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Comment Letter No. 6 – U.S. Dept. of the Interior – Bureau of Reclamation 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6-28. The Final EIS text has been revised 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

9-1. Comment noted. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

9-7. Comment noted. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

9-51.  The requested change has been made. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

9-66. Comment noted. 

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

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

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

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

9-71. Comment noted. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

9-84.  The citation has been corrected. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

9-101. The requested change has been made. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

9-111. Comment noted.   

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

9-130. Comment noted. 

9-131. Comment noted. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

9-146. See the response to Comment 9-19. 
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Comment Letter No. 10 – Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 

10-1. Comment noted. 

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

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

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

Volume II of the Final EIS, along with responses.  




