P&Gs), one would only want to include the costs associated
with the first phase. Ultimately, this issue involves converting costs and benefits to a common point in time (i.e.,
compounding/discounting). Choice of the comparison point makes no difference to the results.

ORG14-25

Analyses of irrigated agriculture and socioeconomics have been revised in the FEIS (see Section 4.15). Since
each phase was deemed to be dependent on Phase 1, an adjustment was made to cut the end point of the
period of analysis to year 2018 for all phases (100 years after the end of construction of Phase 1). Had the
phases been deemed independent, we could have considered varying end dates for each phase.

ORG14-26

See response to comment LOC5-20.

ORG14-27

See Master Response #1, “Columbia River Treaty.” In addition, a description of the Columbia River Treaty and
its contribution to potential cumulative impacts related to flood control, power generation, and operation of
Grand Coulee Project has been included in the FEIS.

Also, please see Master Response #2, “Tiered Review Process.”

ORG14-28

Reclamation holds a reservoir certificate for FDR that allows for "store and use" of the water for "irrigation and
hydropower." However, Reclamation has agreed to apply for secondary use permits for water delivery to the
CBP. The Department of Ecology will follow its own regulatory processes when considering whether or not to
issue a secondary use permit to Reclamation.

ORG14-29

See response to comment ORG14-28.

ORG14-30

The analysis of Columbia River flows and diversions conducted for this Study included all out-of-stream uses.
This modeling constitutes a critical portion of the overall cumulative impacts analysis (Section 4.27 in the FEIS).

ORG14-31

See response to comment ORG14-30.

ORG14-32

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) has issued a 2010 Supplemental Biological
Opinion. This is a final action that integrates the existing 2008 FCRPS BiOp and 2009 Adaptive Management
Implementation Plan (AMIP) as amended, and supplements the science, actions, and conclusions of the 2008
BiOp. The proposed actions under the FEIS are in compliance with the BiOp as well as the Washington State
Columbia River Program which is, in part, predicated in the 2004 NAS report.

ORG14-33

See response to comment ORG14-16.

ORG14-34

The statements on pages 4-50 and 4-66 of the DEIS refer to well shutdown authority, not to well casing. The
shutdown authority is in reference to permanent sealing of wells (decommissioning) to discontinue use after
surface water replacement.

ORG14-35

Reclamation acknowledges your concern; however, your comment references the significant contaminant
concentrations of heavy metals in the water column, not the sediments. The EPA is currently overseeing a
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) investigation being
carried out by Teck Cominco in the Upper Columbia River. The purpose of the investigation is to determine the
nature and extent of contamination in the Upper Columbia River. Initial investigations have shown that metals
tend to bind to sediments rather than remain in solution. The investigation will determine whether
contaminants in the system pose any unacceptable risks to human health or the aquatic environment.

ORG14-36

Contaminants are present in and around FDR; the additional drawdowns under alternatives utilizing FDR as a
water source does not expose additional sediments to wind erosion relative to periods of maximum drawdown
for flood control. Also, see response to comment ORG 14-35.

ORG14-37

The No Action Alternative would contribute beneficially to water quality, but only from the standpoint that with
the loss of groundwater for irrigation, those lands currently irrigated by groundwater would revert to dryland
farming or pasture land. This would reduce application rates for fertilizer and chemicals on those lands, thereby
reducing the potential for water quality degradation to Crab Creek and the Columbia River. It should be noted
that little runoff occurs under current groundwater irrigation practices and no increase in irrigated acreage would
occur with any of the action alternatives.

ORG14-38

It is true that no one action would resolve water quality impairment in the Upper Columbia River. As you
recognize in your comment letter, the DEIS does address the potential water quality improvements associated
with the No Action Alternative. Therefore, no change in the water quality analysis related to the No Action
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Alternative is reflected in the FEIS.

ORG14-39 | Modeling was conducted on Banks Lake for water quality parameters that may be impacted by the proposed
Odessa project by Portland State University on behalf of Ecology. Results of the temperature profile
comparisons indicate water temperatures would experience little change under the management scenario as
compared to the No Action Alternative. The reported average change in the temperature profile from the action
alternatives to the No Action Alternative exceeded 1 °C. Although this may be significant in a cold water
fishery, Banks Lake is a warm water fishery. Chapter 4, Section 4.4 more fully explains the findings.

ORG14-40 |See Master Response #3, Climate Change.” Also, see response to comment WAS1-7. Diversions from Lake
Roosevelt for the Action Alternatives are proposed to occur during October, when temperatures in the basin are
beginning to decline returning the aquatic environment to more stable conditions. Further impacts to water
quality for Lake Roosevelt and the Columbia River are not anticipated with October diversions. The cumulative
impacts are addressed in Section 4.27 in the FEIS.

ORG14-41 |[See Master Response #3, Climate Change.”

ORG14-42 |[The Service is referring to noise impacts when referring to the analysis underestimating the area of impact.
Reclamation disagrees with the Service on this point. The Service’s analysis was based upon highway noise
impacts associated with road construction and operation. Noise impacts associated with the development of
this project for the full replacement alternatives would be of a temporary nature during construction due to
equipment operation. As such, noise impacts would be transitory and of little consequence to wildlife (see
Section 4.19, Noise, in the FEIS).

ORG14-43 | Comment noted.

ORG14-44 |See Section 4.8, Vegetation and Wetlands, in the FEIS. Also, see Section 4.9, Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat.

ORG14-45 |[The loss of shrub-steppe habitat has been acknowledged in the FEIS (see Section 4.9.1.3). In addition,
mitigation measures and BMPs are described in Section 4.31, Environmental Commitments, in the FEIS.

ORG14-46 | Comment noted.

ORG14-47 | See Master Response #3, “Climate Change.”

ORG14-48 | Flow rates would be consistent with instream flow objectives specified for the Columbia River. For each of the
Odessa Special Study alternatives, the three time series data sets for water supply from the Columbia River
were evaluated to predict changes in flow in the Columbia River. Results from these analyses have been used
to predict and compare the impacts of climate change on flows under the action alternatives.

ORG14-49 [See Master Response #3, “Climate Change.”

ORG14-50 [See Master Response #3, “Climate Change.”

ORG14-51 |[See Master Response #3, “Climate Change.”

ORG14-52 [ See Master Response #3, “Climate Change.”

ORG14-53 [ See response to comment TRB3-1. Considering the relatively small volume of additional Columbia River flows
needed for implementation of the action alternatives and the management constraints currently in effect,
multiple objectives required by law for the operation of Grand Coulee Dam would not be impeded.

ORG14-54 [ Comment noted.

Comment Letter ORG15 — Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission

ORG15-1

See Master Response #4, “Columbia River Downstream.” The FCRPS 2010 BiOp prepared by NOAA,
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) incorporates seasonal planning-level flow objectives downstream
from Priest Rapids, McNary, and Bonneville Dams as one aspect of the overall water management plan. Flow
objectives help protect endangered species by facilitating spawning and downstream passage of juveniles and
accommodate returning adult salmon and steelhead. Flow objectives to protect fall Chinook spawning,
incubation, and rearing downstream from Priest Rapids Dam at Vernita Bar are also in place. In addition, the
State of Washington, as part of its Columbia River Water Management Program (CRWMP), does not allow
withdrawal of water from the Columbia River for out-of-stream uses in July and August. The Odessa action
alternatives were developed recognizing that the Columbia River flow objectives could not be violated in our
modeling exercises. The flow objectives on the Columbia River had to be met at each of the dams before any
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additional water could be pumped from Lake Roosevelt into Banks Lake and to the Odessa subarea. Two
diversion scenarios were analyzed as part of this FEIS; see Section 2.2.1.2. If additional water was not
available in excess of the flow objectives in the Columbia River, storage water from Banks Lake, and/or Lake
Roosevelt would be used to provide the additional irrigation water.

Also, see responses to comments TRB3-1 and WAS1-7.

ORG15-2

In an effort to minimize impacts, no additional withdrawal from Columbia River flows will occur with any action
alternative presented in the FEIS during the months of July through September.

Variation in flows under the action alternatives would be well within the variation and managed flow regimes
currently experienced by Tribal fishers.

Also, see response to comment TRB3-1

ORG15-3

Hydrogeological modeling has been conducted for the Preferred Alternative. Consideration of concerns for flow
reductions during these months is addressed in Chapter 4 Section 4.2 in the FEIS. Also see responses to
comments TRB3-1 and WAS 1-7.

ORG15-4

None of the six action alternatives would result in a significant change in Columbia River flows. Current water
management strategies intended to protect resource values would continue to be met as a first priority in all
hydrologic conditions.

ORG15-5

See Master Response #4, “Columbia River Downstream.” Efforts will continue, as reflected in the FEIS, to
address the concerns of Tribes and other entities toward recovery of salmonids.

ORG15-6

Comment noted.

ORG15-7

Additional modeling has been conducted as reflected in Section 4.2 in the FEIS that precludes additional
diversion of water from the Columbia River during the month of September.

ORG15-8

See Master Response #4, “Columbia River Downstream.” The FEIS identifies and accurately characterizes the
potential for adverse indirect and cumulative impacts on juvenile anadromous fish related to migration and
predation. Please refer also to the responses to comments TRB3-1 and WAS1-7.

ORG15-9

Ecology and Reclamation have considered these recommendations in preparation of the FEIS. Please refer
also to the responses to comments TRB3-1 and WAS1-7.

ORG15-10

The suggested report was considered in the development of the EIS. Vadas and Beecher (2007) analyzed the
available survival-flow data for Snake River spring/summer Chinook salmon using quadratic and polynomial
regression models. Their results suggest a more typical “humped” relationship whereby survival increases with
flow, most notably under low-flow conditions, but then declines at higher flows. The ambiguity in the flow-
survival relationship at higher flows may be due to other factors associated with high flows, such as elevated
total dissolved gas concentrations or poorer performance of fish passage and protection systems at the dams.

ORG15-11

Comment noted.

ORG15-12

See response to comment ORG15-2.

ORG15-13

See Master Response #4, “Columbia River Downstream.” This Study thoroughly analyzes the impacts to fish in
the Columbia River and concludes there will be no measurable adverse effects to fish populations. In turn,
variation in flows under the action alternatives will be within the flow regime currently experienced by Tribal
fishers. We therefore believe that there will be no economic or cultural effects on Tribal activities related to
fishing or other uses of the River by Tribal members.

ORG15-14

Comment noted.

ORG15-15

Treaty reserved rights are not lost by nonuse or by the exercise of junior priority State-granted rights.
Reclamation appropriated water rights from the State of Washington with a 1938 priority date pursuant to
Section 8 of the Reclamation Act of 1902 (43 U.S.C. 383). Those rights would be junior or subordinate to any
treaty reserved rights.

ORG15-16

The OMB requires a “Principles and Guidelines” based benefit-cost analysis using the current Federal water
project planning rate to evaluate economic justification for possible Federal funding decisions. In an effort to
provide a cost-effective alternative, Reclamation and Ecology have developed the Modified Partial
Replacement Alternative with input from the Project irrigation districts.

ORG15-17

See response to comment LOC5-32.
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ORG15-18 | See Master Response #3, “Climate Change.”

ORG15-19 | See Master Response #3, “Climate Change.”

ORG15-20 |See Master Response #3, “Climate Change.”

ORG15-21 | The FEIS reflects no pumping of additional Columbia River flows in September in an effort to address flow
reduction concerns expressed by several commenters. In addition, the Modified Partial Replacement
Alternative- Banks Lake Only will not impact surface elevations on Lake Roosevelt.

ORG15-22 [ See Master Response #2, “Tiered Review Process.”

Table 3 — Responses to individual comments.

Public Services and Utilities

Comment Letter PUB1 — Columbia-Snake River Irrigators Association

PUB1-1

Alternative 4, Modified Partial Replacement Alternative (Preferred Alternative) addresses this
comment. This alternative is more equitable than Alternative D in the 2008 Appraisal Study, in that it
covers lands both north and south of I-90 and removes more acres off groundwater irrigation than
Alternative D. The Odessa Subarea Special Study is a public NEPA/SEPA process and the requested
reports were outside the scope of the Special Study.

PUB1-2

Please see latter portion of response to comment FED3-4.

PUB1-3

Alternative 4, Modified Partial Replacement Alternative (Preferred Alternative) addresses this
comment.

Comment Letter PUB2 — Big Bend Electric Cooperative, Inc.

PUB2-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter PUB3 — Black Sands Irrigation District

PUB3-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter PUB4 — Grant County Public Utility District

PUB4-1

Reclamation and Ecology acknowledge the potential impacts to transmission lines with certain action
alternatives. By maximizing the use of existing infrastructure, the Preferred Alternative minimizes
potential to existing transmission facilities. The FEIS is a tiered document whereby, in coordination
with Tribes and jurisdictional agencies, additional NEPA/SEPA analysis would be conducted as
appropriate prior to construction of each phase of the proposed project.

PUB4-2

Rocky Coulee reservoir and all alternatives associated with it have been eliminated from this Study;
therefore, impacts associated with the proposed Rocky Coulee reservoir would not occur with this
project.

PUB4-3

See response to comment PUB4-1.

PUB4-4

See response to comment PUB4-1.

Comment Letter PUB5 — Odessa School District #105

PUBS5-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter PUB6 — East Columbia Basin Irrigation District

PUBG6-1 See Section 1.3, Purpose and Need, in the FEIS.
PUBG6-2 Comment noted.
PUBG6-3 Comment noted.
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Table 3 — Responses to individual comments.

Public Services and Utilities

PUBG6-4

See response to comment ORG15-16. The Preferred Alternative would not deliver water to remaining
eligible acreages within the Subarea, since the benefit-cost ratio is not improved by adding additional
high-cost carriage and delivery systems and pumping plants.

PUBG-5

See Section 2.2, Alternatives Overview and Water Management, in the FEIS.

PUBG-6

Comment noted.

PUBG-7

The benefit-cost analysis developed for this study compares economic effects under the No Action
Alternative to those under the proposed action alternatives. Under the No Action Alternative, it was
assumed that the water proposed for diversion under the action alternatives would not be diverted and
therefore would flow downstream and be used to generate hydropower. As a result, the comparison of
the action alternatives to the No Action Alternative results in lost downstream hydropower benefits.

PUBG-8

The benefit-cost analysis developed for this study compares economic effects under the No Action
Alternative to those under the proposed action alternatives. Under the No Action Alternative, it was
assumed that the water proposed for diversion under the action alternatives would not be diverted and
therefore would flow downstream and be used to generate hydropower. As a result, the comparison of
the action alternatives to the No Action Alternative results in lost downstream hydropower benefits.

PUBG6-9

See response to comment ORG6-21.

PUBG6-10

See responses to comments LOC5-22 and ORG6-26.

PUBG6-11

See response to comment ORG6-26. In addition, note that comparing present valued costs and
benefits or annualized costs and benefits would generate identical benefit-cost ratios.

PUBG-12

Reclamation and GWMA representatives discussed the well loss percentages in March 2009. The
percentage losses used in the analysis came from those discussions.

PUBG-13

Definition of normalized prices: The Economic Research Service (ERS) annually calculates
"normalized prices" which smooth out the effects of short-run seasonal or cyclical variation for key
agricultural inputs and outputs. These normalized prices are used by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and other Federal agencies to evaluate the benefits of projects affecting agriculture. Since
1993, ERS has calculated these prices based on 5-year lagged averages of actual market prices (e.g.,
an average of 2004-2008 market prices is used to calculate 2010 normalized prices). State-level
normalized prices for 2010 were calculated by multiplying the national-level normalized prices by the
average ratios of the State-level market prices to the national market prices for 2006-2008. Normalized
prices are typically lower than market prices.

PUBG-14

Comment noted.

PUBG6-15

See responses to comments LOC5-37, LOC5-38, and LOC5-39.

PUBG6-16

See responses to comments LOC5-37, LOC5-38, LOC5-39, and LOC5-40.

PUBG-17

See response to comment LOC5-41.

PUBG6-18

This Study is not an aquifer recharge study nor is the purpose of the proposed action and alternatives
to recharge the aquifer. As a secondary benefit, some aquifer stabilization would occur.

PUBG6-19

Comment noted.

PUBG6-20

The benefit-cost analysis compares the benefits and costs associated with the No Action Alternative to
those of the proposed action alternatives. The No Action Alternative is the baseline. If the incremental
benefits of a particular proposed alternative exceed the incremental costs of that alternative, then that
alternative would be considered economically justified. Furthermore, the regional economic impacts
presented within the socioeconomic section do not reflect national benefits.

PUBG6-21

See response to comment LOC5-45.

PUB6-22

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS should address much of your concern. In addition, the
widths of easements and rights-of-way for all of the action alternatives have generally been reduced by
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50 percent in the FEIS (see Sections 2.5, 2.6, and 2.7, Alternatives, in the FEIS).

PUBG6-23

The wider easements mentioned by the commenter refer to the Farrier Coulee Wasteway only. This
natural coulee downstream from the constructed channel would be acquired for the purposes of project
operation and maintenance as well as fish and wildlife purposes. Generally, overall rights of way and
easements have been reduced by 50 percent in the FEIS (including pumping plants and re-lift
stations).

PUBG6-24

Reclamation determines contingencies based on the level of cost estimates that have been completed
for the project. We note your remarks that the contingencies seem high; however, considering the
risks and uncertainties associated with the design and costs of the project, Reclamation considers the
contingencies used to be justified.

PUBG6-25

Please note that these costs will not agree with those described in the benefit-cost analysis or with
those presented in the national economic development (NED) benefit-cost analysis presented in the
Odessa Special Study Report, since they have not been adjusted (compounded or discounted) to the
end of the canal construction period (year 2025).”

Also, see response to comment ORG6-26.

PUBG6-26

The extensive need for subdrains for the action alternatives has been reconsidered in the FEIS; see
Section 2.9, Estimated Cost of Alternatives, in the FEIS.

PUBG6-27

The FEIS presents a Modified Partial Replacement Alternative 4A (Preferred Alternative) that may
address the concerns expressed in your comment.

Comment Letter PUB7 — South Columbia Basin Irrigation District

PUB7-1 Your summation of the operations and infrastructure of the CBP is correct and they are a part of the
baseline for the No Action Alternative. The proposed action alternatives all include delivery systems
modifications at a substantial cost.

PUB7-2 Comment noted.

PUB7-3 Overall capacity of the CBP delivery systems is carefully considered in all action alternatives proposed
in the FEIS.

PUB7-4 See response to comment PUB7-3.

PUB7-5 Comment noted.

Table 3 — Responses to individual comments.

Individuals

Comment Letter IND1 — Kathleen Russel

IND1-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND2 — John Kenneth Tolonen

IND2-1

Areas outside of the Columbia Basin Project boundaries would not receive surface water to replace
their groundwater use.

Comment Letter IND3 — Geraldine Gabriel

IND3-1

Comment noted.

IND3-2

Reclamation appropriated water rights from the State of Washington with a 1938 priority date pursuant
to Section 8 of the Reclamation Act of 1902 (43 U.S.C. 383). Those rights are junior or subordinate to
any treaty reserved rights.
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IND3-3 Comment noted.
IND3-4 See response to comment TRB1-36.
IND3-5 See response to comment IND3-4.
IND3-6 It often requires running water for 24 hours to get sufficient water to the crops.
IND3-7 See response to comment FED3-17.

Comment Letter IND4 — Tom McPherson

IND4-1 Comment noted.
IND4-2 Comment noted.
IND4-3 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND5 — Gaye Hunt

IND5-1 The action alternatives proposed under this Study do not include such activities.
IND5-2 See response to comment IND5-1.
IND5-3 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND6 — Walter Butcher

IND6-1 The description for calculating agricultural benefits under with-project and without-project conditions
was clarified in the FEIS; see section 4.15, Irrigated Agriculture and Socioeconomics, in the FEIS.

IND6-2 An error was made in the analysis and there are too many potato acres in the with-project condition.
This was corrected in the FEIS (Section 4.15, Irrigated Agriculture and Socioeconomics).

IND6-3 See response to comment ORG14-14.

IND6-4 Comment noted.

IND6-5 Comment noted.

IND6-6 Economic justification will be based on the required Federal water planning rate and not the 3-percent
rate originally authorized as required by the OMB.

IND6-7 See response to comment ORG6-26.

IND6-8 Comment noted.

IND6-9 Comment noted.

IND6-10 The description for calculating agricultural benefits under with-project and without-project conditions
was clarified in the FEIS. The analysis was corrected; see section 4.15, Irrigated Agriculture and
Socioeconomics, in the FEIS).

IND6-11 It is assumed that these are short-term adverse economic impacts until the economy adjusts as labor
and capital are reemployed. This was the position initially shown in the economic analysis.

IND6-12 See response to comment IND6-1.

IND6-13 See response to comment IND6-1.

IND6-14 See response to comment IND6-2.

IND6-15 Acres served in Well Level 2 are more agriculturally productive lands, so yields were higher, which
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contributed to higher profitability. This information was obtained from local farmers.

IND6G-16 See response to comment IND6-1.

INDG-17 See response to comment ORG14-16. See also Section 4.3.1.2, Impact Analysis Methods, in the
FEIS.

IND6-18 See response to comment IND6-1.

IND6-19 See response to comment IND6-1.

IND6-20 As surface water was introduced to the project area, a single with-project farm for the with-project
condition was assumed because all acres receiving surface water were placed into the Well Level 2
typical farm.

IND6-21 Fixed costs would remain the same between the two scenarios. An investment cost for the deep wells

was not included in the without-project budgets because the deep-level wells already existed and their
investment costs were sunk costs. This analysis was not done to compare costs between paying for
surface water or drilling deeper wells to irrigate; it was a benefit analysis to determine if the opportunity
cost of bringing surface water to the Project Area outweighed the costs of completing the project.

IND6-22 The increase in wheat yields was obtained from discussions with local farmers.

IND6-23 Comment noted.

IND6-24 Comment noted.

IND6-25 See response to comment IND6-2.

IND6-26 See response to comment IND6-2.

IND6-27 Reclamation procedures specify that the farmstead, roads, and waste acres be included in calculating
the per-acre net farm income.

IND6-28 Comment noted.

IND6-29 See responses to comments IND6-1 and ORG14-14.

IND6-30 See response to comment IND6-17.

IND6-31 See response to comment IND6-1.

IND6-32 See response to comment IND6-1.

IND6-33 See response to comment IND6-1.

IND6-34 Comment noted.

IND6-35 Part of this increase has to do with the phased nature of the development. In year 2019, only one
phase would have been constructed; by year 2025, all phases will have been developed. Pumping
costs increase by nearly 90 times from 2019 to 2025 by simply adding in the effects across all of the
phases. After 2025, pumping costs under the No Action Alternative continue to grow because of the
decline in groundwater levels (expanding lift) and the increases in population (increased demand).

IND6-36 The GWMA reports emphasize their interpretation of no vertical hydraulic connection between the
Wanapum and the underlying Grande Ronde basalt formations but they do acknowledge that the two
are not completely separated. Previous USGS and Ecology studies are referenced in the GWMA
report and indicate the decline of Wanapum Formation water levels in the past due to irrigation and
municipal pumping. Following well deepening, these declines and water-level gradients varied
regionally based on local influences. In addition, the artificial vertical connection (and downward
drainage) created by uncased boreholes continues to impact water levels in the shallowest aquifers.
We agree that reduced pumping from the lower aquifer will not raise water levels in the upper aquifer.
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As a result of the action alternatives, water levels are expected to stabilize, but not rise.

IND6-37

The groundwater-level analysis looked at irrigation wells within the construction stage zones of the
Study Area and projected current water level trends into the future. It did not take into account
municipal wells at Moses Lake or Othello that are outside the Study Area. However, those wells (and
cities) will likely be affected by the decrease of future irrigation pumping.

IND6-38

Comment noted.

IND6-39

In reference to responses from pumping wells south of Wilbur, the latest GWMA report (GWMA, 2009)
describes the Odessa subarea basalts like this:

"The rapid and aerially extensive nature of the observed responses of deep and shallow
basalt groundwater zones to pumping is the type of drawdown response that would be
expected for highly confined systems. This response indicates that the

CRBG groundwater zones have very low storage coefficients and are confined in nature.
In confined aquifers, a rapid outward propagation of pressure changes occurs in
response to the drawdown of the groundwater level at a pumping well.”

Replacing irrigation withdrawals is not expected to stop declines but to reduce the rate of decline. The
commenter is correct in stating that pumping from the irrigation wells located closer to the town would
continue to have an impact on the municipal wells.

IND6-40

Ch. 173-130A WAC does in fact specify that the rate of decline of the aquifer be controlled to 30 feet in
3 consecutive years (WAC 173-130A-060) and that the decline of the spring static water table be
limited to 300 feet below the 1967 level (WAC 173-130A-070).

In the first instance, upon receipt of a complaint from a water right holder that the water level in their
well is being drawn down beyond 30 feet in 3 years by subsequent appropriators, the department will
evaluate the complaint and take appropriate action to protect the prior appropriator [WAC 173-130A-
080(1)]. As a practical matter, impacts by subsequent appropriators on senior rights are quite difficult
to prove, and they do in fact require a complaint.

In the second instance, when the department believes the spring static is “going to be” below the 1967
level, Ecology can regulate, based on prior appropriation, throughout the Subarea, using the process in
WAC 173-130A-090. That process calls for notice to be mailed to the unspecified affected area before
May 1 of the calendar year before regulation would occur, and for a public meeting to take place in 30
days of notice, followed by orders within 60 days.

As a practical matter, this scheme makes actual curtailment highly unlikely, and highly resource
intensive.

Casing and sealing provisions of WAC 173-130A-170 are routinely implemented in Ecology decisions
in the Odessa. These provisions apply only to new wells, and many wells exist which are not sealed.
The department has sought funding for a program to seal these older wells, but has been unsuccessful
to date.

Thus, in effect, the assumption is correct. Few if any practical tools are available for the Department to
protect early appropriators, be they irrigators or municipalities.

IND6-41

Comment noted.

IND6-42

Changes in the FEIS have been made to more accurately reflect costs. The BP-12 rate case was used
in the calculation.

IND6-43

Reclamation and Ecology disagree with your comment. In a with-project (proposed action alternative)
versus without-project (No Action Alternative) benefit-cost analysis, the objective is to focus on only the
incremental costs and benefits of the proposed alternatives in excess of the No Action Alternative. If a
particular cost or benefit is associated with both the action alternatives and the No Action Alternative,
then that cost or benefit would be a wash and would not show up as an incremental cost or benefit.
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IND6-44 The reuse of water in the Columbia Basin Project is taken into consideration for the hydrogeologic
modeling. This holistic approach accurately reflects the dynamics of this efficient irrigation project in
determining additional water needed to serve the action alternatives.

IND6-45 Reclamation and Ecology are confident that the Energy analyses (Section 4.17) displayed in the FEIS
accurately reflect energy consumed under the action alternatives.

INDG-46 See response to comment IND6-45.

IND6-47 Comment noted.

IND6-48 Comment noted.

IND6-49 Comment noted.

IND6-50 Discussion of the Bhattacharjee & Holland (2005) study has been revised in Section 1.3.2.2 in the
FEIS.

IND6-51 See response to comment IND6-1.

IND6-52 Comment noted.

IND6-53 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND7 — Louis Nevsimal

IND7-1 Reclamation will work with Ecology and WDFW in developing an adaptive management program for
project area fisheries; see Section 4.31, Environment Commitments.

IND7-2 The FEIS has been revised to distinguish wetland impacts between the alternatives (see Table 9 in the
Executive Summary in the FEIS).

IND7-3 Wetland mitigation, if needed, will be addressed by each construction action that impacts wetlands
(see Section 4.8.9).

IND7-4 The FEIS contains updated fisheries information regarding Banks Lake; see Section 4.10, Fisheries
and Aquatic Resources, in the FEIS.

IND7-5 Recreation effects, including fishing, at Banks Lake were evaluated in terms of water access. Since
commitments were made to insure continued access (i.e., extending boat ramps), recreation impacts
were assumed to be mitigable.

IND7-6 Comment noted.

IND7-7 Comment noted.

IND7-8 Reclamation has met with P.O.W.E.R. (volunteer group managing the fish pens located near Electric
City) on several occasions. At these meetings, the discussions focused on improvements which
include: extending existing docks to deeper waters, relocating and/or rotating docks, installing
additional net pens, anchoring systems for the docks, and other improvements. Reclamation believes
these improvements would assist in the efficiency and viability of the net pens, creating an improved
fishery and increased tourism.

IND7-9 See response to comment IND7-5.

IND7-10 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND8 — James Baird

IND8-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND9 - Jeff Greenwalt

IND9-1

Comment noted.
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IND9-2

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND10 — Aaron Hintz

IND10-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND11 — Glenda Phillips

IND11-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND12 — Paul Scheller

IND12-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND13 —Larry Zagelow

IND13-1

See response to comment ORG6-1.

Comment Letter IND14 — Tom McPherson

IND14-1

Comment noted.

IND14-2

Recreation impacts are minimal and were addressed in the economic analysis as appropriate.

Comment Letter IND15 — Dean White

IND15-1 Additional geologic and hydrogeologic information is being developed by GWMA and the USGS. As the
understanding of the hydrogeology advances, additional analyses may be appropriate under this tiered
FEIS.

Also, see Master Response #2, “Tiered Review Process.”

IND15-2 High water temperatures and poor water quality from the deep Grande Ronde aquifer is a substantial
concern and one of the main reasons for the proposed project to replace the current source of irrigation
supply from groundwater to surface water.

IND15-3 See response to comment IND15-1.

IND15-4 The analytical techniques suggested in your comment are of great interest to the farming community
utilizing groundwater in the region. However, the EIS is focused on the replacement of groundwater
with surface water and full characterization of soils on private lands within the Subarea is beyond the
scope of this Study. Additional analysis and soils characterization with SAR and EC could very well
become a focus of any additional studies in the future.

IND15-5 Best management practices for soil erosion will be implemented as discussed in Section 4.31,
Environmental Commitments, in the FEIS.

IND15-6 See response to IND15-5.

IND15-7 See response to comment IND15-4.

IND15-8 A GIS Shapefile has been provided per your request.

IND15-9 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND16 — Jane Goodman

IND16-1

The action alternatives propose to utilize existing surface water from the Columbia River to replace the

use of groundwater for lands served in the Odessa Subarea.
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Comment Letter IND17 — David Greenwalt

IND17-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND18 — Danna Dal Porto

IND18-1

The aquifers that supply the Quincy area are not part of the basalt aquifers that are in the Odessa
Subarea Special Study. The Quincy area groundwater is also managed separately from the Odessa
area.

Comment Letter IND19 — Errol Kramer

IND19-1 Comment noted.

IND19-2 It is recognized that groundwater contamination is a worldwide problem and is exacerbated by over-
application of agricultural amendments that find their way into the groundwater systems. Growers,
GWMA, and the U.S. Department of Agriculture are currently working on these issues in the Subarea.

IND19-3 Comment noted.

IND19-4 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND20 — Alice Parker

IND20-1 The focus of this Study is not full development of the Columbia Basin Project but rather to provide a
program to replace declining groundwater wells in the Odessa Subarea with surface water. However,
this Study does not preclude future development of the Columbia Basin Project.

IND20-2 The intent of the current Study is to evaluate moving current irrigators (on currently eligible

groundwater-irrigated lands) off of groundwater and onto surface water. Expanding the alternatives to
include full build-out of the CBP is beyond the scope of this Study.

Comment Letter IND21 — Richard Erickson

IND21-1 Comment noted.

IND21-2 Comment noted.

IND21-3 See response to comment ORG6-1.

IND21-4 Comment noted.

IND21-5 Comment noted.

IND21-6 Comment noted.

IND21-7 See response to comment WAS1-40.

IND21-8 Comment noted.

IND21-9 The Study did not attempt to quantify damages to individuals. Many times, the highest level of detail
available was at the county level. Since the Study Area encompasses portions of four counties, the
scope of the analysis is also at the four-county level. However, the impacts to individuals in the Study
Area are recognized in the box in Section 1.3.4, Study Authority for Ecology.

IND21-10 Comment noted.

IND21-11 Comment noted.

IND21-12 Comment noted.

IND21-13 Impacts from the declining aquifer to communities and industrial users, as well as the farming

community in the Subarea, are being further studied by the USGS and GWMA. These studies are
incomplete and specific predictions are difficult to make at this time. As more analyses are completed
and the information verified, it could be of interest in future studies involving the Odessa Subarea
and/or the Columbia Plateau Regional Aquifer.
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IND21-14 Comment noted.

IND21-15 Comment noted.

IND21-16 The Partial Groundwater Replacement Alternatives pose little threat to shrub-steppe habitat.
Photograph 6 on page ES-35 of the DEIS was not identified as typical of the lands currently farmed; it
has been removed for the FEIS. Reclamation and Ecology acknowledge the existence of shrub-steppe
and talus habitat in the Subarea. BMPs have been developed to avoid or mitigate unavoidable impacts
to high-value wildlife habitat from an action alternative, if necessary.

IND21-17 Your suggestion and observation are noted and have been considered for the FEIS. The photo you
reference has been removed in the FEIS.

IND21-18 Reclamation, Ecology, and WDFW are actively involved in identifying locations for habitat
enhancement.

IND21-19 See response to comment ORG6-1.

Comment Letter IND22 — Jena Gilman

IND22-1

We believe the FEIS does fully analyze both the No Action Alternative and the action alternatives.
Corrections and expansion of analyses for numerous elements of the environment have been
incorporated throughout much of the FEIS. In addition, we have responded to your comments and
others similar to them in the FEIS with Alternative 4A, the Modified Partial Groundwater Replacement
Alternative (Preferred Alternative) that embodies much of the spirit of your comment. Alternative 4A
utilizes existing infrastructure as much as possible and addresses the East Columbia Basin Irrigation
District conservation plan.

IND22-2

"Study" refers to the Odessa Subarea Special Study. The purpose of the action alternatives that were
developed through the Study is to deliver surface water from the Columbia Basin Project to replace
declining groundwater supply that is currently used for irrigation in the Odessa Subarea. This is
explained in greater detail in Section 1.3 in the FEIS.

The need for the Study has two distinct yet interrelated parts. These are explained in detail in
Section 1.3 in the FEIS.

The Study is in partial response to the MOU; the No Action Alternative and proposed action
alternatives are the primary focus of the EIS.

Regarding groundwater, declining groundwater supplies can have serious adverse environmental
consequences in addition to economic losses. Reclamation and Ecology think it is important to avoid
characterizing aquifer depletion as an economic issue only. We have received the EPA’s review
comments on the DEIS and they are included in this Volume 2 of the FEIS (see comment letter FED3)
along with our responses to those comments.

IND22-3

See Master Response #2, “Tiered Review Process.”

IND22-4

See Master Response #3, “Climate Change.” Also, see Section 4.26, “Climate Change,” in the FEIS.

IND22-5

Although Map 2 (Figure 1-3 in the FEIS) focuses on the steepest water-level declines in the Odessa
Subarea, the regional impact of those water-level declines extends beyond the Ground Water
Management Area boundaries. The basalt aquifers are extensive throughout the Columbia Basin,
including the Moses Lake, Othello, and Wheeler areas. Some of the shallower wells or wells that are
located near surface water supplies (such as canals) may receive recharge from those sources and not
experience the same water-level declines as the deeper basalt wells. But, in general, all of the basalt
aquifers are experiencing water-level declines.

IND22-6

Comment noted. Table 3-20 lists special status species and their status.

IND22-7

See Master Response #3, “Climate Change.” Also, see Section 4.26, “Climate Change,” in the FEIS.

IND22-8

Comment noted.

IND22-9

It is expected that if the No Action Alternative were selected, pumping groundwater for irrigation
supplies would decrease substantially in the future and many acres would convert to dryland farming
methods. The groundwater levels are not expected to recover due to the extremely slow rate of
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recharge to the deeper aquifers, but groundwater-level decline rates would decrease.

IND22-10 The FEIS succinctly identifies those governmental entities with jurisdiction and/or authority with plans
and policies within the Subarea with which the project is consistent. See Sections 5.3, Agency
Coordination and Consultation, and 5.5, Other Regulatory Compliance Requirements.

IND22-11 Comment noted.

IND22-12 Comment noted.

IND22-13 The analysis followed the recommendations of local farmers, irrigation districts, and Extension agents
with respect to the dryland wheat rotations.

IND22-14 Comment noted.

IND22-15 The potential for Townsend’s big-eared bats and the western burrowing owl to occur in the Study Area
is acknowledged in section 3.9.

IND22-16 This omission and have included additional information toward dust abatement in the FEIS. In
accordance with State and Federal regulations, dust abatement is required to minimize fugitive dust
emissions while performing construction activities. Please refer to the Section 4.31, Environmental
Commitments, in the FEIS for more specific descriptions of BMPs that would be utilized during project
construction.

IND22-17 Drawdown of Lake Roosevelt would not exceed the current drawdown levels that occur with existing
operations for flood control, irrigation, and power generation. Reclamation will continue consultation
with the Colville Tribe to address concerns with the Project and its effects.

IND22-18 See response to comment ORG14-11.

Comment Letter IND24 — Rex Lyle

IND24-1 The “Principles & Guidelines” (P&Gs) are currently being reviewed. Until a revised version of the
P&Gs is adopted, Federal water agencies must utilize the latest existing version (dated 1983).

IND24-2 See response to comment ORG6-26.

IND24-3 The Study Area is the Odessa Subarea only; it does not include the ECBID. Therefore, the cropping
pattern was based on the crops that are currently grown in the Study Area.

IND24-4 Comment noted.

IND24-5 This analysis examined the national benefit of completing this project. Farm subsidies are a transfer
payment from the Federal Government to an individual and are therefore not relevant in a benefits
study because transfer payments do not use or produce new outputs, so they do not increase or
reduce national income.

Comment Letter IND25 — James McClure

IND25-1 Comment noted.

IND25-2 Comment noted.

IND25-3 Comment noted.

IND25-4 See response to comment ORG14-20.

IND25-5 Comment noted.

IND25-6 The lost recreation benefits at Banks Lake were presented in the Draft Economics Technical Report to
illustrate what might happen if the boat ramps were not extended. Since the assumption was made
that the boat ramps would be extended, these potential losses were not included in the benefit-cost
analysis.

IND25-7 Comment noted.

IND25-8 Comment noted.
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IND25-9

Comment noted.

IND25-10

Impacts to transportation are addressed throughout the FEIS and specifically in Section 4.16,
Transportation.

IND25-11

State-listed wildlife species are included in Table 3-20 and impacts to species expected to be impacted
are discussed under the heading, “Special Status Species,” in various locations in Section 4.9

IND25-12

Impacts to wetlands are discussed under the heading, “Wetlands,” in various locations in Section 4.8
and under the heading “Banks Lake” in various locations in Section 4.9.

IND25-13

Impacts to shrub-steppe are acknowledged and discussed in various parts of Section 4.8 under the
heading, “Uplands.” Potential issues associated with the mitigation of lost shrub-steppe are
acknowledged in Section 4.8 and in Section 4.9. Mitigation is also discussed.

IND25-14

Section 4.9.5.2, under the heading, “Wildlife Movement Barriers and Habitat Fragmentation,”
specifically discusses the issue raised with respect to species utilizing shrub-steppe habitats.

IND25-15

The language cited comes from Section 4.11 which concerns impacts to species listed under the
Endangered Species Act. For the proposed action, that includes the four species listed in Table 4-40.
The other species lists referred to include many species not listed under the ESA and not addressed in
Section 4.11.

IND25-16

Comment noted.

IND25-17

Section 4.9, under the heading, “Wildlife Movement Barriers and Habitat Fragmentation,” specifically
discusses the issue raised by the commenter with respect to species utilizing shrub-steppe habitats.
The Project also incorporates wildlife crossing structures on the proposed East High Canal to improve
some of the Project effects on wildlife movement. You are correct that not every species of concern
has been individually described in the analysis. Those species of interest noted in the table you
provided are represented by other federally protected indicator species, and are in some cases
discussed in some detail in both the DEIS and FEIS.

IND25-18

Please see response to comment IND7-2.

IND25-19

Impacts to western grebes are expected to occur under some alternatives. See response to comment
WAS1-3.

IND25-20

Table 4-28 in the DEIS (Table 4-46 in the FEIS) identified potential impacts from the Full Groundwater
Replacement Alternatives. The quoted text from Chapter 3 identifies the state of the existing
environment. Not all wetlands in the existing environment would be impacted by the proposed
alternatives. The wetland area that would be affected by functional changes or drought-year losses
cannot be quantified and can only be determined through monitoring following implementation of a
particular alternative.

IND25-21

Comment noted.

IND25-22

This has been revised in the Final Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report, which is included as
Appendix D in the FEIS.

IND25-23

The expected area of direct impact is shown in Table 4-45 in the FEIS for Alternatives 3A and 3B.
These numbers do not include the facilities noted in the footnote to that table. It is estimated in
Section 4.8.5.1 in the FEIS that transmission lines may affect an additional 2,557 acres of mostly
previously disturbed lands.

IND25-24

Reclamation has reviewed figures in Table 4-30 in the DEIS and they are accurate at this level of
analysis. (This table is not shown in the FEIS because Alternatives 3C and 3D were eliminated from
consideration.)

IND25-25

Comment noted.

IND25-26

Comment noted.

IND25-27

Past impacts to shrub-steppe habitat and the wildlife that use it are discussed in Sections 3.8 and 3.9.
Impacts on wildlife movement and habitat fragmentation are discussed in Section 4.9.

IND25-28

Comment noted.

IND25-29

Rocky Coulee reservoir has been eliminated from this Study. The proposed East High Canal would
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cross under the Crab Creek valley in a buried siphon. As the commenter has noted and cited in his
comments, the DEIS discussed impacts of the proposed alternatives on shrub-steppe, wildlife
movement, and habitat fragmentation. It is unclear what correlation the commenter is referring to
between Crab Creek and Black Rock Coulee. Finally, it is unclear from the comment how expansion of
the existing East Low Canal would bar east-west wildlife movements in a different manner than they
currently experience with the existing canal.

IND25-30

Please see the response to comment IND25-29 with respect to Rocky Coulee and Crab Creek. The
facilities that are proposed as part of the Full Groundwater Replacement Alternatives, including East
High Canal, would include buried siphons, tunnels, and wildlife crossings in the area loosely defined as
the Crab Creek-Black Rock Coulee-Rocky Coulee complex by the commenter. All of these facilities
would provide opportunities for terrestrial wildlife to move across the East High Canal. It should also
be noted that in the No Action Alternative, existing canals, highways, and impoundments will continue
to exist in the areas the commenter indicates currently provide connectivity.

IND25-31

Please see response to comments IND25-29 and IND25-30. It should be noted on the map provided in
your comment that the existing Main, West, Potholes, and East Low Canals, which are larger than the
proposed East High Canal, run through the green areas shown in your comment but are not shown as
severing wildlife corridors, fragmenting the existing habitat, or blocking landscape scale habitat
linkages.

IND25-32

See response to comment IND25-29, IND25-30 and IND25-31.

IND25-33

See response to comment WAS1-10.

IND25-34

See response to comment WAS1-100. As with Greater sage-grouse, the corridor by which connectivity
is currently thought to be provided for Columbia sharp-tailed grouse has numerous facilities similar to
those contemplated as part of this proposed project. The existing corridor through which connectivity is
provided has canals, impoundments, highways, and transmission lines. The facilities proposed in the
FEIS would generally be on a smaller scale than those that currently exist and would have tunnels,
buried siphons, and wildlife crossing features to facilitate wildlife movement.

IND25-35

As the commenter correctly notes, no pygmy rabbits were detected by WDFW during surveys
conducted in 2009. The surveys were repeated in 2010 with the same results. These additional
survey results have been added to Section 3.11 in the FEIS. If warranted, additional surveys could be
conducted as part of the additional NEPA/SEPA compliance which will be conducted prior to
construction of facilities. Most of the concerns with pygmy rabbits relate to the Full Groundwater
Replacement Alternatives (3A and 3B). The Modified Partial Groundwater Replacement Alternative is
the Preferred Alternative, with little potential effect to potential pygmy rabbit habitat.

IND25-36

As the commenter notes, there are no known northern leopard frogs near any of the proposed facilities.
All known populations are in and around Potholes Reservoir which would be within historic operating
levels with all action alternatives. Also, see response to comment WAS1-1.

IND25-37

See response to comment WAS1-2.

IND25-38

See responses to comments IND25-29, IND25-30, IND25-31, and IND25-34.

IND25-39

See responses to comments IND25-29, IND25-30, IND25-31, and IND25-34.

Comment Letter IND26 — Phyllis Brown

IND26-1

Comment noted. Cost allocation/repayment analyses have yet to be developed for this Study.

Comment Letter IND27 — Neil Fink

IND27-1

See response to comment IND20-2.

IND27-2

The benefit-cost analysis developed for this study compares economic effects under the No Action
Alternative to those under the proposed action alternatives. Under the No Action Alternative, it was
assumed that the water proposed for diversion under the action alternatives would not be diverted and
therefore would flow downstream and be used to generate hydropower. As a result, the comparison of
the action alternatives to the No Action Alternative results in lost downstream hydropower benefits.

IND27-3

The regional economic impact analysis developed for this Study addressed the direct, indirect, and
induced multiplier effects upon the local economy. By reflecting the change in cropping patterns
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between irrigated and dryland agriculture, the approach does take into consideration variations in
inputs between crops.

Comment Letter IND28 — John Kenneth Tolonen

IND28-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND29 — Bradley Greenwalt

IND29-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND30 — Alan Voise

IND30-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND31 — Brent Blair

IND31-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND32 — Thomas Bjornberg

IND32-1

See response to comment LOC6-3.

Comment Letter IND33 — Julie Bjornberg

IND33-1

See response to comment LOC6-3.

Comment Letter IND34 — June Zagelow

IND34-1

See response to comment LOCG6-3.

Comment Letter IND35 — Jeff Zagelow

IND35-1

See response to comment LOCG6-3.

Comment Letter IND36 — Amber Zagelow

IND36-1

See response to comment LOC6-3.

Comment Letter IND37 — Adrea Bezdicek

IND37-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND38 — Berend Friehe

IND38-1 See response to comment ORG6-1.
IND38-2 See response to comment ORG6-1.
IND38-3 Comment noted.
IND38-4 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND39 — Jeff Schibel

IND39-1 See response to comment ORG6-1.

IND39-2 See response to comment ORG6-1.

IND39-3 Comment noted.

IND39-4 Impacts to Lake Roosevelt water surface elevations from Alternatives 2B, 3B, and 4B are described in
Section 4.2, Surface Water Quantity.

IND39-5 Comment noted.
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IND39-6 Comment noted.

IND39-7 Comment noted.

IND39-8 Comment noted.

IND39-9 Comment noted.

IND39-10 Comment noted.

IND39-11 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND40 — Jake Wollman, Jr.

IND40-1 See response to comment IND21-9.

IND40-2 Comment noted.

IND40-3 Comment noted.

IND40-4 Comment noted.

IND40-5 Comment noted.

IND40-6 Comment noted.

IND40-7 Agricultural pumping costs were included in the farm budgets for calculating agricultural benefits under
with- and without-project conditions. Thus, reduced energy costs were accounted for in the benefit
analysis.

IND40-8 These costs were included in the farm budgets in the form of on-farm investment costs for irrigation
systems.

IND40-9 Comment noted.

IND40-10 Comment noted.

IND40-11 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND41 — Pat Gies

IND41-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND42 — Rex Lyle

IND42-1 See Section 1.3, Purpose and Need, in the FEIS.

IND42-2 The FEIS contains an “infill” option whereby some landowners may be able to take advantage of the
proposed delivery of Project water to the Subarea. See Chapter 2, Modified Partial Groundwater
Replacement Alternatives 4A and 4B.

IND42-3 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND43 — Clark Kagele

IND43-1 See response to comment ORG6-1.

IND43-2 Comment noted.

IND43-3 The economic impacts related to income and jobs were measured exclusively within the four-county
local area (Adams, Grant, Franklin, and Lincoln). Construction impacts were measured as part of the
regional analysis.

IND43-4 Comment noted.

IND43-5 Comment noted.

705



Volume 2 - Comments and Responses

Odessa Subarea Special Study
Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comment Letter IND44 — Dennis and Nona Thompson

IND44-1

The action alternatives may be beneficial to shallow residential wells by lessening pumping rates from
shared aquifers.

Comment Letter IND45 — Heath Gimmestad

IND45-1 See response to comment ORG6-1.

IND45-2 Regional “trickle down” impacts are not included in the benefit-cost analysis. The “trickle down” or
multiplier effects are presented within the RED Impact Analysis. The regional economic analysis takes
into consideration impacts to potato processors.

IND45-3 Reclamation and Ecology agree with your comment and have revised the approach to drainage in the
FEIS; see Section 2.9, Estimated Cost of Alternatives, in the FEIS.

IND45-4 Comment noted.

IND45-5 Constructing underground conveyance structures of adequate capacity to serve the Full Groundwater

Replacement Alternative is not feasible. A good example of the magnitude of such an endeavor is the
Weber Siphon Complex.

Comment Letter IND46 — Sally Kagele/Marcella Knight

IND46-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND47 — Ray Jenkins

IND47-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND48 — Matthew Kagele

IND48-1 Impacts to the local economy related to implementing the proposed alternatives were estimated within
the Regional Economic Development Impact Analysis.
IND48-2 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND49 — Mark DeWulf

IND49-1 Benefit-cost analyses are used to evaluate whether or not a proposed project is economically justified
(i.e., whether benefits exceed costs). Once a project has been deemed economically justified, a cost
allocation/repayment analysis would be conducted to determine repayment by project beneficiaries.

IND49-2 The benefit-cost analysis developed for this study compares economic effects under the No Action

Alternative to those under the proposed action alternatives. Under the No Action Alternative, it was
assumed that the water proposed for diversion under the action alternatives would not be diverted and
therefore would flow downstream and be used to generate hydropower. As a result, the comparison of
the action alternatives to the No Action Alternative results in lost downstream hydropower benefits.

Comment Letter IND50 — Rodney Schlimmer

IND50-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND51 — Milton Johnston

IND51-1

See response to comment ORG6-21.

Comment Letter IND52 — Landa Vierra

IND52-1 Comment noted.
IND52-2 Comment noted.
IND52-3 See Master Response #3, “Climate Change.”
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Comment Letter IND53 —Kathy Womer

IND53-1 Comment noted.
IND53-2 Comment noted.
IND53-3 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND54 — Walter R. Butcher and Norman K. Whittlesey

IND54-1 See response to comment LOC5-20.

IND54-2 Based upon comments on the DEIS and input from stakeholders, Reclamation and Ecology have
developed the Modified Partial Groundwater Replacement Alternatives (4A and 4B) which do, in fact,
maximize use of existing infrastructure.

IND54-3 See response to comment LEG1-1.

IND54-4 Maximizing use of existing infrastructure is incorporated in the Preferred Alternative.

IND54-5 While the State of Washington is pursuing new sources of water and exploring ways by which to
reduce demand and/or recharge the aquifer, the purpose and need of this Study is to replace currently
groundwater-irrigated lands within the Odessa Subarea with surface water. Conservation efforts are
ongoing in cooperation with the irrigation districts, Reclamation, and Ecology and are addressed in the
FEIS in Chapter 1, Section 1.6.

IND54-6 The Odessa Subarea Special Study is authorized and obligated to explore groundwater replacement
with Project surface water. See response to comment IND54-5.

IND54-7 See comment response FED3-6.

IND54-8 See response to comment LOC5-34.

IND54-9 See response to Comment ORG14-23.

Comment Letter IND55 — Titus Bowser

IND55-1

Under the Full Groundwater Replacement Alternatives, most of the eligible groundwater irrigators
would have the opportunity to receive Project water. The Partial Groundwater Replacement and
Modified Partial Groundwater Replacement Alternatives would make water available to a portion of the
eligible groundwater irrigators. Reclamation would contract with the irrigation district for the delivery of
the water within the Study Area. Water would be allocated to users according to this contract and the
selection process identified by the State, Reclamation, and the District.

Also, see response to comment IND49-1.

IND55-2

See response to comment IND55-1. Landowners with valid State water rights who have been
identified as being eligible would receive CBP surface water dependent upon the alternative chosen.

IND55-3

See response to comment IND55-2.

IND55-4

The Department of Ecology would determine whether wells could be deepened and/or continue to be
utilized. The continued decline of the aquifer will likely preclude the use of irrigation wells indefinitely
as discussed in the FEIS.

Comment Letter IND56 — M. Osborn

IND56-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND57 — Madge Blakey

IND57-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND58 — Dina Monaghan

IND58-1

Comment noted.
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Comment Letter IND59 — Kathy Cabrian

IND59-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND60 — Scott Stromatt

INDG0-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND61 — William and Carol Barber

IND61-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND62 — Ann Davis

IND62-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND63 — Gloria and J.E. Baldi

IND63-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND64 — Tim Gould

IND64-1

Comment noted.

IND64-2

See Master Response #3, “Climate Change.”

Comment Letter IND65 — Janet Nazy

IND65-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND66 — Stephen Hirschey

IND66-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND67 —Stephen Schott

INDG67-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND68 — Margaret Yeoman

IND68-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND69 — Scott Collin

ND69-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND70 — Page Williams

IND70-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND71 — Judy Fitzpatrick

IND71-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND72 — Jean Jalufka

IND72-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND73 — Melanie Mildrew

IND73-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND74 — Christine Leva

IND74-1

Comment noted.
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Comment Letter IND75 — Rita Kinney

IND75-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND76 — Bonnie Thompson

IND76-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND77 — Karen Johnson

IND77-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND78 — Nancy and Richard Rust

IND78-1 The NAS recommendations to the Department of Ecology were taken into consideration for Columbia
River Management.

Comment Letter IND79 — W.T. Soeldner

IND79-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND80 — Neil Ofsthun

IND80-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND81 — Jenny Hayes

IND81-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND82 — Richard Badalamente

IND82-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND83 — Tim Coleman

IND83-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND84 — Kim Thorburn

IND84-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND85 — Jack Hall

IND85-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND86 — Beverly Ogburn

IND86-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND87 — Jane Beaven and Dan Finn

IND87-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND88 — Laura Takken

IND88-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND89 — Herbert Gamber

IND89-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND90 — Sheryl Krohne

IND90-1 Comment noted.
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Comment Letter IND91 — Janet Marx

IND91-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND92 — Dick and Nancy Watts

IND92-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND93 — Connie Estep

IND93-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND94 — Roger Bertsch

IND94-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND95 — Michael Barrett

IND95-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND96 — R.K. and Kay Smith

IND96-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND97 — Lola Wear

IND97-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND98 — Rachel Griffith

IND98-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND99 — Edward Agnew

IND99-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND100 — L. Hingst

IND100-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND101 — Roger Hull

IND101-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND102 — Peter Baird

IND102-1

The NAS recommendations were taken into consideration for Columbia River Management.

Comment Letter IND103 — Jack Corbin

IND103-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND104 — Joan Bartz

ND104-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND105 — Brian Miller

IND105-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND106 — Thelma Quay

IND106-1

Comment noted.
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Comment Letter IND107 — Donald Bolstad

IND107-1

See Section 2.12, Comparative Evaluation of Alternatives, in the FEIS.

Comment Letter IND108 — Jacque Smith

IND108-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND109 — Michael Sarratt

IND109-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND110 — Paul and Louise Clare

IND110-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND111 — Joseph LePla

IND111-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND112 — Julie Lee

IND112-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND113 — Joseph Kathy Seabrook

IND113-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND114 — Den Mark Wichar

IND114-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND115 — Russell Jim

IND115-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND116 — Catherine Isabel

IND116-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND117 — Linda Pool

IND117-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND118 — Doug and Lynn Beu

IND118-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND119 — Cheryl Roberts

IND119-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND120 — John Douglas

IND120-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND121 — John Funaro

IND121-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND122 — Marian Frobe

IND122-1

Comment noted.
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Comment Letter IND123 — Michael Sullivan

IND123-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND124 — W.T. Soeldner

IND124-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND125 — Margaret Keene

IND125-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND126 — B. Plastino

IND126-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND127 — Richard Rivers

IND127-1

The NAS recommendations were taken into consideration for Columbia River Management.

Comment Letter IND128 — Carol Ellis

IND128-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND129 — Dee Boersma

IND129-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND130 — Twila Moser

IND130-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND131 — Sharon and Gerald Hickman

IND131-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND132 — Gwen Rawlings

IND132-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND133 — Lisi Ott

IND133-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND134 — Julian Powers

IND134-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND135 — George Cooper

IND135-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND136 — Karen Averitt

IND136-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND137 — Marlet Smith

IND137-1

Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND138 — Nancy White

IND138-1

Comment noted.
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Comment Letter IND139 — Carol and Carl Smith

IND139-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND140 — Elinor McCloskey

IND140-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND141 — Nancy White

IND141-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND142 — Ramona Martin

IND142-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND143 — Jeri Prater

IND143-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND144 — Kurt Erlanson

IND144-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND145 — Donna and Bill Hollister

IND145-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND146 — Donald Bihl

IND146-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND147 — Susan Danver

IND147-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND148 — Liz DeNiro and Paul Swetik

IND148-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND149 — Mary Collins

IND149-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND150 — Esther Larsen

IND150-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND151 — Raymond Torretta

IND151-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND152 — Denee Scribner

IND152-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND153 — Virginia and George Gunby

IND153-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND154 — Charles Hill

IND154-1 Comment noted.
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Comment Letter IND155 — Beth Prinz

IND155-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND151 — Raymond Torretta

IND156-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND156 — Robert Nuess

IND157-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND158 — Carmen Jackson

IND158-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND159 — Aulin Smith

IND159-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter IND160 — Form Letter (see Table 2 for list of commenters)

IND160-1 Comment noted.

Table 3 — Responses to individual comments.

Businesses
Comment Letter BUS1 — Coulee Playland
BUS1-1 The FEIS identifies the use at Coulee Playland and the importance of the boat ramp.
BUS1-2 See responses to comments TRB3-1 and TRB3-4. Banks Lake will be refilled only when pumping is

allowed in the mainstem. Restrictions on Columbia River diversions will result in drawdown of Banks
Lake during the summer months.

Comment Letter BUS2 — Kettle Falls Marina

BUS2-1 A 1.5-foot drawdown of Lake Roosevelt for the purpose of power generation is a situation that occurs
independently of any of the considered alternatives and was therefore beyond the scope of this EIS.

BUS2-2 Comment noted.

BUS2-3 The impacts from a 1.5-foot drawdown at FDR do not differ from the No Action Alternative.

Comment Letter BUS3 — US Trust Bank of America

BUS3-1 Comment noted.

Comment Letter BUS4 — Odessa Record

BUS4-1 Comment noted.

Table 3 — Responses to individual comments.

Public Hearings

Comment Letter HRG1 — Coulee Dam Public Hearing

HRG1-1 See response to comment BUS1-1.
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Table 3 — Responses to individual comments.

Public Hearings

HRG1-2 Comment noted.

HRG1-3 Banks Lake was constructed to regulate the flow of water to the Columbia Basin Project; recreation is a
secondary benefit. Over the years that the reservoir has existed, recreators and fish and wildlife have
enjoyed the benefits of the reservoir, but the needs of irrigated agriculture are, and will remain, the
primary purpose.

HRG1-4 Comment noted.

HRG1-5 Specific mitigations for impacts associated with project construction will be determined during the
phased development of the project should an Alternative be selected for implementation. Under the
tiered review process, appropriate analysis will occur with each and every phase of the project.

HRG1-6 The alternatives are designed to be consistent with the 2010 FCRPS BiOp.

HRG1-7 This idea was considered during the 33-foot maintenance drawdown at Banks Lake during late 2011.
Quantity of material needed and extent of construction planning necessary rendered this proposal
infeasible at this time.

HRG1-8 Comment noted.

HRG1-9 See response to comment ORG6-1.

HRG1-10 The Study Area is a smaller area than the entirety of irrigated land that is actually certificated for the
Odessa Subarea. The contracts will be written in accordance with Federal Reclamation law. Federal
Reclamation law recognizes State water law in Section 8 of the Reclamation Act of 1902 (43 USC
383).

HRG1-11 See response to comment TRB1-36.

HRG1-12 Comment noted.

HRG1-13 See response to comment IND54-5.

HRG1-14 Using FDR as the water supply during an average year, reservoir elevations would not be below 1,278
feet under any of the action alternatives.

HRG1-15 Comment noted.

Comment Letter HRG2 — Moses Lake Public Hearing

HRG2-1 See response to comment FED3-7.

HRG2-2 Revenue generated from the sale of power from Grand Coulee Dam has not been used to fund this
Study. Funding for construction of the project could likely be anticipated to occur through Federal,
State, and private partnering. Also, see response to comment IND49-1.

HRG2-3 The account is still active. Expenses and revenues associated with the project settlement lands are
attributed to the account.

715



	120817-Letters-accessible.pdf
	trb1
	trb2
	trb3
	fed1
	fed2
	fed3
	fed4
	was1
	was2
	was3
	leg1
	loc1
	loc2
	loc3
	loc4
	loc5
	loc6
	loc7
	loc8
	loc9
	loc10
	org1
	org2
	org3
	org4
	org5
	org6
	org7
	org8
	org9
	org10
	org11
	org12
	org13
	org14
	org15
	pub1
	pub2
	pub3
	pub4
	pub5
	pub6
	pub7
	ind1
	ind2
	ind3
	ind4
	ind5
	ind6
	ind7
	ind8
	ind9
	ind10
	ind11
	ind12
	ind13
	ind14
	ind15
	ind16
	ind17
	ind18
	ind19
	ind20
	ind21
	ind22
	ind24
	ind25
	ind26
	ind27
	ind28
	ind29
	ind30
	ind31
	ind32
	ind33
	ind34
	ind35
	ind36
	ind37
	ind38
	ind39
	ind40
	ind41
	ind42
	ind43
	ind44
	ind45
	ind46
	ind47
	ind48
	ind49
	ind50
	ind51
	ind52
	ind53
	ind54
	ind55
	ind56
	ind57
	ind58
	ind59
	ind60
	ind61
	ind62
	ind63
	ind64
	ind65
	ind66
	ind67
	ind68
	ind69
	ind70
	ind71
	ind72
	ind73
	ind74
	ind75
	ind76
	ind77
	ind78
	ind79
	ind80
	ind81
	ind82
	ind83
	ind84
	ind85
	ind86
	ind87
	ind88
	ind89
	ind90
	ind91
	ind92
	ind93
	ind94
	ind95
	ind96
	ind97
	ind98
	ind99
	ind100
	ind101
	ind102
	ind103
	ind104
	ind105
	ind106
	ind107
	ind108
	ind109
	ind110
	ind111
	ind112
	ind113
	ind114
	ind115
	ind116
	ind117
	ind118
	ind119
	ind120
	ind121
	ind122
	ind123
	ind124
	ind125
	ind126
	ind127
	ind128
	ind129
	ind130
	ind131
	ind132
	ind133
	ind134
	ind135
	ind136
	ind137
	ind138
	ind139
	ind140
	ind141
	ind142
	ind143
	ind144
	ind145
	ind146
	ind147
	ind148
	ind149
	ind150
	ind151
	ind152
	ind153
	ind154
	ind155
	ind156
	ind157
	ind158
	ind159
	ind160
	bus1
	bus2
	bus3
	bus4
	hrg1
	hrg2




