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Columbia River Water Management Program Final Programmatic EIS 

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

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

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

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

5-4.  Comment noted. 

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

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

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

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

5-8.  Comment noted.   

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

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

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

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

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

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

5-15. Comment noted. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

5-22. The inclusion of these references is acknowledged. 

 




