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DEIS Public Meetings in East Wenatchee, Washington
March 6, 2001
This appendix provides the transcripts of the DEIS public meetings held in East Wenatchee, Washington
at the Douglas County Public Utility District main office auditorium on March 6, 2001, at 1:00 p.m. and
7:00 p.m. Responses to public comments on the DEIS occurred at the meetings.
1:00 p.m. Meeting Attendees
Bob Dach

National Marine Fisheries Service

525 NE Oregon St Ste 500, Portland, OR 97232-2737
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Steve Hays

Chelan County PUD

PO Box 1231, Wenatchee, WA 98807-1231

Rod Woodin

WDFW
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Dennis Beich
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1550 Alden St. Ephrata, WA

Jon DeVaney

Rep. Doc. Hastings Office

302 E. Chestnut, Yakima, WA 98901

Lee Barnhebel

90 TCR Carlton, WA 98814

Brian Cates

USFWS

12790 Fish Hatchery Rd, Leavenworth, WA

Brett Joseph

NMFS – General Council

7600 Sand Point Way NE, Seattle, WA 98115

Bob Rose

Yakama Indian Nation

Box 151, Toppenish, WA 98948

Mark Miller

USFWS

Box 848 Ephrata, WA 98823

Lynn Heminger

Douglas County PUD

1151 Valley Mall Pkwy, E. Wenatchee, WA

Bob Bugert

Governor’s Office

1133 N. Western Ave., Wenatchee, WA 98801

___ Rice

Irrigator

7776 Ranzle Rd., Blewett, WA 98826

Gray Montague

Chelan County PUD

PO Box 1231, Wenatchee, WA 98807-1231

Barbara Tilly

Chelan County PUD

PO Box 1231, Wenatchee, WA 98807-1231

Chuck Peven

Chelan County PUD

PO Box 1231, Wenatchee, WA 98807-1231

Rob Sutter

Chelan County PUD

PO Box 1231, Wenatchee, WA 98807-1231

Rick Smith

Wenatchee Reclamation

514 Easy St. Wenatchee, WA 98801-9652

Shane Bickford

Douglas County PUD

1151 Valley Mall Pkwy, E. Wenatchee, WA

Malcolm McLellum

Chelan PUD Attorney

821 Second Ave. Suite 2000 Seattle, WA

Bob Sullivan

Parametrix, Inc.

5808 Lake Wash. Blvd NE, Kirkland, WA 98033
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EIS for the Wells, Rocky Reach, and
Rock Island HCPs

A-1

Appendix A – Public Meetings

Presentation Part I
Question:

Can you explain a little bit about how the relationship of the Biological Opinion that they
are operating under now dovetails into the adoption of the HCPs to get some
consistencies ….. ?

Bob Dach:

There are sort of two related issues that you are thinking about: (1) what’s going on in the
interim the species were listed in 1997 and 1998 and here it is 2001, and (2) what is
covering operations at the project to date. I think that is your question.

Reply:

I know there are biological opinions out there.

Bob Dach:

There actually are not, well there is a biological opinion for Wells that was finished, we
are working how we are covered under one law or not covered under another law, or
whether it is good for fish or bad for fish. Over the last few years in our course of trying
to exercise the HCPs, if you will, we have sort of been implementing them getting our
feet wet, working specific measures of the HCPs over the last few years. Through that
process, through the consultation process we’ve been trying to resolve the
inconsistencies. We managed to get a major portion of those resolved for Douglas
County, which enabled us to produce their biological opinion on their interim operations.
So everything they are doing now is consistent with a program, whatever that may be, for
recovering the species over the long-term. We’re doing the exact same thing for Chelan
County, but because I hate to say this, but there is only one of me, so it sort of takes me a
little longer, and Chelan is a little bit more tricky because Douglas was fortunate to have
a pretty decent bypass system in place so it was just a matter of making sure that all of
the caveats were consistent. For Chelan we are trying to approach it in more of an
adaptive way. As you work through an adaptive management process, sometimes, it gets
a little complicated on how certain measures under one set of statutes relate to certain
measures under another set of statutes. So, in a round about sort of way, what I’m saying
is we haven’t resolved all of the Chelan issues. But Chelan is in consultation with us, and
every year we work out sort of an interim plan until we can figure out how to work all
these other things out.

Comment:

So this…for the FERC settlement agreement for Chelan.

Bob Dach:

For Rock Island?

Comment:

The settlement agreement for all the Mid-Columbia.

Bob Dach:

There’s a settlement agreement in place right now that would be for Rock Island, and yes,
we are trying to be consistent with the settlement agreement, with FERC’s position on
enforcing the settlement agreement, with our legal authority under the ESA, with
someone’s desire to be protected from third-party lawsuits, with the direction that the
HCP has taken us. But, so we’re considering all of this in the case of Rock Island. At
Rocky Reach, where there was never really a settlement agreement reached from the
1979 lawsuit, which is actually coming out. But because it was never actually reached,
we’re working under the Fourth Interim Stipulation and trying to make sure that that is
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coordinated with everything else that we’re doing. I think a good example of that is the
construction of the Rocky Reach bypass, which we’re working with Chelan right now to
ensure that it meets the terms of the stipulation, that it meets the terms of the Endangered
Species Act, and it meets the terms of the proposed HCPs.
Question:

So they all should be consistent?

Bob Dach:

They all need to be consistent. And you can imagine that it is easy to be inconsistent, it’s
a little bit more difficult to make sure that we are consistent with everything and it takes
us a little bit more time. But I think we’re getting there.

Comment:

If I could add one thing to what I heard in that questions that was how the interim
processes dovetail with the HCPs, and I think the fundamental distinction is that the
HCPs are considered part of the NEPA process that pertain to the long-term operations of
these projects. Whereas the things that Bob has described is the interim protection plans
that are really looking at the current operations and the development and compensation of
the long-term plans. So by resolving issues of consistencies, and so forth, we are not
prejudging what happens in the long-term, trying to solve the problems right now.
Obviously, they provide valuable information; it gets us a little further down the road
toward the long-term objectives. But we were not separately, through a separate
processing decision, to take it to the long-term effort.

Question:

Has NMFS been trying to determine if the Section 10 is the correct section, all the time
that we have been working on this, seven years?

Bob Dach:

The issues that I have raised are the things that come up, you need to keep in mind that
they’re issues that have been generated by all of the parties. So, we could certainly say
that it is consistent and I think that we have. However, it has been pointed out to us from
a number of different comments, specifically through the scoping process, that we did
last….. , and as a result of the 1998 declaration, people getting back with us questioning
whether or not it is something that we can actually do. So those are the sorts of things
that we are trying to work our way through now. Again, like a lot of these things we
could very well make a decision on what we think is appropriate, but we have to be able
to support and justify that with the available information. When it comes down to it,
everybody in essence has to be pleased with the outcome or the process isn’t going to
work. Well it will work but there will be some hiccups along the way. We’re working
on it; we don’t have it resolved yet.

Question:

Bob, did I hear you say that there are parties questioning whether or not NMFS should
pursue the Section 10 route?

Bob Dach:

Yes.

Question:

Which parties are concerned….. ?

Bob Dach:

I’m not sure I remember….. Of course, council….. A couple of the environmental
groups, specifically Save our Wild Salmon and…I’ve forgot the other one-two NGO that
were not part of the original discussions.
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Question:

Then can I continue on with that? Then is the issue related to Trust responsibilities…..

Bob Dach:

That is certainly what the Tribes are concerned with.

Question:

What are the concerns of the Tribes?

Bob Dach:

It is difficult to paraphrase, but in essence the relationship between Section 10 and the
associated features, particularly the No Surprises, not only with the Endangered Species
Act but also provisions under the Federal Power Act.

Brett Joseph: I would just caution that what is being reflected here is that in development of the HCPs
there has been a consistently supported process, where we’ve had all of the various
stakeholders, including the groups that Bob mentioned, that that resulting process going
into the development of a proposal that we are not considering with the permit, but that
our decision on the permit will now be on public record that we are now in the process of
developing so that those groups that continue to have concerns reviewing the way that it
comes together and that it will be available… in the document. That it is incumbent on
them, as well as all reviewers to raise those concerns through this process on the record.
What we will be relying on is this record.
Bob Dach:

Is anyone on the telephone? Is the phone on?

Comment:

I don’t think so.

Presentation Part II
Comment:

Bob, speaking of Douglas, I may have read the BO wrong, but I thought there was a
benchmark catch phrase even in the BO, one that I’m concerned with that started with the
EIS and that the DEIS or EIS has to be approved by the end of this month.

Bob Dach:

Right. The way that the Douglas interim biological opinion is set up was that it has a
definite sunset date of April of 2002. Because what we don’t want is….. because the
Douglas BO says that they are moving in the right direction, it doesn’t say that they are
doing everything that they can to recover the listed species. That is consistent with our
policy, but none-the-less in April of 2002 we’re prepared to go back in and say OK you
guys are going to have to do all this because we need you to meet these standards for
listed species. We couldn’t keep pushing that off and saying every two years, “Well,
they’re moving in the right direction, they’re moving in the right direction,” because if
they’re not moving in the right direction quickly enough, it doesn’t matter. So, that’s
why there’s a sunset date on the interim biological opinion for Douglas. We gave this
until 2002, we put that thing together a year and a half ago, or whenever it was, we made
it specific to match up with how long we thought it would take us to get this
agreement…the HCP, or to phrase it more correctly, to get a decision on where we’re
headed with the HCP.

Brett Joseph: Bob if I could clarify one point under our role under the ESA - the manner in which we
say what needs to be done is through, is by means of our formulation of a biological
opinion. Which is supported by the best available information through the consultation
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process at that applies whether we’re in a Section 10 process or Section 7, we still have to
be developing the record to formulate our biological opinion. This is an iterative process
that would be the framework of the biological opinion and allow us to come back to
revise our recommendation regarding what needs to be done. But the distinction here is
that I think comes in with context is that under the implementation agreement we do not
have-we’re not preserving authority to dictate what action is taken that goes with the
recommendation. But I wanted to clarify that we are not making those recommendations
in an arbitrary manner simply because the ultimate burden of proof is on the proponent of
the action.
Malcolm McLellum: I think that was unfair. The dispute resolution process in not binding, and it
indicates that it is binding and that is technically not true. It’s a non-binding decision.
The key is that if somebody wants to take the result of the dispute resolution forward with
FERC, then the opinion that’s derived from the dispute resolution can be admitted into
evidence so that the hope is that by going through the dispute resolution process the
parties won’t find it necessary to continue to fight and be able to take that decision and
act on that. And with regards to the burden of proof, NMFS specifically reserves the
authority to not take an issue to the dispute resolution; they retain the authority under the
Endangered Species Act to deal with enforcement issues through the ESA. That is one of
the significant exceptions to an alternate dispute resolution.
Bob Dach:

Let me just say that it is an issue. It can be inferred, when we look at it, not to belabor
the point too much, but without being clear what it is we would be enforcing, meaning
that as long as we are technically inside of the framework of the HCPs, then there would
be nothing for us to enforce under Section 9 once we have issued the permit. Now what
happens then is there can be some scenarios where in essence everybody would have to
agree that your violating Section 9 somehow, in order for us to actually have something
that we could actually enforce. Which makes the real application of this a little bit less
straightforward.

Comment:

As I read it enforcement of the incidental take permit shouldn’t be the issue, because
NMFS retains the right to enforce an incidental take permit through the ESA without first
having to resort to resolving the issue under an alternate dispute resolution.

Brett Joseph: Let me just suggest that for the purpose of this hearing, this is not intended to be a debate
although it’s good to flag these as issues that have cropped up. To the extent that this
raises questions or further clarification maybe warranted, I think it’s appropriate to raise
it and flag it as an issue, but what is being said here may constitute different
interpretations that underscore the issue for having that issue clarified.
Bob Dach:

And I have it, and I think it’s good to know that it’s an issue when we get to issues, I
have to..… but I’m not trying to present one side over the other, so thanks for pointing
that out.

Question:

I have a question about the withdrawal provisions this is a 50-year HCP theoretically but
in 15 years or 20 years either of the PUDs could withdraw from the HCPs unilaterally?
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Bob Dach:

My read is, this is an issue, so we could get into a debate. But my read is not so much
that the PUDs are going to want to get out of this agreement. Correct me if I’m wrong,
but my read is more that the resource agencies wanted to be able to say after the 15 years
that the species weren’t coming back that we want out of the agreement. It applies both
ways, but in my read, I didn’t see the utilities as wanting a way to get out of it.

Comment:

That’s correct.

Comment:

This is more than an HCP under the Endangered Species Act, it’s a comprehensive
settlement agreement, and it’s a mechanism for the parties to the agreement to say after a
period of time that they can get out, if they elect to choose to. The PUDs are in a
different position - this is an incentive to get as many people in the agreement as
signatories and there is….. hopefully have not have trapped somebody who is in it. But if
they are dissatisfied with the way it’s looking after 15 years, or 20 years in the case of
Douglas, that they have an option to get out.

Bob Clubb:

The difference between the 15 years and the 20 years is basically because of differences
in our license termination dates. Rocky Reach license terminates in the year 2006, Wells
projects license terminates in the year 2012. And that was to recognize that that was a
little farther out and to give us the same kind of deal that Chelan is having addressing
withdrawing provisions.

Bob Clubb:

Bob, could you go back to your Tributary Conservation Plan slide, I would just like to get
a clarification of something. We talked about if total project survival is greater than or
equal to 95 percent.

Bob Dach:

Yes.

Bob Clubb:

That exceeds our standard.

Bob Dach:

Yeah, this actually wasn’t an issue until yesterday. As I was clarifying, the differences
and I knew that Douglas had a standard in there, but I was reading the standard and it
seems to be inconsistent with the standards that we were talking about earlier. And
indeed it is a higher standard than what we were talking about earlier, and Shane told me
it was because of the expectation was that they could be a little bit higher, that they
thought there was going to be a higher survival associated with the bypass.

Comment:

So that if they could do better than what the standard is, the benefit for them is to be able
to drop the amount that they have to put into the tributary fund.

Bob Clubb:

Right. The expectation was that the Wells project was pretty friendly towards the fishery
resource, and it was a recognition that the project would have that benefit.

Comment:

Okay, I just wanted to make sure that’s how to read it.

Bob Dach:

Yeah, it’s good to point out because it seems like a new standard. Whether or not we
understand the definition of project survival here, is another question.
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Bob Bugert:

Bob, could you explain No Surprises.

Bob Dach:

In essence what No Surprises says is that we can’t come back five years later and say
well it’s not working out like we thought, or we forgot something, so you have to do this
other stuff. Or you didn’t address all the requirements that are necessary to address
underneath the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act, or something along those lines.
When we have a deal there’s some expectation on the part of the utilities that we are not
going to come back for another bite of the apple.

Brett Joseph: Just to add to that. Another way of saying that we’re looking across the landscape at all
these factors that are maybe contributing to the decline of the species and developing our
recovery plans to get species to the point of recovery that activities that are covered under
a No Surprises guarantee and that are implementing the Habitat Conservation Plan that
we’ve agreed to, will have the guarantee that as long as they are implementing that plan
that we’re not going to be adding on, except for a situation where we really addressed or
gone to all the other activities through the other consultations, and there is kind of an
escape valve where if the species is still in decline after you exhaust all remedies that you
have to reassess what needs to be done across the board. But we are not going to be
singling out, going kind of in the first instance to the PUDs to gain additional recovery
benefits.
Bob Bugert:

Can I ask a little clarification on that. Is there a precedent under the Federal Power Act
for No Surprises that FERC has had to make a ruling on at all? Has this situation come
up yet?

Merrill Hathaway: I think you know that the No Surprises policy was produced in the last
administration and was an executive department’s initiative to address concerns with the
flexibility of the Endangered Species Act enacted by the administration to make it work,
so to speak, and is a very important concept if the Endangered Species Act is something
that the American people cannot accept…..how people would support it. And it seems to
make a lot of sense but we kind of observe that from the point of view of an independent
regulatory agency, but the long answer to your question. No there is no ….. , unless
you’re talking about the Federal Power Act about analogs, depending on how these
scenarios workout there is no….. I think the Commission has strongly supported all sorts
of collaborative efforts….. subtleties of legal and other questions of the Habitat
Conservation Plans as being a collaborative effort, people working together. You
know….. so we very much appreciate that and therefore people work collaboratively;
they’re trusting each other and we hope that if it doesn’t come to the point where
somebody says “Gotcha,” you know, or if someone says, “Guess what heads, I win tail
you lose.” So, I think the Commission would do it’s part to try take the sense if this
comes before the Commission, the Commission’s responsibility that we would act as
consistently as the rest of the .....
Bob Dach:

One more thing about No Surprises, it’s applicable to all plan species so if sockeye or fall
chinook were to be listed in the future, there would be no additional requirements.
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Steve Hays:

Bob, I think that it’s important to point out that the requirements that you are talking
about are the survival requirements. If you’re not meeting the survival standards then
additional tools or whatever would be implemented through the appropriate committee.
It’s a little bit different from what most people think of HCPs for…or other land use
actions. In this case, the survival standards are the requirements subject to No Surprises
and the actions necessary to get to those standards can vary considerably.

Brett Joseph: Maybe it would also be appropriate at this point in the presentation to make one
additional point. And that is Bob’s just gone through a long list of issues some of which
are still sort of pending and were never resolved in the negotiations, some of which have
been identified by NMFS in preparing this DEIS and others which have been identified
by other parties in discussions that have occurred over this period of development, and so
we’re not distinguishing kind of the source of the issues other than to just flag them as
areas of focus. But I also want to mention that not withstanding all of these issues,
NMFS has made the decision to proceed with the NEPA process on the expectation that,
and actually this is a mutual expectation of the parties that were involved in the
negotiations, that not withstanding certain unresolved issues that it would be appropriate
and informative to proceed with the environmental review process. And then taking in
comments and views obtained through that process as information that our hope is will
assist in resolving these issues. So that we can not only make a decision on the permit
but also to underscore the point that Malcolm made that this is also an anadromous fish
agreement and so we are really doing two decisions here. One is a permitting decision
under ESA and the other is a decision of whether to proceed in concluding and
negotiating a settlement.
Question:

Brett I probably heard what I wanted to hear, but let me ask for clarification. There’s a
lot of issues here that it’s hard to imagine that they could be resolved very easily and is
there a way to understand to what extent NMFS will allow certain issues to be out there
still hanging before a preferred alternative can actually be decided?

Bob Dach:

If there is, I haven’t figured it out yet.

Brett Joseph: I think our intent is to avoid having significant issues that are unresolved and still out
there hanging at the time that we proceed with out preferred alternative, because for
NMFS at that point that we’re identifying we’re saying this is the alternative that we
proposed to go forward with the way the NEPA process works, we’re saying subject only
to consideration of new issues or additional comments that have not been received. Now
we’re putting out this draft EIS, flagging all these issues, many of which are unresolved
or there is I think there is varying degrees they are not of equal significance. But the next
iteration of this will be hopefully a final EIS, if this large number of issues still
unresolved, the risk is that we end up having to extend this NEPA process or extend
negotiations. And it is certainly our hope that does not occur so we’re really focusing on
this step in the process, the review of the draft EIS as probably the best opportunity to get
as much resolution as we possibly can. And then kind of step back and see where we are,
reconvene the parties, because this is a negotiation. But if we need to put something
further out for public review, we would have to make that judgment call at that time.
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Presentation Part III
Rod Woodin: Another question Bob. One of your issues was coordination with Fish and Wildlife
Service. Will that be timed such that consultation or whatever happens has to happen
under the time frame to include bull trout?
Bob Dach:

Yes. I don’t know, we have been talking with Fish and Wildlife Service and we have
offered them some plans to do this and they’re busy trying to figure out how to proceed.
So not knowing exactly how we are going to move forward with bull trout, I’m not
entirely sure how to answer your question. We recognize that the intent is to incorporate
it and include it; ideally we would include bull trout in the biological opinion that we are
going to do. And so we get covered. I’m going to work it in up here, and if I haven’t
answered it by the end of Section III, you can ask it again.

Question:

For non-listed species, I assume that your authority is under Section 18 of the Federal
Power Act…..?

Bob Dach:

Yeah, what we get into in the DEIS a little bit is what we would do for unlisted species
and what we would do to pursue our management authority, if you will, through the other
avenues that are available at our disposal. The key one being the Federal Power Act. So
Section 18, 10a, 10j of the Federal Power Act. Again, we have a lot of other, these little
authorities, but none with the teeth of the Endangered Species Act and the Federal Power
Act.

Question:

….. you talked about time lines….. could you talk about the interactions occurring
between NMFS and/or FERC and Fish and Wildlife Service over bull trout.

Bob Dach:

My last discussions with Fish and Wildlife Service..… You might be able to address this
a little better Mark {Miller}, but I’ll take a stab at it. Fish and Wildlife Service isn’t
entirely sure how they want to address bull trout. The recommendation that I offered was
that we draft a joint biological opinion. So after we select our preferred alternative, when
we’re developing the biological opinion on that we also evaluate its effects on bull trout
at the same time. So we’ll have a joint biological opinion, or concurrent biological
opinion, and then for issues specific to bull trout that came up during the biological
opinion, we would incorporate that back or at least identify they were going to need to be
addressed in the HCPs. So, for instance, the one that has me the most concerned is that
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is saying that we don’t have enough information to do
anything for 50 years. So being that the case, we would incorporate that information into
our biological opinions, and working through it in my mind there is some sort of off-ramp
if necessary to address the effects on bull trout. And that incorporated into the…..
potentially incorporated into the HCPs.

Question:

The actions under the proposed alternative with regard to bull trout are actions that would
have…..

Bob Dach:

….. a negative effect.

Question:

They would have a negative effect?
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Bob Dach:

That’s correct.

Question:

Has Fish and Wildlife Service made any determination or made any recommendations
with regard to the HCPs under NEPA concerning bull trout?

Bob Dach:

I haven’t talked to them about that issue. Well they don’t have to do NEPA because it’s
not their action, it’s our action. And we could in essence use the NEPA process that we
have already developed to satisfy any of that sort of requirement. The biggest issue here
is their biological opinion regarding the effects of implementation of the HCPs on listed
species. And if they’re not going to be able to say without a doubt that, they might be
able to but what they’ve told me is that they are not going to be able to for instance give a
No Surprises guarantee for the effects on bull trout for 50 years.

Brett Joseph: And since it is a biological opinion through Section 7, theoretically we could reinitiate
consultation if we found something out down the road that could negatively impact bull
trout.
Bob Dach:

Right. And they would reinitiate consultation with us. And there are some provisions in
the HCPs that I think we can underscore to make sure how they can be used. One of the
provisions is that if there is a regulatory requirement that requires a modification of the
HCPs then that may, there are some steps that can be taken at that point to adjust or
modify the HCPs. There are some provisions in the HCPs now that I think we can
explore which we have to figure out how we can use. One of the provisions is that if
there is a regulatory requirement that requires a modification to the HCPs, then that may,
I mean there are some issues, so there are some steps that can be taken at that point to
adjust or modify the HCPs. And it may be that it makes the HCPs no longer a viable
product to move forward and be adopted.

Question:

Whatever the preferred alternative that you come up with, including the HCPs, then you
have to consult with the Fish and Wildlife Service?

Bob Dach:

That’s correct. On the issuance of the permit, but see remember that we also have to
consult with them on this issuance of the permit. So ideally we would consult with
NMFS and Fish and Wildlife Service at the same time.

Question:

So is Fish and Wildlife Service aware and prepared for that consultation?

Bob Dach:

No, and I started this conversation out by saying that’s what I put on the table. That’s the
way that I think we can handle it most easily. Meaning that we can look at the effects
specifically, one of the other options would be to make bull trout one of the permit
species and prepare conservation for them. But I’m thinking that that’s probably not
going to happen. So, what we have to do is look at the HCPs, see what the effect is on
bull trout, see if they have to be modified at all to address the potential effects on bull
trout. If they do, we go back to the utilities.…. and say that the ESA process has shown
that we have to make these sorts of modifications in order to address the effects on bull
trout but we still have a program.
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Comment:

To get a little more specific, in the ESA consultation for bull trout there are no guarantees
for the time frame of that consultation.

Bob Dach:

That’s why I want to do a joint consultation, so that I have a little bit of control over how
long it’s going to take.

Question:

How long do you think it would take, it could take five years to get a biological opinion?

Bob Dach:

Not legally. Anything could happen; I mean yeah you’re right we could never figure out
what would happen with bull trout. We could never produce a biological opinion on the
HCPs. We’re still trying to produce a biological opinion on the HCPs, they’re consulting
with us over steelhead and the HCPs. So it’s not beyond the realm of reason that it will
take us longer than that schedule shows.

Brett Joseph: I think that the issue currently under interagency discussion between the Services is just a
matter of how the process of consultation on bull trout should be initiated. Obviously,
the biological expertise on bull trout resides with the Service, yet we are the action
agency for the purposes of this consultation. So it’s kind of, it’s not an atypical situation
where prior to the formal initiation of consultation, you would use informal consultation
to develop the body of the information that would be needed for us, actually in this case
Fish and Wildlife to formulate a biological opinion. NMFS is not saying we have no
responsibility there, but we’re saying we coordinate on a lot of consultations given our
dual responsibilities under the ESA and it sure should be no different here. But it is an
inefficient allocation of resources just to wait…..
Steve Hays:

You would have had to have consulted with the Fish and Wildlife Service over the 2000
biological opinion for the federal system.

Bob Dach:

No. It’s a different deal because it’s not our action, the federal system is not our action.
The federal system is Bonneville Power, Corps of Engineers, and Bureau of Reclamation.
So they have to deal with U.S. Fish and Wildlife independently.

Steve Hays:

So did they consult independently?

Bob Dach:

Well, they did but it was sort of a joint, there were two separate biological opinions done.
One for anadromous species and one for bull trout at the same time.

Steve Hays:

So then were they able to pull that off successfully?

Bob Dach:

They were. To us that’s the second best. The first best is to do one biological opinion.
The second best is to do concurrent joint biological opinions. The third best is to go on
about different and merry ways. I guess I’m a firm believer in that most people outside
the federal government don’t understand that there is a difference between the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service. So what it ends up looking
like is that the government is just running around in circles, they’re arguing, they can’t
make a decision, all of these bad nasty government stereotypes. That’s how you get this.
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Steve Hays:

I guess my point is that that’s a far more wide reaching decision that was successfully
dealt with.

Bob Dach:

Yeah, I don’t have a concern that we can deal with this. The problem is that under the
federal biological opinion remember that’s all been done under Section 7. Section 7 says
that with new information, change course again. Under the HCPs, with new information
we don’t change course, per se. We change course but it all has to be done under the
framework of the HCPs. So Section 7 is a little bit more flexible with regard to the
species, at least from the standpoint of FERC, than we would have under the HCPs. So it
may be a little harder to work out the subtleties. Again, what it might mean is that in five
years the Fish and Wildlife Service has a bunch more information on bull trout and they
request reinitiating consultation. In which case we would have to do that, and if the
Service holds our feet to the fire and we’re stuck in this quagmire of violating, National
Marine Fisheries Service violating the Endangered Species Act with regard to bull trout
on the one hand because we’re in agreement with the utilities and a bunch of other parties
for the long-term protection of anadromous species on the other hand. That’s a situation
that would be untenable for us. So we need to make sure that it’s clear what’s going to
happen with bull trout with regard to the HCPs. I think we can work it out, talking with
Fish and Wildlife Service I’m optimistic that we can work something out.

Brett Joseph: I just want to suggest a couple of things, in the interest of time. First of all, we have a
small tape recorder here, so I would like to encourage everyone to speak up with
comments because we’re sort of hoping for a transcript or a summary of comments
received. And also there are a lot of issues that end up becoming questions and I don’t
want to create the expectation that we are going to resolve all the issues here. Mainly our
objective for today is to receive the public comments. It sounds bureaucratic, but we
want to get the comments of the record to clarify if we can, but we don’t want to spend a
lot of time debating the issues.
Steve Hays:

Just another question on something that I was a little unclear of. On a federal action,
NMFS action is the incidental take permit, is that correct?

Bob Dach:

Right.

Steve Hays:

OK, so when you were referring in your earlier slide that you were going to Section 7
consultation over the preferred alternative, you had in your mind that that was the
incidental take permit.

Brett Joseph: Right.
Bob Dach:

Well…..

Steve Hays:

You don’t do a consultation on selecting a preferred alternative under NEPA. You do a
consultation when you actually decide to issue the permit. Is that correct?

Brett Joseph:

Right, that’s the point where the proposal that we are receiving, in the permit application,
the NEPA process is triggered by the fact that we have received an incidental take permit
application from the PUDs. At the point where we decide that our proposal is to issue
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that permit, we’ve identified this as our preferred alternative, subject to the completion of
the NEPA process.
Steve Hays:

I just wanted to make sure that there wasn’t another consultation, that I wasn’t…..

Bob Dach:

No.

Steve Hays:

There is no in-between consultation?

Bob Dach:

Right. What made it a little clearer if we had done this a different way. Correct me if
I’m wrong, but I believe that you could have submitted to us, not only your HCP but an
environmental document, an environmental …as well. And then that could have sufficed
for a completed Section 10 application that we would then do a biological opinion on. It
would require NEPA on top of that as well, but it would be a little clearer, and you saw
what we were doing our opinion on. In essence what it does is mushes them together and
to answer your question, no there’s not some hidden biological opinion on the issuance of
the permit, which would only occur it that were the selected approach.

Bob Dach:

Before everyone goes, there is a public meeting tonight, another public meeting. I want
to know how we did on time, whether we lost anybody, whether there are things we
should change for tonight. If anybody has any suggestions, to make me even clearer.
Because you all have a background in this, so folks will come in tonight, if you guys
didn’t have a background could you follow me?

Answer:

It was clear.

Brett Joseph: Were there any other comments?
Bob Dach:

My facial read says that there are no other comments.
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2113 Sunrise Circle, Wenatchee, WA
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Introduction
Bob Dach:

We are tape recording the meeting tonight so we can get everyone’s comments down so
we know what they were. I would help us out if when you made a comment you sort of
gave us your name, so we know who to respond to. And either come up to the table and
we can get you on the tape recorder, or just yell really loudly. But just to let you know
that we are taping for the purpose of making sure that we get comments accurately. We
had mostly agency folks here today so I would sort of like to get a feel for who is here
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tonight. It sort of helps me out to see who is interested in it, who we’re going to be
getting comments from and that sort of thing. My name is Bob Dach. I’m with the
National Marine Fisheries Service. I’m the one with NMFS that is responsible for doing
both the environmental review, the Endangered Species Act review of the proposed
Habitat Conservation Plans. So that’s who I am and what I’m here for. So maybe
Merrill you can just let folks know why you’re here.
Merrill Hathaway: I’m Merrill Hathaway with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. We license
or approve the licensing of the mid-Columbia projects.
Jim Hastreiter: I’m Jim Hastreiter. I’m also with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. I just
want to mention that we’re a cooperating agency with National Marine Fisheries Service
on this environmental impact statement.
Brian Nordlund: I’m Brian Nordlund with the National Marine Fisheries Service.
Shane Bickford: Shane Bickford, Douglas PUD.
Karin Whitehall: Karin Whitehall.
Arnold Asmussen: I’m Arnold Asmussen, and I’m here because I have a high distrust of National
Marine Fisheries Service, and I question their agenda, and I question their science, and I
question the way they run this country like a dictatorship without votes on the things that
control our lives from one end to the other. I would like to hear some form of reality in
this meeting, and that’s why I’m here, I kind of doubt it.
Bob Dach:

Well, I’ll give you what I know of the issues and leave it to the decision on your own on
that one. But I’ll try to answer questions you have.

Arnold Asmussen: In general National Marine Fishery agents claim to just be following orders, but
collectively they’re ruining our country. And I’m not a radical; I’m a typical farmer,
rancher, and businessman. So that’s what you’re trying to explain to, if you’d be a little
careful and try to explain the things that don’t make much sense.
Bob Dach:

Point them out and…..

Arnold Asmussen: I’ll do my best.
Bob Dach:

I don’t want to defend this too much but point them out when I come across something.

Frasier Strutzel: I’m Frasier Strutzel. I represent the Monitor Community Council, and I’ve also spent
the better part of five years or six years on the Wenatchee River Watershed Study. And
my view is in line with the bumper sticker on my car out there that says “Save a salmon,
plug a bureaucrat.”
Bob Dach:

Man, I’m going to have a hard time with this crowd.
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Comment:

Well, I kind of agree with what these guys are saying. I’m just a concerned citizen. I’ve
grown up and lived on this side of the state for sixty years and I grew up on Whidbey
Island and I’m a sportsman, fisherman all those years, and I’ve seen the incompetence of
the National Marine Fisheries since they’ve came to being and the fishing has continually
gone downhill and poor management that has continued to go disastrous up in Alaska
also, other than Canada that has an aggressive plan to fix the situation. I don’t think you
guys are doing a very good job.

Comment:

I’m like this fellow, I came down here as an interested party. About two years ago, we
were down in Railroad Springs, California, and this big vineyard down there, hundreds of
acres, all dead, no water. I was talking to the residents that live down there and they just
ran out of water and they just died. The race track grass is all gone, the vineyards are
gone, so that’s why I’m interested. I don’t like to see these fellows who talk about taking
our dam out. We need that water.

Rod Woodin: I’m Rod Woodin with the State of Washington Fish and Wildlife. I’m here to track your
public review process.
Steve Hays:

I’m Steve Hays with Chelan County PUD one of the original negotiators of the Habitat
Conservation Plan for Rocky Reach and Rock Island. It’s our application to National
Marine Fisheries Service that the proposed plan for tonight is to review the draft
environmental impact statement, and Bob will be explaining the differences between our
application and some of the other processes.

Bob Clubb:

I’m Bob Clubb, Douglas County PUD, and I was one of negotiators for the HCP. And
we represent Wells Project which is the top end of the system. The last dam that passes
anadromous fish.

George Krakowka: I’m George Krakowka, concerned citizen. Do we get a chance to talk later?
Bob Dach:

Sure.

George Krakowka: OK. That’s all I’m going to say now.
Dave Poirier: My name is Dave Poirier representing Lockwood Canaday Irrigation Company.
Whitey Excubus: I’m Wade Excubus, mayor of the city of Rock Island.

Tom Clark:

I’m Tom Clark. I’m a public advocate and promoter of salmon recovery.

Steve Lachowicz: I’m Steve Lachowicz. I’m with Chelan County PUD Relicensing Team, a project that
will be impacted by decisions that are made on the Habitat Conservation Plan.
Lonnie DeCamp: I’m Lonnie DeCamp. I live in Chelan County.
Lonnie Murphy: I’m Lonnie Murphy and at present I work for Chelan County PUD. Part of the year I
also work for the Forest Service in this area and I’m here tonight basically at my own
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personal will because I’m interested in what your findings are and seeing if they correlate
with what happens.
Svend Westlund: I’m Svend Westlund. Just a curious Douglas County resident.
Elisabeth Westlund: Elisabeth Westlund, I just want to learn more about what’s going on.
Pam Gunter: I’m Pam Gunter with Parametrix and we’re helping to do the NEPA process and I was
hoping that anyone who hasn’t signed in can do so.
Bob Sullivan: I’m Bob Sullivan, also with Parametrix.
Bob Dach:

Thanks, like I said, I like to know who my audience is.

Presentation Part I
Arnold Asmussen: Why don’t you have a part in there [comprehensive strategy for dealing with ESA
listed fish species] about working with the public, do you have no desire to do that?
Bob Dach:

We do.

Arnold Asmussen: It wasn’t listed on the slide.
Bob Dach:

I probably should have. For instance, this forum, the whole NEPA process, and I’ll get
into it a little bit further in the presentation. But the whole reason behind it is such that
we can get all the information that we don’t have down on paper, and get it out to
everybody, the general public, agency decision makers, anybody that’s interested. And
get their feedback and comment. And we actually have a couple of very specific steps in
the process to insure that we are soliciting public comment. Then we go through a
process by addressing those comments.

Arnold Asmussen: OK, excuse me I guess I misunderstood. I just thought that if your reason for
existence is to serve the public you would list it.
Bob Dach:

OK.

Arnold Asmussen: I have a question and I don’t want you to think I’m here just to agitate you. I really
have an interest in this whole process.
Bob Dach:

That’s OK.

Arnold Asmussen: Looking at Section 10, does that cover private parties, such as people wanting to
drive their boats or have things to do on the Wells Pool?
Bob Dach:

Right. If your action is prohibited under the Endangered Species Act, if it’s actually
going to result in the take of the species.

Arnold Asmussen: That’s a pretty broad thing, does this take include to harass?
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Bob Dach:

Yeah, it could be.

Arnold Asmussen: ….. to look at, and are boats going to be included in that do you know? Or who
makes that decision?
Bob Dach:

I don’t know how to answer that question specifically, you know.

Arnold Asmussen: Because it’s really broad. There is business interests I’m sure up and down the river
that would like an answer to that.
Bob Dach:

Right.

Arnold Asmussen: And I don’t think that the boats bother them that much.
Bob Dach:

Whether or not specific actions need to have an incidental take permit, I don’t know. I
don’t know, as you say, the definition of take is pretty broad.

Arnold Asmussen: So you’re developing federal law to the conditions?
Bob Dach:

Well, we’re not really developing federal law in this case. What we’re doing is
evaluating the action of permitting the take that results simply from operating the power
plants. So we’re not looking at …..

Arnold Asmussen: So, you’re just looking at the power plants tonight, in this session? It’s confusing.
Bob Dach:

Yeah. No. The action that is in essence on the table to us is the action of continuing to
operate the power plants.

Arnold Asmussen: And the power plants somewhat license the pool behind them, and control what
activities take place on each pool?
Bob Dach:

I don’t know that, in either case, we’re not looking at indirect activities that are related,
for instance, to recreation on the pools. We’re looking specifically at operation of the
projects themselves and the effect that operations of the projects have on these fish. So
we’re not looking at boating, or fishing or anything like that on the pools themselves.
Only, in essence, the fact that the dams are there and generating power, and that will go
on.

Arnold Asmussen: I’ll reserve those specific questions until I…..
Bob Dach:

And then again, I got into it a little earlier; this is a coordinating proceeding.

Presentation Part II
Bob Dach:

….. the allocation of unavoidable mortality is not transferable. Why that’s in there is
specifically to show that if, say you’re only getting 89% total project survival, you
wouldn’t make up the difference by increasing the number of hatchery fish you put in the
water.
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Arnold Asmussen: Why?
Bob Dach:

The hatchery fish themselves don’t lead back to the….. in essence the original listing
issue. Which the example I used was the 359 redds on the Wenatchee.

Arnold Asmussen: I’m sorry, I’m a little dense on this one. First of all, I have a question. As I drive to
Portland about five times a year, I see hundreds of nets. How are you going to get the
fish past the nets to the dams….
Bob Dach:

The way I can answer it is that they go through a similar process to determine how many
fish they can actually keep. So we have a take that is associated with activity then there
is a certain level of take that is allowed. They get to…..

Arnold Asmussen: Who decides it?
Bob Dach:

National Marine Fisheries Service.

Arnold Asmussen: That’s important, that’s why I’m here. You guys are not doing a good job. When
they first, when the nets, when they first gave the treaties the Indians caught their fish
with nets and spearing. Now if they do that again, they can have all the fish they want.
Question:

Do you know the current success rate? I think Wells Dam is one of the safer dams on the
river for fish. Do you know what percent of juveniles currently pass through Wells to
survive the nitrogen loads?

Bob Dach:

The survival level that we have for Wells from evaluations that they have been doing for
the last three years show, I want to say for juveniles and this includes the pool, Shane can
address this as well because he is the one that is actually conducting the studies. But
we’re looking at right about 95 percent pool and dam passage survival. The adults, we
haven’t really, this will come up later, but we haven’t figured out how to measure
survival in adults yet.

Arnold Asmussen: But they might be doing a little better because..…
Bob Dach:

The thought process is that adults are doing better. Yeah. We just don’t know how to
measure it. But we have measured juvenile dam and pool for a couple of species,
juvenile steelhead and yearling chinook. And they’re coming out right about 95 percent.

Bob Clubb:

Actually the average for the three years is a little better than 96 percent.

Arnold Asmussen: So the best dam on the river is just right on the border of that number.
Bob Dach:

This number here, juvenile dam passage survival, is a little bit different than pool and
dam passage survival and that’s what the Wells studies represent. This 95 percent is just,
in essence, through the forebay, dam, and tailrace. The information that we have
generated at Wells also includes a significant component in the Wells pool. So the
thought process was that between the Wells pool and the Wells dam that survival would
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be, it had to be about 93 percent and they’re getting 96 percent so they’re beating it by
about 3 percent. At least for those fish that were tested.
Arnold Asmussen: So you’re saying that if you can get 91 percent survival of the smolts heading down
the river, you talked about getting them back to recover the species, or are you just
talking about getting them out to the ocean?
Bob Dach:

The 91 percent number is the number that includes the mortality associated for all of the
smolts going out and the adults coming back up. So the combination of all the associated
mortality has to be less than 91 percent, less than 90 percent.

Arnold Asmussen: Well then, I want to call your attention…..
Rod Woodin: Just that one dam.
Arnold Asmussen: Just for one dam?
Bob Dach:

For one dam, right.

Question:

What should be done about the island down there with all those gulls that are…..?

Arnold Asmussen: I was just going to bring that up. Rice Island, are you familiar with that? Forty miles
from the mouth, there’s 8,000 pairs of nesting Caspian terns down there and they eat
between 10 and 20 percent of the salmon migrating past the island. That is not a guess;
that is tracking salmon with rice grain sized tags. Thousands of these tiny tags end up
consumed, digested, and deposited on the sand of the island. Ten to 20 percent of our
salmon we’re losing down there, yet nothing’s been done about it by the National Marine
Fisheries Service and I was just wondering if you just don’t care about those 10 to 20
percent,
Bob Dach:

Well…..

Arnold Asmussen: Only here at the dams.
Bryan Nordlund: I could actually talk to that a little bit because I work directly with the biologists that
worked on that project. There was an attempt that was successful to modify the habitat
so that the terns don’t nest as readily on Rice Island. That was done in recent years. I
guess maybe not so surprisingly there were some groups that were offended by that
action. They felt that impacts on arctic terns were not any more tolerable than
impacts…..
Arnold Asmussen: So those groups were adhered to, and the terns are still there eating 10 to 20 percent
of the salmon?
Bryan Nordlund: They actually, what has happened is the terns a lot of them have relocated off of Rice
Island now. They’re not in as big of colonies as they used to be.
Arnold Asmussen: I mean those groups overrode the idea of shooting the birds to protect the salmon.
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Bryan Nordlund: They had some additional modification planned and there was a court injunction that
stopped us from doing any additional habitat modifications because of impacts on
migratory birds.
Question:

What’s the percentage that we’re losing there?

Arnold Asmussen: Ten to 20 percent.
Comment:

I had a follow up to my question. You said that you decide, U.S. Fish and Wildlife,
whatever, National Marine Fisheries Service, decides how many fish they can take out of
the river with their nets.

Bob Dach:

We have a, we have the, we decide, yeah, we decide. It’s not quite that simple. As you
can imagine there are a number of interested parties that all have a position, that all gets
weighed in any decision that’s made. We’ll make the final call of that take permit issue.
So that we don’t do it in a box, so I don’t want to imply that. We might not make the
right decision, but we at least get a lot of input.

Bryan Nordlund: Keep in mind too…..
Comment:

You make that decision each year? When you talk about this, they’ve been in the river
for years now and we even ….. less and fewer and fewer salmon.

Bob Dach:

We evaluate the decision annually. So the decisions are…..

Question:

So, have you ever published how many fish you allow them to catch?

Bob Dach:

Yeah. The percentage of fish allotted to, and again it’s the percentage of fish allotted to
the Tribes, as it relates to our concern that indirectly they would be taking a lot of wild
fish that should be up on the Wenatchee spawning. So they can catch a lot of fish, but
their component of the population that’s the wild population is really the one that we’re
concerned with.

Bryan Nordlund: Also you have to keep in mind that Bob and myself are, we’re particular to the hydro
portion of NMFS, there’s other divisions that do sustainable fisheries, is the action you’re
talking about now. And the Rice Island issue was a habitat issue that our habitat division
is handling. We can talk to it but that’s not really what we’re here for tonight. I mean
we’re, I mean I would be glad to…..
Arnold Asmussen: I have one more thing I would like to cover and that is I think the reason we’re all
here is because somebody in the National Marine Fisheries Service had determined that
there is a difference between wild salmon and hatchery salmon when DNA testing has
shown there is hardly any, if any. But to have a person working out of your office in
Seattle, Robin Waples, a senior scientist of National Marine Fisheries Service said he is
in favor of getting more data for DNA, but doubts his agency’s conclusions will change.
In other words, he is going to ignore science, he’s a scientist hired by the government and
tax payer dollars to evaluate science and implement it, but he’s saying he’s going to
ignore it ….
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Steve Hays:

Bob, I would just like to mention that, I don’t remember the date, but a local group is
having Dr. Waples and a ….. geneticist speak here in Wenatchee, as well as a neutral
geneticist as well.

Bob Clubb:

March 20th.

Steve Hays:

March 20th, so you’ll have a chance to ask that question…

Bob Clubb:

It’s at the Red Lion, I think at 7 o’clock.

Shane Bickford: There is also a meeting in the Methow on the 21st, the same group.
Arnold Asmussen: To finish my point, sometime in the last million years two chinook salmon swam up
the Columbia River and now we have some biologists who have determined that that is
now over 300 separate distinct species that are the offspring of these salmon.
Bob Dach:

Stocks.

Arnold Asmussen: Do you know how many total stocks they’ve determined.
Bob Dach:

No, I don’t know how many separate stocks there are.

Arnold Asmussen: But I, if we, if these people keep going on they’ll take every little creek off the side
of the Wenatchee River and they’ll have a spring, summer and distinct species for the
spring run, summer run, and fall run for each little tributary whether it has any water in it
or not. I mean, these people are creating species like some people pass gas. If it weren’t
for these people being able to declare that these salmon are genetically different, which
the DNA doesn’t support, we wouldn’t be here. The hatcheries would be putting out the
salmon that we need. And one more point I’d like to make, here’s a top Canadian
fisheries biologist named David Welch, and he….. this ….. ocean theory, by telling about
the pristine, undammed, Keogh River in British Columbia. Where the coho run has
dropped 90 percent. There are no dams on this river but the coho run is down 90 percent
since 1970.
Comment:

The same goes for the Olympic Peninsula, there’s no dams on it, the same goes for
Alaska. There are no dams on those pristine rivers at all.

Arnold Asmussen: We’re here over some fantasy that some biologist has that we’ve got these different
genetic, and they all started with two salmon hatching. That’s why we’re here.
Comment:

Did you ever hear the word overharvesting….. They’re the ones that control that.

Bob Dach:

I’m not a good person to debate it with you. There are folks that know way more about it
than I do. It would be great if they were here.

Arnold Asmussen: I’m afraid they don’t work for the National Marine Fisheries Service. We wouldn’t
have this problem.
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Bob Dach:

I could just give you my opinion, I couldn’t quote facts and data on it.

Steve Hays:

Just a real quick note so we can put things into perspective here. National Marine
Fisheries Service obviously has management responsibilities to manage the fishery,
manage the habitat, and manage other stuff. But Bob’s responsibility is to manage the
hydro system actions through the FERC. He didn’t write the law, of course there are
congressmen out there to review the law. That’s one point that you might take up. The
other thing is that not even National Marine Fisheries Service is immune to lawsuits and
the Rice Island incident they wished to be more aggressive to relocation that the Audubon
Society and others allowed them to, and were prohibited by a court injunction. They also
have proposed an initiative on a lower percent harvest on some of the fisheries and were
successfully sued by an advocacy group. So I guess the whole mess is what comes
around, goes around, comes around, so just keep that in mind too. Today though we are
talking about the two local PUD’s proposals to the National Marine Fisheries Service for
a plan to maintain long-term operation and to relicense our hydro projects through a
Section 10 process for which we could use more local input. And Bob’s going to explain
the difference between that and a Section 7 process, which is the federal to federal
negotiations that occur for the federal projects which is another alternative that could be
used in place of ours.

Comment:

I just had one more comment. I know that we’ve kind of gotten out of focus on the hydro
projects impacts, but I think everyone here probably realizes that they do have
their…salmon passage and survival. I was wondering if you could clarify the 9 percent
unavoidable mortality because that actually is more like potential mortality? I guess
you’re requiring them to meet 95 percent but yet allowing 9 percent?

Bob Dach:

No. We’re actually requiring that they meet this 91 percent, that’s for a combination of
juveniles and adults. So this 9 percent mitigates for that. The 95 percent is a sub-product
of this, meaning that 95 percent, specifically of the juvenile population, and specifically
at the concrete. So you could look at total juveniles need to be 93 percent, which allows
2 percent mortality per dam on adults, if you wanted to. There is some intent behind
those numbers, but the number of importance is the 91 percent, and the 9 percent that
we’re mitigating for, but it’s a combination of juveniles and adults.

Rod Woodin: Bob, you might also clarify that if the measures at the projects achieve greater than 91
percent survival, and it’s documented, that the 7 percent hatchery production won’t be
reduced.
Bob Dach:

Right.

Steve Hays:

The reason that there is a separate number for at the concrete is because there’s a lot more
opportunities to do things to improve salmon survival at the dam than there is out in the
reservoir, for example, where you have less ability to change things. So that’s why
they’re separate numbers. There was a certain amount of effort that was negotiated as to
what we would do at our dam in terms of operations and structures to prevent loss of fish,
primarily through turbine passage. That, theoretically, you could only get so much
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benefit through anything you might try in the reservoirs so it’s an additional allowance
for reservoirs and adults…
Comment:

I have a question, Bob. This agreement, those numbers, apply specifically to each dam,
Wells, Rocky Reach, so you’re going to have 9 percent unavoidable mortality at each
dam?

Bob Dach:

Correct. Times nine if they have to go through nine dams.

Comment:

Bob, I would just like to make sure people understand the point about the kind of money
that each utility is paying for the habitat improvements over the 50-year life of the
proposed plan. Do you have totals for each of the utilities and what that will amount to
over 50 years?

Bob Dach:

I do not.

Bob Clubb:

About $42 million.

Bob Dach:

Do you know for Chelan?

Steve Hays:

That’s for both combined.

Bob Dach:

Oh, that’s combined?

Comment:

$42 million - that could buy a hell of a lot of fish downtown, couldn’t it?

Comment:

Buy a lot of commercial fishing boats too.

Arnold Asmussen: It could take the whole National Marine Fisheries Service out to dinner.
Bob Dach:

Just pay us off and go home.

Comment:

Then you’d have to find a job.

Comment:

Withdrawing from the plan in 15 years for Chelan and 20 for Douglas. Is it going to be a
process established for those two PUDs to approach the agencies to exit the plan?

Bob Dach:

There is a process. Basically what it comes down to is that after 15 years, for example
for Chelan, if after 15 years the species is continuing to decline then we, the resource
agencies, have the option to opt out. There are some caveats in that, so there are some
requirements that must be met. But the idea was, that to the best of our ability, we picked
the wrong standards and the species are continuing to decline, or we have the right
standards and they’re still continuing to decline because the measures weren’t
appropriate, or something. We would have the option to back out of this process and then
decide if something different needed to happen. The reality of the situation is that due to
the flexibility that the proposal has in it, ideally if we weren’t meeting the standards in 15
years, or the species were continuing to decline, there would be ample room inside of the
framework to allow us to regroup mid-stream without having to back out of the

Appendix A – Public Meetings

A-24

EIS for the Wells, Rocky Reach, and
Rock Island HCPs

agreements. But again, it’s in there as a last ditch effort because nobody, as you can
appreciate in the federal government, likes to think that they can’t make a decision for 50
years. So this is just in case.
Comment:

Bob, another comment on the amount of money that Chelan and Douglas PUDs are
agreeing to pay over 50 years, is it?

Bob Dach:

Over the term of the permit.

Comment:

$46 million?

Bob Dach:

Taken on good authority.

Comment:

Chelan County PUD right now has allocated $44 million for diesel generators that are
being installed at Alcoa. The projection is for that $44 million to be paid off in 5 months.

Bob Clubb:

I would just like to say one thing, it was actually $42 million for the Tributary Plan,
which is just one component of the Habitat Conservation Plan. I addition to that, we
produce 7 percent through the hatcheries. Douglas spends $2 million a year on hatchery
O&Ms, plus the initial capital contribution. And then there are things being done at the
dams that cost millions and millions of dollars. Chelan PUD is proposing to have a
surface bypass system, and it is going to cost $168 million. So it’s not a fair thing to
speak of, that we are just paying $42 million dollars over 50 years for the protection of
the resource. You have to have all of these many items that we’re doing, which are
hundreds and hundreds of million of dollars over the course of this 50 years, not 42.

Bob Dach:

I tend to just add to that, when you start talking about money you always get into those
sorts of comparisons. The money, the dollar amount was certainly at the time considered
to be adequate to cover that mitigation component. So it wasn’t as though the utilities
were trying to get away with as little as possible. It was that this is about the kind of
money that was going to be required in order to do these improvements as a result of the
tributary program. We could have asked for more money, but as we work our way
through processes we like to be sure that whatever we’re asking for, whatever we’re
going for, whatever our bottom line is, is pretty well seated in the available biological
information. People will disagree with the available biological information, and that is
one of the reasons that we do these public processes and take comments and do all that
other stuff. We put the information we have on the table and people take shots at it. The
stuff that we have, I think tends to support the dollar amounts. And again, conscious
about the dollar amount itself, just in that, we want to make sure that we have an
adequate programming. And I think the take-home point is that the utilities are prepared
to ensure that they’re funding adequately to take care of that component of the program.
Is that reasonable?

Arnold Asmussen: Bob, you’re saying that if the stock has continued to decline, or are you taking other
factors such as weather, or drought, or anything like that into consideration? Or will it be
strictly based on the dams.
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Bob Dach:

It’s quite an involved process, and I don’t even understand the ins and outs of the process,
but what it does is, it looks at returns, if you will. It looks at the total life history of
populations over the course of, I think from our prospective, you really need to look at
over a course of about 15 years in order to get a reasonable, in essence, data point. Then
you look at whether or not the line from today to 15 years, is moving in this direction or
it’s moving in this direction.

Arnold Asmussen: I grew up on the Wenatchee River. I’ve lived …. I’ve grown up on the river and I
know we were in an extreme drought, except from three years, from 1969 clear up to the
middle 80’s and I know that it had a very bad impact on salmon ..… In ‘87 U.S. Congress
directed the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to investigate causes of declining salmon
runs. And this was 1887. You know, these things happen regardless of the dams. I
wonder if you take in the weather conditions.
Bob Dach:

Yeah. We’re not, because this particular component of the puzzle being discussed here
tonight, try not to misconstrue that as being the only thing that is being done, the phase of
the recovery, to recover fish populations. It’s really not the case. There are things being
done everywhere.

Arnold Asmussen: I was nervous about it just being pinned on the dams themselves.
Bob Dach:

Yeah, it comes across that way, the dams are big visible objects and we do a lot of big
visible expensive work at dams. But I think that if you ask anyone they know that, if you
ask somebody that is trying to irrigate crops out in the Methow, for instance. They know
that they’re not getting away with anything. And the tribes will tell you, if you sit, if I
were to go to a tribal meeting, the tribes will tell you it used to be we used go get, we
used to have fish coming out of our ears. So, it’s a very broad based multi-facetted issue.

Arnold Asmussen: But in 1887, without a dam on the river, congress took it upon themselves because of
the severity of the situation, to direct the Corps of Engineers to..…
Bob Dach:

Yeah, I think that weren’t the conclusions of their report were….. I think they came to
overfishing. They said all the big fish wheels down the lower Columbia had to go. From
what I remember of the report.

Question:

I’d like to say ….. are there any documents put out by National Marine Fisheries Service
that address all of these issues affecting salmon, so these people might get an overview?

Bob Dach:

Yeah, there’s a few. We have a thing we now call the all H paper. All of these are on
our website, and our website is in that handout information I gave you. But there is a lot
of information on species status reports, there’s what we call the all H paper, which
addresses, we used to call it the 4-H paper but I think somebody had a copyright on the 4H’s so we had to change it. It’s hatcheries, habitat, harvest, and hydropower. So those
were, in essence, the big four that we evaluated under this, what we call the all-H paper.

Arnold Asmussen: But weather is not included in those?
Bob Dach:

Pardon me?
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Arnold Asmussen: But weather is not included in those?
Bob Dach:

Well weather comes into play.

Arnold Asmussen: In habitat?
Bob Dach:

Yeah, weather comes into play in all of the analyses that you do. This is one of the
reasons we say that you can’t get one year of data and call that the answer. Because it
doesn’t take into consideration environmental variables, weather. So that’s why you have
such a long period of time before you know, that’s why you have 12 or 15 years or 15 or
20 years before you know whether you’ve done good or bad. Because it takes a while to
generate that kind of information. But you can’t, as you know, say well this is the data
point that we got this year but it was a dry year, so we’re going to add a fudge factor of
14 percent. It just doesn’t work that way.

Steve Hays:

Your ocean factors are worked into the CRI.

Bryan Nordlund: CRI and QAR both.
Bob Dach:

The CRI is actually now three papers, from what I remember. One of those has been
published and two of them are on the way; they’re on the website as well. And we have
the cumulative, cumulative analytical report, quantitative that’s it.

Steve Hays:

So that’s it?

Shane Bickford: QAR, CRI is the cumulative risk initiative.
Bob Dach:

Thank you. But there is probably a hundred other models that other people have done as
well. The one’s that we have, that we rely upon, are on our website and have been
published. And the last big analysis that we did, I think the best analysis that we have
done so far, was the one just released in the federal biological opinion on the operation of
the federal hydropower system. So BPA, Corps of Engineers, and Bureau of
Reclamation, and I think there was 43 dams in that one, something along those lines.
And they looked at everything. Bonneville Power out there is trying to fix habitat
because they think that they are going to get more of a survival improvement in habitat
than they are if they keep tinkering with the projects.

Steve Hays:

The bottom line in that decision was the decision not to remove the Snake River dams
because other indications were that there might be more loses occurring elsewhere. Is
that correct?

Bob Dach:

Well the bottom line was removing Snake River dams, in and of themselves, was not a
guarantee that they were going to recover fish species. So the politics behind that, then
why in the heck would you do it. So where NMFS was at was we don’t necessarily know
that we can save fish species without removing dams, but we’ll work on it for a few
years, we’ll see if there’s a way to keep the dams in place with a bunch of experimenting
if there’s any way we can recover these species leaving the dams in place. That, in
essence, was the decision.
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Bryan Nordlund: The other component of that too was you pick out four Snake River dams and it
doesn’t put any more fish in the Wenatchee River, for example. So that it’s broader than
just those dams. In looking at all these other habitat, harvest, and hatcheries used in
addition to hydro it gives us a chance to try to put in a more comprehensive program
together that will address recovery in all the different areas, not just in one particular
area, which removing the dams would do.
Comment:

When you talk about the species status in 20 years, are you talking about wild species or
hatchery species?

Bob Dach:

Under the Endangered Species Act, it would be naturally producing species of wild fish,
not hatchery fish. Well, not hatchery fish per se. Some of the hatchery fish are covered
as well. But we’re looking at wild populations. Which is an issue because, you know,
when you’re talking, probably this year we’ll have one of the biggest spring chinook runs
we’ve ever had. It’s just not associated with a big wild spring chinook run, unfortunately.

Frasier Strutzel: Excuse me. Bull trout use to be called Dolly Varden until
Bob Dach:

Hey, that’s Fish and Wildlife Service.

Frazier Strutzel: Until the biologists got hold of it. But we used to have a big run of silvers, silvers we
called them, on Lake Wenatchee. Since the protection of bull trout has come into being
now the Lake Wenatchee coho aren’t there anymore. Isn’t Article 3 of the Endangered
Species Act concerned with controlling predators.
Bob Dach:

I’d have to read Article 3, I don’t know off the top of my head.

Frasier Strutzel: I think that either Article 3 or Article 4 says you look to control predation.
Bob Dach:

It seems reasonable that’s in there somewhere.

Frazier Strutzel: And bull trout is the worst predator in the world on immature salmon, that are an
endangered species.
Bob Dach:

So what do you do?

Frasier Strutzel: So why are we protecting them?
Bob Dach:

So what do you do when one listed species is preying on another listed species?

Frasier Strutzel: Well, you shoot one of them, then you have the other.
Bob Dach:

Save the one you like better, huh? Well that’s what we worked, that’s what we consult
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service over. Because we have all these plans…..

Frazier Strutzel: It’s contradictory.
Bob Dach:

Yeah. We have these plans for, you know, the federal government believe it or not is not
one big happy family either. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has their species of
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concern, we have our species of concern. When we get into this sort of deal, we sit down
with those guys and hash it back and forth about what we’re going to do for endangered
fish.
Frazier Strutzel: So you duke it out?
Bob Dach:

Yeah, that might be easier.

Karin Whitehall: I have a comment. If you think back a hundred years ago, 200 years ago, bull trout and
salmon co-existed here, so to say that they are a voracious predator on salmon doesn’t
really make sense. They co-existed.
Arnold Asmussen: The silver runs in Lake Wenatchee are eliminated, and nobody’s concerned about
that. They are gone. You can’t find any silvers in Lake Wenatchee, they’ve been
eliminated.
Bob Dach:

Well, you know, this is a, the issue I think that I hear you bringing up, is one of the
reasons why Habitat Conservation Plans are appealing. Because it looks at all of the
interrelated issues, it doesn’t, it intentionally doesn’t select one fish over another fish. It
provides the program necessary in order to allow these fish to cohabitate. But I
understand what you’re saying.

Arnold Asmussen: Yeah, they’re eliminated so that entire species is gone. You just can’t find in Lake
Wenatchee. We used to catch them, 20 or 30 at a time when I was a youth.
Shane Bickford: Isn’t that part of the 9 percent? (Bob Dach said: The combination of effects [of all
three dams] leads to an additional mortality that you won’t see in the project area. These
HCPs don’t really address that. They do to a degree, it’s just not completely clear how
it’s addressed.)
Bob Dach:

No. The 9 percent is for fish that are moving through your project. Not the fish, not what
happens to them when they get down to the estuary.

Shane Bickford: Unavoidable mortality doesn’t take that into account?
Bob Dach:

No.

Malcolm McLellum: But Bob, didn’t you say before that it’s 9 percent allowable take?
Bob Dach:

Per dam, so nine times nine

Malcolm McLellum: Nine dams. So that’s 81 percent loss.
Bob Dach:

It doesn’t really work like that, but…..

Malcolm McLellum: No it’s not, I didn’t finish, I wasn’t allowed to finish. It’s 81 percent if a 7 percent
hatchery program is not working.
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Bob Dach:

It’s even if the hatchery program was working, it still would be a significant component
of the wild fish that was not..… So each one of these dams takes a piece, but the issue is a
fish that survives through all three projects up here. Survives through the Wells project,
the Rocky Reach project, and the Rock Island project. A component of those fish that
survive through these projects may die later because of the trip through the system. In
which case, there would be a burden on each one of the utilities for that cumulative effect
on the species. Everybody takes a scale, fish can only lose so many scales before it dies.
So there’s…..

Malcolm McLellum: But that’s a part of another program that says that the net cumulative effects are
not addressed.
Bob Dach:

Well we’re trying, they’re not addressed under the HCPs. So we’re, it’s an issue that’s
been identified.

Question:

One of the objectives of the Endangered Species Act is to recovery species and to delist
them. Right?

Bob Dach:

Right.

Question:

So what would happen in the event that you saw a delisting of affected species before the
50-year tenure of the agreement was up?

Bob Dach:

That’s a good question. I don’t know what would happen.

Question:

There wouldn’t be any need for the HCPs?

Arnold Asmussen: You would have to create a new species and declare it endangered.
Bob Dach:

Yeah, something would have to get endangered.

Bob Clubb:

Well it’s more than just endangered species.

Steve Hays:

Yeah, the PUDs are proposing to amend their FERC licenses with these plans, so even in
the event that these species were delisted and there would be no longer a need for a
Section 10 permit. But all the actions taken to preserve and protect those species would
have become part of the FERC license, that would remain in effect until the licenses were
amended, or until the license term ended and another federal license was issued. So that,
the answer to your question is, if these are approved and become part of the license, then
it becomes part of FERC’s responsibility to make sure that it continues to be
implemented, even though the need for a Section 10 permit will go away, if the species
were actually delisted.

Bob Clubb:

And I think the original intent of the HCP was to provide measures that prevented the
necessity for the occurrence of listings.

Bob Dach:

Yeah. It wouldn’t behoove anybody to just all of a sudden say OK we’re done. So,
although I wouldn’t want to commit the utilities in, like I said it wouldn’t seem prudent to
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stop doing anything that they had been doing that’s resulted in recovering the species. It
would be, we would drink a beer over it, I’m sure.
Comment:

I’ll buy it for you.

Steve Hays:

I expect to be pushing up daisies before they’re delisted.

Bryan Nordlund: It would take all the fun out of public meetings too, if we’re not doing anything right
and the species were actually recovering.

End of Presentation
Bob Dach:

I can answer any questions, or I can try to…..

Arnold Asmussen: Yes, I have a question.
Bob Dach:

Make it something that I didn’t address.

Arnold Asmussen: Well, I’d like to give my name and have a written response from NMFS on this one.
Pam Gunther: Well, you know, at this point I would appreciate it if you could come to the microphone
so that we can be sure that we have exactly what you say, and state your name first. It’s
to your advantage.
Arnold Asmussen: My name is Arnold Asmussen, and do you need the address?
Pam Gunther: No, I have it.
Arnold Asmussen: I’d like to make an observation. Back in 1997 when this started, and I’ll be a brief as
I can, I sat in a meeting up in, I believe it was Twisp, and I asked why a federal agency,
such as NMFS that had federal authority, and in my opinion and that of others should be
protecting citizens rights from the outside interests, outside of the United States. In the
context of federal authority, therefore federal responsibility, I questioned the Indian
fishing which consider themselves, depending on what day it is, consider themselves an
independent nation and the offshore fishing, outside of our waters, or in our waters by
other nations. And those things seem to be the last things that have been addressed, or
effectively addressed. And the first thing that our federal agency did was to start taking
away private citizens’ water rights and property rights. Which is the easiest thing and
took the least amount of will and resolve of the National Marine Fisheries Service to do.
But it was the first thing that they effectively did, was to take things away from our
citizens, while they allowed citizens of other nations to go ahead. Now they lodged
protests and they did things to try to curtail it, but effectively no. The Okanogan has a
tributary 2 percent of the problem and the terns, I think it’s been well documented 10 to
20 percent, perhaps less now are an unprotected species. Is that correct?
Bryan Nordlund: They’re protected by the migratory birds or…..
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Arnold Asmussen: Well, all animals should be protected. I’m not an anti-naturalist, I believe I want our
area to stay nice. But those terns are not an endangered species. And I don’t believe
they’re threatened. They’re living on an unnatural island and a small group, I don’t know
how small….. perhaps large on the internet, got together and decided to protect those
birds that are taking 10 to 20 percent of the fish. Now, it has to sting a little bit for the
National Marine Fisheries to say well we have to turn back because of that environmental
group and not take care of that 10 or 20 percent issue, but we are going to go ahead, and
there is a little group up in the Okanogan of citizens, farmers, ranchers, county
commissioners, and even recently the Okanogan PUD voted to support the law suit
against National Marine Fisheries with $20,000. And that is being ignored. They’re
going to go ahead and take care of that 2 percent but they’re ignoring the 10 to 20 percent
of these birds that some environmental group decided to protect. I see that as completely
wrong. It should be illegal. And my question is: Why are those terns getting more
consideration than the Okanogan and the farmers and ranchers up there? When that’s 2
percent and this is 10 to 20 percent. I’d like a written answer. Thank you.
Comment:

I just want to say a little bit….. some of you here might not be aware of, but maybe a lot
of you are. In the north Atlantic, they had huge numbers of fish for years, no dams, now
there’s practically no fish. They finally realized it was overfishing and they’re trying to
do something about it. The Frasier River never had a dam, huge numbers of salmon
going up the Salmon River. I was up there, I came here 50 years ago, and I was up there
and watched those salmon go up the Frasier River. Now there’s none. No dams, no fish.
Then south of China, in the islands south of China, there used to be a lot of fish and they
finally admit there is too much fishing, there’s practically no fish left from overfishing.
Not Americans, by the way. And I think that we ought to extend our boundary line. It’s
only three miles out now, from what I gather. Does anybody agree with that? That our
national boundary in the ocean is about three miles out.

Bob Dach:

There is an economic exclusion zone, I think it’s, I want to say it’s 49 miles out.

Question:

It is?

Bob Dach:

But you could be right, I’m certainly not sure.

Comment:

Well, I heard that Japan has 150 coming this way. I don’t know if that’s true or not, but
you hear things like that. And, what is the problem then? It’s overfishing, overfishing.
Foreigners come in to our area; we’re breeding salmon for them to catch. They have
miles and miles of nets out there, sweeping the ocean clean of our salmon that we try to
raise here. And that’s what you’re going to be doing, is putting some more salmon out
for these people to catch. Then the terns have already been mentioned. Our wonderful
government made an island out there when they dredged out the Columbia River and
made a place for the terns, about 10,000 of them, eating the smolts going out to the
ocean. Now that island, I think, ought to be shoved under water and let the terns go
elsewhere. Even though they are an “endangered species” when there’s 10,000 of them
that’s not very endangered. Well the Indians, of course when they first had the
agreement in the early 1800s it was for sustenance, and the type of nets they had were
hand-made and I don’t know what they wove them out of, but they got enough fish for
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sustenance. Now they claim there are over 700 nets. And somebody flew over and they
counted, and said they counted 1,000 nets. Now I don’t know how much of that is true or
not, but that’s what hit the paper. And they have modern nets. They can’t be seen in the
water, they’re almost invisible. They’re catching fish way beyond their sustenance
because I know I went down the Columbia River each year now for a while for other
reasons stopped in there and they were selling the fish for $2 apiece. Now that isn’t
sustenance. That $2 buys some other things, usually whiskey if I can use the expression.
Anyway, that’s enough for me to say. Thank you for listening. Any questions?
Somebody must have a complaint about what I said.
Frasier Strutzel: I have some comments I would like to make. I’m Frazier Strutzel and I live at Monitor,
Washington P.O. Box 259. But I had a real problem with the Endangered Species Act
and the National Marine Fisheries Service enforcement of that. And that is the item I
brought up before of the Article 3 or 4, whichever one deals with predation, and I see the
National Marine Fisheries Service totally ignoring that. They’re actually protecting
predators. And I think until you enforce all the articles of the Endangered Species Act,
and not the ones that serve your bureaucracy and to further your bureaucracy. I think
everything you do should be ignored and I think it’s a waste of tax dollars. And I
personally will contact my senators and representatives and urge them to cut the National
Marine Fisheries Services’ budget. I think that’s the only way you get an agency under
control. If you’re going to bring this Endangered Species Act out here and club us over
the head, you know, I’m paying for all this every time I send in my power bill. I’m
paying for all this crap that’s going on. And until you folks start enforcing the entire
Endangered Species Act, I think you ought to be ignored and your budget should be cut.
Bob Dach:

I just thought I would ask. What do you think, for instance, the utility’s proposal of this
Habitat Conservation Plan?

Frasier Strutzel: How it’s made me mad?
Bob Dach:

Just what they’re putting on the table. Endangered Species Act aside, what they’re
putting on the table to, in essence, enhance and recovery these species.

Frasier Strutzel: Do I have a problem with my PUD spending these millions of dollars to enhance
salmon runs?
Bob Dach:

Yeah.

Frasier Strutzel: Not really. No, I’m a conservationist, my family has been farming in Monitor since
1907, and we’ve done everything we can to enhance the wildlife in our orchard and in the
surrounding hillsides of our orchards. Prime hillsides, and we do everything we can to
support the wildlife and the bird populations. And we want to see fish in the rivers. I
have no problem with money being spent wisely, but when I see it spent of nonsense,
which this is, I have a problem with that. But actual money being spent on the turbines to
lessen the kill of fish, that’s a good one. I’d pay my share of that one anytime. But this
bureaucratic nonsense that we’re paying for, which this is, I have a problem with it
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because you folks are only enforcing the portions of the Endangered Species Act which
further your bureaucracy, that’s my problem.
Bob Dach:

So it’s appealing, if I might paraphrase, to have, I guess what can be phrased certainly as
a higher level of willful control over how the money is spent. It’s not so much that you
don’t think there is a need there, it’s that you think that it would be much more
appropriately addressed if you had a little bit more hand in it.

Frazier Strutzel: What I think should happen is that we should get rid of the Caspian Terns with
shotguns, if that’s what it takes. That would make sense.
Bob Dach:

I don’t know if I’m allowed to comment.

Frasier Strutzel: I understand what you’re saying, but we need to stop the high seas fishing. I have
personal friends that fish on the high seas and they say when the nets are pulled in, and
there is incidental kills of salmon, the observers onboard the ship turn their heads the
other way. There’s no count made of that at all. Those fish are uncounted. We actually
had a salmon situation here where Rollie Smitten, who I grew up with, working together
for salmon, water and people. Rollie Smitten was director or assistant administrator for
the National Marine Fisheries Service. I grew up with Rollie, and he came and he said
that the fish issue is not happening on the high seas, and I took issue with Rollie. I said I
know for a fact that it is because I know guys out there on ships. And it is happening out
there. But we’re friends and everything but I took issue with him because I know people
who are on those boats. And the observers are letting them get away with the incidental
kill of salmon. They’re pulling in huge, mile-long, miles and miles of nets and there’s,
one guy saw over 1,500 salmon kicked overboard one day on one ship. There is over
3,500 ships out there. That’s not being addressed by you folks, you’re here clubbing our
dams over the head, you know. Because somebody has an agenda to try to remove our
dams. And that’s what’s being pushed.
Bob Dach:

Are there any more questions?

Steve Hays:

Well, if nobody else, I would like to go over a few things. I work for the PUD here, you
guys own me and if you don’t like what I say you can fire me because I’m an at-will
employee. I’ve given about 8 years, a better part of 8 years of my professional career as a
biologist here at the PUD working on this plan. So I wanted to make sure that everybody
understood exactly what Bob has been explaining here and what the issue is before us.
And the real issue is that there are two alternatives out there for dealing with the
Endangered Species Act responsibilities the PUD has through the FERC who has
responsibilities, particularly in terms of relicensing the Rocky Reach project, for
example, we have to deal with these issues. Because if we don’t get it dealt with, FERC
is the federal agency who has to deal with National Marine Fisheries Service over the
Endangered Species Act. So the issue is, what is the best way to approach the problem.
National Marine Fisheries Service can talk to FERC, federal agency to federal agency,
and Bob went through at the end there the Section 7 process, which is a federal process
whereby their action to grant a new license to Rocky Reach, say, is a federal action that
requires consultation. National Marine Fisheries will come and consult with the PUD
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and with FERC to try and work out a reasonable approach. But at the end of the day,
their opinion is the judgment. The other option is the Section 10 permit, which would not
just cover the two listed species, but would be a comprehensive package, hopefully with
multiple signatories, not just the National Marine Fisheries Service and FERC but the
Fish and Wildlife Service, the state Department of Fish and Wildlife and hopefully some
tribes and even perhaps an environmental group. All with the combined commitment to
make a process work, that they would take care of the ESA issues through a Section 10
permit. They actually have, at least when we all walked out of the room three years ago,
felt that they could even give up some of their opinion-type authority and delegate it into
the alternative dispute resolution. And allow the seeking of a third, impartial party to get
it worked out. So those are the issues, which process do you citizens in this area feel is a
better way to resolve a National Marine Fisheries Service mandate to protect these
specific species. Regardless of whether they should be listed or not listed or they’re not
doing enough out there. We only have here at the PUD, control over those things that we
can directly affect. We can’t affect other than with our votes, we can’t affect offshore
harvest or something else. I can affect turbines at Rock Island Dam, I can affect turbine
survival. That’s the issues, is anyone unclear of what the issue is? If your going to
comment on the draft environmental impact statement, the comments they’re seeking are
what alternative you think should be the preferred alternative, Section 7 or Section 10,
and why. What do you like about it and what you don’t like about it. What do you like
about Section 10 or what you don’t like about it. If you like the alternative dispute
resolution, you would do them a service and us a service by making that comment. If
you don’t like it you won’t do us a service, you’ll do them a service by making that
comment. And so forth.
Arnold Asmussen: I’d like to answer that directly. This is Arnold Asmussen, the guy with the previous
question, I cannot speak for the Methow Basin Planning Unit, and in no way shape or
form am I. But I have been involved with them, and we have been negotiating in a
similar scenario with that little drainage that you’re going through with the dams, and an
HCP is on the table for us, as it will be for you. I think local input of any sort given to
the PUDs and the ability of the citizens to come to speak to those decisions is good.
Those processes appear to have been manipulated by the National Marine Fisheries in
terms of timing and different things that they can do to achieve whatever objectives they
have. And I’m not saying their objects are bad, we want salmon in the river, we want to
see steelhead fishing back at Pateros, not just below Wells Dam and above Brewster,
which is in the gap. But the Section 10 will allow us to speak to the issues and that is
appreciated. But I would certainly say with a high degree of wariness what you enter in
to them because the fact that the citizens get to have input adds validity to the decisions,
rather than just the federal agencies making decisions on their own. And you want to
make sure that that validity isn’t misled.
Steve Hays:

All I can conservatively say is that none of us three years ago thought that we be at this
place in the process that we’d all be walking out of the negotiations with smiles on our
faces, but such is life. But at any rate, that’s a valid comment that I’ve heard that concern
raised before. Are you better to be part of the process and…..
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Arnold Asmussen: You do not want to get in a position where you’re being asked to sell the emperor’s
new clothes. That’s a good comparison. When you have to have water, water tables in
the Methow going back to pre-date historical man, that’s asking an awful lot. And you
do not want to get in those positions, I would check and re-check the science and the
numbers, but certainly local input is the way to go, I would think.
Steve Hays:

So that’s all I had to say, I just wanted to make sure that everyone knew what the purpose
of today’s meeting was, and what the two decisions are with National Marine Fisheries
Service and which of the two processes will carry the day when they get through their
internal analysis asking themselves whether they can do it this way or not. That’s why
we want public comment on how it should be approached.

Bryan Nordlund: I just wanted to say that I want to personally thank everybody for showing up here
tonight. You know I understand that we’ve taken some hits, and that’s fine. I mean, I’m
perfectly willing to listen to public input, especially guys, a lot of you have prepared and
I could tell you’ve done your homework and know the issues as well as you can. I really
appreciate the input. The things that we can control, in hydro, our little portion of the
ESA world, we’re doing to the best of our ability and apologize to those of you who that
don’t think that we are. I have a passion for trying to protect the fish, I’ve lived here all
my life, I’m a fisherman, I want to see the fish healthy just like you all do. And that’s
reflected in my work. And I’m here on my own time tonight, and so is Bob and I think so
are these guys from FERC. And it’s just specifically to solicit public input from people
like yourselves that have the same concerns and passions that I do about the fish. So I
just wanted to give my personal thanks, not a National Marine Fisheries Service thanks,
but my own thanks.
Bob Dach:

Again, I’d appreciate any comments that you have to send it to me to the address in that
handout. And, no guarantees, but the information can never hurt. You might think we
won’t do anything with it, but we certainly aren’t going to do anything with it if we don’t
get it.
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DEIS Public Comments

Appendix B provides written comments received by the public (including agencies, non-governmental
organizations, businesses, and individuals) on the DEIS. Substantive comments in each letter are
marked and numbered.
Provided at the front of each letter containing substantive comments is a table directing the reader to the
specific NMFS numbered response in Appendix C. The NMFS response may direct the reader to
specific FEIS sections that were changed based on the comment or may include a discussion explaining
how the HCPs were changed in response to the comment.
Letters without substantive comments are also included in this appendix, although no specific responses
were requested by the letter writer. NMFS acknowledges receipt of these letters and the information
contained within the letters.
The letters in this appendix are organized in alphabetical order. Refer to the Table of Contents below
for the location of specific letters within this appendix.
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Appendix C
Response to Comments
Water Quality
Comment 1

Several commenters questioned the statement that the Mid-Columbia River projects have limited
influence over water temperatures in the reach. They requested data to document the potential
influence of the projects on water temperature and travel time, as well as monitoring
requirements under the action alternatives to determine the potential effects on critical habitat
and fish survival. It was also suggested that operational changes or changes to the water release
schedule at Grand Coulee Dam could be used to regulate water temperatures.

Response 1

Statements about the influence of Mid-Columbia River hydroelectric projects on water
temperatures were based on literature cited in FEIS Section 3.3.2.1, Project Area. The spatial and
temporal distributions of temperatures within the Mid-Columbia River were examined in the
Rocky Reach reservoir during the critical period of August 2000 (Parametrix, Inc. and Thomas R.
Payne & Associates 2002). Vertical profile measurements in different areas of the reservoir
confirmed the absence of thermal stratification, as expected in these run-of-the-river reservoirs.
Even in the forebay, the deep waters were no more than 0.3° C cooler than surface waters.
Because the Mid-Columbia River reservoirs do not provide storage, the waters are well mixed
and temperatures are relatively uniform. Also, the temporal differences between daily minimum
and maximum temperatures were rarely more than 1° C. Because of the lack of temperature
variability within the reservoirs, modifications to Mid-Columbia River dam operations would not
have a substantive effect on the water temperature regime. Although the operation of Grand
Coulee Dam is outside the scope of this EIS and the alternatives, revisions regarding Grand
Coulee operations and cold water releases were made to FEIS Section 3.3.1.1, Project Area. The
greatest degree of modifying dam operations, reservoir drawdown, is addressed under Alternative
2 (FEIS Section 4.3.2.2, Alternative 2), and measurable changes in water temperature were not
expected to occur.
There are no reliable pre-dam temperature data to determine if the observed differences are a
natural function of solar warming or are in some part attributable to the reservoir operations.
Chelan County PUD has recently begun a project to model water temperature conditions in
Rocky Reach reservoir to provide more information on this issue. Pre-project temperature
conditions will be modeled by re-creating historic width-to-depth ratios for this Columbia River
reach and examining the change in topographic shading effects from lower water levels. Water
quality monitoring would be the same for all alternatives, as none of the alternatives would affect
the requirements of meeting Federal or State water quality standards. Rocky Reach water
temperature monitoring data has been added to FEIS Section 3.3.2.1, Project Area.
Flushing rate data were added to FEIS Section 3.2.10.2, Project Area Rearing. Beak Consultants,
Inc. and Rensel Associates (1999) reported mean flushing rates of 1.5 days in the Wells Dam
reservoir and 1.8 days in the Rocky Reach reservoir. Average travel time in the river without the
dams is unknown; however, the increased size of the river cross-section resulting from raising
water levels upstream from the dams reduces river velocities. Chelan County PUD (1991)
estimated that a 3-foot increase in the Rocky Reach reservoir elevation would result in velocity
reductions of 0.04 to 0.06 feet per second, depending on river flows. Therefore, increased travel
times through each of the reservoirs since construction of the dams is likely on the order of hours
rather than days.
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Although there is no ability to spill colder deep waters at Grand Coulee, relatively cool water is
released through the turbines, which reduces maximum summer temperatures. However,
diverting generation to Grand Coulee is outside the scope of alternatives evaluated in this FEIS.
Creating shade at the mouths of tributaries is an option for review by the tributary committees in
identifying projects to fund through the Tributary Conservation Plan.
Although the DEIS included a discussion of critical habitat that was designated for spring-run
chinook salmon and steelhead in the Mid-Columbia River region, Judge Colleen Kollar-Kelly of
the D.C. District Court entered the consent decree resolving claims in the National Association of
Homebuilders’ litigation regarding critical habitat designations for 19 Evolutionarily Significant
Units previously filed with the court. That decree vacated the critical habitat designations and
remanded them to NMFS for new rulemaking. As a result, critical habitat designations no longer
have independent legal significance. However, if critical habitat is redesignated prior to the full
implementation of the HCPs, it will be included in the HCP biological opinions. Therefore, the
adverse modification standard for essential features of critical habitat and the analysis of effects
on critical habitat have been removed from the FEIS.
Regardless of the legal significance of critical habitat designations, NMFS must consider the
effects on the listed species’ habitat to determine whether an action is likely to jeopardize the
species. In addition, the mainstem Columbia River is considered part of the Essential Fish
Habitat for commercially harvested fish species covered by the Magnuson-Stevens Act.
Therefore, the potential effects of the FEIS alternatives on anadromous fish habitat in the
mainstem Columbia River are addressed in the FEIS.
Unlike the Snake River or lower reaches of the Columbia River, the middle reach of the
Columbia River typically does not exceed 15º C prior to mid-June and rarely exceeds 20º C at
any time during the summer (Columbia Basin Research 2002). Thus, any deleterious temperature
effects on adult or juvenile anadromous fish or resident fish in the mainstem river resulting from
the Douglas or Chelan County PUDs’ projects are likely non-existent during the spring migration
and negligible to extremely small during the summer and fall migrations.
Comment 2

The EIS should explicitly state that the 120 percent saturation criterion is a special exemption for
spilling water to aid in fish passage and that the criterion at all other times is 110 percent, and
explain the implications. This waiver is granted because the benefits of moving fish downstream
outweigh the potential impacts of total dissolved gas levels of up to 120 percent. Mitigation for
the effects of spill on total dissolved gas levels or provisions for gas abatement efforts should be
provided. The EIS should include upstream and downstream projects in relation to meeting the
total dissolved gas water quality standards. The responsibilities and rights of the regulatory
parties to enforce water quality standards under each alternative should be explained.

Response 2

Pertinent sections of the FEIS were modified to explain the variable total dissolved gas standards
(including FEIS Sections 2.3.2.1, Wells Hydroelectric Project; 2.3.2.2, Rocky Reach
Hydroelectric Project; and 2.3.3.4, Rock Island Hydroelectric Project). FEIS Section 3.3.2, Water
Quality of the FEIS provides more detail on water quality standards, including those for total
dissolved gas. The effects of juvenile fish bypass requirements on total dissolved gas levels in
the river are common to all alternatives. Neither action alternative relieves or alters any
responsibility of the PUDs to meet State or Federal water quality criteria. Compliance with these
laws is also a FERC license/relicensing issue, thereby providing other regulatory and
management entities the ability to enforce water quality compliance issues under all the
alternatives. The HCPs require the signatory parties to work together to address water quality
issues (see Section 5 of the Wells HCP [Reservoir as Habitat and Water Quality] and Section 6.3
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of the Rocky Reach and Rock Island HCPs [Reservoir Habitat and Water Quality), but do not
establish the actions necessary to satisfy the Clean Water Act.
Upstream and downstream dams are considered in the cumulative effects of the alternatives
provided in Chapter 5 of the FEIS, which includes total dissolved gas impacts. The PUDs have
no control over the operation of upstream Federal projects.
Under the HCPs (Alternative 3), the HCP signatory parties recognize that total dissolved gas
supersaturation is a cumulative effect of hydropower operations in the Columbia River and are
committed to addressing these issues (see Section 5.3 of the Wells HCP [Reservoir as Habitat and
Water Quality] and Section 6.3 of the Rocky Reach and Rock Island HCP s [Reservoir Habitat
and Water Quality]). The PUDs and/or the coordinating committees would consider these
restrictions when determining the appropriate measures for meeting the fish survival performance
standards. Any impacts to fish survival related to exceeding water quality parameters would
affect the ability to meet the total project passage survival standards set in the HCPs. In addition,
any impacts to fish survival at downstream hydroelectric projects (for example, spill reductions
due to increased total dissolved gas levels in the Wanapum Dam forebay) resulting from efforts to
meet survival standards at the Douglas or Chelan County PUD projects would be similarly
considered.

Turbidity and Erosion Mitigation
Comment 3

Table S-3 states that if reservoir drawdown occurs, erosion and reservoir turbidity would initially
increase over the short term and damage aquatic habitat conditions, with the greatest damage
occurring during the first 4 to 7 years. The EIS should identify ways to mitigate these impacts if
any exist. The EIS should discuss how the loss of natural turbidity due to the existence of the
projects has contributed to the decline of salmon productivity.

Response 3

The actual amount of erosion and resulting turbidity, and the consequent effects on aquatic
habitat, are uncertain and were overstated in the DEIS. This has been revised in the FEIS.
Moderate increases in turbidity may not have adverse effects on aquatic habitat in a river that was
likely more turbid before upstream dams were built. Some areas of the shoreline are naturally or
artificially armored with rock, and little erosion would be expected in those areas. More erosive
shoreline areas would be seeded and/or treated with erosion control materials if drawdown
occurred and excessive turbidity was predicted.
Although drawdown is identified as a potential option in the FEIS to improve fish survival rates,
it is an option common to both action alternatives. As a result, a detailed evaluation of this option
would not provide valuable information in the comparison of the alternatives. The FEIS also
indicates that the environmental consequences related to a drawdown scenario are significant
enough to require a more specific and detailed environmental review and NEPA analysis.

Comment 4

The EIS should discuss plans to modify the projects or their operations to comply with water
quality standards. Consideration of water quality effects, including opportunities for
improvements, should be part of all bypass development plans.

Response 4

None of the FEIS alternatives relieve or alter any responsibility of the PUDs to meet State or
Federal water quality criteria. The use of spill may be restricted to meet the total dissolved gas
criteria, to the extent necessary to achieve the HCPs’ survival standards. Project operational or
structural modifications made by the coordinating committees would likely consider potential
water quality effects before implementation. Douglas County PUD has developed a bypass
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system at the Wells Dam that reduces the amount of spill required to pass substantial numbers of
fish and also meets the HCP juvenile project passage survival standard, thereby reducing the total
dissolved gas levels downstream. Chelan County PUD is currently constructing a surface bypass
system at Rocky Reach Dam that is expected to minimize the amount of spill needed to meet fish
passage or fish survival criteria. Section 7 consultation with NMFS for this construction project
was completed in 2002 (NMFS 2002a). However, evaluations at Rocky Reach Dam suggest that
project operations typically result in little or no increases in total dissolved gas levels as water
passes the project (Parametrix 2000b). Spill gate modifications are being evaluated at Rock
Island Dam to improve fish passage efficiency while reducing spill volume requirements.

Biological Opinion and its Relationship to the EIS
Comment 5

Several commenters suggested that the EIS should not be proceeding until the biological opinions
are written for the projects. They expressed concern about being able to provide adequate review
and comments on the proposed action and its effects unless the alternatives are disclosed in their
entirety. If the biological opinion for the preferred alternative contains different or additional
mitigation measures than what is provided in the EIS, commenters stated that a supplemental EIS
would be required. It was also suggested that, if biological opinions were written for Rock Island
and Rocky Reach dams, the framework of the alternatives would likely change.

Response 5

Actions described in the FEIS represent the most likely measures to be implemented under
Alternatives 1, 2, or 3 at this time. However, presupposing all potential measures or
combinations of measures is not possible given the available information and the status of
existing technologies. New technologies may be developed or a combination of measures not
currently considered may eventually prove to be the most effective program for increasing
survival of Endangered Species Act-listed or Plan species over the long-term. All of the
information utilized by NMFS to reach a decision on issuance of the Section 10 permits has been
disclosed in the FEIS.
Biological opinions will be issued for all dams regardless of which alternative is selected
(although the biological opinions would be written at different times). The basic content would
be similar for both action alternatives because the biological opinions would be based on the best
available data. Many issues raised from comments on the DEIS were resolved through
subsequent discussions amongst the PUDs, NMFS, and the other Joint Fisheries Parties during
the fall/winter of 2001/2002. The resolution of these issues has been fully described in the
revised HCPs and FEIS, and adequately identifies the most likely future alternatives for
evaluation in both the FEIS and the biological opinions.
Although the additional negotiations did not result in substantial changes to the HCPs, the
negotiations resulted in establishment and clarification of specific guidelines to assess and/or
monitor the measures implemented at the projects to meet and maintain the standards identified in
the HCPs. The negotiations also established additional and specific schedules for assessing the
effectiveness of the HCPs for providing the necessary protection for all Plan species. The
clarification of these issues was the direct result of comments received during the NEPA scoping
meetings and the public comment period for the DEIS. The first page of each chapter in the FEIS
provides a synopsis of the changes that were made and the rationale behind the changes.

Cumulative Effects
Comment 6

The DEIS does not adequately address or analyze (1) connected actions, (2) cumulative actions,
and (3) similar actions, as is required under the NEPA process. Some specific information
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requested for inclusion in the cumulative effects section was the effects of smolt outplanting on
wild fish, entire life history of each species, navigational channel deepening project, a reachbased perspective, and inclusion of more fish species and more natural resources.
Response 6

The scope of the DEIS includes the three actions as described above in the comment. Connected
actions occur within and between the projects. All the fish protection measures at each dam
would be considered potentially connected actions and are addressed individually and collectively
in the FEIS. Cumulative and similar actions (fish protection measures and environmental factors
that could affect the listed species in the Columbia River system) are described in the
Quantitative Analysis Report (QAR), a summary of which is included in Appendix E and Chapter
5 of the FEIS. The QAR incorporates the actions expected to occur in the Lower Columbia and
Mid-Columbia River reaches (except for the hatchery supplementation provisions of the HCPs),
as well as factors that affect the entire life cycle of the fish to assess cumulative and similar
actions. Chapter 5 of the FEIS describes the cumulative effects analysis, which includes the
hydropower projects throughout the Columbia River and the initiatives developed in the basin to
address salmon and steelhead recovery.
Cumulative effects were shown for each resource in Chapter 4 of the DEIS (Environmental
Consequences) under sections titled Columbia River System. To ease reader review of the
cumulative effects, these individual sections have now been moved to Chapter 5 of the FEIS
(Cumulative Effects). The QAR (Appendix E) includes survival through the total life history of
the listed species and encompasses the overall geographic and environmental conditions that
affect salmon and steelhead. This chapter includes discussions of harvest, hatchery production,
habitat quantity and quality, and hydropower within the Columbia River Basin. Note that the
mitigation proposed for the tributary habitat improvements represents program funding rather
than specific projects. Therefore, a cumulative effects analysis for specific habitat restoration
projects is not possible outside of its general benefit of improving overall fisheries habitat within
the four tributaries.

Adequacy of HCPs
Comment 7

The DEIS does not demonstrate that the HCPs are sufficient to protect anadromous fish in the
Mid-Columbia River and that recovery will occur.

Response 7

Text was added to FEIS Section 2.3.3.5, Adaptive Management, that includes a summary of how
the projects affect overall survival for listed Upper Columbia River salmonids under Alternatives
1 and 2, and all Upper Columbia River anadromous salmonids under Alternative 3. The
Quantitative Analysis Report (QAR) discussed in detail in Chapter 5 of the FEIS indicates that
additional survival improvements in the Lower Columbia River, as well as improved egg-tosmolt and smolt-to-adult survival conditions, would be necessary to recover the species.
However, QAR results also demonstrated an expectation that substantial survival improvements
(16 to 25 percent for steelhead and 21 to 35 percent for spring-run chinook salmon) would occur
as a result of meeting the performance standards in the HCPs. The analysis indicated an
additional 6 to 10 percent survival benefit from tributary habitat improvements (assuming that the
2 percent mitigation level was achieved). Although the HCPs alone are unlikely to result in the
recovery of either listed species, depending on the time period used in the model, the expected
survival benefits would not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival and recovery of the
species in the wild. The HCPs minimize and mitigate the impacts of the taking, to the maximum
extent practicable.
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Under Alternative 3, the HCP measures (including habitat improvement projects in tributary
streams) would be implemented quickly with greater cooperation among the HCP signatory
parties, and would additionally cover other unlisted anadromous species. The revised HCPs also
establish specific methods that would be used to determine survival. The HCPs include a
provision that the coordinating committees would decide on appropriate changes to these methods
as assessment technology advances over the 50-year term of the agreements. The revised HCPs
now require that a comprehensive analysis be prepared at the direction of the coordinating
committees to (1) summarize the current status of each Plan species and (2) determine whether or
not the no net impact standard is being achieved for each Plan species in 2013, and every 10 years
thereafter (Section 6.9 of the Wells HCP [Progress Reports] and Section 4.9 of the Rocky Reach
and Rock Island HCPs [Progress Reports]). If either of these conditions is not being met and the
PUDs fail to implement agreed-upon measures to achieve or maintain the no net impact standard,
NMFS may revoke the permit (after 2013 for Chelan County PUD and after 2018 for Douglas
County PUD) to seek actions for achievement of the no net impact standard (see Section 2.2.1.2
of the Wells HCP [Elective Withdrawal Events Enough Already] and Section 2.1.2 of the Rocky
Reach and Rock Island HCPs [Withdrawal From Agreement Enough Already]).
Some actions considered under Alternative 2 may provide similar or greater benefits than under
Alternative 3. However, Alternative 2 has a much greater potential for litigation among
interested parties, which would likely delay implementation of the measures, perhaps until (or
even beyond) the expiration of the current project licenses. In addition, under Alternative 2 it is
unlikely that unlisted species would receive the same level of protection as listed species or that
tributary improvement projects would be funded.

Fisheries-Related Comments
Comment 8

Summer and fall chinook salmon should not be considered a single species.

Response 8

The chinook salmon status review (Myers et al. 1998) describes a variety of characteristics that
support NMFS’s Evolutionarily Significant Unit delineations for this species, including
ecological and life-history parameters. NMFS also assessed available allozyme data for the
proposed Evolutionarily Significant Unit and concluded that sufficient genetic similarities existed
to include summer and fall chinook in the Upper Columbia River within a single Evolutionarily
Significant Unit.

Comment 9

What is the standard by which the status of the Evolutionarily Significant Unit is measured?

Response 9

The standard by which the status of an Evolutionarily Significant Unit is measured is defined in
law. The Endangered Species Act of 1973 as amended through the 100th Congress defines
endangered as meaning “any species which is in danger of extinction throughout all or a
significant portion of its range.” Similarly, the Endangered Species Act defines threatened as
meaning “any species which is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable
future throughout all or a significant portion of its range.”
In making its listing determination, NMFS must consider a large body of information relating to
the naturally spawned and hatchery populations within an Evolutionarily Significant Unit, such as
data on population abundance, recruitment, productivity, escapement, and reproductive success
(e.g., spawner-recruit or spawner-spawner survivorship, smolt production estimates, fecundity,
and ocean survival rates); historical and present data on hatchery fish releases, outmigration,
survivorship, returns, straying rates, replacement rates, and reproductive success in the wild; data
on age structure and migration patterns of juveniles and adults; meristic, morphometric, and
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genetic studies; and spatial or temporal trends in the quality and quantity of freshwater, estuarine,
and marine habitats. After full consideration of this body of evidence, NMFS must make a
determination, “solely on the basis of the best scientific and commercial data available,” whether
an Evolutionarily Significant Unit should be listed and, if so, whether it should be listed as
endangered or threatened, according to the applicable statutory definitions.
Comment 10

The geographic place and biological terms that would be used to measure progress toward
recovery of the chinook salmon Evolutionarily Significant Units should be described.

Response 10

The scientific team responsible for developing the formal recovery criteria (the Interior Columbia
Technical Review Team) was established in October 2001, and is working to provide draft
recommendations for recovery criteria. However, adequate technical information is currently
available for this Evolutionarily Significant Unit to provide sound preliminary abundance and
productivity objectives. NMFS has provided interim targets for the Interior Columbia Recovery
Domain to assist subbasin and watershed recovery planning already underway in the Columbia
River Basin. NMFS’s interim spawner abundance targets for Upper Columbia River steelhead
are 2,500 fish in the Methow, 500 fish in the Entiat, and 2,500 fish in the Wenatchee River.
NMFS’s interim spawner abundance targets for Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook
salmon are 2,000 fish in the Methow, 500 fish in the Entiat, and 3,750 fish in the Wenatchee
River. In addition to these river basins, the potential for naturally spawning aggregations of both
Upper Columbia River steelhead and chinook salmon in the Okanogan River will be evaluated by
the Interior Technical Recovery Team.

Comment 11

NMFS should provide an explanation of its authority to manage units smaller than Evolutionarily
Significant Units.

Response 11

The Endangered Species Act authorizes NMFS to regulate threatened and endangered species in a
number of different contexts. NMFS’s authorities under the Endangered Species Act are
delegated from Congress to NMFS through the Secretary of Commerce. The Secretary’s
Endangered Species Act listing decisions are based on the status of distinct population segments
(Evolutionarily Significant Units are the equivalent of this designation for Pacific salmon and
steelhead). In addition, the Endangered Species Act prohibits the take of listed individuals within
an Evolutionarily Significant Unit. Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act grants NMFS the
authority to allow direct take of listed individuals for research purposes and the take of
individuals incidental to otherwise lawful activities. When evaluating Federal actions pursuant to
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, NMFS considers the impact of a proposed action on the
viability of populations within an Evolutionarily Significant Unit. NMFS recognizes, based on a
comprehensive review and synthesis of conservation biology and salmonid literature, that a key
consideration in making a jeopardy determination pursuant to Section 7 is how many and which
populations are necessary for a sustainable Evolutionarily Significant Unit. In the absence of
information indicating which populations are necessary for survival and recovery, NMFS
assumes that each population within a given Evolutionarily Significant Unit is essential.

Off-Site Mitigation Plans
Comment 12

A number of commenters questioned the adequacy, appropriateness, and timing of the off-site
mitigation plan. Others questioned the basis for the proposed 7 percent hatchery and 2 percent
habitat mix. Data were requested to document that the 2 percent Plan Species Account was
adequate, how the compensation could be verified, and how compliance could be assessed.
Other commenters requested the identification of specific improvement projects to allow accurate
assessments of the alternatives, how the funding process would work, and whether the Plan
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Species Account funding level could be increased with a corresponding decrease in the hatchery
compensation level.
Response 12

The tributary and hatchery committees would be formed immediately following permit issuance
and FERC orders modifying the project license. The Tributary Conservation Plans and the
Hatchery Compensation Plans would occur simultaneously and independently to ensure that both
processes are implemented as quickly as possible. Priority reaches would be determined by the
tributary committees, following review and evaluation of the proposed restoration measures. The
results expected from these efforts would be included in the evaluations.
The approach used to translate 2 percent mitigation into habitat improvements was determined by
negotiation among the participants in the development of the HCPs, which included agencies,
Tribes, and the applicants. The initial process to determine the appropriate amount of mitigation
for the Plan Species Account was to evaluate the types and extent of habitat improvements that
would mitigate for the presumed 2 percent adult project mortality, and then proceed to determine
the overall cost to conduct these types of improvements. This amount was prorated to each
project based on the estimated mortality rates. Therefore, the Plan Species Account funding
levels represent compensation relative to the assumed loss of adults at each of the three projects.
Because the funding levels were a negotiated amount, there were no specific evaluations
conducted to assess the exact benefits that would result from the funding. In addition, different
types of expenditures are expected to have different results over different time periods. For
example, buying properties to hold in trust might not show immediate or even short-term benefits,
but would have long-term habitat protection benefits. At the same time, allocating money to
remove or replace culverts that are partial or complete barriers to fish passage could have
immediate benefits associated with opening new spawning and rearing habitat.
Because of the wide range of activities that could be funded by the Plan Species Account, it is not
possible to determine the exact benefits that could be expected from the account as a whole. The
negotiating parties also agreed that it is not practical or efficient to spend additional funds in an
attempt to quantify the results of specific improvements, which often have subtle or long-term
benefits. However, the revised HCPs provide additional funding ($200,000 per project) to assess
the general benefits of various types of habitat improvement measures to aid the tributary
committees when determining how the Plan Species Account would be used. The mitigation
proposed in the FEIS for the tributary improvements is the funding, not the actual projects. Offsite mitigation proposed for the projects includes ongoing hatchery supplementation. The
projects to be funded have not yet been identified. The FEIS describes the types of projects likely
to be funded but does not select the specific projects. This would be the responsibility of the
tributary committees. Therefore, the 2 percent mitigation level and the adequacy of the funding
are assumed to be appropriate for the purpose of the HCP process. The revised HCPs also
include a Tributary Assessment Program (Sections 7.5 and 7.6 of the Wells, and Rocky Reach
and Rock Island HCPs, respectively) to monitor and evaluate the relative performance of projects
approved by tributary committees to ensure that the dollars allocated are utilized in an effective
and efficient manner. See FEIS Section 2.3.4.8, HCP Conservation Plan and Compensation
Measures.
Hatchery compensation is based on an initial estimate of 7 percent juvenile mortality through
each individual hydroelectric project. This compensation level can be reduced if evaluations
clearly demonstrate that project mortality is less than 7 percent. Initial hatchery production
objectives are based on agreed-upon numbers that represent baseline compensation levels for the
Mid-Columbia River hatchery program. The Biological Assessment and Management Plan, Mid-
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Columbia River Hatchery Program (NMFS et al. 1998b) provides a description of the
methodology and baseline numbers. In general, the initial compensation levels rely on a formula
that applies a 10-year baseline of adult returns from the mid 1970s to early 1980s and historical
juvenile-to-adult survival rates to the Mid-Columbia River from existing salmon and steelhead
hatcheries in the region. Juvenile-to-adult survival averages encompassed the release years 1980
through 1990 for chinook salmon, 1990 through 1991 for sockeye salmon, and 1984 through
1992 for steelhead (NMFS et al. 1998b, Table 2). Hatchery evaluations will be included to
provide up-to-date juvenile-to-adult survival averages. This updated survival information will be
applied during the periodic review of the hatchery program to recalculate the compensation level
every 10 years, beginning in 2013.
Similarly, the Plan Species Account funding level is fixed at 2 percent, and there is no intention
to increase the tributary funding to replace some of the hatchery supplementation. While the
additional tributary habitat work would be beneficial, these benefits would likely result in a
gradual long-term improvement in fish production and survival. On the other hand, removing
funds from the hatchery programs would result in immediate loss of hatchery fish, thereby
affecting harvest opportunities. Recent changes to the hatchery programs are expected to
minimize the impacts of hatchery fish on wild populations, and possibly increase wild
populations with the use of wild broodstock programs. Hatchery programs have a greater
potential for achieving short-term gains, while tributary funding provides long-term habitat
improvements. Therefore, an appropriate balance is needed to recover the species and also
maintain harvest opportunities on hatchery and unlisted stocks.
Both NMFS’s 2000 Federal Columbia River Power System biological opinion and the All-H
Recovery Plan presume that habitat improvements are not only possible but that they are essential
for the recovery of listed Evolutionarily Significant Units of salmon and steelhead. Similar to the
HCP, these documents specify the amount of improvement necessary (increase in life-cycle
survival) and the timeline to obtain this improvement. It is the best professional judgment of
NMFS and the other signatory parties that the Plan Species Account will likely compensate for 2
percent of project-related mortality.
As presently proposed in the HCPs, a comprehensive progress report would be prepared by the
PUDs, at the direction of the coordinating committees, assessing the overall status of achieving
no net impact in 2013 (2018 for the Wells Project), and every 10 years thereafter. To ensure that
the dollars allocated to the Plan Species Account are utilized effectively and efficiently, the
tributary committees would oversee tributary assessment programs. Similarly, the hatchery
committees would be tasked with developing 5-year monitoring and evaluation plans for the
hatchery programs to be updated every 5 years. These additions are intended to ensure that the
overall effectiveness of the HCPs (including the habitat conservation and hatchery compensation
programs) is periodically evaluated and that the no net impact standard is being met by 2013
(2018 for the Wells Project) and will continue to be met throughout the life of the agreement.

Specific Tributary Habitat Plan Comments
Comment 13

Several commenters suggested that habitat restoration work be coordinated with other agencies
and be consistent with meeting objectives of the Clean Water Act Section 303(d) and total
maximum daily load (TMDL) development. Others questioned how the Plan Species Account
should be spent, including projects to improve mainstem habitat, and how the tributary
committees would function.
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Response 13

The HCPs were not developed to meet requirements of Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.
However, the proponents would be required to comply with the provisions of the Clean Water
Act regardless of which alternative is selected. The primary objective of the tributary committees
will be to improve fish habitat, which may simultaneously result in water quality improvements.
For example, improving damaged riparian corridors could decrease peak summer water
temperatures. However, the first priority for restoration projects will be to identify projects and
areas where the greatest improvements can be made in preserving, enhancing, and/or restoring
fish habitat, which may not necessarily occur in areas where water bodies are impaired due to
water quality issues. See FEIS Section 2.3.4.8, HCP Conservation Plan and Compensation
Measures.
It is expected that the tributary committees would work closely with the local entities to
coordinate habitat restoration efforts and maximize overall benefits. The mainstem Columbia
River is specifically included in the Tributary Conservation Plan (see FEIS Section 2.3.4.8, HCP
Conservation Plan and Compensation Measures). However, most of the habitat improvement
emphasis would be directed to tributary habitat because of the wider range of restoration and
protection opportunities in these tributaries and the potential to specifically benefit the listed
species, as well as a greater number of other species. However, this does not suggest that
mainstem habitat restoration and protection measures are inappropriate activities to be funded by
the Plan Species Account. The tributary committees would determine the projects that would be
funded.

Comment 14

Some commenters requested clarification of how mitigation funding could change for Douglas
County PUD and whether this was scientifically justifiable or appropriate. Others questioned
how the tributary committees would select projects to fund, how other entities could participate in
this process, whether tributary habitat restoration could occur under both action alternatives,
and if implementation monitoring will occur.

Response 14

As currently proposed, Douglas County PUD funding of the Plan Species Account is intended to
compensate for up to 2 percent unavoidable adult and/or juvenile project mortality. The account
could be reduced only if the coordinating committees determine that the adult project survival
rate is equal to or greater than 98 percent and the juvenile project passage survival rate is greater
than 93 percent. The signatory parties have agreed that adult survival cannot be conclusively
measured at this time. Based on the best available information, the signatory parties have also
agreed that Douglas County PUD has achieved the 93 percent juvenile project passage survival
rate for Endangered Species Act-listed Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook salmon and
steelhead. Therefore, unless new technologies or methodologies become available that would
allow for the measurement of adult mortality attributable to project effects alone, Douglas County
PUD’s funding of the Plan Species Account would remain at full levels.
Should future studies indicate that adult survival is greater than 98 percent and juvenile project
passage survival is greater than 93 percent for a given species, mitigation could decrease
proportionally. For example, if future studies indicate that the adult survival rate through the
Wells Project is 99 percent for steelhead, but 98 percent (assumed level) for spring-run chinook
salmon, summer/fall-run chinook salmon, and sockeye salmon (as well as coho salmon should
they become established as a viable population), the Plan Species Account would be reduced
from a full 8/8ths contribution (2 percent for each of four Plan species) to 7/8ths contribution (2
percent for each of three species and only 1 percent for steelhead) of the Plan Species Account. If
a long-term program or threshold population of coho salmon become established within the MidColumbia River, then coho salmon will be considered in the reduction in the Plan Species
Account (e.g., 10/10ths contribution reduced to 9/10ths based upon the example of 99 percent
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adult steelhead survival) (see Section 8.4.5.1 of the Wells HCP [Hatchery Compensation Plan,
Production Commitments, Adjust of Hatchery Compensation – Population Dynamics for Coho]).
The current HCPs clearly state that the tributary committees shall select projects based on
guidelines set forth in the HCPs (see Section 7.3.7.3 of the Wells HCP [Tributary Conservation
Plan Tributary Committee, Plan Species Account Selection of Projects and Approval of Budgets]
and Section 7.7.1 of the Rocky Reach and Rock Island HCPs [Tributary Conservation Plan
Project Selection Geographic Area and Types of Projects]). These guidelines are further defined
in the HCP supporting documents (e.g., Supporting Documents D and A of the Wells HCP). The
general principles of the Tributary Conservation Plan include an assessment of all proposed
restoration and habitat improvement projects, which would include identifying the status and
habitat-limiting factors for the Plan species. Projects could be proposed to the committees, or the
committees could also identify projects on their own. All relevant information would be
reviewed and used to assess the potential benefits from each project.
The HCPs also require that, whenever feasible, the tributary committees shall (1) take into
consideration and be coordinated with other conservation plans or programs when selecting
projects, and (2) cost-share with other programs, seek matching funds, and piggy-back programs
onto other habitat efforts. All HCP signatory parties would have the opportunity to be
represented on the tributary committees. Other entities could work through these representatives
to bring potential enhancement projects to the committees for consideration. While non-signatory
parties to the HCP have no voting rights in the selection of projects, the tributary committees may
invite other expert entities, such as land and water trusts or conservancy groups, to serve as
additional, non-voting members of the committees.
Under Alternative 3, the PUDs have committed to provide a specific level of funding
immediately upon issuance of the incidental take permit and FERC license articles. Over the 50year term of the HCPs, the combined funding provided by the PUDs to the Plan Species Account
would be over $46.5 million (in 1998 dollars). PUD-funded tributary habitat improvements are
not included in the actions analyzed under Alternative 2 in the FEIS.
Under Alternative 3, a Tributary Assessment Program will be supported by the PUDs separate
from the Plan Species Account. This program will be utilized to monitor and evaluate the relative
performance of tributary enhancement projects approved by the tributary committees and directly
funded by the initial contributions to the Plan Species Accounts (see FEIS Section 2.3.4.8, HCP
Conservation Plan and Compensation Measures). The PUDs will develop, in coordination with
and subject to approval by the tributary committees, the measurement protocols for the Tributary
Assessment Program. The tributary committees would prepare a comprehensive review of the
tributary program that will be provided to the respective coordinating committees for inclusion in
their comprehensive review report.
Although the Tributary Assessment Program will be funded by the PUDs to determine the
relative benefits of the enhancement projects, these assessments are not intended to attempt to
quantify the actual benefits of the projects in terms of species status or abundance. The purpose
of the Tributary Assessment Program is to verify that appropriate enhancement projects are being
funded. The signatory parties agree that, even if it were technically feasible, the cost and time
associated with such quantification efforts would likely exceed the costs of actually implementing
habitat enhancement projects.
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Specific Hatchery Plan Comments
Comment 15

If the 7 percent hatchery compensation is reduced, how will the no net impact performance
standard be met? This appears to be a contradiction of terms.

Response 15

NMFS has agreed to issue 10-year permits for the HCP hatchery programs. Hatchery
compensation levels have been set through 2013. In 2013 or at subsequent 10-year points, should
new information become available indicating that these hatchery compensation levels must be
reduced (due to larger than expected impact of hatchery fish on wild fish), the coordinating
committees will be required to determine which actions will be continued to meet the no net
impact performance standard. If a reduction in the HCP hatchery program prevents the
attainment of no net impact, a party is able to withdraw from an HCP.

Comment 16

Explain why the Quantitative Analysis Report (QAR) assumes that the supplementation program
would be short-term, while the HCPs assume that the supplementation program would be longterm. The EIS should confirm that the hatchery fish are treaty resources.

Response 16

The stated purposes of the Endangered Species Act are “to provide a means whereby the
ecosystems upon which endangered species depend may be conserved, to provide a program for
the conservation of such endangered species and threatened species, and to take such steps as may
be appropriate to achieve (these) purposes” (see Section 2(b) of the Endangered Species Act).
Over the long term, the ultimate goal of a recovery plan must be to achieve both abundance goals
and the conditions necessary for natural production to be self-sustaining. The QAR was designed
to provide decision makers with current assessments of the status (population trend, risk of
extinction, etc.) of naturally produced Endangered Species Act-listed spring-run chinook salmon
and steelhead runs returning to the Wenatchee, Entiat, and Methow River systems. The QAR was
a retrospective analysis specifically designed to estimate (1) current extinction risks, (2) survival
changes needed to meet alternative risk and recovery criteria, (3) sensitivity of population growth
rate to survival changes in different life-history phases, and (4) potential survival changes from
the HCP for the naturally produced populations. While NMFS (and the QAR results) recognizes
that there is a potential role for carefully designed and monitored supplementation in recovery
efforts, and that some level of hatchery production is likely to occur in the foreseeable future,
assessing the status of artificially propagated fish in these basins was not the objective of the
QAR.

Comment 17

Hatcheries have not adequately compensated for the initial dam construction, and NMFS
supplementation policies add additional blockages to full mitigation and compensation. Clarify
how hatchery production for each Plan species will change from current production levels under
each of the HCPs. The HCPs should guarantee that only wild broodstock would be used for
hatchery production, and production levels should be established for coho salmon.

Response 17

Current production levels were based on both inundation loss and about 14 percent passage loss.
Hatchery production, compensating for inundation effects, is not subject to reduction at any time
during the life of the HCPs. The HCPs require the PUDs to reach a combined adult and juvenile
project survival level of 91 percent. The remaining 9 percent of unavoidable mortality is split
between habitat improvement funding and hatchery compensation. Up to 7 percent mortality at
each project would be compensated through hatchery programs. If the PUDs can demonstrate,
using survival studies approved by the coordinating committees, that their passage mortality for
specific species/life stage is less than 7 percent, then the hatchery production for that species may
be reduced accordingly. Chelan County PUD has agreed to maintain the current production
levels for ongoing hatchery programs at the 14 percent level (sockeye salmon production is at a
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lower level because it is still at a feasibility level, and rearing strategies are being tested) until the
first review in 2013. The programs will be reevaluated every 10 years after 2013. Funding for
the existing 14 percent hatchery compensation for fish passage losses attributable to the Wells
Project, provided by Douglas County PUD, would decrease to a maximum of 7 percent under the
HCPs. Douglas County PUD has successfully demonstrated that passage survival for yearling
chinook salmon and steelhead releases at Wells Dam is less than 7 percent and their production
commitment will be adjusted accordingly. Refer to FEIS Section 4.2.3.1, Threatened and
Endangered Species. The PUDs provide funding for the hatchery programs and are currently not
directly involved in their operation, but could be in the future. However, because they have
major responsibilities for the successful operation of the facilities, the PUDs will become copermittees with WDFW for the operation of these facilities. The PUDs could also be the
permittees for the hatcheries and their agent could operate the hatcheries under the terms and
conditions of the permits issued to the PUDs.
The hatchery production levels for all Plan species (including coho salmon) will be based on
average adult returns for a baseline period, a 7 percent compensation requirement, and baseline
adult/smolt survival rates for existing Mid-Columbia River hatcheries. The hatchery production
levels would be periodically evaluated, using these same parameters, to achieve and maintain the
no net impact standard (although no more than 7 percent hatchery supplementation compensation
would occur). Once this data is available for coho salmon, production levels will be set. As with
the other Plan species, hatchery production levels will be reevaluated and adjusted as necessary to
maintain the 7 percent compensation level.
The goals and objectives for each hatchery program will be established by the hatchery
committees and may change over time depending on the success or failure of particular hatchery
programs. To utilize only wild fish for hatchery broodstock may not meet the goals of the
hatchery program.

Monitoring Requirements
Comment 18

Several commenters suggested that the FEIS should explicitly identify the monitoring methods,
that actions demonstrated to be sufficient to protect fish be used to measure compliance with the
performance standards, and that specific operational criteria be used in lieu of basing success
solely on performance standards. Others questioned the availability of methods to evaluate
survival rates of all Plan species and life stages.

Response 18

The methods currently available for monitoring compliance with the HCP (survival for all Plan
species and life stages) are summarized in a supporting document to the proposed anadromous
fish agreements and habitat conservation plans (see Briefing Paper Estimating Survival of
Anadromous Fish Through the Mid-Columbia PUD Hydropower Projects by T. Cooney). NMFS
readily acknowledges that, for some life-history stages of Plan species (most notably subyearling
Upper Columbia River summer/fall chinook salmon and sockeye salmon), there are no
technologies currently available to provide either juvenile project or juvenile dam passage
survival estimates. Under Alternative 3, the coordinating committees would evaluate new
technologies for use in determining the survival of Plan species through the reservoirs and dams.
Predetermining the questions that will need to be answered in the future is not appropriate
because it may depend on how close the PUDs are to achieving the performance standards. For
example, if the survival rates at a project were substantially lower than the performance standard,
specific passage route assessments might be appropriate to determine where the greatest impacts
are occurring. However, if the survival rates were close to the performance standard, then more
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accurate estimates of total project survival would be suitable. Each of these assessments would
use different methodologies. The coordinating committees would be responsible for determining
what studies should be conducted at each of the projects.
Defining specific actions or measures (e.g., specific spill programs) to protect fish, in lieu of
performance standards, has typically been used in the basin to provide interim levels of protection
for anadromous fish. Examples of this approach include the Wells Interim Protection Plan
biological opinion (expired), Rock Island Settlement Agreement, and Rocky Reach bypass
biological opinion that the PUDs are operating under (e.g., specific spill programs). This general
approach is now represented in the FEIS by Alternative 2. A similar approach is likely to be
implemented under both action alternatives. For Alternative 3, based on available information,
initial operations (e.g., spill levels) have been established that might achieve the pertinent juvenile
survival standards for each Plan species. If Phase I studies indicate that performance standards
are not being met, the coordinating committees would adjust the protection measures at the
projects to meet appropriate survival levels (for example, increase spill levels to meet the juvenile
dam survival standard for sockeye salmon). Therefore, both processes are very similar, with the
primary differences being how and when the decisions are made. Under Alternative 3, the
measures would be implemented immediately and would benefit all Plan species. Under
Alternative 2, the measures would likely not be implemented until Endangered Species Act
consultations were completed and FERC issued license orders (potentially after all appeal
processes have been exhausted) for each project, and the non-listed species would likely not
receive the same level of protection as those that are listed. Should litigation ensue, these
measures may not be fully implemented for years or even decades.
The HCPs would establish coordinating committees to select and guide the appropriate
monitoring and evaluation procedures. The committees are expected to use the best available
data to determine if the HCP objectives are being met. However, even under optimal conditions,
a number of assumptions are required to estimate project impacts. Due to the complexity of the
issues involved, there are frequent disagreements over these assumptions or the results of the data
analysis. The HCPs include committees and a dispute resolution process to facilitate appropriate
and timely decisions on the adequacy of the data or the need for additional evaluations. In
addition, the coordinating committees have the ability to select an independent third party for the
purpose of providing an independent scientific review of any disputed survival study results
and/or reports. Survival studies would be conducted for all Plan species, except where no
appropriate methodology exists.
The provisions of the Endangered Species Act require the use of the best available scientific data.
The monitoring and evaluation methods currently being used to evaluate survival at the projects
provide the best available data. The same methods of evaluation would likely be used for both
action alternatives, and are consistent with monitoring standards throughout the basin. In the
future, should newly developed methods be found that provide more accurate results, these new
methods would be implemented at the discretion of the coordinating committees during the
reevaluation every 10 years (e.g., Rocky Reach HCP Section 5.3.3 [Phase III Standard
Achieved]). Due to the considerable expense of conducting survival studies, the limited
availability of test fish (particularly for depressed stocks), and the limitations of the assessment
techniques, it is not feasible to acquire survival data throughout the entire migration period of all
species passing the project. Therefore, it is sometimes necessary to use data from surrogate
species or life stages to estimate survival for those species or life stages that cannot be directly
evaluated. Although this might not be the ideal monitoring option, this method may provide the
only information available.
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HCP-Related Questions
Comment 19

Several commenters requested a better description of the HCP negotiation process, including the
number of outstanding issues that have not been satisfactorily resolved for all the parties. They
questioned the appropriateness of proceeding with the NEPA review process until these issues
are resolved. Some suggested reopener clauses be included in the HCPs to allow some
intervention if the species were not recovering.

Response 19

The original signatory parties began intensive negotiations to resolve outstanding issues raised in
comments on the DEIS in September 2001. The outstanding issues were resolved to the
satisfaction of NMFS, USFWS, WDFW, the PUDs, and the Colville Tribe, who signed the HCPs
pending completion of the regulatory review process. These clarifications have been added to the
HCPs for each of the three projects and added to Chapter 2 of the FEIS.
The two basic requirements of NEPA (the premise for preparation of this FEIS) are that (1) the
agency considers significant aspects of the environmental impacts of a proposed action and (2)
the agency informs the public that it has considered environmental concerns in its decisionmaking process. NMFS has encouraged all HCP applicants to invite and include other Federal
and State agencies who can utilize their existing authorities, expertise, or lands in support of the
HCP development and implementation process. Furthermore, NMFS considers whether the
proposed plans might affect Tribal rights to trust and treaty resources. After careful consideration
of Tribal concerns, NMFS will clearly state the rationale for the recommended final decision and
explain how the decision relates to the government’s trust responsibilities. In light of this
obligation, it is important that during the planning process, NMFS identifies and evaluates the
anticipated effects of a proposed HCP upon Indian treaty and trust resources as provided in the
EIS.
In the FEIS, NMFS has indicated that the issuance of Incidental Take (Section 10) permits in
support of the HCPs is the agency’s preferred alternative. This FEIS constitutes an
environmental review of the proposed project. The preferred alternative would then be subject to
review in the preparation of a biological opinion. The biological opinion could include additional
stipulations than those currently in the HCPs. Therefore, the FEIS does not presume that the
HCPs are final, official, and suitable for implementation. However, if NMFS issues a permit with
terms and conditions in addition to or different from those set forth in the HCPs, any party,
including the PUDs, may withdraw from the agreements within 60 days of the effective date. The
FEIS review process fulfills NMFS’s NEPA compliance obligations as required for HCPs. Using
the NEPA FEIS and biological opinion that would be prepared for the HCP, NMFS will evaluate
whether the HCPs meet the requirements of Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act. Although
NMFS would prefer that all parties involved in the HCP negotiation process sign the HCPs and
participate in HCP implementation through the HCP committees, there is no mandated
requirement that all parties sign the HCPs.
FERC has no mandate under the Endangered Species Act other than to consult with NMFS and
USFWS (the Services) when their actions have the potential to affect listed species. Therefore,
FERC cannot mandate reopener clauses in the HCPs or the incidental take permits. FERC can
and has included reopener clauses in their licenses that allow opportunities to reconsider fish and
other natural resource issues. However, only a non-signatory party could initiate (at relicensing)
the reopener process for the Plan species under Alternative 3. Signing parties enforce compliance
with the HCPs, or they may exercise their rights to withdraw from the HCPs. It is also important
to note that even the signatory parties can petition FERC during the relicensing process to include
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protection provisions for non-Plan species, which are not included in the HCP process. This
would include fish species, such as lamprey and bull trout, that could be affected by the projects.
As stated in FEIS Section 2.6.2.3, Alternative 3, as a signatory party to the HCPs, NMFS would
not institute any additional action for the Plan species beyond the HCP performance standards
under provision of the Endangered Species Act. However, the HCPs have termination provisions
(see FEIS Section 2.3.4.2, HCP Term) that allow NMFS to withdraw after 15 years (20 years for
the Wells Project) if (1) the no net impact standard has not been achieved or has been achieved
but has not been maintained, or (2) the Plan species are not rebuilding and the project is a
significant factor in the failure to rebuild. In addition, NMFS may suspend or revoke the
incidental take permit in the event that NMFS and the PUD cannot reach agreement on specific
measures to remedy the PUD’s failure to achieve or maintain the no net impact standard or if the
PUD fails to promptly implement measures that are applicable to the PUD (see Section 2.2.1.2 of
the Wells HCP [Termination, Elective Withdrawal Events, Enough Already]).
The NMFS “All H” initiative identifies harvest, hatcheries, habitat, and hydropower as the
primary means for addressing species recovery in the basin. The HCPs address issues primarily
related to hydropower, although there are some habitat and hatchery components in the plans.
However, they do not affect NMFS’s ability to address recovery through these other issues or
processes that have also contributed to the decline of the species.

Effects of HCPs on Other Plans or Processes
Comment 20

Several commenters requested clarification of how NMFS can satisfy their treaty trust
responsibilities to provide Tribal harvest under the proposed HCPs. There were concerns over
how NMFS could provide further protection for the listed species if the HCPs do not lead to
recovery. Other concerns were that NMFS not use the HCPs as a defense in any non-HCPrelated litigation between NMFS and the Tribes, or reduce the existing Tribal influence on
management decisions through the Mid-Columbia Coordinating Committee.

Response 20

These concerns are addressed in FEIS Section 4.12.17, Legislation Pertinent to Tribal
Governments. Formal consultation between NMFS and the Tribes on a government-togovernment basis will include discussions of these issues, and would occur prior to issuance of a
record of decision (ROD) or a final biological opinion on the HCPs. NMFS and USFWS (the
Services) can withdraw from the HCPs and revoke the permit even if the no net impact standard
has been met, if the Plan species are not rebuilding and the project(s) are a significant factor in
the failure to rebuild. The revised HCPs specify that no net impact standards must be achieved by
2013 or 2018 for the Wells Project (see Section 2.2.1.2 of the Wells HCP [Termination, Elective
Withdrawal Events, Enough Already]). This allows adequate time to assess the project operation
tools used to improve fish survival conditions and to evaluate these improvements over several
fish population life cycles. These time periods include 5 years for the PUDs to reach the
performance standards, 3 years of evaluation of the juvenile survival metrics (juvenile project
survival or juvenile dam passage survival), and about two adult return cycles.
The HCPs by themselves are not recovery plans. In addition to the fish passage conditions at the
Mid-Columbia River projects, species recovery is dependent on a number of other factors,
including improvements in (1) fish survival conditions in the Lower Columbia River, (2) habitat,
(3) hatchery programs, and (4) estuary and ocean survival rates. Fish passage survival rates in the
lower river have improved substantially in recent years. Habitat restoration planning and
implementation have also intensified, the hatchery programs have improved, and the efforts to
reduce avian predation levels in the Columbia River estuary also have the potential to
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substantially improve overall recovery. In addition to these improvements within the basin,
ocean rearing conditions appear to be shifting to a more favorable status. These improvements
will not result in instantaneous species recovery, and will require a number of years to fully
evaluate and quantify the benefits. The overall fish survival conditions in the Columbia River
Basin appear to be improving and it is unlikely that this trend would be reversed or substantially
affected by the 15- or 20-year time period to fully evaluate survival improvements at the PUD
projects.
The HCPs continue to include a provision with respect to Indian Tribal treaty or reserved rights
claims. Section 12.11 [Indian Tribal Treaty or Reserved Rights] of the HCPs states that “nothing
in this Agreement is intended to nor shall it in any way abridge, limit, diminish, abrogate,
adjudicate, or resolve any Indian right reserved or protected in any treaty, executive order, statute
or court decree.” In addition, the HCPs have been revised to state that “this Agreement will not
be utilized against another Party in any manner whatsoever in any legal proceeding other than a
legal proceeding to enforce or interpret this agreement” (see Section 12.11 [Indian Tribal Treaty
or Reserved Rights] of the HCPs).
The outcome of FERC’s final order approving the HCPs and incorporating them into the project
licenses is as follows:
•

For Wells: replacing the Wells Settlement Agreement with the HCP, replacing the
Interim Protection Plan biological opinion (now expired) with the HCP, and replacing the
Settlement Agreement’s Coordinating Committee with the HCP committees.

•

For Rocky Reach: settling the Rocky Reach portion of the pending Mid-Columbia
Proceeding at FERC, replacing the Mid-Columbia Coordinating Committee with the
HCP committees, and replacing the bypass order and biological opinion with the HCP.

•

For Rock Island: replacing the Rock Island Settlement Agreement with the HCP, and
replacing the Settlement Agreement’s coordinating committee with the HCP committees.

At this point, the Yakama and Umatilla Tribes have not signed the HCPs, and therefore are not
entitled to participate directly on the HCP committees, which are limited to signatory parties.
While there remains some potential for non-signatory parties who participated in HCP
development to participate in the committees as non-voting members, the influence of these nonvoting Tribal parties would be exercised through coordination and possibly government-togovernment consultation with Federal parties who participate on the HCP committees.
It should be noted that under Alternative 3, should the Permit species fail to rebuild and the
projects be determined to be a significant factor in the failure to rebuild, NMFS could withdraw
from the HCPs even though the PUDs are meeting the no net impact standard. This provision of
the HCPs is consistent with the requirement in the Endangered Species Act that Section 10
permits be issued only if NMFS finds that any incidental taking of species “will not appreciably
reduce the likelihood of survival and recovery of the species in the wild.” The HCPs also
describe the hatchery mitigation that will occur through 2013, and the process for modifying
these mitigation levels thereafter (see Section 8 [Hatchery Compensation Plan] of the HCPs).
Under Alternative 2, NMFS would continue to issue permits to the State of Washington for the
continued operation of mitigation hatcheries. Both action alternatives would require periodic
evaluations to ensure that hatchery mitigation is provided in a manner that minimizes adverse
impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed salmon and steelhead. Thus, with respect to the
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provision of harvestable fish populations through the term of the HCPs (50 years), there would
likely be minimal difference between Alternatives 2 and 3.

Uncertainties Associated with the HCPs
Comment 21

Several commenters expressed concerns that the risks and uncertainties associated with the
HCPs are disproportionately balanced on the resource (salmon and steelhead). Some were
concerned over the dispute resolution process in the HCPs, and how it decreases NMFS’s
regulatory authority by requiring them to provide a preponderance of evidence in a dispute over
gaps in the information concerning fish passage and survival. Others suggested that, because the
listed species are best suited for the existing survival evaluation methods, Section 7 consultation
would provide the same protection level as the HCPs for listed and unlisted species, without
having to commit to a 50-year agreement.

Response 21

The HCPs establish specific survival rate standards for all the Plan species, thereby providing the
same level of protection to unlisted species as to listed species. Thus, higher standards are
established for the unlisted species than might otherwise be required. The HCP survival
standards are also different from the measures required in the biological opinion for the Federal
system (NMFS 2000a), which sets operational limits for the projects. These operational measures
establish limits on factors such as river flow targets, fish passage efficiency levels, and turbine
efficiency operating levels. The operational measures assume that survival benefits will occur,
while the HCPs set specific survival standards that must be met by 2013 (2018 for the Wells
Project).
The intent of the HCPs is to provide no net impact survival conditions for both listed and unlisted
anadromous species through the use of on-site passage survival improvements, off-site production
of hatchery fish, and off-site enhancement of tributary habitat. The signatory parties to the HCPs
would participate on the coordinating committees and participate in the selection of appropriate
monitoring methods for each of the Plan species. However, by signing the HCPs, the signatory
parties would forfeit or substantially reduce their rights or authorities to gain additional protection
measures for the listed or unlisted Plan species through other laws and statutes, without first
withdrawing from the agreements. Under Alternative 3, the PUDs are required to show that the
performance standards are met not only at the end of Phases I and II, but also periodically during
Phase III. Therefore, as survival estimation techniques are developed over the 50-year HCP
terms, these techniques would be incorporated into the monitoring process to demonstrate
continued compliance with the performance standards.
The revised HCPs specify the methodologies by which the survival standards shall be measured.
The HCP signatory parties have agreed that point estimates of survival measurements from 3
years of valid studies shall be averaged (arithmetic mean), and that this average will be used to
compare against the pertinent survival standard. A valid study is one in which the study design,
implementation, and criteria are determined to be acceptable by the appropriate coordinating
committee, and one in which the study occurs during representative flow conditions and normal
project operating conditions consistent with the approved study design (see Section 4.1.4 of the
Wells HCP [Passage Survival Plan, Methodologies] and Section 5.2.3 of the Rocky Reach and
Rock Island HCPs [Implementation of the Survival Standards, Methodologies]). In addition,
NMFS developed a briefing paper that summarizes the strengths and weaknesses of existing
technologies for estimating survival standards. This paper was developed to assist the
coordinating committees in selecting study methodologies for each of the Plan species (see
Supporting Document D of the Rocky Reach and Rock Island HCPs and Supporting Document C
of the Wells HCP). The use of a simple average for determining compliance with the survival

Appendix C – Response to Comments

C-18

EIS for the Wells, Rocky Reach, and
Rock Island HCPs

standards, as opposed to a statistical mean with confidence intervals, eliminates any possibility of
a party claiming that a standard had been met because it did not differ significantly from the
survival study estimate.
The signatory parties agree that the HCPs are not intended to create jurisdiction in any court.
Any dispute arising in the tributary or hatchery committees would be sent to the appropriate
coordinating committee for resolution. Any unresolved disputes within the coordinating
committees would be sent to a policy committee for resolution. If no resolution can be reached at
the policy committee, then any party may pursue any other right that they might otherwise have.
Thus, as revised, the HCP dispute resolution process itself is non-binding and does not
significantly reduce NMFS’s regulatory authority.

HCP Phases and Testing Criteria
Comment 22

Several commenters expressed concerns as to whether all five Plan species could be evaluated
during a 3-year period, and the potential impacts on a species in the first 5 years of the HCPs
when the PUDs have essentially full authority to determine what measures are implemented.
Others questioned what the impacts would be if the HCP standards are not met in the 5-year
period, or if they are never met. There were requests for additional information concerning the
process for moving out of Phase I, and how the different phases would be implemented in the
HCPs. There were some concerns that NMFS’s Federal responsibility and ability to ensure the
survival and utilization of endangered trust resources are effectively and impermissibly
transferred to non-Federal parties in the HCPs because the projects are only subject to periodic
reviews and NMFS will not be able to require any additional actions.

Response 22

The signatory parties modified the HCPs to resolve several issues brought to light from DEIS
comments. The coordinating committees now have the authority to (1) establish the protocols
and methodologies to determine whether or not the survival standards are being achieved for each
Plan species, (2) determine the most appropriate standard to be measured for each Plan species
(see Figure 2-4 of the FEIS), (3) approve all studies prior to implementation, and (4) provide
input to the PUD’s choice of measures during Phase I. Thus, while the PUDs maintain the final
say over what suite of structural and operational measures will be tested in Phase I of the HCPs,
the coordinating committees will determine which survival standard can be appropriately
evaluated for each Plan species and the committees have final approval of study plans prior to
implementation. The committee decisions will be guided by a white paper, developed by NMFS
and incorporated into the HCPs, when making determinations. In addition, NMFS is represented
in the coordinating committees, which require a unanimous vote of meeting representatives to
make determination decisions. Therefore, the HCPs have been modified to ensure that NMFS’s
authority is not transferred to a non-Federal entity, and that additional review (and
withdrawal/termination) provisions are included. In the event that Phase I studies indicate that a
pertinent survival standard is not being met for any or all Plan species, the coordinating
committees are authorized to periodically adjust the measures to address survival deficiencies
(Phase II). Additional information is provided in FEIS Section 4.2.3.1, Threatened and
Endangered Species pertaining to impacts to species within Phase I of HCP implementation.
The required HCP Phase I survival studies should be completed by 2002 at the Wells Project, by
2004 at the Rock Island Project, and by 2006 at the Rocky Reach Project, unless the coordinating
committees determine that another year of study is required. The later dates for the Chelan
County PUD projects were included in the HCPs for two reasons. First, Chelan County PUD is
currently constructing a juvenile fish bypass facility at the Rocky Reach Project. This facility
should become operational by April 1, 2003. After 1 year of shake-down studies to assess the
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facility and help fine-tune operations, Phase I survival studies would be conducted between 2004
and 2006. Second, Chelan County PUD is coordinating with consultants, NMFS Science Center,
and USGS Biological Research Division to design and develop an acoustic tag survival
assessment methodology. If successful, this technology would allow for the measurement of the
95 percent dam passage survival standard at the projects, and would produce a better estimate of
this survival standard than would a calculation (see Survival Standard Decision Matrix [Figure 24 of the FEIS]).
A Survival Standard Decision Matrix (see Figure 2-4 of the FEIS) was incorporated into the HCP
to clarify the priority of Phase I survival standard measurements: (1) combined adult and juvenile
project survival, (2) juvenile project survival, (3) juvenile dam passage survival, and (4)
calculated juvenile dam passage survival. The matrix, along with the accompanying text, more
clearly indicates the phase determination that would occur after Phase I studies have been
completed (see Section 4.1 of the Wells HCP [Passage Survival Plan, Survival Standards] and
Sections 5.1 and 5.2 of the Rocky Reach and Rock Island HCPs [Passage Survival Plan, Survival
Standards Decision Matrix and Implementation of the Survival Standards]). This information is
summarized in FEIS Section 2.3.4.4, HCP Performance Standards.
The HCPs now explicitly state that the no net impact standard will be met no later than 2013 and
that representative species will be chosen by the coordinating committees for additional survival
studies in each 10-year period thereafter to ensure that the no net impact standard continues to be
met. In the event that the standard is not being met and the PUDs fail to implement agreed-upon
measures to achieve or maintain the no net impact standard, or if the Plan species are not
rebuilding populations, NMFS may revoke the permit (after 2013 for Chelan County PUD and
after 2018 for Douglas County PUD) to seek actions to recover the species (see Section 2.2.1.2 of
the Wells HCP [Termination, Elective Withdrawal Events, Enough Already] and Section 2.1.2 of
the Rocky Reach and Rock Island HCPs [Withdrawal From Agreement, Enough Already).
Regardless of the alternative selected, the survival rates of listed and/or unlisted species are
expected to improve over time as the PUDs attempt to meet the performance standards or other
criteria established through the Endangered Species Act consultation process. If the performance
standards are not met under Alternative 3, the PUDs will be required to apply additional speciesspecific protective measures (also referred to as tools in the HCP and FEIS) in an effort to meet
the performance standards for all Plan species. If the performance standards cannot be met, and
the permit is revoked, the procedures for improving survival rates would be similar to those
described in Alternative 2.
Under Alternative 3, after Phase I testing is complete, the coordinating committees are authorized
to adjust measures to increase survival for those Plan species that received a Phase II designation.
Should a Plan species receive a Phase III (Provisional Review) designation, the PUDs would have
a one-time 5-year period to implement additional measures or conduct additional survival studies
to more accurately determine whether the pertinent survival standard is being achieved. Should a
Plan species receive a Phase III (Additional Juvenile Studies) designation and the coordinating
committees approve the use of a new survival methodology, the PUD would have 5 years to
conduct the appropriate evaluations, after which the coordinating committees would make a new
phase determination for that species, which might require additional measures to be implemented.
Thus, both Alternatives 2 and 3 could require additional measures if the available information
indicates that existing measures do not adequately meet survival standards. The primary
difference is that Alternative 3 will likely generate more survival information in a shorter amount
of time and for more species than would Alternative 2 because more species will be evaluated. In
addition, because Alternative 3 requires survival standards to be achieved for all Plan species,
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rather than just Endangered Species Act-listed species, listed species may actually receive higher
protection than would otherwise occur under Alternative 2. For example, if higher spill levels are
required to meet the juvenile project survival standard for sockeye salmon, spring-run chinook
salmon and steelhead will likely enjoy higher survival than they otherwise may have received.
For Alternative 2, refer to FEIS Section 2.3.3, Alternative 2. For Alternative 3, refer to Sections
2.3.4.5, HCP Phases, and 2.3.4.8, HCP Conservation Plan and Compensation Measures.

Compliance with Federal, State, and Local Laws
Comment 23

Several commenters requested clarification of how the HCPs would satisfy requirements of the
Federal Power Act, Clean Water Act, and other Federal and State laws to meet water quality
standards and fish protection and Tribal treaty trust responsibilities.

Response 23

The HCPs were developed as comprehensive settlements between those that sign the Wells,
Rocky Reach, and Rock Island HCPs to protect five species of anadromous salmonids under the
Endangered Species Act, Federal Power Act, Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, Pacific
Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act, Essential Fish Habitat provisions of
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, and Title 77 RCW.
Under Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act, the HCPs would result in incidental take permit
applications for each project. If NMFS concludes that the HCPs satisfy the requirements of
Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act, NMFS would issue the requested permits. While
making this decision, NMFS would also consider the HCPs’ effects on habitat under the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.
The HCPs also constitute the terms, conditions, and recommendations for Plan species under
Sections 10(a), 10(j), and 18 of the Federal Power Act and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act of the parties that sign, and satisfy any obligations the projects have in relation to game fish
under Title 77 of the Revised Code of Washington.
While the HCPs do not expressly settle issues surrounding the Clean Water Act, the parties that
sign agree to work cooperatively to address water quality issues. The HCPs do not abridge, limit,
diminish, abrogate, adjudicate, or resolve any Indian right reserved or protected in any treaty,
executive order, statute, or court decree. Nevertheless, NMFS would consult with the Tribes
before taking action on the pending incidental take permit applications.
Refer to FEIS Section 3.3.2, Water Quality for a discussion of how the projects currently meet
Clean Water Act requirements and FEIS Section 4.3.2, Water Quality for a discussion of the
likelihood that these requirements would be met under the different alternatives. These
responsibilities would be considered by the PUDs and the coordinating committees when
implementing or recommending specific measures to meet the requirements outlined in the HCPs
or Section 7 consultation.
See FEIS Sections 2.6.6.2, Alternative 2 and Section 2.6.6.3, Alternative 3 that discuss the
application of the protection provisions of other laws and statutes for the two alternatives. These
other laws and statutes would be available to non-signatory parties to the HCPs to seek additional
protection for Mid-Columbia River fish stocks.
The HCPs do not mandate or guarantee compliance with laws that establish or mandate
regulatory responsibilities to other non-signatory parties. Nor do they limit the discretion of or
alter or affect the statutory and other legal rights of these non-signatory parties, including any
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rights to legal remedies, or their authorities, responsibilities, or obligations under relevant laws or
Federal processes. This includes their responsibilities and legal rights under the Endangered
Species Act (outside of the Plan species), Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation Act, Clean
Water Act, Federal Power Act, Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, Pacific Northwest Power
Planning and Coordination Act, FERC relicensing process, Tribal treaty rights, Federal trust
responsibility, and others. However, NMFS is the only agency with mandatory conditioning
authority for the listed anadromous fish species under the Federal Power Act and the Endangered
Species Act. Under both action alternatives, NMFS would issue a biological opinion that would
identify the recovery measures and approaches to be used for species recovery. See FEIS
Sections 1.1, Introduction and Section 4.12, Relationship to Laws and Policies. The action
alternatives would conform to pertinent legislation of these laws regarding fish protection
measures for the two listed Plan species relevant to the Endangered Species Act and the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.
Under Alternative 3, the HCPs would supercede the existing FERC license articles for Wells and
Rock Island and settle the Mid-Columbia Proceedings for Rocky Reach. NMFS and the other
signatory parties expect that FERC would amend the existing licenses to include the provisions
outlined in the HCPs and/or the incidental take permit into each of the projects’ FERC licenses.
The fish protection measures and methodologies proposed under the HCPs would represent longterm settlement agreements under the Federal Power Act and other laws referenced above. As
such, they are consistent with provisions in those statutes. However, at relicensing, the HCPs are
not automatically reinstated, but the signatory parties to the HCPs have agreed to be supportive of
the HCPs during relicensing. FERC is not obligated to incorporate all of the provisions in the
HCPs, and can also specify additional mitigation requirements. However, if FERC does not
incorporate the HCPs in their entirety or adds terms and conditions that are inconsistent with the
HCPs, the parties are allowed to withdraw from the HCPs.

Drawdown, Dam Removal, Non-Power Operations, and Normative River
Conditions
Comment 24

Several commenters suggested that reservoir drawdown options were misrepresented in the DEIS
as an available option under Alternative 3. In addition, drawdown, dam removal, and non-power
operations should be independent alternatives in the FEIS. Some indicated that NMFS can
require a dam removal alternative to be considered in the EIS, and they should also require an
alternative that requires additional protection over that proposed under Alternative 3. Others
sought clarification of why drawdown or dam removal could only be considered under
relicensing if NMFS believed that these options were necessary to meet recovery standards, and
why would there be a delay in the implementation of these measures?

Response 24

Drawdown could be an option under both action alternatives, and the FEIS revisions clarify this
point. Note that though the HCPs limit the use of drawdown options to protect the Plan species,
the HCPs provide specific language under Section 2.2.1.2 of the Wells HCP Termination,
Elective Withdrawal Events Enough Already and Section 2.1.2 of the Rocky Reach and Rock
Island HCPs , Withdrawal From Agreement, Enough Already that allows NMFS and USFWS
(the Services) to seek drawdown, dam removal, or non-power operations (with or without
terminating the agreements or the permits) if the survival standards are not met after 15 years (20
years for the Wells Project). Drawdown can also occur under Alternative 3 by mutual agreement
between the parties without requiring the termination of the agreements or the permits. However,
the Services can also withdraw from the agreements to pursue drawdown or dam removal
options. Although the HCP signatories agree to not advocate drawdown or dam removal during
relicensing, non-signatory parties could still pursue these options, and FERC could order
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drawdown and dam removal as an option. The environmental effects of drawdown are discussed
in Chapter 4 of the FEIS for each resource.
The Services can withdraw from the HCP(s) and revoke the permit(s) (and therefore seek
drawdown) even if the no net impact standard has been met, if the Plan species are not rebuilding
and the project(s) are a significant factor in the failure to rebuild. This could happen even if the
PUDs complied with all of the provisions of the HCP(s). If the Services withdraw from the
HCP(s), then Section 7 consultation would be required before FERC takes action on proposals to
replace the HCPs. Drawdown could also be an alternative during that consultation process.
Therefore, drawdown (or dam removal or non-power operations) is a viable option under both
action alternatives. In either case, the Services would need to demonstrate that the project(s) are a
significant factor in both the decline and the failure of the species to recover.
Under the HCPs, if the PUDs are unable to achieve the performance standards (Phase II), the
coordinating committees will jointly decide what measures must be taken to achieve the pertinent
standard. Under Alternative 2, the PUDs would likely be required to meet Section 7 survival
standards for Endangered Species Act-listed species only (spring-run chinook salmon and
steelhead). The protection for sockeye, coho, and subyearling chinook salmon would likely be
less under Alternative 2 because no Section 7 survival standards could be enforced. Any
additional protection measures for unlisted species would likely only occur during relicensing or
license reopener proceedings.
Under all alternatives, however, drawdown or other non-power options would not be pursued
until all other reasonable options to recover the species were exhausted. Therefore, although the
HCPs might initially commit the authority of the Services, the agency maintains its ability to
pursue dam removal or drawdown over the long term.
The effects of drawdown have been analyzed in the FEIS, and these effects would be similar to a
separate drawdown alternative as an additional action alternative. Because these options are
available under both action alternatives, it would be redundant to also consider drawdown as an
independent alternative because the environmental effects are already displayed in the analysis.
Dam removal could be considered under project relicensing by FERC as described in FEIS
Section 2.5.1, Dam Removal.
The Quantitative Analysis Report (QAR) analysis indicates that dam removal would not recover
the species under all circumstances. Other additional factors (downstream hydroelectric projects,
habitat, harvest, and hatcheries) are contributing to species impacts and are affecting the recovery
process. Another factor that is suspected of being a substantial influence is ocean and climatic
conditions. This is indicated by the near record returns of spring-run chinook salmon and
steelhead to the basin in recent years, despite the fact that fish passage conditions have not
substantially changed in this same period of time. Therefore, fish passage improvements in the
overall hydro system in recent years are unlikely to fully account for these substantial increases in
adult returns. Although the majority of these fish are of hatchery origin, they were subject to the
same general fish passage conditions as wild fish as they migrated through the Columbia River
system. Because there is no clear evidence to suggest that dam removal would substantially
improve the recovery process or increase harvestable surpluses, dam removal or
decommissioning is unlikely to occur in a timely manner. Even under the relicensing process,
drawdown or other non-power options would likely not be exercised until all other reasonable
options to recover the species were exhausted. Legal challenges to such an order would likely
delay the implementation of these options indefinitely.
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Use of Normative River Conditions as Baseline
Comment 25

Normative river conditions are essential to long-term salmonid survival. Commenters suggested
that the EIS should consider normative river and multi-species restoration, the risk of HCP
assumptions being incorrect, the potential for the alternatives impacting other species or life
stages, and the feasibility of introducing coho salmon. Others suggested that the EIS is
speculative regarding the benefits that could occur from minimum operating pools, which haven’t
been studied at the Mid-Columbia River projects.

Response 25

According to the Habitat Conservation Planning and Incidental Take Permit Processing
Handbook (USFWS and NMFS 1996), the purpose of the habitat conservation planning process,
and subsequent issuance of an incidental take permit, is to “authorize the incidental take of
threatened or endangered species, not to authorize the underlying activities that result in the take.”
In this instance, the authorization for the activities that result in the take (continued operations of
the project) is the responsibility of FERC during the relicensing process. FERC is not required to
use normative river conditions as the baseline conditions for their evaluations. Refer to 55 Fed.
Reg. 4:8-9 [Jan. 2, 1990]; FERC Stats. and Regs., Regulations Preambles 1986-1990, paragraph
30,869 at p. 31,613 (1989). Therefore, it is not appropriate to use normative river conditions as
baseline conditions for the evaluation of the proposed HCPs.
The Mid-Columbia River projects are run-of-the-river facilities, which have limited capacity to
change Columbia River flows. The large upstream storage projects are operated to capture spring
run-off flows and release the water during otherwise lower flow periods. Therefore, these
upstream projects control the ability to reestablish normative river flows in the basin. The
normative river flow option available for the Mid-Columbia River projects is simply a drawdown
option. (See response to Comment #24 for a discussion of drawdown options and Comment #74
for additional discussion on normative flows.)
Alternative 3 is consistent with the multi-species restoration approach because this alternative
includes both listed and unlisted species as Plan species. This provides equal protection
requirements for the Plan species (including coho salmon) through the establishment of consistent
performance standards. Measures described in Alternative 2 would likely only provide additional
protection for the listed species through the Section 7 consultation process (which could
coincidentally provide a benefit to some unlisted species as well). Additional protective measures
for unlisted species could only be obtained through other processes, such as FERC relicensing.
Because of these differences, Alternative 3 is less likely to select for certain species or life stages
than Alternative 2.
Although an analysis of the risks that the HCP assumptions are not correct has not been
specifically assessed, the primary basis of the HCPs is to establish an adaptive management
framework for protecting all of the Plan species. The adaptive management process is an iterative
approach that relies on periodic assessments to determine if the existing conditions are improving
survival and leading to the recovery of the species. This approach allows for modification to be
made to the program to help ensure that adequate protection is provided to the Plan species.
In addition, the revised HCPs provide specific options for NMFS to withdraw from the HCPs if
the species are not recovering and the projects are a significant factor in the failure to rebuild,
even if the HCPs’ no net impact standard has been achieved. This provides adequate protection
against the HCP assumptions being wrong.
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The Quantitative Analysis Report (QAR) analyzed Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook
salmon and steelhead data from three periods: 1960 to 1994, 1970 to 1994, and 1980 to 1994.
Because the shorter of these series resulted in the most pessimistic population trends, NMFS
focused on this data series as the most conservative estimate of survival improvements that would
be necessary to meet extinction risk and recovery metrics. The longer time series require less
survival improvement to meet these same metrics. In the event that the HCP standards are not
met (i.e., survival is lower than expected) for listed species during Phase I studies or at the 2013
check-in evaluations, extinction risks would increase and the likelihood of recovery would
decrease compared to the estimates currently provided by the QAR. The extent of this impact
would be dependent upon the size of the discrepancy and the length of time the discrepancy
existed, and cannot be assessed at this time. However, the revisions to the HCPs that provide
periodic evaluations (on a 10-year basis) are expected to minimize the risks of inadequate HCP
standards or of the HCP assumptions being incorrect.
Compared to Alternative 1, actions implemented through Alternative 3 would immediately
increase the survival rates of all Plan species. The same is true for Alternative 2. However,
because implementation of measures described in Alternative 2 would likely occur only after
litigation and appeals processes are exhausted, delays measured in terms of years or decades
would be likely before the measures were fully implemented. It is also likely that these measures
would be fully implemented to protect listed but not unlisted species or that only partial
implementation would be provided for unlisted species (decreased amount or duration of spill
programs, for example).
The primary benefit of the minimum operating pool concept is to reduce the cross-sectional area
of the river, which would result in an increase in water velocity, and potentially increase juvenile
migration speed. The assumption associated with this concept is that increased migration speed
results in an increase in survival rate because the migrants would have less exposure time to
predators or other river conditions (e.g., temperature) that have been shown to impact survival.
However, the theory of increased migration speed with increased water velocities has not been
consistently observed for the various anadromous species in the Columbia River Basin. Berggren
and Filardo (1993) found a weak or non-existent relationship between migration travel time and
river flow for yearling chinook salmon in the Mid-Columbia River reach. Giorgi et al. (1997)
found that flow was the best single predictor of travel time for Mid-Columbia River sockeye
salmon and steelhead, but not for yearling chinook salmon.
Giorgi et al. (2002) found little evidence supporting a flow survival relationship, based on PIT-tag
evaluations conducted between 1993 and 2000. However, low flow conditions in 2001 resulted
in a dramatic reduction in juvenile steelhead survival migrating through the Snake and Columbia
Rivers (from a typical 90 percent per project survival rate to about a 63 percent survival rate per
project). The slow migration speed observed in 2001 and the increased water temperatures
during the migration period are considered the causative factors for the dramatic decrease in
survival and increased residualization of steelhead.
In addition to inconsistencies in the flow to travel time relationships for different species and
between years, there are inconsistencies in the relationship between flow (velocity) and survival.
Given a constant flow, drawdown to minimum operating pool would increase water velocities,
however slightly. While the benefits of drawdown to minimum operation pool have not been
conclusively verified, NMFS continues to support this action in general as one likely to benefit
juvenile outmigrants. Additional text was added to FEIS Section 4.2, Fisheries Resources to
provide this information.
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Comment 26

What modeling efforts have occurred previously regarding drawdown and juvenile survival?

Response 26

Although the concept of drawdown to natural river conditions is included as a possible option
under the action alternatives, the EIS clearly indicates that a separate analysis would be required
if drawdown were to be pursued because of the potential for extensive environmental impacts.
Although extensive evaluations have been conducted for the Lower Snake River projects relative
to drawdown, no clear-cut results have been produced. In addition, because drawdown is an
option for all of the alternatives, it is not an adequate factor for distinguishing between the
alternatives. As a result, extensive evaluations or assessments are not conducted as part of this
EIS.
However, the Quantitative Analysis Report (QAR) assessed the potential for recovery of the
listed species relative to the goals of the HCPs. This assessment indicated that although the HCPs
alone would not be adequate to meet the extinction risk criteria, project removal alone would also
not meet the criteria. See FEIS Section 4.1.2.1, Project Area.

No Net Impact Standard Elements
Comment 27

Several commenters requested clarification of the biological and scientific justification for the
components of the no net impact standard, and the assumption that these components were
additive, even though they are comprised of compensation for impacts to different life stages, and
various components are not quantifiable. Others questioned whether the no net impact standard
would be feasible if the 7 percent hatchery component was not guaranteed, and whether the
standard is consistent with other recovery efforts in the basin.

Response 27

The performance standards were values negotiated during the HCP development process, which
included representatives of the Joint Fisheries Parties. The standards were based on the best
available scientific data. As a result, the standards represent the best professional judgment of the
negotiating parties. Additional information regarding the biological basis for the overall survival,
hatchery compensation, and tributary funding was included in FEIS Section 2.3.4.4, HCP
Performance Standards.
These performance standards were evaluated through the Quantitative Analysis Report (QAR) to
determine their effects on species recovery and are summarized in Chapter 5 of the FEIS. The
report compares the survival benefits of the HCP measures with the survival improvements
needed to satisfy long-term recovery risk criteria. The QAR is summarized in Appendix E of the
FEIS.
The PUDs committed to provide adequate funding and support to meet the full hatchery
supplementation requirement described in the HCPs. Although it is NMFS’s intent to allow the
PUDs to provide full hatchery production through 2013, this level of production cannot, for
various reasons, be guaranteed for subsequent 10-year periods after 2013 and under all possible
scenarios (e.g., limitations in broodstock). Because the primary purpose of the HCP process is to
protect and lead to the recovery of listed species, this goal must take precedence over the no net
impact standard. As such, NMFS may be required, due to concerns about possible negative
impacts of hatchery production on the recovery of the natural populations of Endangered Species
Act-listed species, to restrict hatchery production to levels that do not threaten the recovery of
naturally reproducing listed fish in 2013 or at subsequent 10-year intervals. However, the no net
impact standard remains a goal of the HCPs, and the PUDs have guaranteed the appropriate level
of hatchery funding to meet the 7 percent hatchery supplementation component of the no net
impact standard. The failure to achieve no net impact would be a basis for withdrawal under the
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Agreements in 2013 (2018 for the Wells Project). Formal consultation between NMFS and the
Tribes on a government-to-government basis would include discussions of the hatchery issue, and
would occur prior to issuance of a Record of Decision (ROD) or a final biological opinion on the
HCPs.
As revised, the HCPs specify the initial hatchery production levels that will be necessary to meet
no net impact. In 2013, and every 10 years thereafter (at the time of the program review), NMFS
may determine that the impacts of hatchery production to the wild populations are greater than
expected and ultimately require reducing production to acceptable levels (see Section 8.7.1 of the
Wells HCP [Hatchery Compensation Plan] Changed Hatchery Policies Under ESA, and Section
8.8.1 of the Rocky Reach and Rock Island HCPs [Hatchery Compensation Plan, Changed
Hatchery Policies Under ESA]). Should this scenario occur, the coordinating committees would
ascertain the measures required to meet the no net impact standard.
The HCPs are consistent with the other recovery plans in the basin, as they focus on the key
components in the recovery process. NMFS has developed guidelines for basin-level, multispecies recovery planning, which encompasses habitat, harvest, hatcheries, and hydropower. This
recovery planning analysis is contained in the document entitled Conservation of Columbia Basin
Fish: Final Basinwide Salmon Recovery Strategy (Federal Caucus 2000). Three of these four
components of the recovery planning are primary components of the HCPs (harvest is the
exception). Also consistent with these basinwide programs, the HCPs are multi-species programs
that encompass multiple life stages.
Comment 28

Several commenters requested clarification of how a 95 percent survival goal over 95 percent of
the migration period corresponds to only a 5 percent juvenile passage mortality. Others
questioned the exclusion of spring-run chinook salmon, smaller than 50 mm in length, from the
95 percent juvenile dam passage survival for the full run of that species in the event turbine
intake screens are installed. There were also some suggestions for a greater habitat component
and a lesser hatchery component than that proposed in the HCPs.

Response 28

The measurement of the no net impact standard is based on the entire run, although the protection
measures implemented at the projects are targeted at 95 percent of the run. Compensation
through hatchery and tributary funding measures is based upon calculations derived from the
average adult counts effectively representing 100 percent of the runs. Thus, mitigation is
provided for 100 percent of the migration periods, but the project operations concentrate on 95
percent of the spring and summer migration periods. Recognizing that some measures are costly
per unit time, the signatory parties agreed that juvenile dam passage protective measures would
encompass 95 percent of the migration as an objective that could be effectively managed. This
applies to the 95 percent juvenile dam passage survival standard and not the 93 percent juvenile
project survival measurement. In actuality, because the spring and summer migrations overlap
significantly, the juvenile spill program under Alternative 3 will most often be a continuous
operation between the spring and summer periods. The spill program will, in most years, actually
provide protection to more than 95 percent of the spring and summer migrants. Other measures
to improve juvenile survival through the projects (Rocky Reach fish bypass system, predator
control programs) are expected to cover an even higher proportion of the migrants. Implementing
measures to cover 95 percent of the spring and summer migrations is consistent with the
provisions of the biological opinions for the Wells, Rocky Reach, and Federal projects on the
mainstem Columbia River (NMFS 2000a,b, 2002a). While the full suite of dam survival
improvement measures will not cover all juveniles migrating throughout the year, these
protection measures should translate into a significant survival improvement for all Plan species
compared to Alternative 1, and for all unlisted species compared to Alternative 2.
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The revised HCP does not include a specific exemption for spring-run chinook salmon less than
50 mm in length. However, the signatory parties recognize that some species or life histories
cannot be measured with the technologies available at this time. The signatory parties are
committed to evaluating the survival of these fish after the technology becomes available. The
coordinating committees would be responsible for making the determination and approving an
appropriate study prior to implementation.
The approach used to translate 2 percent mitigation into habitat improvements was determined by
negotiation among the participants in the development of the HCP, which included agencies,
Tribes, American Rivers, the applicants, and the applicants’ power purchasers. The tributary
habitat improvements are not intended to result in a reduction of hatchery supplementation. The
initial process to determine the appropriate amount of mitigation for the tributary habitat
improvement fund (Plan Species Account) was to evaluate the types and extent of habitat
improvements that would mitigate for 2 percent of project mortality, and then to determine the
overall cost to conduct these types of improvements. Mortality was then appropriated by project
(Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island), based on the numbers of fish that would be affected by
each project, to ensure the appropriate commitment of financial resources. The tributary funding
provided by each project represents the tributary habitat improvement mitigation measures. See
FEIS Section 2.3.4.8, HCP Conservation Plan and Compensation Measures.
Shifting to a larger compensation level for the habitat component in the no net impact standard
could reduce the compensation provided through the hatchery programs. While the additional
tributary habitat work would be beneficial, these benefits would likely result in a gradual longterm improvement in fish production and survival. On the other hand, removing funds from the
hatchery programs would result in immediate loss of hatchery fish, thereby affecting harvest
opportunities. Recent changes to the hatchery programs are expected to minimize the impacts of
hatchery fish on wild populations, and possibly increase wild populations with the use of wild
broodstock programs. Hatchery programs have a greater potential for achieving short-term gains,
while tributary funding provides long-term habitat improvements. The combination of short- and
long-term components provides a balanced approach to salmon recovery, which is similar to the
approach provided in the biological opinion for the Federal Columbia River Power System
(NMFS 2000a).

HCP Uncertainties
Comment 29

Several commenters expressed concerns that some portions of the standards, particularly the
tributary habitat mitigation or delayed mortality, cannot be measured with the existing sampling
methods. This raised the issue of whether different standards should be developed, such as
project operational criteria.

Response 29

The stated intent of the HCPs is to achieve the no net impact standard no later than 2013 (2018
for the Wells Project), with the exception of the Tributary Conservation Plan, which is not
monitored. The revised HCPs clearly indicate how and when the hatchery production levels will
be evaluated and adjusted, as well as the priority of survival standards and the requirements by
which survival is measured (see Figure 2-4 of the FEIS). The pertinent HCP definitions clearly
note that the survival standards are intended to measure project effects “including direct, indirect,
and delayed mortality wherever it may occur and can be measured (as it relates to the projects)
given the available mark-recapture technology.” It is NMFS’s opinion that these standards are
most likely to be measured with existing or developing technology.
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With respect to the tributary programs, the signatory parties agree that funding-approved habitat
restoration and protection projects will constitute compensation for 2 percent unavoidable adult
project mortality. They also agree that no effort will be made to determine whether or not the
Tributary Conservation Plan is, in fact, increasing the survival of Plan species by 2 percent.
Rather, future assessments of this program will be designed to ensure that the Plan Species
Account is being utilized in an effective and efficient manner. This agreement recognizes that
any statistical estimate of a 2 percent survival increase relative to habitat improvements would be
inconclusive. Under even the most exacting experimental design, fluctuations in the natural
environment alone would result in error bounds many times larger than the metric to be
estimated.
Although it is possible that the standards might not be met for some or all of the Plan species at
one project or another, there would be no additional mitigation requirements for not meeting the
standards prior to 2013 (2018 for the Wells Project), except as set forth in Phase II, as long as the
PUDs comply with HCP permit conditions. In contrast, under Alternative 2, additional mitigation
could be required for listed species if new information indicates that the mitigation measures
established under the initial Section 7 consultation are not adequate to ensure the continued
existence of the listed species. Refer to FEIS Section 2.3.3, Alternative 2 for Alternative 2 and
Section 2.3.4.5, HCP Phases and Section 2.3.4.8, HCP Conservation Plan and Compensation
Measures for Alternative 3.
Current survival estimates are provided in FEIS Sections 3.2.5, Adult Survival at the Projects and
3.2.6, Juvenile Survival at the Projects at each of the hydroelectric projects. Both action
alternatives require, or are expected to require, additional improvements to these survival rates
except at Wells Dam where project survival for listed species already exceeds 93 percent. The
Endangered Species Act criteria specify that the issuance of a permit should not “appreciably
reduce the likelihood of the survival and recovery of the species in the wild” (Section 10) or does
not “jeopardize the continued existence of” any Federally listed species (Section 7). There are no
provisions that require a net benefit to the affected species or that the proposed action must
necessarily result in the recovery of the species.
The Quantitative Analysis Report analyses suggest that the HCPs would not only satisfy the
Endangered Species Act requirements, but that the HCPs would increase the probability of the
recovery of listed species. However, implementation of the HCPs would not, nor are the HCPs
required to, recover these species by themselves. The mitigation requirements under Alternative
2 are expected to be similar to those outlined in the HCPs because the requirements for listed
species in both instances would be based on the same baseline information. Under Alternative 2,
new information indicating that the measures were inadequate to ensure the continued existence
of the species would likely result in reinitiation of consultation to develop additional measures to
increase survival of listed species. Under Alternative 3, failure to meet the performance standards
(Phase II) would result in the coordinating committees developing measures to meet the HCP
survival standards. In addition, in 2013 (2018 for the Wells Project) and every 10 years
thereafter, should information indicate that the stocks are not rebuilding, NMFS (after meeting
several conditions of the agreement) could withdraw the permit. Thus, while the processes have
obvious differences, the outcome under both action alternatives is that listed species will receive
adequate protection in the long term. Under Alternative 2, protective measures for unlisted
species would be attained through license reopener clauses or through relicensing while under
Alternative 3, these species would immediately receive a commensurate level of protection as
listed species.
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Specific project configuration and operational guidelines have been the standard means of
protecting anadromous fish species in the Columbia River Basin in the past. However, such
guidelines do not guarantee or mandate the achievement of specific survival rates. Setting a
standard for fish passage efficiency (non-turbine passage rates), for example, provides an
opportunity for greater survival but does not establish a survival goal. This approach assumes
that a certain percentage of the fish will pass through a specific route each year, if the project is
operated in a certain manner, and includes a survival rate for that passage route (see Table 3-4 in
the FEIS). In addition, this approach often relies on data from various projects or various years
(e.g., average turbine passage survival) to determine route-specific survival or passage efficiency
rates. As a result, there does not appear to be any more species recovery certainty with that
approach compared to having a fixed, results-oriented, project passage survival goal that is
measured at each project.
The HCP signatory parties recognize that current methodologies cannot differentiate between
sources of adult mortality (included in the 91 percent combined adult and juvenile survival
standard) within the project area. Known adult mortalities within a project boundary could be
due to natural mortality (i.e., mortalities occur even in fairly pristine river systems without dams),
or due to delayed or cumulative effects (e.g., catch and release angling, injuries sustained while
escaping commercial or tribal fisheries, downstream Federal project impacts). The HCP
signatory parties, recognizing the limitations associated with the best available technology,
developed three surrogate standards for assessing the survival of juvenile fish. These are, in order
of priority: (1) measured juvenile project survival (93 percent), (2) measured dam passage
survival (95 percent), and (3) calculated dam passage survival. The achievement of the HCP
survival standards would be determined by averaging the estimates from 3 years of valid studies.
Only the survival estimates for species that cannot be measured directly (e.g., sockeye or
subyearling chinook salmon) would be based on the lowest priority route-specific methodology or
surrogate species (see Figure 2-4 of the FEIS). In addition, as technology advances allow,
verification of survival rates measured against a higher priority standard would be required.
Comment 30

Several commenters requested an analysis to determine whether the proposed funding for off-site
mitigation is adequate, particularly because Grant County PUD is no longer part of the HCP
process. Others questioned whether Alternative 2 could potentially provide greater tributary
habitat improvements than Alternative 3.

Response 30

Only Alternative 3 includes PUD funding of tributary habitat improvement projects. Funding for
tributary habitat improvements is assumed to compensate for 2 percent of unavoidable project
mortality. Participatory parties in the development of the HCPs (as described in FEIS Section
1.1, Introduction) worked together in determining funding levels to be provided by each PUD.
This effort included an analysis of the cost of habitat easements, property acquisitions, water
rights purchases, and specific restoration projects to determine the specific level of funding
needed over the next 50 years.
The total amount to be provided to the Plan Species Account was originally based on a
compensation level for impacts associated with the five Mid-Columbia River dams. This total
amount was allocated to the different projects based on the proportion of their impacts to the
stocks. For example, the Wells Project was assigned a smaller proportion of the funding
responsibilities than the Rocky Reach Project because the impacts associated with the Wells
Project would affect only those fish migrating to or from the Okanogan and Methow Rivers. In
addition to impacting these same stocks, the Rocky Reach Project would also impact the Entiat
River stocks. Although the overall size of the fund was reduced when Grant County PUD elected
to not pursue a Section 10 permit, the compensation level remains unchanged for the remaining
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projects. It is assumed that mitigation alternatives resulting from the Section 7 consultation for
the Grant County PUD projects will replace the compensation that was lost from the HCP
Tributary Fund for the listed species. There is no basis under the Endangered Species Act for
Chelan and Douglas County PUDs to be required to mitigate for impacts attributable to the Grant
County PUD projects.
Note that hatchery compensation levels determined for each PUD are also independent of the
other PUDs, including Grant County PUD. These compensation levels are based on estimates of
impacts associated with each individual project and not on a region-wide basis. Therefore,
Chelan and Douglas County PUDs would still provide up to 7 percent hatchery compensation for
the unavoidable mortality associated with their projects.
An estimate of $100 million was originally established as the funding level to the Plan Species
Account, assuming the participation of all three of the Mid-Columbia PUDs. This was allocated
based on the degree of impacts to the species for each project. Because Grant County has opted
not to pursue an HCP, the mitigation funding for impacts related to Wanapum and Priest Rapids
dams are no longer included in the overall HCP funding. According to the HCP terms and
assuming that the performance standards are met, Douglas County would make an initial payment
of $1,982,000 plus $176,178 annually for 45 years. Chelan County would contribute $229,800
annually for 50 years for the Rocky Reach Project and $485,200 annually for 50 years for the
Rock Island Project. In addition, the HCPs provide mechanisms for accelerating payments so that
more funds are available in the early years of the HCPs. Total funding would be $46,660,010 in
1998 dollars and the annual payments will be adjusted for inflation. If adult survival through
Wells Dam is assessed and determined to be less than 2 percent and the combined adult and
juvenile project survival is greater than 91 percent, then the annual funding to the Plan Species
Account for the Wells Project would be reduced proportionately (see Example 1, Wells HCP,
2002. Chelan County funding levels would not change whether or not the performance standards
are met. Therefore, the current funding level represents a substantial source of habitat
improvement funding even without the Grant County portions. Refer to FEIS Section 2.3.4.8,
HCP Conservation Plan and Compensation Measures.
In addition, Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultations have been completed for the Lower
Columbia River dams (NMFS 2000a) and are in the process of being completed for the Grant
County PUD dams (NMFS expects to produce a final biological opinion prior to 2003).
Therefore, these projects are, or soon will be, responsible for meeting survival levels to avoid
jeopardizing listed species. Under Alternative 3, should the stocks fail to rebuild by 2013 (2018
for Douglas County), NMFS could take steps to withdraw the permit, and would undoubtedly
request that Grant County PUD and the Federal operators reinitiate consultation on the other four
Columbia River projects and four Snake River projects.
It is not practical or efficient to attempt to quantify a 2 percent compensation level for the habitat
improvement projects. Even under the most exacting experimental design, fluctuations in the
natural environment alone would result in error bounds many times larger than the metric to be
estimated. This determination is based on the diversity of potential projects, the varying time
frames for the maximum benefit to occur for these different projects, and the overall difficulty
and expense of monitoring the benefits. However, each improvement project would be monitored
to ensure that the site-specific goals and objectives are obtained. The revised HCPs each contain
a Tributary Assessment Program in addition to the tributary funding discussed above. The
Tributary Assessment Program will monitor and evaluate the relative performance of the tributary
enhancement projects approved by the tributary committees.
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Comment 31

Please confirm that the HCPs and Quantitative Analysis Report require that the performance
standards will be applied regardless of cost or drought, and that these factors will not impact
improvements to the lower river projects. This should include an assessment of the 2001 water
year. The EIS should also assess the level of survival improvement needed to sustain Tribal
harvests well above recent restricted levels.

Response 31

Only one section of the HCP notes conditions under which the PUDs might fail to implement
HCP measures. In Section 12.7 of the HCPs [Miscellaneous, Force Majeure], “force majeure” is
defined as “causes beyond the reasonable control of, and without the fault or negligence of, the
PUD or any entity controlled by the PUD, including its contractors and subcontractors.” The
HCPs further stipulate that “economic hardship shall not constitute force majeure under this
Agreement.” Thus, force majeure would apply to events such as attacks due to war or terrorism,
major equipment failure, or damage from earthquakes or floods; but would not apply to a
conscious decision by a PUD to curtail HCP measures to realize economic benefits. This would
be cause for withdrawal by the signatory parties. Furthermore, the HCPs are not connected to
Endangered Species Act requirements at other hydroelectric projects on the Columbia River and
therefore will not affect the implementation of measures at lower river projects to improve
juvenile or adult salmon or steelhead survival.
The drought conditions in 2001 resulted in lower spill levels at a number of Columbia and Snake
River hydroelectric projects than has been was generally stipulated or recommended to aid the
downstream migration of anadromous fish in biological opinions. At that time, the Chelan and
Douglas County PUDs voluntarily implemented some provisions of the agreements although they
were not bound by the terms of the HCPs, although they have voluntarily implemented some
provisions of the agreements to enhance the possibilities of meeting the HCP survival standards.
The results in 2001 indicate the benefits of the HCPs as strong incentives to maintain fish
protection programs. If In future years, should the PUDs fail to meet the requirements of the
HCPs, it would provide Signatory Parties cause for withdrawing from the agreement and NMFS
cause for withdrawing jeopardize their incidental take permits. Under the existing licenses and
operational agreements, which include Section 7 consultations for most of the Columbia and
Snake River projects, the incentives are not as strong, as evidenced by the reduced spill levels that
were provided in 2001.
Refer to responses to Comments #40 and #52 concerning survival standards, Tribal harvest, and
the role of hatchery supplementation in assuring Tribal harvest priorities. However, the
provisions of the Endangered Species Act do not require the recovery of the species to
harvestable levels. This applies to both action alternatives.

Range of Alternatives
Comment 32

Several commenters indicated that the EIS does not analyze an adequate range of alternatives, or
compares and contrasts these alternatives in a complete and unbiased manner. Others
questioned the idea that Alternative 2 could take longer to implement than Alternative 3.

Response 32

The FEIS includes (1) a no-action alternative (Alternative 1), (2) a hydropower conservation
measures alternative (Alternative 2), and (3) proposed habitat conservation plan alternative
(Alternative 3). Alternative 1 is based on existing conditions (Wells and Rock Island Settlement
Agreements and the Rocky Reach Fourth Revised Interim Stipulation) representing the baseline
of comparison for the action alternatives and the position that no action is taken either under
Section 7 or Section 10. Alternative 2 represents measures that were considered during the
development of the proposed action, as well as certain measures raised in public comments on the
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DEIS. Alternative 3 represents measures contained in the proposed HCPs. Some alternatives
raised in public comments were discussed but eliminated from detailed study. The three
alternatives considered in detail represent the range of actions that could reasonably occur at the
three hydroelectric projects. The EIS attempts to present the alternatives without bias; however,
there is some overlap of both the protective measures used to lower mortality and their
implementation in Alternatives 2 and 3, especially with respect to actions taken to protect listed
Plan species. There is some regulatory duplication in the implementation processes of Section 7
and Section 10.
Both action alternatives include a variety of measures to be implemented at the projects for
reducing Plan species mortality. The primary differences between the action alternatives are (1)
the extent (proportion of juvenile migration covered) and level (percentage of spill) of the spill
programs at each project, and (2) the choice of passage route (6,000 cfs sluiceway or juvenile
collection and transport system) at Chelan County PUD’s Rocky Reach Project. The description
of the action alternatives also identifies relative differences with respect to regulatory procedures,
the length of time that might be required to implement alternative measures, and the likelihood of
implementing the protective measures for listed and unlisted Plan species. Procedural differences
are described in FEIS Section 2.6, Alternative Comparison, in Tables 2-7 and 2-8, and in Chapter
4. Table 2-7 compares differences between the procedures for complying with the Endangered
Species Act, while Table 2-8 illustrates the environmental differences that would occur from
implementation of the alternatives, as well as the no-action alternative. Revisions to the DEIS
have been included to more clearly display the differences among the alternatives. All
alternatives were given equal weight, consideration, and review for selection of a preferred
alternative.
The mitigation measures proposed at the dams under Alternatives 2 and 3 are expected to be
similar and yield similar results for listed Plan species. Alternative 3 is expected to provide more
protection, compared to Alternative 2, for unlisted Plan species.
The two primary mitigation measures proposed under Alternative 3 are hatchery supplementation
(which represents mitigation for 7 percent project mortality), and funding for tributary habitat
improvements (which represents mitigation for 2 percent project mortality). It is important to
note that the majority of the hatchery production in the Upper Columbia River is designed to
compensate for original inundation by the projects. This production is not subject to adjustment
through the HCPs. The initial production levels are detailed in Section 8 of the HCPs, Hatchery
Compensation Plan. Hatchery production under Alternative 2 would be addressed through the
existing settlement agreements or during relicensing, and through the issuance of direct and
incidental take permits to WDFW, which operates the PUD-funded hatcheries.
For the Wells Project and existing settlement agreements between FERC and the Douglas County
PUD, ongoing hatchery production of spring and summer chinook salmon and steelhead currently
mitigates for an assumed 14 percent level of mortality at the project (Alternative 1). Under both
Alternatives 2 and 3, the production of yearling (spring) chinook salmon and steelhead would be
reduced to 3.8 percent, based on the 3-year average of juvenile project survival studies (96.2
percent). Under Alternative 3, the remaining Permit species will be compensated at the 7 percent
level. The need for coho salmon compensation will be assessed in 2006 and will be based upon
the development of either a long-term coho salmon hatchery program and/or the establishment of
a threshold population of naturally reproducing coho salmon in the Methow Basin. Should coho
salmon compensation be warranted, Douglas County PUD would implement a program to
provide the equivalent of 3.8 percent juvenile mortality. This level is based on the agreed-upon
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interim value for juvenile project survival for coho salmon, which at this time is best estimated by
the yearling average chinook salmon and steelhead survival estimates.
For the Rocky Reach and Rock Island projects, under the HCPs, Chelan County PUD would
provide the funding and capacity to meet the 7 percent hatchery compensation level necessary to
achieve the no net impact standard for all Plan species. However, Chelan County PUD has
agreed to continue meeting their existing hatchery obligations through 2013, during which time
they will evaluate options for the long-term production of sockeye salmon. Thus, the 7 percent
HCP production requirement will be exceeded for some Plan species (steelhead, spring-run
chinook salmon) through 2013, but will not be met for other Plan species (sockeye and coho
salmon). Hatchery compensation levels for these projects would be adjusted in 2013, including 7
percent hatchery compensation for sockeye salmon (after options have been evaluated) and
possibly for coho salmon (compensation timelines and decision points are identical to those
identified above for Douglas County PUD).
In summary, for hatchery compensation, Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 are expected to be identical at
least through 2013. After 2013, production levels for listed species would likely decrease from
this baseline level for both Alternatives 2 and 3. Alternative 3 would provide 7 percent hatchery
compensation for sockeye salmon and potentially for coho salmon, which is not contemplated in
either Alternative 1 or 2.
The mitigation measures for the tributary habitat improvements under Alternative 3 are
represented by the funding levels, rather than specific projects that would be funded. The
tributary committees have the responsibility to select the projects to be funded by the Plan
Species Account. The tributary committees will consist of representatives from the signatory
parties (as voting members). In addition, the tributary committees may select other expert entities
(such as land and water trusts or conservancy groups) to serve as additional, non-voting members
of the committees. This format ensures that a wide range of perspectives are incorporated and
biologically sound decisions are made. Alternative 2 does not include any off-site mitigation in
the form of PUD-funded tributary habitat improvement projects (see FEIS Section 2.6.6.2,
Alternative 2).
The length of time it has taken for Section 7 consultation from initiation to implementation of
conservation measures has averaged over 5 years for Mid-Columbia projects owned by PUDs,
due to FERC’s current interpretation of their responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act
and legal options open to the applicants. Some of these processes have resulted in a biological
opinion on interim operations, resulting in consultation reinitiation prior to the expiration date of
the interim operations. Section 7 consultation would also be required at relicensing or any license
reopener proceedings. During these consultation proceedings, the existing mitigation programs
would proceed until final resolutions were reached on additional conservation measures required.
As described in FEIS Section 2.6.5, Implementation Schedule, the HCPs were developed to
minimize legal options and expedite project actions that directly benefit the Plan species. Actions
would be taken from the perspective of cooperation and coordination, rather than a series of
independent actions and processes that would be subject to litigation. Compared to Alternative 2,
the initial protection measures under Alternative 3 would be implemented immediately. Future
implementation of any additional tools needed to meet the survival standards under the HCPs
would likely be implemented, for the reasons stated above, in a more timely manner than would
be the case under Alternative 2.
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No-Action Alternative
Comment 33

Several commenters questioned the appropriateness of the no-action alternative, particularly
since it does not include the normative river as the baseline conditions, and that it omits statutory
authorities at relicensing. Others questioned whether the existing mitigation and compensation
levels are adequate to mitigate for dam construction and operations.

Response 33

Alternative 1 (the no-action alternative) represents existing baseline conditions that would occur
if neither action alternative were implemented, which is consistent with NEPA requirements.
Alternative 1 is evaluated in Chapter 4 of the FEIS (which describes effects of the alternatives),
similar to the evaluation of Alternatives 2 and 3. Relicensing is a separate independent action
with FERC as the lead agency, and includes more than fish protection measures for listed species.
Therefore, Alternative 1 was limited to existing FERC licenses and settlement agreements that
govern current operations, with one exception. FERC has amended the Rocky Reach Project
license to allow for the construction and operation of a juvenile bypass facility at that project.
Since this measure is rightfully considered an element of the HCP, evaluation of the juvenile
bypass facility occurs under Alternative 3 rather than under Alternative 1. Alternative 1 also
provides a baseline for comparison with the action alternatives.
Long-term settlement agreements have been negotiated for the Wells and Rock Island dams that
include the hatchery mitigation provisions as compensation for project inundation and existing
ongoing impacts. Although a long-term agreement has not been reached for Rocky Reach, this
dam has operated from 1979 to 1997 under various stipulations. Initial inundation losses were
established from estimates of spawning habitat loss. The initial inundation compensation did not
mitigate for passage loss of juveniles. The long-term settlement agreements at Wells and Rock
Island Dams established passage loss rates, thus completing the mitigation package for project
impacts to salmonids. Because of these relatively recent reevaluations of the mitigation programs
at all three projects, it is reasonable to assume that existing mitigation or compensation levels are
adequate to address project inundation, at least for the purposes of comparison within this FEIS.

Action Alternatives
Comment 34

Several commenters requested clarification of the legal and management authorities associated
with Alternative 2 that would not be available under Alternative 3. Several commenters
suggested that adaptive management would be more effective under Alternative 2. Other
commenters requested additional information in Table 2-8 of the DEIS summarizing the
comparisons between alternatives, how the Quantitative Analysis Report (QAR) information is
incorporated into the alternatives, and why the HCPs do not consist of an ecosystem approach to
recover the species.

Response 34

The HCPs would not affect the PUDs’ responsibilities under other Federal, State, Tribal, or local
statutes. In addition, parties that do not sign the HCPs can pursue these Federal, State, or local
statutes if they are in disagreement with the PUDs’ approach in implementing the mitigation
measures associated with the HCPs. However, as a result of an agreement with USFWS, NMFS
is the only agency with mandatory conditioning authority for the listed anadromous fish species
under the Federal Power Act and the Endangered Species Act. FERC could require additional
mitigation measures during relicensing procedures, although if these additional measures were
inconsistent with the HCPs, the parties could withdraw from the agreements.
These comments were generally associated with the ability for resource agencies and Tribes to
pursue reservoir drawdown, dam removal, or other viable non-power options to recover the
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species. See FEIS Section 2.6, Alternative Comparison that discuss the application of the
protection provisions of other laws and statutes for the two action alternatives. These other laws
and statutes would be available to non-signatory parties to the HCPs to protect Mid-Columbia
River fish stocks. See Table 2-8 of the FEIS to reflect the protection provisions of other laws.
The results of the analyses conducted for this project indicate that dam removal would not meet
the extinction risk criteria if recent environmental conditions continue.
The QAR analyzes the HCP fish protection measures combined with other foreseeable protection
measures expected to occur at other Columbia River projects. Because fish protection measures
are expected to be similar between Sections 7 and 10 for listed species, the report results describe
long-term risks associated with both alternatives. The HCPs are an appropriate vehicle for
supporting adaptive management. The HCPs are based on a results-oriented approach that
requires an adaptive management approach to reach the survival goals. Alternative 3 provides a
systematic and regular process for evaluating and reevaluating survival rates for all Plan species
at the projects to facilitate adaptive management opportunities. Under Alternative 2, evaluations
would likely be of a similar scope, but would focus primarily on listed species.
The decision not to use an overall ecosystem-based management approach in developing the HCP
occurred in the early 1990s, and was not developed in further detail because it was determined to
be too difficult and costly to obtain quantitative information on the effects of the projects on all of
the fish and wildlife species that occur within the vicinity of the projects. The decision was then
made to concentrate on a multi-species level as opposed to an ecosystem level with all species
present in the project area. This resulted in focusing on Endangered Species Act-listed
anadromous fish species that would be considered under Section 9 of the Endangered Species
Act, as well as the unlisted species for which NMFS is the responsible reviewing agency.

Dam Operations-Related Questions
Comment 35

Several commenters requested clarification on the fish bypass options that could occur under the
different alternatives, their potential effectiveness, and their impacts to non-Plan species. These
options include turbine intake screens, spill, and surface collection systems.

Response 35

Bypass options (methods of passing fish using non-turbine routes of passage) include the
construction and operation of structures specifically designed to provide safe routes of passage to
migrating fish on one end of the spectrum and voluntary release of water through spillways at the
other end. Structural remedies (including turbine intake screens and surface collectors) are
typically limited by constraints resulting from the unique characteristics of each project, while
spill is most often limited by total dissolved gas restrictions. At present, a combination of bypass
systems and spill levels appear to provide the most effective fish bypass systems at mainstem
Columbia River projects. Furthermore, until issues relating to water quality impacts and the
overall effectiveness of spill are resolved and determined, there is no indication that spill will be
the only measure to be used to aid in increasing survival rates of juveniles passing the dams.
Bypass systems, spill, or some combination of these measures are currently being used to aid fish
passage at the Mid-Columbia River projects, and would therefore likely be required at the PUD
projects under either Alternative 2 or 3. Douglas County PUD has already developed a spillway
bypass system at the Wells Project that has been in operation for over a decade. Chelan County
PUD has recently received a FERC order (issued after consulting with NMFS) allowing the
construction and operation of a screened bypass system at the Rocky Reach Project, which is
expected to be operational prior to the 2003 migration. Spill is expected to continue at the Rocky
Reach Dam to supplement the bypass facility. No bypass system is currently under consideration
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for the Rock Island Project, although bypass systems have been tested at both power houses at
Rock Island in the past. A bypass system would likely be considered at the Rock Island Project
should proposed measures (including a 20 percent spill rate) fail to meet survival requirements
under either action alternative.
Protection of non-Plan species (e.g., lamprey, sturgeon, and bull trout) would occur in the same
manner under both action alternatives. Section 7 consultation would occur for bull trout under
both Alternatives 2 and 3 (as it is a listed species), while protection for other species would occur
through compliance with the Federal Power Act.
The FEIS describes procedural differences between the alternatives and how these might
differentially affect the Plan species. In addition, survival rates for the various fish passage routes
at the projects are discussed, but the fish protection tools that may be used to achieve
performance standards are not specified. Under Alternative 2, NMFS would issue FERC a
biological opinion on a proposed Federal action. If NMFS determined that the proposed action
would jeopardize the continued existence of the listed species, NMFS would provide a reasonable
and prudent alternative that describes the fish protection measures necessary to avoid jeopardy.
For Alternative 3, the PUDs would select the methods for achieving survival under Phase I. The
coordinating committees would select the methods under Phase II. These decisions would likely
change over time, depending on subsequent evaluations and the development of new technologies
for measuring survival standards.
The benefits and disadvantages associated with installing screens are discussed in FEIS Section
4.2.3.2, Other Plan Species. For Alternative 2, specific protective measures for listed species
would likely occur through Section 7 consultations and FERC license amendments. For unlisted
species (salmon and other aquatic species), protective measures would be pursued primarily
through Federal Power Act processes (relicensing procedures or amendments to the existing
licenses). For Alternative 3, the Plan species would be protected by the same no net impact
standard as the listed species. This would include satisfying the 95 percent juvenile dam passage,
93 percent juvenile project passage, or 91 percent combined adult and juvenile total project
passage survival standards. Under Alternative 3, the protective measures would occur
immediately for all species, while under Alternative 2, the protective measures could be delayed
through litigation (this is particularly likely in the case of unlisted species). Under Alternative 2,
it is also more likely that less protective measures (for example, lower spill levels or a shorter
duration of spill) would be implemented for unlisted species than for listed species. Under both
alternatives, other species would be protected through other processes, such as FERC relicensing
and Endangered Species Act consultation (should the fish species become listed in the future).
Comment 36

Several commenters requested additional information on recent estimates of juvenile mortality
rates specific to passing the projects, as well as the effects of project operations on adult
salmonids.

Response 36

Project survival studies better estimate direct, indirect, and delayed effects than dam passage or
passage route-specific studies, because the studies typically span a longer time period and account
for some variability in passage conditions through the outmigration season. Passage routespecific evaluations rarely estimate indirect and delayed effects because the evaluations typically
occur over a shorter time frame and test specific or limited operational conditions. As a result,
these latter evaluations might not be as representative of the typical or average passage conditions
experienced by the species. However, for some species it will not be possible to conduct project
survival studies due to the limited number of fish available for the studies and their body size
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relative to the tagging method required. In these cases, verification would likely be through
studies with representative species.
The revised HCPs identify the calculation of dam passage survival (based on assumed passage
and survival parameters) as a measurement of last resort. If at all possible, juvenile project
survival or dam passage survival of Plan species would be measured through specific survival
studies. Of these three options, only by meeting the 93 percent juvenile project survival standard
can a PUD receive a Phase III (Standard Achieved) determination. The emphasis has been
shifted from dam passage survival (measured or calculated) to project survival estimates (see
Table 3-4 of the FEIS). Thus, the verification of survival under either action alternative would
likely rely on project survival studies rather than passage route-specific studies.
Turbine survival data do not exist for all species at the PUD projects, and the available data are
primarily estimates of direct mortality established through balloon-tag studies. These estimates
do not fully take into account indirect or delayed mortality due to potentially increased predation
susceptibility resulting from the effects of turbine passage. In addition, some of the data were
collected before recent changes at the projects (turbine modifications to increase survival) were
completed. Therefore, additional data from other sources were used to establish average baseline
conditions. The numbers included in Table 2-4 represent a composite of relevant data for specific
projects or similar projects in the basin.
The Federal Columbia River Power System biological opinion (NMFS 2000a) concluded that,
although power peaking can affect spawning adults, egg incubation, and fry rearing stages, power
peaking alone does not have a significant adverse effect on migrating salmon at the mainstem
Federal projects.
Peak turbine efficiency refers to conditions that minimize the turbulence and cavitation of water
passing through the turbines, resulting in greater power production. These conditions are
believed to produce better conditions for fish passing through the unit by minimizing pressure
differences caused by these factors, which can injure or kill fish. References were changed
throughout the FEIS to refer to “peak power efficiency” and text was added to FEIS Section
2.2.2, Dam and Reservoir Operations explaining the concept.
Refer to Comment #58 for a discussion of adult passage, adult survival standards, and the effects
of project operations on adult passage.

Tribal Issues – Legal Responsibilities
Comment 37

The HCPs address the Endangered Species Act, but NMFS and other Federal agencies also have
duties and obligations to fulfill trust responsibilities toward Tribal trust resources. In particular,
the Secretarial Order 3206 also requires that the agencies ensure that the Tribes not bear a
disproportionate share of the conservation burden for listed species (Section 5, Principle 3). In
addition, the Federal Government’s responsibility to manage trust resources would be
transferred to non-Federal entities who are not accountable for breaches of Federal trust and
treaty obligations.

Response 37

The HCPs specifically recognize Federal obligations to protect Tribal treaty/trust resources, and
state in the Miscellaneous sections (Section 12.11 [Miscellaneous, Indian Tribal or Treaty Rights]
of the HCPs) that “[n]othing in this agreement is intended to nor shall it in any way abridge, limit,
diminish, abrogate, adjudicate, or resolve any Indian right reserved or protected in any treaty,
executive order, statute or court decree. This Section shall be deemed to modify each and every
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Section of this Agreement as if it is set out separately in each Section.” Additional protections
are also described in HCP Sections 12.12 and 12.13 [Miscellaneous, U.S. v Oregon and No
Precedent/Compromise of Disputed Claims]. Formal consultation between NMFS and the Tribes
on a government-to-government basis will include discussion of these issues, which would occur
prior to issuance of a Record of Decision (ROD) or a final biological opinion on the HCPs. It is
the intent of NMFS that the HCPs will aid in increasing the wild stock of anadromous fish over
time, thereby allowing for an increased Tribal take of hatchery fish when the wild stocks reach
minimum escapement levels necessary for recovery. The relationship between the proposed
HCPs and the Federal Government’s Tribal treaty trust responsibilities is discussed in FEIS
Section 4.12.17, Legislation Pertinent to Tribal Governments.
During preparation of the HCPs, the Tribes have been continually informed and invited to
participate. The Tribes participate directly and through the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the
Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission. The five principles of the 1997 Secretarial Order
#3206 (American Indian Tribes and the Endangered Species Act) have been followed in
development of these agreements. These principles are (1) working directly with the Indian
Tribes on a government-to-government basis to promote healthy ecosystems, (2) recognizing that
Indian lands are not subject to the same controls as Federal public lands, (3) assisting Tribes in
developing and expanding Tribal programs so that healthy ecosystems are promoted and
conservation restrictions are unnecessary, (4) being sensitive to Indian culture, and (5) making
available to Tribes information related to Tribal trust resources and Indian lands and to facilitate
the mutual exchange of information.
Principle 3 of Secretarial Order 3206 also includes the following components: (A) the
Departments shall take affirmative steps to assist Indian Tribes in developing and expanding
Tribal programs that promote healthy ecosystems, (B) the Departments shall recognize that
Indian Tribes are appropriate governmental entities to manage their lands and Tribal trust
resources, and (C) the Departments, as trustees, shall support Tribal measures that preclude the
need for conservation restrictions. Although the HCPs are not Tribal programs, the anadromous
fish within the Columbia River are considered a traditional Tribal treaty resource.
Implementation of the HCPs is intended to support a comprehensive strategy for protecting and
recovering the five Plan species that pass through the three dams (Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock
Island), thereby promoting a healthy ecosystem. The conditional implementation strategy under
Alternative 3 was developed to ensure a speedy recovery relative to Alternative 2 (refer to FEIS
Section 2.6.5, Implementation Schedule), where lengthy legal proceedings may occur if FERC or
the PUDs disagree with NMFS’s decisions on the actions needed to ensure survival and recovery
of listed species. Alternative 3 sets specific time limits on decision-making procedures and
restricts the abilities of all the signatory parties to seek legal remedies to outstanding issues that
may impede decision-making progress and implementation of needed conservation measures to
improve survival.
Management of Columbia River Basin listed anadromous fish species would continue to be under
the authority of NMFS under all alternatives. The HCPs (Alternative 3) are limited to meeting
specific performance standards for the Plan species passing through the hydroelectric structures
associated with the Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island dams. As described in the Quantitative
Analysis Report (QAR), the actions associated with Alternative 3 are a single component of a
series of recovery actions planned by NMFS to recover listed fish species. Implementation of
either Alternative 2 or 3, alone, is not expected to recover these fish. All other aspects of the trust
responsibilities and treaty obligations are maintained by NMFS.
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Comment 38

If the Permit species continue to decline, and the PUDs are fulfilling their obligations under the
HCPs, how will NMFS ensure that the agency fulfills its trust responsibility for providing
harvestable fish populations? The EIS should include an analysis of this possibility and the effect
of the No Surprises policy on NMFS’s trust responsibility.

Response 38

The revised HCPs acknowledge that the Services (NMFS and USFWS) could withdraw from the
HCPs and NMFS could revoke a permit (even if the project has achieved and maintained the no
net impact standard) if the Plan species are not rebuilding and the project is a significant factor in
the failure to rebuild (see Section 2.2.1 of the Wells HCP [Termination Automatic Termination
Events] and Section 2.1 of the Rocky Reach and Rock Island HCPs [Withdrawal From
Agreement, Enough Already). This could occur after 2013 at the Rocky Reach and Rock Island
projects and after 2018 at the Wells Project.

Comment 39

Alternative 3 may expose the Federal Government to liability for failing to sufficiently manage
and protect the Tribes’ treaty-reserved resources because NMFS would be required to carry the
burden of proof in a dispute resolution process with time and evidentiary limitations. Alternative
3 effectively and impermissibly transfers NMFS’s management authority to project operators,
thereby violating its trust responsibility to the Tribes and perhaps exposing the Federal
Government to liability for failing to properly manage treaty-reserved resources.

Response 39

In response to the Tribes’ comments, the revised 2002 HCPs deleted the language that was
contained in the 1998 HCPs where NMFS or any other party bringing an action to enforce the
HCPs had the burden of proof. The entire dispute resolution provision of the revised HCPs was
removed, with the exception of a requirement that disputes first be addressed at the technical level
in the coordinating committees and then at a policy level in the policy committees prior to
bringing forth any legal proceedings. The revised HCPs changed the approach used to make
decisions under the HCPs. Decisions are subject to unanimous agreement by all parties to each of
the various committees; thus, each party retains the authority to effectively veto any action or
decision. If a resulting dispute cannot be resolved through technical and policy level meetings or
voluntary, non-binding mediation, any party may exercise whatever right it may otherwise have
under applicable law. Furthermore, NMFS has the discretion to enforce compliance with the
HCPs and its permits. The HCPs do not limit any responsibility or obligations of NMFS to the
Tribes. The revised HCPs state that the withdrawal and termination provisions are not subject to
the No Surprises policy.

Tribal Issues – Harvest
Comment 40

The HCPs lack assurances that the 7 percent hatchery compensation will be achieved or allowed,
which is necessary to produce sustainable and harvestable fish populations.

Response 40

Although the tools used to reduce salmon mortality through the dams under the HCPs (Section 10
[Endangered Species Act Compliance] 10) may be different than those used under Section 7, the
overall goals of reducing mortality are the same. Therefore, there are no expected differences in
the amount of harvestable fish available to Tribes between the action alternatives. The purpose of
either a Section 7 or Section 10 consultation is to allow for the “incidental take” of endangered
and threatened species so that an applicant is exempt from take prohibitions under Section 9 of
the Endangered Species Act. The PUDs have voluntarily included in the HCPs a commitment to
rebuild stocks of unlisted species to sustainable, harvestable populations; however, the utilities
are not required to conduct this effort under either Section 7 or Section 10 of the Endangered
Species Act.
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The HCPs attempt to balance the conservation of Endangered Species Act-listed and unlisted
anadromous Plan species with the Federal Government’s treaty trust obligations to provide
meaningful Tribal harvest, on both a short- and long-term timeframe. This includes the
difficulties of providing these harvest opportunities under the harvest rate restrictions for
Endangered Species Act-listed species in a mixed stock fishery. The harvest element of the
Columbia River Basinwide Salmon Recovery Strategy (Federal Caucus 2000) states that there is
“no more important harvest reform than discontinuing the former practice of overfishing natural
fish to fully harvest hatchery fish.” The strategy further states that, “Unless and until more
effective selective fishing techniques are used, it will be difficult or impossible to fully realize the
benefits of hatchery programs.”
The Columbia River Basinwide Salmon Recovery Strategy recommends that the overall harvest
rate of Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook salmon continues to be capped at 6 to 9
percent, depending on the run sizes of natural origin fish. This harvest rate is primarily intended
to accommodate a base level fishery for the Tribes. Thus, under this recovery strategy, the Tribal
harvest will continue to be limited by the abundance of naturally produced adult fish, unless
effective selective harvesting techniques are developed. For example, the harvest of the relatively
large runs of hatchery spring-run chinook salmon in the last 2 years has been limited by the
relatively low abundance of naturally spawned fish.
The HCPs are intended to protect, enhance, and restore the populations and habitats of not only
the Endangered Species Act-listed species but all Plan species for the purpose of establishing and
maintaining naturally spawning populations that are capable of supporting a sustainable fishery.
Establishing stable, naturally spawning populations capable of supporting a fishery will also
allow greater harvest rates on hatchery stocks. Therefore, goals developed to maximize the
opportunities to harvest hatchery fish and rebuild the naturally spawning populations are expected
to enhance the harvest opportunities for both Tribal and non-Tribal fishers. These goals would
satisfy both the specific provisions of the Endangered Species Act and the Federal trust
responsibilities.
Balanced with the fundamental need to protect the naturally spawning populations, is the need to
compensate for unavoidable mortality associated with the PUD hydroelectric projects. The HCPs
propose hatchery supplementation to mitigate for 7 percent unavoidable mortality associated with
each project. However, it is unknown at this time whether that level of supplementation will
increase harvest opportunities or lead to the recovery of Endangered Species Act-listed species.
It is also possible that 7 percent hatchery supplementation will result in the continued decline in
natural spawning populations due to the negative influences that hatchery fish can have on wild
stock. These negative influences may include competition for food and space, disease
transmission, direct predation, and a decrease in genetic diversity.
Many Columbia River hatchery programs were originally started to replace natural production
losses associated with hydroelectric development, but not necessarily to protect or rebuild natural
populations. Recent changes in the goals and practices of these hatchery programs focus on
producing fish that pose a lower risk to natural populations. This is accomplished by either
minimizing the negative interactions with natural populations or using natural broodstocks. This
has lead to an increased reliance on natural broodstocks to fulfill hatchery program needs.
Nevertheless, it is recognized that the recovery of natural populations cannot be achieved simply
by releasing more hatchery-produced fish, regardless of their ancestry or fitness.
Because of the wide range of scientific and policy opinions regarding the purpose and appropriate
use of artificial production in specific circumstances, NMFS recommends a variety of hatchery
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strategies, coupled with an adaptive management approach. Therefore, NMFS is unable to
guarantee a 7 percent supplementation rate throughout the term of the 50-year agreement,
although their goal is to achieve this rate whenever possible. To provide some level of assurance
to the Tribes on this issue in the near future, the signatory parties revised several components of
the Hatchery Compensation Plan. First, the parties detailed the initial production levels that must
be obtained to meet the no net impact standard for each project. Second, the parties agreed that
hatchery production commitments, except for original inundation mitigation, shall be adjusted in
2013 and every 10 years thereafter to achieve and maintain no net impact. Thus, production
levels, including those initially specified in the HCPs, shall be stable for 10-year intervals. This
alteration was made to both provide greater assurances to the Tribes with respect to production
levels (and harvest opportunities), and to allow sufficient amounts of time to pass (approximately
2 to 3 generations) to assess the effects of previous changes to the hatchery programs.
Furthermore, the supplementation programs contained in the Rocky Reach and Rock Island HCPs
through 2013 are double that which is necessary to contribute 7 percent toward no net impact. In
addition, in response to requests from the Tribes, the revised HCPs expressly provide for
supplementation programs for coho salmon and Okanogan Basin spring-run chinook salmon.
Comment 41

NMFS should also take into consideration the factors that led to the initial decline of salmon and
steelhead, and provide analyses that examine the impacts that the various alternatives would
have on the sustainability of the salmon populations and the ability of such populations to meet
broad (beyond mere Endangered Species Act) recovery goals. The EIS should include a
quantitative analysis of take for listed species under the proposed alternatives and the probability
of reaching sustainable populations that provide harvestable surpluses for treaty and non-treaty
fisheries. The EIS should include survival, recovery, and delisting goals relative to sustainable
and harvestable populations for anadromous fish.

Response 41

NMFS must comply with NEPA and Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations in the
preparation of this EIS on NMFS’s decision to issue the requested permits under Section 10 of the
Endangered Species Act. In the context of decisions before NMFS, there is no requirement to
evaluate factors for the decline of salmon and steelhead. Such an analysis was conducted by
NMFS in its status reviews of Upper Columbia River salmon and steelhead populations, and in its
listing decisions for Upper Columbia River steelhead and spring-run chinook salmon.
When conducting the formal consultation on the issuance of the permits described in this FEIS,
NMFS is required to analyze the effects of past and ongoing human and natural factors leading to
the current status of the listed species, its habitat, and ecosystem, within the action area. In
formal consultation pursuant to Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act, NMFS must also
determine whether or not the proposed action is likely to “jeopardize the continued existence of
any listed species,” defined as, “to engage in an action that reasonably would be expected,
directly or indirectly, to reduce appreciably the likelihood of both the survival and recovery of a
listed species in the wild by reducing the reproduction, numbers, or distribution of that species”
(50 CFR Part 402.02 – Definitions). The Quantitative Analysis Report (QAR) analysis was
designed specifically to provide NMFS with the necessary information to make such an
assessment. The analysis contained in the QAR exceeds the level of detail required by NEPA and
CEQ’s regulations. A summary of the QAR is attached to the FEIS (Appendix E) and was
considered in its preparation.
Harvestable populations cannot be defined adequately for the purpose of conducting a
quantitative analysis. Some might argue that, because some level of treaty and non-treaty harvest
is currently allowed (varying by year, location, and adult return estimates) even while many
populations in the Columbia River Basin are listed, the populations are currently harvestable.
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Others might argue that harvestable populations are best defined by population levels equal to
historic (pre-European) levels.
When making decisions to correct the decline of salmon and steelhead, NMFS will comply fully
with all applicable Federal laws and executive orders. These include trust responsibilities
applicable to the unique and longstanding relationship between the U.S. Government and the
region’s Federally recognized Indian Tribes. The QAR established interim recovery goals for the
listed species and determined the probability of achieving these goals with the HCP performance
standards (see Chapter 5 of the FEIS and Appendix E). These recovery goals included current
harvest levels. NMFS views meeting these standards as a critical step in recovering the listed
species to levels that will allow future increases in treaty and non-treaty harvest opportunities.
Under Alternative 3, the same performance standards are set for both listed and unlisted Plan
species.
Survival rates of juvenile and adult fish passing the projects are estimated in FEIS Section 2.2.3,
How the Dams Affect Migrating Fish and Table 3-4 [Calculated Juvenile Fish Passage Survival
Estimates by Passage Route], representing the baseline level of “take.” Specific performance
standards for reducing this take and the methodology for evaluating the level of take over time are
set in Alternative 3.

Tribal Issues – No Surprises Policy
Comment 42

The No Surprises policy should be extended to the Tribes, and provisions should be included in
the HCPs to protect the Tribes if future litigation should arise.

Response 42

The No Surprises policy applies specifically to an applicant who is issued an incidental take
permit under Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act, and does not apply to Federal trust or
treaty responsibilities. The Tribes have the option of participating in the HCPs as a signatory
party. If the Tribes elect to sign the HCPs, then the Tribes directly receive the benefits of the
HCPs. Even if a Tribe does not sign the HCPs, the Tribes nevertheless receive indirect benefits
as a result of the commitments made by NMFS.
To provide some level of assurance to the Tribes on hatchery production and harvest issues in the
near future, the signatory parties revised several aspects of the Hatchery Compensation Plan in
the 2002 HCPs. First, the parties detailed the initial production levels that must be obtained to
meet the no net impact standard for each project. Second, the parties agreed that hatchery
production commitments, except for original inundation mitigation, shall be adjusted in 2013
(2018 for the Wells Project) and every 10 years thereafter to achieve and maintain no net impact.
Thus, production levels, including those initially specified in the HCPs, shall be stable for 10-year
intervals. This change was made to both provide greater assurances to the Tribes with respect to
production levels (and harvest opportunities), and to allow sufficient amounts of time to pass
(approximately 2 to 3 generations of fish) to assess the effects of previous changes to the hatchery
programs.
NMFS believes that this level of assurance is roughly equivalent to the assurances provided to the
applicants in the revised HCPs (i.e., that NMFS may withdraw from the agreements and revoke
the permits after 2013 for the Chelan County PUD projects and 2018 for Douglas County PUD’s
Wells Project) if the stocks are not rebuilding and the projects are a significant factor in the
failure to rebuild. Provisions were also included to indicate that the HCPs were not intended to
create jurisdiction in any court (see HCP Section 11.3 [Dispute Resolution, No Intent to Create
Jurisdiction]) nor in any way “abridge, limit, diminish, abrogate, adjudicate, or resolve any Indian
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right reserved or protected in any treaty, executive order, statute or court decree” (Section 12.11
[Miscellaneous, Indian Tribal Treaty or Reserved Rights]), that the HCPs do not change the
jurisdiction of the court in U.S. vs. Oregon, 302 F. Supp. 899 (D. OR 1969) or the parties’
positions therein (Section 12.13 [Miscellaneous, No Precedent/Compromise of Disputed
Claims]), and that the HCPs are not intended to establish a precedent or be interpreted as the
position of any party in any proceeding not dealing specifically with the terms of this agreement
(Section 12.12).
Comment 43

Several commenters questioned the appropriateness and legality of including a No Surprises
policy in the HCPs, suggesting that such assurances are inappropriate for HCPs of this type,
covering facilities on a public waterway that are inextricably interconnected with other facilities
and activities not covered by the HCPs, all of which affect the anadromous fish populations at
issue.

Response 43

In response to the concerns expressed in comments on the DEIS, the withdrawal and termination
provisions contained in the HCPs supercede application of the No Surprises policy. In addition,
Section 2 (Termination under Wells and Withdrawal from Agreement for Rocky Reach and Rock
Island) of the HCPs now define circumstances under which NMFS may withdraw from the
agreement and revoke the permits after 2013 for the Rocky Reach and Rock Island projects and
after 2018 for the Wells Project, should no net impact not be achieved or the stocks fail to rebuild
(see Section 2 of the HCPs).
The HCP handbook (USFWS and NMFS 1996) states that “[t]he Section 10 process is an
opportunity to provide species protection and habitat conservation within the context of nonFederal development and land and water use activities … allowing economic development that
will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival and recovery of the species in the wild.”
Therefore, an HCP can be proposed where a Federal agency is involved in a cooperative planning
effort in which both Federal and private lands are addressed under a single HCP but the Federal
agency is not the applicant or the primary partner in the plan. For the Wells, Rocky Reach, and
Rock Island HCPs, the PUDs are the applicants and project owners.
The No Surprises policy applies to the HCPs for utility-owned dams, rather than the Columbia
River. The actions that would be implemented under the HCPs can be implemented
independently of actions that occur at other Columbia River dams, hatcheries, or tributary areas.
The permits granted with the implementation of the HCPs would cover the incidental take of
listed species as a result of project operations, including direct, indirect, and delayed effects
wherever they occur. The No Surprises policy applies to the mitigation for that take and not to
the overall condition of the resource, or the other factors that can affect the recovery process.

Tribal Issues – Not in Agreement with HCPs
Comment 44

Several commenters requested that the FEIS clearly indicate that although the Tribes and other
resource agencies were involved in the HCP development, it should not be inferred that they
agree with the current HCP provisions. The Tribal comments specifically stated that they do not
agree with the provisions of the HCPs, because the Tribes have reserved the right to accept the
HCPs only if all outstanding issues have been resolved. In addition, the hatchery compensation
component of the HCPs is not the only HCP issue that concerns the Tribes. Several commenters
indicated that the NEPA review process should be halted until all the HCP issues are resolved to
the satisfaction of all the parties involved in the process.
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Response 44

Between September 2001 and March 2002, the parties that developed the 1998 HCPs (including
the Tribes) began a round of intensive negotiations to resolve outstanding issues, including those
specifically raised from DEIS public comments. A number of additions and revisions were made
to the HCPs to address all Tribal concerns brought to the table. All of the negotiating entities
(NMFS, USFWS, WDFW, Colville, Chelan and Douglas County PUDs, and Douglas County
PUD’s power purchasers) (with the exception of the Yakama and Umatilla Tribes and American
Rivers) have signed the revised HCPs, signifying that these issues were resolved to their mutual
satisfaction. It is NMFS’s understanding at this time that the Yakama and Umatilla Tribes have
decided not to sign and that American Rivers is still considering whether or not to sign the
revised HCPs.
USFWS and NMFS (the Services) encourage all HCP applicants to invite and include other
Federal and State agencies who can utilize their existing authorities, expertise, or lands in support
of the HCP development and implementation process. Furthermore, the Services will consider
whether the proposed HCPs might affect Tribal rights to trust and treaty resources. After careful
consideration of the Tribes’ concerns, the Services will clearly state the rationale for the
recommended final decision and explain how the decision relates to the Federal Government’s
trust responsibilities. In light of this obligation, it was important that during the planning process,
the Services identified and evaluated any anticipated effects of a proposed HCP upon Indian
treaty and trust resources.
The EIS review process fulfills NMFS’s NEPA compliance obligations as required for HCPs.
Using the NEPA FEIS and biological opinion that will be prepared for the HCPs, NMFS will
evaluate whether the HCPs satisfy provisions of Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act.
Although NMFS would prefer that all parties involved in the HCP negotiation process sign the
HCPs and participate in their implementation through the HCP committees, there is no Section 10
requirement that all the resource managers sign the HCPs.

Comment 45

The DEIS does not mention the Yakama Nation’s effort to resolve HCP issues of importance to
the Yakama Nation with NMFS.

Response 45

Prior to issuing the DEIS, NMFS staff had many discussions with staff of the Yakama Tribe and
the other Joint Fisheries Parties to better understand and attempt to resolve remaining issues in
the HCPs. Since the issuance of the DEIS, NMFS has continued to work with the original parties
that developed the HCPs to resolve these issues, as well as additional issues identified in DEIS
public comments. This effort culminated in the revised HCPs, which were provided to all
potential signatory parties in March of 2002 for their consideration and signature. NMFS
believes that the revised HCPs satisfactorily resolve the important issues raised in DEIS public
comments or through continued discussions with staff representing the Joint Fisheries Parties.
NMFS is fully aware of its trust relationship with the affected Tribes and is committed to working
with these entities to protect anadromous fish resources under either action alternative.

Comment 46

Tribal biologists requested dual complementing components for the no net impact statement that
included a fish passage efficiency standard.

Response 46

The HCP survival standards and Survival Standard Decision Matrix contained in the revised
HCPs (see Figure 2-4 of the FEIS) represent a process for measuring the survival of adults and
juveniles passing the dams and projects to the greatest extent that available technology allows
(see HCP definitions of survival standards). Fish passage efficiency, typically defined as the
proportion of juvenile fish passing a project using a non-turbine passage route, is at best an
indirect measure of juvenile survival. Intuitively, increasing fish passage efficiency (by
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increasing spill for example) should increase juvenile survival rates by reducing the proportion of
juveniles passing through turbines—which is often the route of passage having the highest
mortality rates. However, many other factors must be considered: high rates of spill might result
in (1) gas bubble disease in juvenile and adult anadromous or resident fish, (2) tailrace conditions
that decrease juvenile survival and delay adult passage, and (3) increased rates of fallback for
adults. Thus, while fish passage efficiencies might be useful in assessing the potential benefits of
alternative project operations on juvenile migrants, NMFS believes that the survival standards are
the most appropriate for measuring whether or not the no net impact standards are being
achieved. Fish passage efficiency estimates were used in the revised Rocky Reach HCP to adjust
and set fish spill for the 2004, 2005, and 2006 migrations (see Section 5.4.1.a. [Passage Survival
Plan Phase I Plan to Achieve Survival Standards, Juvenile Measures, Adjustment Period] of the
Rocky Reach HCP [2002]).

Section 7 Consultation and Endangered Species Act-Related Questions
Comment 47

Several commenters suggested that Section 7 consultation and relicensing procedures (where
appropriate) should not be initiated until the HCP process has reached a satisfactory conclusion.
Some concern was also expressed that the “conditional implementation” of the HCPs is resulting
in the illegal taking of listed species because there is no Section 7 biological opinion for this
action. Full mitigation for both listed and unlisted species has not been provided. Therefore, the
HCPs will continue the taking of the species and lead toward their extinction.

Response 47

Under the FEIS process, different alternatives can be selected for each of the three Mid-Columbia
River hydroelectric projects. As a result, the relicensing process for Rocky Reach Dam is
continuing on a parallel course, pending the outcome of the HCP. If Alternative 2 is selected for
Rocky Reach Dam, Section 7 consultation between NMFS, USFWS, and FERC will satisfy the
Endangered Species Act requirements of the FERC relicensing process. Outside relicensing,
Section 7 consultations have occurred as a result of Federal actions at the Wells and Rocky Reach
projects. Biological opinions for the Wells (NMFS 2000b) and Rocky Reach (NMFS 2002a)
projects have been completed, but the biological opinion for the Wells Project has expired. No
formal consultation on the Rock Island Project is occurring at this time. Although both Section 7
and Section 10 consultations attempt to minimize or mitigate for take associated with a particular
activity, there is no expectation that take will not occur.
Both the Wells and the Rock Island projects are providing full hatchery mitigation for their
project impacts as provided under the terms of their respective long-term settlement agreements.
These agreements include hatchery mitigation based on an estimated 14 percent fish passage
mortality. Because the HCPs permit a maximum of 7 percent mitigation through hatchery
production, the hatchery production under Alternative 3 would be decreased compared to existing
conditions. However, the revised HCPs allow for greater than 7 percent hatchery mitigation until
2013. Refer to Table 4-1 of the FEIS for specific hatchery production levels under Alternative 3.
Under the HCPs, Rock Island hatchery mitigation will continue as part of the Rocky Reach
mitigation plan through 2013. Hatchery mitigation for the Wells Project would be adjusted based
on survival study results to reflect actual survival for yearling chinook salmon and steelhead and
will remain at a full 7 percent for subyearling chinook and sockeye salmon.
NMFS has identified that Alternative 3 is the preferred alternative. Assuming that the HCP meets
Section 7 consultation requirements for listed anadromous fish, NMFS would issue the incidental
take permits, and FERC would amend the project licenses accordingly. Any HCP-related effects
on listed bull trout, bald eagles, and Ute ladies’ tresses would be addressed through Section 7
consultations with USFWS. Regardless of the selected action alternative, a biological opinion
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supporting either an incidental take statement to authorize any incidental take by the Federal
action agency (Section 7) or an incidental take permit that authorizes any incidental take by the
Section 10 permittee would be required. See FEIS Section 1.5.2, Overview of Federal
Requirements for Species Conservation that explain the PUDs’ and FERC’s roles and
responsibilities in the two permitting processes.

Other Species
Comment 48

Several commenters requested that lamprey, sturgeon and bull trout be included as Plan species
in the HCPs. They also indicated that the FEIS did not give adequate consideration to these
species, or detail how one alternative might be better than another for protecting these species.

Response 48

The decision to include or exclude any species for an HCP is an applicant decision, and there are
no provisions in the Endangered Species Act that require that all species affected by an action be
included in an HCP. Although NMFS and USFWS (the Services) typically suggest that all listed
species that could be subject to a take be included in an HCP, this is not required. Although these
species are not included as Plan species, they were discussed and their needs taken into
consideration when developing the HCPs. USFWS participated in the development of the HCPs
and evaluated the HCPs to ensure that the HCPs posed no obvious problems for the needs of bull
trout. The HCPs’ effects on bull trout will also be evaluated in a separate Section 7 consultation.
The protection of these species is expected to be the same for both action alternatives.
There are limited data concerning the status of lamprey, sturgeon, and bull trout within the project
area, including the potential impacts of the Mid-Columbia River projects on these species.
Although the FEIS acknowledges that these species could be affected by the projects, there is no
known quantitative data available. This lack of information is one reason that the species were
not included as Plan species in the HCPs, because no performance standards could be developed.
However, protection and mitigation measures for lamprey, sturgeon, and bull trout are expected
to occur through FERC relicensing procedures. The PUDs could request an incidental take
permit for bull trout from the USFWS once sufficient information is developed.
The potential measures that could be implemented at the projects to improve fish passage are
limited. Alternative 2 evaluates alternative protective measures at the projects, including elevated
spill levels. It is recognized that full implementation of Alternative 2 measures is less likely for
non-listed Plan species and could be substantially delayed for all species through litigation or
FERC’s relicensing and rehearing processes. Under Alternative 3, the measures would be
implemented immediately and should improve the juvenile fish passage conditions for
downstream migrating Plan and non-Plan species alike. Other potential impacts to resident fish
are expected to be similar for both action alternatives, and are not a significant factor in
determining the preferred alternative.
Another difference between the action alternatives with regard to non-Permit or non-Plan species
is the provision of a Tributary Conservation Plan under Alternative 3. The goal of the tributary
committees is to select and fund ecologically sound tributary improvement projects with the
Tributary Enhancement Fund. These projects will be selected by the tributary committees and
would focus on Plan species, although the potential benefits and impacts to other species would
be considered in any decision. Any project that would directly affect the tributary streams (e.g.,
culvert removal) would require environmental permits, which would provide another layer of
protection for non-Plan species. The Tributary Plan is expected to benefit all native aquatic
species that occur in the tributaries. Alternative 2 does not include PUD funding of tributary
habitat projects.
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Neither action alternative directly addresses lamprey, sturgeon, or bull trout. Under either
alternative, the protection of these species would occur through relicensing and other statutes and
laws. As a listed species, however, bull trout would be addressed through Section 7 consultation
under both of the action alternatives at relicensing or at the time of a Federal action, unless they
were addressed through a separate incidental take permit under Section 10.
Information about these species has been added to FEIS Section 3.2.8, Species of Concern.
Additional discussions of the potential benefits or impacts to lamprey and sturgeon have also
been added to Chapter 4 of the FEIS for each alternative. The HCPs and the FEIS identify
specific project modifications and operations that would initially be implemented through 2006 at
Rocky Reach to improve fish passage survival. Under Alternative 2, FERC (at the request of the
licensees) would select the bypass options or project operations to protect unlisted species at the
projects. Under Alternative 3, the HCPs address Plan species, but it is reasonable to assume that
they would consider the effects of actions on other species. Note that the exact changes to longterm project operations or modifications under either action alternative cannot be specifically
defined, nor the specific habitat improvement projects that might be selected by the tributary
committees under Alternative 3. Therefore, the environmental consequences analysis for these
species is more qualitative.

Relicensing Issues
Comment 49

The stakeholders should be allowed to participate in the relicensing of the Rocky Reach Project
without the constraint of the HCPs, and the HCPs should match the existing terms of the FERC
licenses for the projects. The implementation of Alternative 3 would predetermine the extent of
the recovery measures at relicensing and impose conditions on subsequent licenses many years
before the relicensing process. Others questioned the 50-year term of the HCPs and whether the
terms should be linked to the relicensing schedule.

Response 49

The 50-year term of the HCPs was selected to coincide to the extent possible with a typical 30- to
50-year term of a FERC license. Chelan County PUD is currently proceeding with the
relicensing of Rocky Reach Dam, and the terms of the HCP and the FERC license would likely
be similar. The Wells and Rock Island licenses would expire prior to the 50-year term of the
HCPs. When this occurs, the PUDs would be required to proceed with the relicensing process.
Although the HCPs would form the basis for mitigation measures for anadromous fish during this
process, FERC has an obligation to independently ensure that adequate protection of all natural
resources is provided in the license terms. Parties that sign the HCPs also commit to supporting
the PUDs in the relicensing process by not recommending mitigation measures that are different
from those outlined in the HCPs. However, non-signatory parties can petition FERC to have
specific measures included in the license terms. Signatory parties can also petition FERC to
include license terms for non-Plan species, which might also coincidentally benefit Plan species.
In addition, NMFS can terminate the agreements and revoke the permits in 2013 for Rocky Reach
and Rock Island and in 2018 for Wells, if the HCPs are not leading to the recovery of the species,
or if the PUDs fail to meet or maintain no net impact. At this time, NMFS could seek drawdown,
dam removal, or non-power operations or actions for achievement of no net impact. The HCPs
would not affect any stakeholder decision to be involved in the Rocky Reach relicensing effort,
although the HCPs define the positions that the signatory parties would consider in any
relicensing effort.
Other time frames may not be as effective over the long term because of the significant time and
effort required to negotiate and consult with the various parties on successive HCPs. For
example, these HCPs have been discussed and negotiated since 1993. During this negotiation
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process, the HCPs were only conditionally implemented, and this was a voluntary action by the
proponents. At a minimum, Alternative 2 would match the terms of the FERC licenses because
Section 7 consultation would be required for the FERC action to relicense the projects. FERC
has held that absent a Federal action before relicensing, a Section 7 consultation would not
commence until each project was relicensed. While Rocky Reach relicensing is commencing,
relicensing for Wells is a few years off and Rock Island will not expire until 2029. However, this
is mitigated at the Rocky Reach and Wells projects, as their effects on salmon and steelhead are
currently addressed through existing biological opinions (though the biological opinion for Wells
has expired).
The purpose of Section 10 provisions of the Endangered Species Act is to provide an alternate
avenue for addressing Endangered Species Act compliance while allowing some level of certainty
to the proponent. If Alternative 3 were restricted to the same time periods for Federal Power Act
processes and Endangered Species Act consultations as Alternative 2, there would be little
incentive to apply for a Section 10 permit. The HCP process is extremely time-consuming and
expensive, and should provide a correspondingly greater level of certainty and cover a longer
time period than Section 7 consultation. Although the HCPs are all separate agreements, the
intent is to provide a coordinated effort throughout the Mid-Columbia River reach to address
recovery issues for the Plan species. Therefore, coordinating the time frames of the HCPs is
likely to be more important to the recovery process than coordinating the HCPs to the FERC
license schedule. This information has been added to FEIS Section 2.3.4.2, HCP Term.
Endangered Species Act compliance is only one aspect that should be considered during the
FERC relicensing process. The action alternatives cover a limited number of species that are or
could be affected by the projects. Protection measures for other species would occur through
relicensing under all the alternatives. As a Federal agency, FERC is bound by the responsibility
to “adequately and equitably protect, mitigate damages to, and enhance, fish and wildlife
(including related spawning grounds and habitat)” affected by the project (16 USC § 803(j)(1)).
As such, FERC must weigh the opinions and recommendations of all of the resource agencies and
stakeholders, as well as other interested parties. Non-signatory parties can raise any issue or
concern during the relicensing process to document that the mitigation measures implemented as
part of the HCP processes are not adequate to protect the species. The responsibilities of FERC
to protect these resources would not be limited by the HCPs, and FERC would have an obligation
to condition the license with appropriate mitigation measures. Before adopting the HCPs into the
project licenses, FERC would determine if the HCP provisions fulfill their responsibilities, and
that additional protection measures were not necessary. FERC is intending to use the FEIS to
fulfill NEPA requirements and would consider all comments on the FEIS in their decision.
If salmon and steelhead populations dramatically decline in the future and the projects are
determined to be a significant cause of the decline, NMFS would likely pursue significant
changes to the projects (e.g., drawdown, dam removal, or non-power operations). NMFS could
terminate the agreements and revoke the permits to pursue these types of options in 2013 (2018
for the Wells Project). Overall, the HCPs only affect the mitigation at three of the nine dams on
the Columbia River that impact the listed species. Therefore, adequate opportunities are available
to protect the species during this initial period, if the species are declining.

Other Existing Agreements
Comment 50

Several commenters requested clarification on how the action alternatives would affect the
ongoing Mid-Columbia Proceedings and agreements that are under jurisdiction of a FERC
administrative law judge. There were also some concerns about how they would affect the ability
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of the Joint Fisheries Parties to regulate project operations to protect water quality and aquatic
species. Others expressed concern that under Alternative 3, the Joint Fisheries Parties have the
burden of proof in the dispute resolution process, while under Alternative 2 this responsibility is
shared equally with the PUDs.
Response 50

FEIS Section 2.3.2, Alternative 1 (No-Action) provides detailed descriptions of the current
operational requirements of the PUDs under the existing settlement agreements, which are the
basis for Alternative 1. Long-term juvenile protection measures have not been established for
Rocky Reach. These measures are the subject of a pending proceeding at FERC known as the
Mid-Columbia Proceeding. The last interim stipulation to define the project’s obligations expired
in 1997. Until either a new stipulation is signed or FERC establishes license requirements,
Chelan County PUD has agreed to and is currently conditionally implementing many of the
agreed-upon provisions of the revised 2002 Rocky Reach HCP (Alternative 3). The MidColumbia Coordinating Committee has no jurisdiction absent a stipulation between the parties.
The revised 2002 HCP will be presented to FERC as an offer to settle the Rocky Reach portion of
the Mid-Columbia Proceeding, including a request that FERC incorporate the HCP as a special
license article. The Rock Island and Wells dams have long-term settlement agreements in place,
and the respective PUDs have agreed to conditionally implement many of the measures included
in the revised 2002 HCPs (Alternative 3).
All three HCPs (Alternative 3) require the signatory parties to work together in addressing water
quality issues. Chelan and Douglas County PUDs are also working directly with Ecology to
resolve water quality issues. Alternatives 1 and 2 do not address water quality as a specific
conservation measure to be implemented. However, analysis of possible spill levels in
Alternative 2 does recognize the 120 percent total dissolved gas waiver granted each year at the
Columbia River hydroelectric projects for the purpose of improving juvenile salmon and
steelhead survival past the dams. (See response to Comment #39 for a discussion of how the
burden of proof comments were addressed in the 2002 HCPs.)
FEIS Section 2.3.2, Alternative 1 (No-Action) indicates that the provisions of the existing
settlement agreements would also apply under Alternative 2 for unlisted species. However,
because the listed species have continued to decline under the framework of these provisions,
NMFS would likely require that additional measures be implemented to protect and lead to the
recovery of the listed species. In addition to potentially requiring additional measures to improve
fish passage conditions at the projects, NMFS is expected to require changes to the hatchery
compensation portions of the settlement agreements for spring-run chinook salmon and steelhead.
These changes are expected to be similar to those that would occur under Alternative 3.
Although additional measures might be required to protect and lead to the recovery of listed
species under both action alternatives, the Services would likely continue to use the MidColumbia Proceeding’s Mid-Columbia Coordinating Committee and the Wells Settlement
Agreement’s Coordinating Committee processes to solicit input for all major decisions under
Alternative 2 (NMFS 2000b, 2002a).

NEPA/EIS-Related Questions
Comment 51

Several commenters indicated that previous scoping comments were not specifically addressed,
and the DEIS did not take a hard look at the environmental information and consequences of
each alternative (particularly over the long term). Others requested changes to the Purpose and
Needs section of the EIS to give greater importance to the recovery of the listed species than to
the generation of electricity.
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Response 51

The purpose of scoping was to obtain information that focused the NEPA analysis on significant
issues. Scoping is defined by NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1501.7) as “an early and open process
for determining the scope of issues related to a proposed action.” All comments provided during
this process were considered in identifying the issues associated with the proposed action
(Parametrix 1999b). Generally, letters received during scoping do not receive response letters
from the lead agency unless there is a specific request in the comment letter.
Protection of listed species and compliance with the Endangered Species Act is included in the
Purpose and Need section (see FEIS Section 1.3, Purpose and Need). The purpose includes
ensuring stable power supplies and pricing for the utility’s customers. An additional statement
was added to FEIS Section 1.3, Purpose and Need regarding the need to operate for power
production while protecting fish.
As a result of the DEIS public review process and subsequent 2002 HCP negotiations, the FEIS
was revised to include additional mitigation measures raised during the DEIS public review
process for the action alternatives. These two alternatives include a variety of mitigation
measures for comparison. In addition, the FEIS notes that the timing and certainty of
implementation varies between the two action alternatives. Under Alternative 3, the mitigation
measures will be implemented immediately, while under Alternative 2, they might be
implemented after several or many years have elapsed, depending upon the likelihood and length
of litigation and FERC’s decision and appeal process. Alternative 3 also immediately affords the
same protection for unlisted as listed Plan species, which is less likely to occur under Alternative
2 for the same reasons as those mentioned above for listed Plan species.
The FEIS also includes a review of the Quantitative Analysis Report (QAR) (see Chapter 5 of the
FEIS and Appendix E) that describes the long-term risks associated with Alternative 3 relative to
the recovery of the listed species. Off-site mitigation in the form of PUD funding of tributary
enhancement projects is not included under Alternative 2 (see FEIS Section 2.6.6.2, Alternative
2). Hatchery production under Alternative 2 is addressed through the existing settlement
agreements or during relicensing, although specific changes to the allowable compensation level
could result from the Section 7 consultation. Detailed information about the effects of the
alternatives on anadromous fish is presented in FEIS Sections 4.2.2, Alternative 2 and 4.2.3,
Alternative 3.

Quantitative Analysis Report
Comment 52

The Quantitative Analysis Report (QAR) states that additional survival improvements beyond
those projected for the draft HCP actions would be necessary to achieve extinction risk/recovery
criteria. This information should be analyzed in the FEIS, as well as the potential for enforcing
the necessary changes in the Lower Columbia River.

Response 52

The purpose of the FEIS is to inform the public and decision-makers about the environmental
effects of a reasonable set of alternatives. Final determination of whether the selected alternative
meets the requirements of the Endangered Species Act or includes all of the necessary mitigation
measures for species protection will occur with the issuance of a biological opinion. Under
Alternative 2, NMFS would issue a biological opinion to FERC. Under Alternative 3, NMFS
would issue a biological opinion to itself (in this instance NMFS would be the action agency
proposing to issue a Section 10 permit to the PUDs) and make the finding required by Section 10
of the Endangered Species Act.
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In either case, NMFS must ultimately issue a biological opinion determining whether or not the
proposed action is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the listed species. Also in either
case, a jeopardy determination would require NMFS to provide the action agency with a
reasonable and prudent alternative that includes measures necessary to avoid jeopardizing the
listed species. These recommendations may not necessarily be those specified in the HCPs. The
determination of Federal Power Act compliance will occur after Section 7 consultation with
FERC and the resulting relicensing or license amendment process conducted by FERC.
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires all Federal agencies, in consultation with
NMFS and USFWS (the Services), to ensure that any action “authorized, funded, or carried out”
by any such agency “is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species
or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification” of critical habitat.
Under a jeopardy determination, the Services can specify “reasonable and prudent” alternatives,
although the alternatives should be consistent with the intended purpose of the action and
economically and technologically feasible. Conversely, Section 10 states that an incidental take
permit can be authorized if the activity will not “appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival
and recovery of the species in the wild”, and includes the development of a mitigation program
that minimizes and mitigates take “to the maximum extent practicable.” In either case, there is no
criteria to recover the species, only a requirement to not “reduce appreciably the likelihood of
both the survival and recovery of a listed species in the wild” (50 CFR § 402.02). As indicated in
the FEIS, Alternative 2 could potentially provide more opportunities to protect the species
because it allows for the reinitiation of consultation at any time if new information indicates that
the existing protection measures are not adequately protecting the species. Under Alternative 3,
the permits could not be revoked until 2013 (2018 for Wells Dam) and every 10 years thereafter.
Nevertheless, the HCPs and permits may be modified by agreement of the parties, consistent with
the revised HCPs. The HCPs incorporate NMFS regulations that provide for changes to a permit.
However, the HCPs will be adaptively managed by the coordinating committees to take into
consideration newly available information—paying special attention to the results of the required
survival studies. The revised HCPs clarify how additional measures would be instituted should
the results of these studies indicate that the pertinent survival metrics are not being attained.
Thus, there is likely to be little, if any, difference between the two action alternatives with respect
to the timely implementation of protective measures in response to newly available information.
Revisions to the FEIS discussing the potential shortfall of the HCP measures at reaching the
necessary survival levels are found in Chapter 5 and Appendix E. However, the additional
measures identified in the QAR consist of lower river survival improvements and a shift in recent
climate/environmental conditions, neither of which is under the control or responsibility of the
PUDs. The QAR also indicates that, even if the dams were removed, these additional survival
improvements would also be needed. The shortfall is more of a system-wide concern than a MidColumbia River concern. Therefore, it is unlikely that Alternative 2 would be more protective of
listed species than Alternative 3, given the available provisions under the Endangered Species
Act. The cumulative effects analysis (Chapter 5) can only project reasonable foreseeable future
actions, but cannot enforce those actions that are outside the project applicant’s purview.
Therefore, the survival improvements called for in the Federal Columbia River Power System
biological opinion (NMFS 2000a) are assumed to be achievable.
Comment 53

The Quantitative Analysis Report (QAR) has several shortcomings that should be addressed in
the FEIS: (1) survival improvements would occur instantaneously, (2) the Priest Rapids Project
would achieve a 95 percent survival standard, (3) adequate assessment of the hatchery
supplementation program, and (4) assumed survival improvements at other hydroelectric projects
that are currently not being met.
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Response 53

Because the QAR is a modeling exercise, there are various constraints and assumptions that are
inherent in the process. Some of the assumptions that were necessary were that the survival
improvements were instantaneous (survival study information suggests that Rock Island, Wells,
and some species at Rocky Reach may already be meeting or exceeding the survival levels
assumed in the QAR; see Chapter 3 of the FEIS), and that the Priest Rapids Project would also
achieve the same 93 percent project survival which was modeled. Other assumptions were also
used that may not either be known or reflect the latest information, but were the best information
available at the time of the modeling process. Assuming that the survival improvements were
met at other projects was also necessary to determine whether the extinction risks, or the ability to
meet the interim recovery levels, were possible with alternatives that are being considered or
implemented.
Due to long-term uncertainty associated with the effectiveness of hatchery supplementation, the
QAR analyses did not incorporate continued supplementation as envisioned under the proposed
HCPs. However, other HCP actions, such as dam passage survival and tributary habitat
enhancements, were considered in the QAR analysis. In addition, the QAR also assumed that the
survival improvements expected at the three dams and the tributary enhancements would occur
instantaneously. However, it may take several years or, in some cases, a decade or more before
the survival benefits of certain actions (e.g., habitat improvements) are fully realized.

Comment 54

The FEIS must discuss that the Quantitative Analysis Report (QAR) indicates a substantial risk of
extinction without supplementation. Removal of Mid-Columbia dams would help to increase
survival, critical fish habitat, and productivity.

Response 54

Under NMFS guidelines, hatchery production is explicitly not included in the assessment of longterm sustainability of a stock. However, for Upper Columbia River steelhead, the QAR included
an assessment of the relative risks of extinction under alternative assumptions regarding the
effectiveness of hatchery origin spawners. NMFS agrees that, in some instances, hatchery
supplementation can play a separate and important role in addressing particular Endangered
Species Act-listed stock recovery issues.
The FEIS and QAR address extinction risks that would result from removal of the Mid-Columbia
dams. Chapter 5 of the FEIS was revised to say: “… the risk of extinction and the probability of
reaching the interim recovery goals are dependent on the assumption of future environmental
conditions and consequently, which part of the existing data set is used. Also, under the most
conservative view of future environmental conditions (using the 1980 to 1994 brood year data
set), even dam removal would not allow the achievement of acceptable risk of extinction or
meeting the interim recovery goals.”

Project Area
Comment 55

Several commenters suggested that the project area should be enlarged to include both upstream
and downstream hydroelectric projects.

Response 55

The project area defined for this FEIS is based on (1) the regulatory framework necessary for
analyzing project effects under the Endangered Species Act, (2) the location of the proposed
action (fish protection measures), and (3) the project applicants’ ability to control and/or affect
the subject of the proposed action. The PUDs do not have the authority to control or affect fish
protection measures beyond the project boundaries. The tributary programs of the HCPs extend
beyond the project boundaries, but specific programs will not be implemented without the
voluntary support of property owners. The upstream projects are Federal projects outside of the
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control of Chelan and Douglas County PUDs. The downstream projects (Wanapum and Priest
Rapids dams) are owned by Grant County PUD, which has elected to use the Section 7
consultation process to satisfy Endangered Species Act requirements. The Lower Columbia
River projects are Federal projects also outside of the control of Chelan and Douglas County
PUDs. However, the upstream and downstream hydroelectric projects are considered in the
Quantitative Analysis Report (QAR) and in the FEIS’s cumulative effects analysis for those
actions that can be predicted to occur over the life of the project. See Chapter 5 of the FEIS.

Representative Survival Studies
Comment 56

Several commenters identified the lack of specific information regarding how performance
standards will be measured. Survival evaluations are needed for each migrant life stage of each
Plan species. In addition, survival standards must not be presumed to be met until certified by
the coordinating committees. The use of surrogate species for survival evaluations was also
questioned as inappropriate.

Response 56

The revised HCPs now include a Survival Standard Decision Matrix (see Figure 2-4 of the FEIS),
which identifies the priorities of HCP survival metrics and indicates which phase determinations
would be made, given a particular result of the different Phase I survival studies that could be
conducted. The HCPs clearly indicate that survival evaluations are required for each Plan
species. An important amendment was the addition of 93 percent juvenile project survival
measurement. The HCPs also specify that the coordinating committees are responsible for
determining the most appropriate standard to be measured for each Plan species, approving
studies prior to implementation, establishing the protocol(s) and methodologies to determine
whether or not the survival standards are being achieved, and determining whether or not the no
net impact standard is being achieved (see Section 6.7 of the Wells HCP [Reservoir as Habitat
and Water Quality, Authority], and Section 4.7 of the Rocky Reach and Rock Island HCPs
[Coordinating Committee, Authority]). Other clarifications made in the revised HCPs pertaining
to the performance standards include explicit criteria (and flexibility around those criteria) for
coordinating committee determinations regarding whether or not a study is valid (meets standards
for representative flow conditions and statistical accuracy) and the use of an average (arithmetic
mean) based on the point estimates from 3 years of valid studies to be used as the metric for
comparison against the pertinent survival standard (see Section 4.1.4 of Wells HCP [Passage
Survival Plan, Survival Standards, Methodologies] and Section 5.2.3 of the Rocky Reach and
Rock Island HCPs [Passage Survival Plan Implementation of the Survival Standards,
Methodologies]).
Two exceptions to these conditions pertain to Permit species at the Wells Project. Based on high
survival estimates (averaging 96.2 percent) from 3 years of studies at the Wells Project (2 years
for steelhead and 1 year for spring-run chinook salmon), the signatory parties have agreed that the
project has achieved the 93 percent juvenile project survival standard for these species. After
considering the unique design of the Wells Project and its proven ability to efficiently pass
juvenile salmon through the modified spill bays, the signatory parties have also agreed that the
calculated juvenile dam passage survival of sockeye and subyearling chinook salmon is probably
greater than 95 percent (see Section 3.1 of the Wells HCP [Survival Standards and Allocation of
Responsibility for No Net Impact]).
Under the revised agreements, Phase III (Standards Achieved) can only be designated for a Plan
species if studies conducted in accordance with the approved methodologies and criteria (see
above) indicate that either the 91 percent combined adult and juvenile survival standard or the
surrogate standard of 93 percent juvenile project survival is being achieved at the project for that
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species. The signatory parties recognize that for some species (such as sockeye and subyearling
chinook salmon) where measurement of juvenile dam passage survival and juvenile project
survival is not yet possible, the juvenile dam passage survival standard will be calculated based
on the best available information (including route-specific passage rate and mortality estimates)
as determined by the coordinating committees. Unlike the measured standards, however, the
calculated standard might utilize off-site information where site-specific information is lacking.
If, at any time during Phase III (Additional Juvenile Studies), the appropriate coordinating
committee approves the use of new survival methodologies (to measure a higher-priority survival
standard according to the Decision Matrix), the PUD will have 5 years to conduct the appropriate
evaluations. Based on the results of these studies, the appropriate coordinating committee will
reevaluate the phase determination for the pertinent species. If the coordinating committee agrees
(based on the results of these studies) that the applicable standard is met, Phase III (Additional
Juvenile Studies or Standard Achieved) status will remain. If the applicable standard is not being
met, a Phase II determination would be made and the coordinating committee would determine
what additional tools would be implemented to achieve the applicable survival standard.
The methodologies utilized to measure the pertinent survival standards would be similar for both
action alternatives (see HCP supporting document on survival estimating), except that these
studies would likely only be conducted for listed species under Alternative 2, but would be
required for all Plan species under Alternative 3. In addition, for listed species, the use of the
juvenile project survival standard as the primary method of ensuring compliance would also be
common to both alternatives.
Some methods would provide adequate data for certain species or life stages, but may not be as
well suited for other species for a variety of reasons (see HCP supporting document on survival
estimating). However, decisions must be made based on the best available scientific data. The
methods currently being used to assess project impacts are the best available methods, although
they might not provide conclusive results for all species, life stages, or potential project impacts.
The survival studies conducted at the PUD projects under Alternative 3 will include the best
available techniques and protocols as agreed to by the HCP coordinating committees. These
same techniques are expected to be included under Alternative 2 to assess mitigation
requirements or performance. However, due to the considerable expense of conducting survival
studies, the limited availability of test fish (particularly for depressed stocks), and the limitations
of the assessment techniques, it may not be feasible to acquire survival data for each species.
Therefore, it may be necessary to use data from surrogate species, populations, or life stages to
estimate survival for those species or life stages that cannot be effectively evaluated at the present
time. For example, instead of using Endangered Species Act-listed spring-run chinook salmon
and steelhead, hatchery or mixed-stock run-of-the-river fish would likely be used in survival
evaluations.
Due to the uncertainties associated with any survival estimation technique, there are frequent
disputes over the various aspects of the studies or the interpretation of the results. These disputes
will likely continue under either action alternative. However, because criteria and methodologies
have been substantively agreed upon by the signatory parties in the revised HCPs, the likelihood
and magnitude of these disputes is expected to be less under Alternative 3 than under Alternative
2.
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Survival Study Uncertainties
Comment 57

There is a lack of commitment to conduct survival studies on any Plan species, except for those
that are also listed. In addition, the practicality of marking large numbers of Plan or Permit
species for either Phase I or II evaluation or Phase III monitoring efforts is questionable due to
the scarcity of test animals. These limitations could affect the ability to verify meeting the
standards. It is also unclear if all the Plan species could be evaluated in 3 years.

Response 57

Under Alternative 3, the methods used to assess survival rates for each Plan species at the
projects would be determined by the coordinating committees in accordance with the
requirements of the revised agreements and in consideration of the supporting documents
appended to the agreements. The coordinating committees are responsible for determining the
most appropriate methodology for each of the Plan species, recognizing that one methodology
may not be suitable or appropriate for all the species or life stages. Therefore, survival studies
will be conducted for all the Plan species, except where no appropriate methodology exists (see
Survival Standard Decision Matrix, Figure 2-4 of the FEIS).
The revised HCPs acknowledge that limitations on the number of fish needed to make accurate
survival estimates are an important consideration in determining the most appropriate
methodology for assessing the pertinent survival standard (see HCP supporting document on
survival estimating). Some methodologies (radio or acoustic tags, for example) may be able to
generate sufficiently accurate estimates with relatively small numbers of fish, but these tags have
limited longevity, potentially limiting their ability to assess indirect and delayed mortality. In
comparison, PIT tags have no longevity limitations, and are therefore more likely to completely
assess indirect and delayed effects. However, using this methodology requires tens or hundreds
of thousands of tagged fish to generate sufficiently accurate survival estimates. The coordinating
committees will be responsible for assessing the available methodologies and determining which
can best be used to assess the pertinent survival standard for each Plan species. The revised
HCPs also require the coordinating committees to facilitate the availability of test fish for studies,
which may include the rearing of additional hatchery fish (e.g., Section 4.10 of the Rocky Reach
and Rocky Island HCPs [Coordinating Committee, Methodologies/Test Fish]).
The HCPs contain specific criteria for determining the statistical significance of survival test data.
The point estimate should have a standard error of no more than ±2.5 percent (i.e., 5 percent
error) at the 95 percent confidence level. If these criteria are not met, the study results would be
rejected and an additional year of testing would be required. However, under conditions specified
in the HCP and with unanimous agreement, the coordinating committees could accept the results
of a less precise survival study for inclusion in the 3-year average if the standard error does not
exceed ±3.5 percent. If the arithmetic mean (average) of the 3 years of studies is no more than
0.5 percent below the survival standard, the coordinating committees may decide whether an
additional year of study is appropriate before making the final phase determination.
The HCPs state that point estimates from at least 3 years of valid studies would be averaged and
compared against the pertinent survival standard to determine the phase designation for a Plan
species. This does not necessarily require that the testing be conducted in 3 consecutive years or
that all of the studies for each Plan species be conducted simultaneously. The phase
determination would be identified for each Plan species individually. As such, the determination
for one species does not necessarily affect the determination of any other species, unless the
coordinating committee agrees that the survival rate for a monitored species likely represents the
survival rate for a species that cannot be monitored effectively and accurately.
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Under Alternative 3, to receive a Phase III (Standard Achieved) designation for a Plan species by
the coordinating committees, the PUDs must achieve the 91 percent combined adult and juvenile
survival standard or its surrogate, the 93 percent juvenile project survival standard. The
measurement of these standards include direct, indirect, and delayed mortality wherever it may
occur and can be measured (as it relates to each project) given the available mark-recapture
technology for each Plan species. Under Alternative 2, only the listed species would likely
receive this level of protection.

Adult Survival
Comment 58

Adult passage and survival standards have not been quantitatively measured, and should be
addressed in the EIS. A more thorough discussion of adult protection measures should be
provided in the EIS analysis, as well as the effects of project operations (e.g., power peaking).
The EIS should include recent results from adult radio telemetry studies.

Response 58

The difficulties of quantifying adult mortality related to project operations are the same for all
alternatives. These difficulties relate to the inherent inaccuracies in the available monitoring
methods, and the inability to differentiate the cumulative impacts to adults from passing
downstream projects with the direct impacts at any one particular upstream project. Furthermore,
there is presently no available technology allowing the parties to differentiate hydro-related
mortality from natural adult losses, which are known to occur in even the most pristine river
systems. Recognizing these difficulties, and based on regional information, the signatory parties
agree that adult fish survival is estimated to be 98 to 100 percent at each project. Analysis
conducted as part of the 2000 Federal Columbia River Power System biological opinion (NMFS
2000a) and the Rocky Reach biological opinion (NMFS 2002a) provide additional evidence that
total mortality rates are likely no more than 2.4 percent for spring-run chinook salmon and 3.2
percent for steelhead. Taking into account natural mortality, which undoubtedly occurs, it is
likely that the 2 percent adult mortality resulting from project-related effects is currently being
attained, at least for the listed species for which estimates are available. The assumed
unavoidable mortality of adults is compensated through funding of the Plan Species Account.
The adult passage plans are similar to those required at downstream Federal projects on the
Columbia River. The passage times at the projects covered by the HCPs are within the ranges of
those observed at other mainstem hydroelectric projects on the Columbia and Snake Rivers. At
other mainstem projects, NMFS has determined that, while delays may occur in passing
mainstem projects, adults likely migrate faster in the pools than they did in the free-flowing river
(NMFS 2000a). Because these project effects tend to offset each other, the potential effects of
project passage delays are likely small and would be equivalent for either action alternative.
The difficulties of interpreting tagging results for adult fish are the primary reason that specific
performance standards have not been identified in the HCPs for adult passage. There are a
number of reasons for fish to delay passing a project that are not related to passage conditions.
For example, fish may mistakenly migrate past their natal tributary stream or hatchery, and as a
result, might be more reluctant to pass a project than those that are destined for upstream
spawning areas or hatcheries. Passage delays might also be affected by life-history characteristics
of Plan species, fish maturation, physical conditions related to the entire migration area, or the
tagging and handling process. Note that there are little or no data that accurately estimate the
effects of passage delays on spawning success. The estimates of delay provided in the FEIS were
included to indicate overall fishway passage conditions and reflect median passage times.
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The HCPs require the PUDs to use their best efforts to operate and maintain the adult fishways in
accordance with approved Detailed Fishway Operation Plan criteria (or equivalently protective
criteria in the case of Wells Dam), and any subsequent revisions to these criteria, which are a
component of the provisions in existing settlement agreements and project licenses. These
criteria are therefore likely to be part of the requirements under Alternative 2, at least initially. If
the criteria are changed as a result of Section 7 consultation under Alternative 2, the criteria could
result in a preference for listed species over unlisted species. However, until accurate estimates
of impacts to adult fish can be quantified and related to specific project operations, there is no
basis for altering the current ladder operating criteria for adult fishway operations at the projects.
In addition to meeting the various adult fishladder operating criteria under Alternative 3, the
PUDs also have the 91 percent combined adult and juvenile project survival standard, which
includes adults. Therefore, as monitoring methods improve over time, the results would be used
to further refine the estimates of adult mortality that would be included in measuring survival
against the performance standards. Not achieving the performance standards for all Plan species
requires the PUDs to continue to implement tools in an effort to meet the standards.
The Federal Columbia River Power System biological opinion (NMFS 2000a) concluded that,
although power peaking can affect spawning adults, egg incubation, and fry rearing stages, power
peaking alone does not have a significant adverse effect on migrating salmon.
Comment 59

The DEIS should include an analysis of adult losses, examine the adequacy of the adult passage
plans, and address mitigation for adult losses under the alternatives.

Response 59

See response to the previous comment.

Evolutionarily Significant Unit Issues
Comment 60

What is the standard by which the status of the Evolutionarily Significant Unit is measured?

Response 60

See answer to Comments #8 and #9.

Comment 61

The geographic place and biological terms that would be used to measure progress toward
recovery of the chinook salmon Evolutionarily Significant Units should be described.

Response 61

See answer to Comment #10.

Conditional HCP Implementation
Comment 62

Several commenters questioned various aspects of the conditional implementation of the HCPs,
including (1) the lack of a signed implementation agreement, (2) the effects that this has on
resolving outstanding issues at the projects, (3) whether the steady progress criteria applies
during the conditional period, (4) how Chelan County PUD can continue to develop their
juvenile bypass system without a signed agreement, and (5) why the PUDs can avoid meeting
requirements in the existing settlement agreements. Others questioned how the PUDs could
continue to “take” listed species without a Section 7 biological opinion.

Response 62

Under the original HPCs, the PUDs conditionally implemented the HCPs without a signed
implementation agreement and the parties agreed that the monitoring and evaluation components
of the HCPs would not begin until the HCPs were signed and Phase I was completed. The
primary reason for conditionally implementing the HCPs was because the time frame for Phase I
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(1998 through 2003) had already begun, and might not have changed even with delays in
approving the HCPs. Therefore, the PUDs would still need to demonstrate that they have
achieved the HCP performance standards by the end of Phase I. Also during Phase I, the PUDs
were allowed to use any tool or combination of tools in the pursuit of meeting the survival
standards.
Discussions amongst the original HCP signatory parties regarding the resolution of outstanding
issues nearly broke down in 2001, after the DEIS was released. Chelan County PUD chose,
citing emergency conditions in the western energy grid and high costs of replacement energy, to
reduce or eliminate spill at their Rock Island and Rocky Reach projects, respectively, to pre-HCP
levels. While this almost certainly resulted in a negative impact to Plan species in 2001, Chelan
County PUD’s actions ultimately provided pressure on the signatory parties (including Chelan
County PUD) to resolve outstanding HCP implementation issues as well as issues brought to
NMFS’s attention through public comments on the DEIS. The signatory parties to the revised
HCPs believe that these issues have now been resolved to the mutual satisfaction of all the
parties, and will likely provide greater benefits to all Plan species in a shorter period of time than
would an Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation. This is because under Alternative 3,
the mitigation measures will be implemented immediately for all Plan species, while under
Alternative 2, they might be implemented after several or many years have elapsed, depending
upon the likelihood and length of litigation and FERC’s decision and appeal process.
All references to “steady progress” have been removed from the revised HCPs. These documents
now clearly indicate the signatory parties’ expectation that the pertinent survival standards for all
Plan species will be met by 2013. Should survival studies indicate that the pertinent survival
standard is not being met for one or more Plan species at the end of Phase I, the coordinating
committees would determine what additional measures (or tools) would be implemented to meet
those standards (Phase II). Additional survival studies would be implemented to ensure that the
protective measures were now achieving the pertinent survival standard.
Although the PUDs have voluntarily agreed to conditionally implement the provisions of the
HCPs as a good faith effort, this does not minimize or replace their responsibilities established
through their existing licenses and agreements, or those required under relicensing. Providing
NMFS with Section 10 applications does not allow FERC (and their designated non-Federal
representatives—the PUDs) to avoid compliance with the Endangered Species Act through
Section 7 consultations. Since the DEIS was released, both the Wells and Rocky Reach projects
have undergone Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation for interim operations (and the
construction of a juvenile bypass system at Rocky Reach Dam). Both Section 7 and Section 10
consultations attempt to minimize or mitigate for take associated with a particular activity;
however, there is no expectation that take will not occur.
The Rocky Reach Fourth Revised Interim Stipulation states that the main goal is to develop a safe
bypass system (less than 2 percent mortality), while the spill program is referred to as an interim
protection measure due to its impact on water quality. The intent of the Fourth Revised Interim
Stipulation was to develop a bypass system as an alternative to spill. The initial development of
the prototype bypass system at Rocky Reach was to meet interim stipulation objectives. In 2002,
FERC (and Chelan County PUD) consulted on the operation of Rocky Reach Dam and the
construction and operation of a juvenile bypass system. NMFS determined through a Section 7
consultation that the proposed action would not jeopardize the listed species. Thus, the Rocky
Reach juvenile bypass system should be considered an integral component of Chelan County
PUDs efforts to minimize take under either action alternative. However, the bypass is specifically
linked to the HCP. Alternative 2 of the FEIS now evaluates a sluiceway bypass system that could
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be recommended by NMFS to protect listed species in the event that the bypass system proves
ineffective.

Miscellaneous Comments
Comment 63

Disclose the potential for an increase in noxious weeds under drawdown.

Response 63

This discussion was added to FEIS Section 4.4.2.1, Project Area.

Comment 64

A risk assessment should be completed for the HCPs because they rely too heavily on the
adaptive management strategy.

Response 64

A risk assessment is a quantification of the potential adverse effects that an action can have on a
population of organisms. The studies the applicants are completing in determining salmonid
mortality through the projects replicate the outcome of a risk assessment. The adaptive
management strategy is not related to risk assessments. Adaptive management is a process used
to ensure that mitigation measures will be effective in reducing mortality, and if the measures are
not effective, then another approach that is more effective would be adopted.

Comment 65

Provide more information on the amount of energy needed from the three projects, and whether
the need is a deficit for the area or a deficit in meeting exporting needs.

Response 65

FEIS Section 1.6, Background has been revised to include the most recent Federal energy
surplus/deficit projections and a description of the energy production and customers for the three
dams.

Comment 66

Identify in the FEIS USEPA’s Clean Air Act Section 309 responsibility to review the document.

Response 66

This information was added in FEIS Section 1.6.2.10, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

Comment 67

Additional diagrams or photos of each dam should be included to illustrate project features
identified in Table 2-3 and passage routes with associated survival rates.

Response 67

This information is provided in Figures 2-1, 2-2, and 2-3 and Table 3-4 of the FEIS. However,
route-specific survival estimates are to be used as a last resort under Alternative 3 to assess
compliance with the no net impact standard. They are also expected to be used as a last resort of
listed species under Alternative 2, given NMFS’s opinion that PIT-tag data provide the best
estimate of survival because such studies provide a better assessment of direct, delayed, and
indirect mortality.

Comment 68

The EIS should include a table describing research needs and a priority and implementation
schedule.

Response 68

Under Alternative 2, the existing Mid-Columbia, Wells, and Rock Island Coordinating
Committees would likely be responsible for assessing and prioritizing data needs. Also under
Alternative 2, NMFS can require measures to minimize the incidental take of listed species and
reporting and monitoring requirements necessary to ensure that the anticipated level of incidental
take is not being exceeded. Under Alternative 3, the HCP coordinating, tributary, and hatchery
committees would be responsible for assessing and prioritizing data needs for Plan species.
Under Alternative 3, the survival studies would serve as the assessment for determining whether
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or not the projects were complying with the anticipated level of incidental take, as well as the
extent and nature of additional research needs.
Assessing the survival rates of juvenile and adult fish passing the projects is the most important
research need for both action alternatives. The primary focus of the alternatives is to protect the
salmon and steelhead species as they pass the projects, and to mitigate for unavoidable mortality.
The mitigation goals are determined by the effects of the projects on fish survival. Therefore, to
set appropriate mitigation levels, accurate survival estimates are needed. Much of the other
research needs are related to the quality of the mitigation that would be used to fine-tune the
amount of mitigation required to achieve the mitigation goal. Under Alternative 2, the PUDs
would be required to provide the required mitigation, but not necessarily the assessments related
to the adequacy of the mitigation. Although this is also the case for some aspects of Alternative 3
(e.g., assessing if the tributary conservation funding provides a 2 percent mitigation level), other
aspects are included in the provisions of the HCPs (e.g., survival studies for 3 years for all the
Plan species). Although there are a large number of unknowns related to biological functions in
the basin, many of these are independent of direct or indirect project effects.
Comment 69

The EIS should state that dam releases have fewer temperature fluctuations with cool moments
for fish refuge during hot periods.

Response 69

Because of their large reservoirs, mainstem hydroelectric facilities within the Columbia River
Basin often act as a thermal buffer—decreasing maximum and minimum variations in water
temperature on both a daily and yearly basis. The exact benefit, if any, of this effect to Plan
species has not been determined. While a slight reduction of maximum daily temperatures could
benefit Plan species that migrate during the summer or early fall, the corresponding increase in
minimum daily temperatures could be detrimental. However, the Mid-Columbia River projects
are run-of-the-river facilities that have limited ability to manipulate water temperatures in the
basin. The large upstream storage reservoirs, which are outside the project area, are thought to
have much greater influence over water temperatures in the river.

Comment 70

The DEIS states that the Washington Department of Ecology is not permitting new water rights to
withdraw water from several of the Mid-Columbia River tributaries due to dewatering concerns.
The FEIS should describe the effectiveness of this mitigation measure and the extent that
dewatering still affects fish species of concern.

Response 70

Because water rights in the basin are generally over-allocated, not permitting new withdrawals
effectively means that there are no changes to existing dewatering conditions. As a result, this
restriction is not functioning as a mitigation measure. Conditions of dewatering and effects on
fish species are addressed in FEIS Section 3.2.10, Aquatic Habitat.

Comment 71

Define “some degree of certainty” regarding the long-term operation of the projects, and which
elements are subject to future negotiations.

Response 71

Based on comments on the DEIS, the phrase “some degree of certainty” does not occur within the
revised HCPs. Uncertainties relating to long-term operations at the project have also been
minimized to the extent practical in the revised HCPs. In addition, with the continued studies and
mitigation measures in place at the projects since 1998, the PUDs have obtained a better
understanding of which measures are needed to meet the HCP performance standards. The PUDs
will be able to more easily track and budget for implementation of these measures over both the
short and long term. Effort will be expended in implementing and developing mitigation
measures that meet no net impact standards rather than the time-consuming process of negotiating
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and consulting with agencies and other entities to develop standards that are agreeable to all
parties involved. In the event that the PUD(s) fail to meet pertinent survival standards for Plan
species (Phase II designation) after Phase I is complete, the coordinating committees would
determine what additional measures are necessary to meet those standards. At this time, NMFS
does not know what these measures would be, but the measures could include additional
structural modifications (for example, surface collectors or fish bypass systems) or other
operational measures (for example, increased spill or altered turbine usage and spill patterns).
Comment 72

Define “best efforts” in terms of HCP compliance by the PUDs.

Response 72

The DEIS misrepresented the use of this term. The HCPs only refer to “best efforts” in relation
to maintaining and operating the adult fishways according to the current Detailed Fishway
Operation Plan, not the performance standards (93 percent juvenile dam passage and 91 percent
total project survival standards). The term means that the PUDs will maintain and operate the
adult fishways to the established criteria, or a subsequent higher standard. The misuse of the term
“best efforts” has been corrected in the FEIS.

Comment 73

Define and provide examples of “maximum extent practicable” when referring to mitigating the
impacts of takings.

Response 73

This terminology is taken directly from Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act (Section
10(a)(2)(b)(ii)). No specific definition is provided in the Act, although it is assumed to include
such factors as physical, economical, and legal constraints.

Comment 74

The EIS should also consider normative river and multi-species restoration, the risk of HCP
assumptions being incorrect, the potential for the alternatives impacting other species or species
life histories, and the feasibility of introducing coho salmon.

Response 74

The normative river concept was advanced by both the National Research Council (1996) and the
Independent Scientific Group (1996). Simply put, this concept articulates that on a broad scale,
river management strategies and mainstem habitat improvements should emphasize reestablishing
key functions or functional attributes of a normative river. The Tribal Plan, Spirit of the Salmon
(CRITFC 1996) agreed with this approach, stating that, “To support anadromous fish, mainstem
habitat must be returned to natural conditions closer to those that existed prior to construction of
the dams.” NMFS also recognizes the importance of this concept, which has been included in the
Endangered Species Act Implementation Plan for the Federal Columbia River Power System
biological opinion (NMFS 2000a). Consistent with this concept, the fundamental strategy of this
plan is to implement recovery actions broadly and comprehensively across all aspects of the
salmon life cycle in recovering listed species.
The FEIS considers two action alternatives having different structural and operational measures,
different procedural pathways, and different risks in terms of the likelihood or timing of
protective measures being implemented. In either case, NMFS would consider the normative
river concept when participating in the Mid-Columbia, Rock Island, and Wells coordinating
committees (Alternative 2) or in the HCPs’ coordinating committees (Alternative 3). Compared
to Alternative 2 (which would primarily focus on listed species), Alternative 3 would likely
provide greater opportunities for considering the normative river concept because it applies to all
Plan species and establishes a Plan Species Account. These funds could be used to improve
habitat conditions within both mainstem and tributary habitats—positively affecting life-history
stages in addition to those actions taken at the projects to increase migration survival rates.
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Alternative 3 is consistent with the multi-species restoration approach because it includes both
listed and unlisted species as Plan species. This provides equal protection requirements for these
species (including coho salmon) through the establishment of consistent, measurable performance
standards. Alternative 2 would most likely provide a higher level of protection for the listed Plan
species than for the unlisted Plan species because NMFS could only obtain protective measures
for these unlisted species through litigation or other processes, such as FERC relicensing.
Therefore, the potential for implementing protection measures that select only for certain species
or life stages is likely greater under Alternative 2 than Alternative 3.
Comment 75

If the HCPs set an initial 5-year period of evaluations, with up to 3 years of evaluations, then
annual payments to the Plan Species Account may not begin until 8 years from the
commencement of Phase I. To correct this decrease in funding, the initial payment should be
increased.

Response 75

The initial payment to the Plan Species Account would occur within 90 days of the effective date
of the HCPs, and subsequent annual payments would be due on January 31 for each subsequent
year. The tributary committees can also request that the PUDs contribute, in advance, any of the
annual contributions during the first 15 years (for Chelan County PUD’s projects) or 10 years (for
Douglas County PUD’s Wells Project) of the agreement.

Comment 76

Missing on page 2-49 (Section 2.6) of the DEIS is a discussion of how the action alternatives lead
to an improvement and not an extinction of the affected species.

Response 76

Section 2.6, Alternative Comparison of the FEIS is a comparison of the affected species under
each of the alternatives, and is not meant to be a comparison of the results of implementing any of
the alternatives. A discussion of the survival improvements for each of the alternatives is located
in FEIS Section 4.2, Fisheries Resources.

Comment 77

Under Alternative 2, the EIS should discuss the requirement of NMFS and the Tribes to consult
under the Secretarial Order. The EIS should confirm that NMFS and the Department of the
Interior maintain their authorities under the Federal Power Act.

Response 77

See FEIS Section 1.1, Introduction regarding other Federal laws, regulations, and statutes and
their relation to the HCPs, as well as FEIS Section 4.12.17, Legislation Pertinent to Tribal
Governments regarding consultation requirements between NMFS and the Tribes.

Comment 78

The spill for Wells Dam is not clear; is it a step pool or cascade structure?

Response 78

Table 2-2 of the FEIS provides a description of each of the projects. The spill gates at Wells Dam
are a leaf-gate configuration. Although the gates open from the bottom, the water still plunges
into the tailrace, which will result in an increase of total dissolved gas. However, the Wells Dam
spillway has been modified into a juvenile bypass system, which is more efficient than an
unmodified spillway at passing fish. Substantially greater numbers of fish can be passed at the
project with a minimum amount of spill. The reduction in the spill volume also results in
minimizing dissolved gas levels downstream when river flows and generation constraints result in
involuntary spill.
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Comment 79

The EIS should state whether sediment deposition behind the dams would require dredging.

Response 79

Text was added to FEIS Section 3.2.10.1, Reservoir Habitat explaining that dredging is not part
of the routine maintenance at the projects, and reservoir dredging is not necessary to maintain a
navigation channel.

Comment 80

The EIS should further discuss whether the Rocky Reach bypass system can achieve a 98 percent
survival rate, and whether spill should be increased to obtain the HCP performance standards.

Response 80

This comment appears to confuse the statement that the Rocky Reach bypass could achieve a 98
percent survival rate, with an overall survival rate for all fish passing the project. The statement
is specific to the bypass system, and the bypass survival rate would be factored with the survival
rates for other passage routes to determine the calculated dam passage survival rate. Information
in the FEIS does not suggest from this data that the performance standards for the HCPs could be
achieved with only use of a bypass system. The revised HCPs specifically note that the
calculated dam passage survival standard is a measurement of last resort (see Figure 2-4 of the
FEIS). The prioritized survival standards for juveniles are measured project passage and
measured dam passage. Studies utilizing paired releases of juvenile Plan species would most
likely be necessary to measure these standards. In these studies, the overall survival estimate, not
the estimated survival rate through a specific route of passage, would be applied to the applicable
standard by the coordinating committees when making HCP phase determinations for Plan
species.

Comment 81

The alternatives were not ranked in their ability to achieve protection and recovery of the Tribal
trust property.

Response 81

The hydroelectric projects do not occur on Tribal trust property, with the exception of the Wells
hydroelectric project. Effects of the alternatives on the Tribal treaty resources (salmon) are
described in FEIS Section 4.2, Fisheries Resources regarding impacts and benefits of the action
alternatives. Because there are benefits and disadvantages to all of the alternatives (refer to FEIS
Section 2.6, Alternative Comparison), a ranking system is inappropriate. It is the responsibility of
the reader to assess the information provided in the FEIS to make an informed decision as to the
overall benefits of the alternatives.

Comment 82

DEIS statements regarding Tribal rights to fish should be corrected.

Response 82

See FEIS Section 3.11.3.3, Columbia River System for these changes.

Comment 83

The DEIS infers that there was consent by Tribal biologists on the no net impact concept.

Response 83

FEIS Section 2.3.4.4, HCP Performance Standards now omits the reference to Tribal biologists
with regard to the no net impact concept. Also, see FEIS Section 4.12.17, Legislation Pertinent to
Tribal Governments.

Comment 84

The EIS should state that the USFWS must identify critical habitat for Columbia River bull trout.

Response 84

This information was added in FEIS Section 1.5, Regulatory Framework.

Comment 85

Section 7 and Section 10 have substantive and procedural differences that may not be adequately
addressed in the DEIS.
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Response 85

See FEIS Section 2.6.2, Procedural Differences

Comment 86

The hatchery compensation plan for Okanogan River sockeye salmon allows for substitution of
summer/fall chinook salmon for sockeye salmon. The Colville Tribe opposes this action.

Response 86

These substitution practices are provisions in the Wells Settlement Agreement, and will be phased
out after 2005 under Alternative 3. Actually, spring-run chinook salmon are being raised as the
substituted species by Douglas County PUD at this time, not summer/fall chinook salmon. After
2005, no net impact for Okanogan River sockeye salmon will be accomplished through
implementation of a set of options identified in the Sockeye Enhancement Decision Tree (see
Section 14 of the Wells HCP, Figure 3).

Comment 87

The EIS should discuss the adult survival estimates presented by NMFS and the Idaho
Cooperative Fishery Unit.

Response 87

NMFS considered all of the available adult passage and survival information pertaining to listed
Columbia River Basin salmon and steelhead in the preparation of its 2000 Federal Columbia
River Power System biological opinion, including many studies conducted by the Idaho
Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Unit. NMFS’s best estimates of adult survival in the
Columbia River Basin are generally summarized in Table 9.7-2 on page 9-189 of this document
and in the 2002 Rocky Reach biological opinion (NMFS 2002a). Under the reasonable and
prudent alternative, per project survival of Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook salmon and
steelhead is estimated at 98.1 percent and 97.3 percent, respectively. Because of the general
applicability of these numbers and NMFS’s determination that they are the best numbers
available, they were applied in the recent Rocky Reach biological opinion (NMFS 2002a). If the
information cited above was available prior to 2001, it was considered by NMFS in the 2000 and
2002 biological opinions referred to above. However, this information may not have been
included if NMFS determined that it was not the best scientific information available at that time.

Comment 88

The EIS should discuss injury and mortality rates due to predation, and the effectiveness of
predator control programs.

Response 88

There are no estimates of losses due to predation at the projects. However, survival evaluations
indicate a 6.1 percent and 2.5 percent loss of steelhead smolts passing through the Rocky Reach
and Rock Island reservoirs, respectively. Predation probably constitutes a majority of these
losses. The predator control program in the Rocky Reach and Rock Island project areas has
removed about 75,000 northern pikeminnow between 1994 and 1999 (BioAnalysts 2000b). Over
17,000 northern pikeminnow were removed from the Wells Project area in 1998 and 1999 (Jerald
1999). Although an accurate estimate of survival benefits derived from these removals is
unknown, the populations for northern pikeminnow appear to have declined since the start of the
program. Since then, the average number of northern pikeminnow passing through the Rocky
Reach fishways (April through November) has dropped from 6,508 to 3,151 fish; the counts at
Rock Island have dropped from 24,016 to 7,666 fish.
Ruggerone (1986) documented substantial bird predation in the Wanapum Dam tailrace. He
estimated the number of juvenile salmonids consumed ranged from 50 to 562 fish per hour. The
number of salmonids consumed over a 25-day period during the peak salmonid outmigration was
estimated to be between 111,750 and 119,250 fish, or about 2 percent of the estimated spring
outmigration. Since that time, avian predator control measures have been started or enhanced at
all projects. Although these measures have reduced bird predation in the project areas, no
assessments were conducted to assess the exact survival benefits.
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Substantial avian predation has been documented in the Columbia River estuary (NMFS 2000d).
About 16,000 terns nesting on Rice Island consumed about 10.2 million (range: 7.4 to 13.2
million) outmigrating smolts during 1998, or approximately 11 percent (range: 8 to 14 percent) of
the estimated 95 million outmigrating smolts (Roby et. al 2000). Following efforts to relocate the
terns to other islands where the rate of salmonid consumption is lower, total consumption by
Caspian terns in the Columbia River estuary in 2000 was reduced to 7.3 million (range: 5.7 to 9.3
million) smolts. This represents about a 38 percent reduction compared to the 1999 consumption
rate.
Comment 89

The Entiat River spring-run chinook salmon average escapement estimates (redds) based on dam
counts (turnoff estimates) are in error and should alternatively rely on spawning ground survey
redd count expansions for escapement and population trends.

Response 89

The inaccuracies of the dam counts relative to expanded redd counts are presented in the FEIS.
However, the relevance of this fact depends on the overall use of the data. For example,
historical dam counts have been obtained through more uniform and consistent protocols than
redd counts in the tributaries. Therefore, when comparing historical escapement trends, it is
likely more appropriate to use only the dam counts rather than mixing the estimates.

Comment 90

Entiat River average monthly flows are incorrect.

Response 90

The written description of monthly flows in the Entiat River was incorrect in the DEIS. See FEIS
Section 3.3.1.2, Associated Tributaries.

Comment 91

Examine opportunities for coho salmon introductions.

Response 91

Alternative 3 is consistent with the multi-species restoration approach because it includes both
listed and unlisted species as Plan species. This provides equal protection requirements for these
species (including coho salmon) through the establishment of consistent performance standards.
Alternative 2 would provide additional protection measures for the listed species through the
Section 7 consultation process, while other species would be protected through other processes,
such as FERC relicensing. The Mid-Columbia River coho salmon are extirpated from the area,
and are therefore not subject to protection under the Endangered Species Act. Although the
PUDs have included coho salmon as a Plan species with respect to HCP coverage, this coverage
would not be specifically required until a naturally producing population is reestablished.
Protection for coho salmon under Alternative 2 would be through relicensing or license reopener
proceedings, although the extent or mitigation requirements under these processes is unknown.

Comment 92

The EIS should discuss the effects of elevated temperatures in the Okanogan River on adult
sockeye salmon migration.

Response 92

Although the inundation of the lower reach of the Okanogan River by the Wells Project can result
in increased water temperatures in the reservoir, the majority of the temperature increases are the
result of conditions in the Okanogan Basin. The naturally shallow lakes in the system, the low
river gradient, and low summer flows accentuate the effects of solar radiation on water
temperatures in the system. Adult fish have been observed holding in the Wells reservoir until
water temperatures in the Okanogan River decrease to acceptable levels, but there is no evidence
that suggests that they are holding downstream of the reservoir as a result of overall water
temperatures in the reservoir. Water temperatures in the Okanogan River not only affect adult
migration rates, but also severely restrict the use of the mainstem as juvenile rearing habitat.
Mitigation for the effects of the Wells Project on sockeye salmon is identified in the revised
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Wells HCP, which would focus on improving stream flow conditions in the Upper Okanogan
watershed rather than hatchery production criteria used in the past.
Comment 93

Monitoring is needed to address kelt passage and fallback guidance efficiency.

Response 93

We agree that there are limited data on adult fallback and kelt passage at the projects. Although
impacts from adult fallback would be included in the total project passage survival performance
standard, there are no specific protocols for incorporating impacts to steelhead kelts in the overall
passage survival estimates. However, the HCPs specify that the PUDs will identify adult fallback
rates by the end of Phase I, and that the coordinating committees will determine the appropriate
protection measures for steelhead kelts. These concerns will also be incorporated into the
development and implementation of juvenile and adult passage measures, as well as project
operation decisions.

Comment 94

The juvenile holdover rate of summer chinook salmon is not adequately considered.

Response 94

We agree that this is an unresolved outstanding issue with regards to the HCP performance
standards. Although the subyearling (0-age) chinook salmon might be residualizing in the
system, there are no data that suggest that this is a direct result of the Douglas or Chelan County
PUD projects. As a result, there is no indication that the juvenile fish protection windows are not
adequately protecting these fish. It is also unclear whether the operation of the projects
incrementally impacts these fish during their holdover period over natural holdover conditions.

Comment 95

The EIS should consider the socioeconomic needs of Indian Tribes for fishing and the benefits the
Tribes obtain from harvest.

Response 95

The information requested was added to FEIS Sections 3.7, Socioeconomics and 4.7,
Socioeconomics.

Comment 96

The FERC identifies three separate spring-run chinook salmon populations in the Methow, while
the DEIS identifies the spring-run chinook salmon as a composite stock. Which is correct?

Response 96

This EIS process is to address compliance with the Endangered Species Act. NMFS has
determined through genetic evaluations that one Evolutionarily Significant Unit of spring-run
chinook salmon occurs in the Upper Columbia River region. However, data for the individual
river stocks are usually presented independently in the literature. The Quantitative Analysis
Report also analyzed the runs separately.

Comment 97

The EIS should analyze fish flows for the Columbia River.

Response 97

As run-of-the-river projects, the PUD dams have limited control over flows in the Columbia
River. Modified flows in the Columbia River are primarily the result of operations at large
storage facilities in the Upper Columbia River and secondarily from operations to enhance
migration conditions for listed fish as specified in the 2000 Federal Columbia River Power
System biological opinion.

Comment 98

The EIS should include steelhead radio-telemetry studies.

Response 98

See FEIS Section 3.2.5.1, Upstream Migration of Adults that include the radio-telemetry studies.
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Comment 99

A sentence on page 3-89 of the DEIS is confusing.

Response 99

The sentence has been corrected in FEIS Section 3.1.1.2, Associated Tributaries. The second
reference to Entiat River should have been Entiat Mountains.

Comment 100 Describe in quantitative terms the specific impacts to fish from hydroelectric and irrigation
projects; commercial and sport fishing; logging; livestock grazing; water use by farms, cities,
and towns; and municipal and industrial pollution.
Response 100 It is not possible to quantify fish mortality attributable to irrigation projects; commercial and sport
fishing; logging; livestock grazing; water use by farms, cities, and towns; and municipal and
industrial pollution. However, this specific information is not needed to make an informed
decision on selection of the project alternatives. For this FEIS, information that is needed
pertains to the mortality through the three hydroelectric projects, and this information is provided
in FEIS Sections 3.2.5, Adult Survival at the Projects and 3.2.6, Juvenile Survival at the Projects.
For additional information on the effects of fish mortality from other impacts, please refer to An
Ecosystem Approach to Salmonid Conservation (Spence et al. 1996), and the Federal Caucus’s
Basinwide Salmon Recovery Strategy (Federal Caucus 2000).
Comment 101 The discussion of lethal measures used in avian control programs should not be a red-flag issue
because shooting is conducted to enhance the scaring efficiency of firearms and pyrotechnics.
The avian predator control programs at Wells Dam, Wells Hatchery, and Rock Island and Rocky
Reach dams should be included in the EIS.
Response 101 See FEIS Section 2.2.4.3, Predation. A discussion on shooting and lethal methods was added to
this paragraph. Refer to FEIS Sections 2.3.2, Alternative 1 (No-Action) and 2.3.4.8, HCP
Conservation Plan and Compensation Measures. Information was added concerning avian
predator control programs at Wells Dam, Wells Hatchery, and Rock Island and Rocky Reach
dams. Also see FEIS Section 3.2.10.2, Project Area Rearing to include other piscivorous birds;
additional references on bird predation were added. Note that very little research on avian
predation on fish in the Mid-Columbia River has been conducted, and no studies have quantified
the exact amount of predation by birds, other than gulls, at the Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock
Island dams. Chelan County PUD (in conjunction with the University of Washington, WDFW,
and NMFS) is currently assessing the impacts of piscivorous birds on juvenile migrating
salmonids.
Comment 102 The EIS does not address fish as a critical cultural resource.
Response 102 Refer to FEIS Section 4.11, Cultural Resources regarding the importance of fish as a cultural
resource.
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Appendix

D

Chelan and Douglas County
PUD Comments and NMFS
Responses

Included in this appendix are letters received from the project applicants, Douglas and Chelan County
PUDs. Following each letter are responses to their comments.
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NMFS Responses to Douglas County PUD (DCPUD) Comments
Comment 1

Page S-15, S.5.3 Alternative 3 (Applicants’ Proposed Action – Project HCPs), second
Paragraph, last Sentence. We request further clarification regarding the following statement,
“(EIS prepared by FERC including a separate Section 7 consultation with NMFS regarding the
effects of the agreements on listed species).”
This paragraph indicates that FERC needs to prepare a second EIS for implementation of the
HCPs. The parties expended considerable effort prior to preparation of the Draft EIS to avoid
this unnecessary duplication. There is no rationale for FERC to prepare a separate EIS to
implement the HCP.

Response 1

The FEIS was edited to reflect the comment in Section 2.3.4, Alternative 3 (Proposed Action –
Project HCPs) and the corresponding section in the summary chapter. Although NEPA
compliance is required to issue an incidental take permit, it does not necessarily require an EIS.
The NEPA process is intended to provide an understanding of the environmental consequences of
the proposed action to help a Federal agency make decisions. Although a FERC license action is
separate from the NMFS action of issuing the permit, as a cooperating agency, FERC intends to
use this EIS to make decisions on subsequent license actions relevant to implementation of the
HCPs. In addition, the State agencies intend to use the information generated by this process to
satisfy State environmental requirements. See NMFS responses to DEIS public comments,
Appendix C, Response #19.

Comment 2

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

Response 2

This language is no longer applicable due to changes in the revised HCPs.

Comment 3

Page S-22, Paragraph. 1, line 5. “If juvenile dam passage survival after three years of
evaluations remains…” The Wells Implementation Agreement specifically calls for three years of
survival studies within the five-year period known as Phase I. Phase I began in 1998.

Response 3

This was meant to indicate that 3 years of assessment were required, and not that 3 additional
years of study were needed. However, this language is no longer applicable due to changes in the
revised HCPs. See NMFS responses to DEIS public comments, Appendix C, Response #57.

Comment 4

Page S-29, Table S-2 Alternative Comparisons (Alternative 1). In the section labeled,
“Continued Studies to Assess Survival” please clarify that continued survival studies at Wells
Dam toward the goal of determining passage survival conditions at Rock Island and Rock Reach
dams is not the responsibility of the Wells Project owner.

Response 4

Reference to Wells Dam was removed to avoid confusion. See NMFS responses to DEIS public
comments, Appendix C, Responses #21 and #22.

Comment 5

Page S-35, Second Column, second to last Bullet. “determine whether the species can be
expected to survive with an adequate potential for recovery under the proposed action…” Please
define “adequate potential” in terms of interim recovery goals and standards. Would a greater
than 50 percent probability of recovery be sufficient? How does, “adequate potential for
recovery” relate to the “not likely to jeopardize the continued existence” standard spelled out in
Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act?
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Response 5

Section 1.3.1.1 of the 2000 Federal Columbia River Power System biological opinion describes
the general analytical approach that NMFS uses to apply the jeopardy standard in the
implementing regulations (Section 402.02 – definition of “jeopardize the continued existence”).
This general analytical approach states that, for an action to avoid jeopardy, the mortality of listed
salmonids within the different Evolutionarily Significant Units attributable to the action must be
low enough to meet the following condition:
When combined with mortality occurring in other life stages, there is a high likelihood
of population survival and a moderate to high likelihood of population recovery.
For anadromous fish in the Columbia River Basin, NMFS has chosen the probability that 8-year
geometric mean abundance will be greater than or equal to recovery abundance level in 48 years
as the most conservative recovery metric. NMFS approximates “moderate to high probability” in
its modeling efforts as “50 percent or greater likelihood of meeting the recovery abundance level
in the specified time period.” See NMFS responses to DEIS public comments, Appendix C,
Responses #41 and #52.

Comment 6

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

Response 6

The FEIS was revised to reflect that there would be no change from existing conditions for the
three alternatives, but that reservoir spawning primarily refers to fall chinook.

Comment 7

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

Response 7

The heading titled Tributary Habitat Improvements of Table S-3 has been revised in the FEIS to
more clearly indicate that only under the HCP alternative (Alternative 3) are the PUDs expected
to provide funding for tributary improvements. However, habitat improvement projects will
continue to occur in the Mid-Columbia River area from a variety of sources (e.g., Salmon
Recovery Funding Board). This is expected to occur under all three alternatives. The QAR
analysis indicates that additional measures will be needed to recover listed species, even if the
HCPs are implemented. Therefore, other activities are identified that would aid in the recovery
process, as well as assessing the cumulative effects of Alternative 3. Deleting this information
from the table would be more confusing because it would give the impression that the HCPs
would be the only effort being implemented to recover the species. See NMFS responses to
DEIS public comments, Appendix C, Responses #12 through #14 for discussion of off-site
mitigation and the Tributary Habitat Plan.

Comment 8

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

Same as DCPUD Comment #7 (above).

Comment 9

Page S-40 and S-43. Table S-3 Environmental Comparison of the Alternatives (Page 5, 6, 7 & 8).
Actions common to all three alternatives and outside the control of the decision related to the EIS
should not be presented in this table. Similarly, the actions referred to under DCPUD comment
no. 8 should also be applied to statements contained under subsections: Vegetation (Project
Area, Associated Tributaries), Wildlife (Threatened and Endangered Species), Land Use
(Associated Tributaries), Economics (Tributary Habitat Improvement), Recreation (Tributary
Habitat Improvements, Columbia River System) and Cultural Resources (Tributaries).

Response 9

Same as DCPUD Comment #7 (above). The EIS must assess cumulative effects of the proposed
project. This table summarizes information contained in the EIS, and even if there is no
difference between the alternatives, we need to show that this topic was evaluated.

Comment 10

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

Response 10

The No Surprises Policy section states that the regulation means that, “as long as an HCP is being
properly implemented, the Section 10 permit is valid and nothing more can be required.” It
further indicates that “mitigation will remain as agreed.” Adaptive management is an integral
part of the HCPs because some of the mitigation identifies response-based requirements or goals.
These goals have been agreed to and will not change, but the measures needed to reach the goals
are generally unspecified and will require an adaptive management approach to implement.
Other mitigation levels are clearly identified in the HCPs, as well as specifications on how they
could be adjusted in the future. The revised HCPs also identify contingency procedures for
resolving disputes and define circumstances under which the parties could withdraw from the
agreements and/or NMFS could revoke the Section 10 permits. NMFS’s ability to withdraw in
certain circumstances, such as a failure of the species to rebuild, is not limited by the No
Surprises policy.

Comment 11

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

Response 11

The text has been revised to be consistent with the revised HCPs and reads as follows: “Evaluate
survival rates according to the HCP Survival Standard Decision Matrix.”

Comment 12

Page 1-32, 1.10 Background Summary, second Paragraph, second Sentence. “Therefore, this
EIS is being developed for the purpose…whether or not to issue incidental take permits.” This
statement appears to conflict with the statement made on Page S – 15 and Page 2-32. The EIS
purpose includes amendment of FERC licenses. For a further description of our concerns please
see comment no. 1.
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Response 12

See response to DCPUD Comment #1.

Comment 13

Page 2-14, Wells Dam, second column of text, last sentence of text in the first partial paragraph.
We take issue with the following statement: “Therefore, the total direct and indirect mortality is
likely similar to the 2 percent found at the Lower Snake River project bypass systems (NMFS
1998).” We disagree. The Wells bypass system is not similar to the Snake River screen bypass
systems. The Wells system performance is superior to those found at the Lower Snake River
projects. Survival assigned to this passage route should be similar to the estimated survival
assigned to spillway passage routes.
In contrast, the Snake River screen bypass systems utilize extensive turbine intake screens, small
gatewell orifice passages, collection channel dewatering, dewatering in transport pipes, handling
and delay in sampling facilities, and reintroduction back into the tailraces through low volume
pipes located immediately adjacent to predator-plagued shorelines.
The Wells surface collection system does not utilize massive intake screens, orifice passageways,
transportation pipes, handling facilities and low water tailrace discharges. The Wells surface
collector guides fish away from the turbines and into the spillways where five high volume nonturbine passage routes are provided through the dam. Fish are introduced back into the tailrace
turbine discharge where velocities are sufficiently high to prevent predator accumulation and
where gull wires protect fish from avian predators.
We suggest using a combined estimate of direct and indirect mortality that ranges from 0 percent
to 1 percent for the Wells surface bypass system.

Response 13

Because the Wells bypass system consists of a modified spillway design, NMFS believes that
direct and indirect mortality rates through this route of passage are most likely to range between 1
and 2 percent (2 percent being the most conservative). The FEIS has been revised accordingly.
See NMFS responses to DEIS public comments, Appendix C, Response #36 for additional
discussion.

Comment 14

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

Response 14

The FEIS was modified to reflect the comment, as well as other comments in the DEIS.

Comment 15

Page 2-23, Measures Planned, fourth Line. Please replace “negotiations” with “agreements.”

Response 15

The FEIS was modified as suggested.

Comment 16

Page 2-23, Measures Planned. 1. Adult Passage.
c. The Wells Settlement Agreement does not contain language that obligates the District to
conduct modeling in the adult fishways.
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e. The Wells Settlement Agreement does not include conditions to continuously operate the
juvenile surface bypass system from April through August for adult fallback and adult
downstream passage.
Response 16

At this time, NMFS agrees that because FERC never acted upon the Wells biological opinion
(which expired in April of 2002), the Wells Settlement Agreement is the controlling document for
the purpose of analyzing the no-action alternative (Alternative 1). The FEIS was modified
accordingly. See NMFS responses to DEIS public comments, Appendix C, Response #50.

Comment 17

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

Response 17

We agree (see response to DCPUD Comment #16 above), and the FEIS was modified
accordingly.

Comment 18

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

Response 18

We agree that the Wells Settlement Agreement requires Douglas County PUD to operate the
bypass system 24 hours per day during 80 percent of the spring and 80 percent of the summer
migration (see response to DCPUD Comment #16 above), and the FEIS was modified
accordingly.

Comment 19

Page 2-24, Measures Planned. 2. Juvenile Passage. c. Predators and d. Gas Abatement. Neither
of these actions is outlined in the Wells Settlement Agreement. Please remove the statements
from the EIS.

Response 19

We agree (see response to DCPUD Comment #16 above), and the FEIS was modified
accordingly.

Comment 20

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

Response 20

These sections have been added to the FEIS as requested.

Comment 21

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

Response 21

The summary section is developed by cutting and pasting information directly from Chapters 1
and 2 of the FEIS to maintain consistency. Detailed discussions concerning the QAR are in
Chapter 5 of the FEIS and are not discussed in detail in Chapters 1 and 2.
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Comment 22

Page 2-29, 2.3.2.1 Wells Hydroelectric Project. 3. Hatchery Program – It is important to point
out that under Alternative 1, 2 and 3, Douglas County PUD has the ability to reduce hatchery
production (including summer and spring chinook, steelhead, and sockeye) based upon the
results of survival studies. Also, under Alternative 2 and 3, NMFS has the authority to reduce or
modify hatchery production of listed and non-listed species to remain consistent with their longterm recovery strategies for listed Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook and summer-run
steelhead.

Response 22

We agree that under Alternative 1, Douglas County PUD has the ability to reduce hatchery
production based upon the results of juvenile survival studies. Hatchery production under
Alternative 2 of the FEIS contemplates hatchery production levels similar to those defined in
Alternative 1, except that hatchery production of all species may be modified or reduced to levels
consistent with long-term recovery strategies for listed species. The same is true under
Alternative 3, except that the revised HCP proposes to not change hatchery production levels
until at least 2013. NMFS may require program modifications or reductions in 2013 and every 10
years thereafter.

Comment 23

Page 2.35, 2.3.3.5 HCP Performance Standards, third full paragraph, last sentence. “In
addition, the 91 percent survival standard also includes reservoir survival and the dam passage
survival of returning adults.” This statement is inaccurate as presented. The HCP was set up to
measure 91 percent juvenile project passage survival. The 91 percent juvenile number was
derived by assuming loss of adults (2 percent), assuming loss through the reservoir (2 percent) in
addition to the 5 percent allowed loss at the dam. Further assumptions related to the 91 percent
determination included an assumed 2 percent delayed mortality from hydro passage and a 2
percent credit for natural river fish loss.
The agreement reached on the HCP does not include measurement of adult survival at a 95
percent CI +/- 5 percent. This is evident from the adult language in the implementation
agreement, the timeline for completion of the Phase I studies (5 years) and based upon the
knowledge that precise adult survival studies were not statistically or scientifically defensible at
the time the Implementation Agreement was negotiated. The PUDs did not sign up to ensure
adult survival from tailrace to tailrace at a rate of 98 percent irrespective of natural mortality.
It is important to point out that during the negotiations of the HCP, a 2 percent adult mortality
figure was discussed. However, the final HCP Implementation Agreement was approved without
referencing the measurement of the 2 percent adult mortality figure. The final agreement says
“…and a net of 4 percent mortality from all other project effects (including but not limited to
reservoir, juvenile delay, and adult mortality with credit for natural mortality).” Please remove
all discussion that indicates the HCP has a 2 percent measurable adult mortality component.

Response 23

This language is no longer applicable due to changes in the revised HCPs. See NMFS responses
to DEIS public comments, Appendix C, Responses #14 and #58.

Comment 24

Page 2-41, Verification of Standards. We agree with the statements in the first and second
paragraphs of this section related to the verification of standards.

Response 24

Comment noted, although changes in the revised HCPs invalidate some of these statements.

Comment 25

Page 2-56, Table 2-8 Environmental Comparison of the Alternatives (Pages 1 of 8). Please
modify this table per similar concerns expressed in comment no. 7, 8 and 9. The DEIS is
intended to compare actions related to the implementation of three environmental alternatives for
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fish mitigation at three FERC licensed projects (no-action, S. 7 and HCP). Descriptions of
actions outside those proposed by the PUDs (agency-funded habitat enhancement actions) should
be removed from the document.
Response 25

Agency-funded habitat enhancement projects are likely to occur in tributaries that will positively
benefit Plan species under all three alternatives evaluated in the FEIS. The expected effects of
these projects are discussed in the cumulative effects section (Chapter 5) of the FEIS and
summarized in Table 2-8. Also, see responses to DCPUD Comments #7, #8, and #9.

Comment 26

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

Response 26

Text was added to the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 27

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

Response 27

Text was added to the FEIS to reflect the comment. NMFS could also petition FERC to reopen
the licenses and seek drawdown through a reopener proceeding. See NMFS responses to DEIS
public comments, Appendix C, Response #24.

Comment 28

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

Response 28

The figure was modified in the FEIS.

Comment 29

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

Response 29

Text was changed in the FEIS as requested.

Comment 30

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

Response 30

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 31

Page 3-29, Coho Salmon, Last sentence. This section should also note the release of millions of
coho by Chelan County PUD at the Turtle Rock Hatchery. This facility continued to release coho
through the mid-1980’s.
Note that coho ladder counts at Rock Island totaled only 475 fish between 1933 and 1943
(Mullan, 1983; Mullan et al., 1992). That is an average of less than 48 fish per year. The
statement: “After completion of Priest Rapids Dam in 1960, peak escapement estimates probably
never exceeded 10,000 fish” is misleading. The statement should be modified to indicate that few
coho existed prior to the completion of Grand Coulee and Rock Island dams. The statement
subtly implies a cause and effect relationship between the completion of Priest Rapids Dam and
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the demise of the coho run. The Upper Columbia River coho salmon run had already been wiped
out prior to construction of any mainstem Columbia River dams as is evident from fishway counts
immediately following the completion of Rock Island Dam.
Response 31

Text was added to the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 32

Page 3-29, Table 3-1 Spawning Distribution of Anadromous Fish Species in the Mid-Columbia
River Watersheds. Fulton (1968) appears to incompletely describe salmon and steelhead
spawning in the Mid-Columbia Region. Please modify Table 3-1 to include the distribution of
fish described below.
Fall Chinook - Please add the Columbia and Methow Rivers to the watersheds utilized
extensively by Fall Chinook.
Steelhead - Please add the Twisp and Chewuch Rivers and Libby Creek as being important
Methow River tributaries for spawning steelhead. It should be noted that Salmon and Omak
Creeks are not presently important steelhead habitats. “Simikameen” is spelled
“Similkameen.” Also note, steelhead do not have access to the Upper Similkameen River.
Instead they only have access to the Lower Similkameen River. Enloe Falls blocks steelhead
access to the Upper Similkameen River.
Sockeye – Extensive spawning ground surveys for sockeye have not resulted in documented
sockeye spawning in the mainstem Okanogan River. Please remove the reference to the
Mainstem Okanogan River as a tributary of the Okanogan River used by spawning sockeye.
Please modify the sentence to state that the Osoyoos Lake sockeye population is almost
entirely spawned in the Okanogan River, upstream of Osoyoos Lake.

Response 32

The title of the table in the FEIS was changed to indicate primary spawning areas. As such, we
have no indication that the Methow River is a primary spawning area for fall chinook salmon.
Radio-telemetry analyses (LGL 2001) indicate that less than 5 percent (2 of 44 fish) of the fall
chinook salmon that passed Wells Dam were last detected in the Methow River. However, the
mainstem Okanogan and the Similkameen Rivers were added for fall chinook salmon. The
suggested changes were made for steelhead, although reference to the Salmon and Omak Rivers
was deleted rather than modified. The sockeye salmon section was also modified, although the
original text was meant to indicate that the primary spawning areas were upstream of Osoyoos
Lake, in the Okanogan River and tributaries.

Comment 33

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

Response 33

Text was modified in the FEIS as suggested, to clarify the original intent of the statement.

Comment 34

Page 3.2.4 Hatchery Programs, Page 3-31, First line on page 3-31. Please modify the percent of
summer-run chinook salmon that are of hatchery origin in the Mid-Columbia River. 80 percent
hatchery composition for this stock is not accurate. The following table indicates the best
estimate of hatchery contribution for the watersheds covered by this EIS (Table 1). The hatchery
contribution of fall chinook is also closer to 20-30 percent and not 50 percent.
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Table 1: Escapement to the Wenatchee, Methow and Okanogan Rivers of hatchery origin
summer chinook (Table adapted from Murdoch and Petersen, 2000).
Return Year
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998

Wenatchee
2.4
1.5
5.0
12.0
9.2
4.9
8.5
10.7

Methow
0.0
0.0
24.0
45.0
36.9
15.8
9.2
22.2

Okanogan
0.0
3.5
36.1
48.7
54.6
59.3
54.3
29.9

Murdoch, A. and K. Petersen. 2000. Survival of sockeye, spring chinook, and summer chinook
salmon released from Rock Island Fish Hatchery Complex Facilities, 1989 through 1995 broods.
Prepared for Public Utility District no. 1 of Chelan County. Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife, 600 Capitol Way N., Olympia, Washington 98501-1091.
Response 34

The original DEIS text was referring to the entire Columbia River Basin, not just the MidColumbia region. However, the requested information has been added to the FEIS to clarify the
issue.

Comment 35

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

Response 35

Text was changed in the FEIS as requested.

Comment 36

Page 3-37, Rocky Reach, second Paragraph in section, last Line. There was no sockeye salmon
passage study at Rocky Reach in 1993. The 1993 study was a chinook study. There was a
sockeye passage study at Wells Dam in 1992. However, this study did not include any monitoring
at Rocky Reach Dam. The 14 percent fallback estimate was derived from the 1997 sockeye
monitoring effort only (English et al., 1998).

Response 36

The between years comparison was intended to be for summer-run chinook salmon. Text was
edited in the FEIS to clarify the findings.

Comment 37

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

Response 37

Text was changed in the FEIS to refer to the 1997 study.

Comment 38

Page 3-42, 3.2.6.3 Juvenile Bypass Systems, Wells Dam, second Paragraph, last Sentence. We
disagree with the assertion that the Wells bypass system likely has indirect mortality similar to
the diversion screen bypass systems located at the Snake River projects. See DCPUD comment
no. 13 for the rationale for not comparing the Wells Bypass system to the Snake River bypass
systems.
The Wells bypass system is a highly efficient spill bypass system. Indirect mortality resulting
from passage through this system should be compared with indirect mortality estimates derived
from spillway survival studies.
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Response 38

See response to DCPUD Comment #13.

Comment 39

Page 3-46, Rocky Reach, second Paragraph, last Sentence. The yearling fall-run chinook survival
studies cited in this paragraph were conducted in 1998 not 1999. Also, the results from the
Eppard et al. (1999) study were not accurately cited. Eppard et al. (1999) provides two estimates
of Rocky Reach survival from yearling chinook release in 1998. Table 10, Page 38 of the report
states Rocky Reach project survival, depending upon the model selected, as (0.867, S Eˆ = 0.065)
based upon the parallel SR Model and (0.859, S Eˆ = 0.042) based upon the PR model.

Response 39

Text was added to the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 40

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

Response 40

Text was added to the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 41

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

Response 41

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 42

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

Response 42

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 43

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

Response 43

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 44

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

Response 44

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 45

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

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 46

Page 3-77, Habitat Condition, first Paragraph, last Sentence. Please change, “The Wells Dam
pool inundates the lower 17 miles of the Okanogan River.” to “The Wells Project boundary
includes the lower 17 miles of the Okanogan River.”
During normal operation, the Wells Project does not inundate the entire 17 miles of the Lower
Okanogan River. The Wells Project boundary was drawn to encompass possible inundated lands
during a worst-case scenario flood event. In effect Douglas County PUD has the right to
inundate the lower 17 miles of the Okanogan River only during times when the Columbia and
Okanogan Rivers experience a simultaneous 100-year flood event that for some reason might not
be mitigated through storage at Grand Coulee and the Canadian Treaty Storage Projects.

Response 46

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 47

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

Response 47

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 48

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

Response 48

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 49

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

Response 49

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 50

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

Response 50

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 51

Page 3-89, Entiat River, second Paragraph, line five. The maximum and minimum average
monthly flows for the Entiat River are incorrect. Both numbers presented in the report do not
match with USGS information and are highly unlikely given that the reported numbers exceed
those of the Wenatchee and Methow Rivers.
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Please see Figure 3-9. The average monthly flows from this figure indicate that the Entiat River
in June averages less than 1,800 cfs and in September averages less than 200 cfs. Please
reconcile the text and Figure 3-9.
Response 51

Text and figures were modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 52

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

Response 52

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 53

Page 3-91, Okanogan River, second Paragraph, last Sentence. See DCPUD comment no. 46

Response 53

Text deleted in the FEIS.

Comment 54

Page 3-97, Wells Dam, first and second Paragraph. The temperature excursion cited at the
Columbia River at the Wells Hatchery intake is in error. The water temperatures reported here
were not collected at the hatchery intake but were collected from the hatchery spawning channel
after water had been held in shallow ponds immediately downstream of the intake of the facility.
Also, the readings were not collected from a systematic, calibrated subsurface monitor but were
instead collected with a non-calibrated, hand-held thermometer, sporadically used to collect
relative water temperatures by fish culture staff stationed at the Wells Fish Hatchery.
Note that the mainstem Columbia River water quality data collected immediately downstream of
Wells Dam (Chelan Falls) does not show water temperate excursions above the criteria
established for state waters.

Response 54

The text in the FEIS was revised. See NMFS responses to DEIS public comments, Appendix C,
Response #1 for a discussion of the influence of dams on water temperature.

Comment 55

Page 4-1, 4.1.1.2 Associated Tributaries, first, second and third Paragraphs, (Alt. 1). This entire
section should be deleted and re-written with emphasis on contrasting the three proposed
environmental alternatives. Describing additional actions outside the three alternatives that may
be funded regardless of the outcome of the HCP only confuses readers. This comment is similar
to DCPUD comments no. 7, 8 and 9 (above).
We suggest changing this section to describe the fact that under the No-Action alternative, no
PUD tributary enhancement funds would be available. The agencies are free to spend money on
habitat improvements common to all three alternatives so this entire section (4.1.1.2) provides no
information related to the decision to select one of the three proposed alternatives.
This comment also applies to Page 4-3, 4.1.2.2 Associated Tributaries.

Response 55

See response to DCPUD Comments #7, #8 and #9 (above).

Comment 56

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

Drawdown is considered an option under Alternatives 2 and 3 because it could occur at
relicensing. Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect this comment. See NMFS responses to
DEIS public comments, Appendix C, Response #24.

Comment 57

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

Response 57

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment (see response to DCPUD Comment #16
above).

Comment 58

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

Response 58

The comment no longer pertains to the revised HCP. The FEIS was modified to reflect the
current HCP language. See NMFS responses to DEIS public comments, Appendix C, Response
#14.

Comment 59

Page 4-65. Please modify “4.9.2.1 Project Are” to “4.9.2.1 Project Area.”

Response 59

Text was corrected in the FEIS.
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NMFS Responses to Chelan County PUD (CCPUD) Comments
Specific Comments
Comment 1

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

Response 1

The FEIS text was changed to “NEPA compliance” instead of EIS. See NMFS responses to
DEIS public comments, Appendix C, Response #19.

Comment 2

Page S-15, 2-32, Alternative 3 (Applicants’ Proposed Action – Project HCPs), 2nd paragraph.
The text states that “implementing measures in the HCP would be undertaking by FERC with a
separate Section 7 consultation with NMFS”. It is the District’s understanding that the HCPs
will be presented to FERC with a request that they be incorporated into the project licenses.
FERC’s action many not require a new Section 7 consultation with NMFS and USFWS.

Response 2

Consultation is required for all Federal actions. NMFS must consult with itself to ensure that its
decision to issue an incidental take permit will not jeopardize the continued existence of the listed
species. The amendment of existing licenses by FERC is a separate action from NMFS issuing a
permit. Although the EIS is intended to satisfy NEPA compliance requirements for both actions,
FERC must consult with NMFS and USFWS (the Services) concerning their action. Depending
on the outcome of that consultation, FERC might need additional NEPA compliance
documentation. See NMFS responses to DEIS public comments, Appendix C, Response #19.

Comment 3

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

Response 3

Text was changed in the FEIS to reflect the comment. However, some of the language suggested
in the comment is no longer relevant as a result of changes in the revised HCPs.

Comment 4

Page S-23, 2.3.3.11, Project Cumulative Effects. This text attempts to summarize Section V
“Reservoir As Habitat” of the HCPs. However, the summary omits an important concept. The
District agrees to consider cumulative impacts as part of its land use decision making.

Response 4

NMFS concurs that the PUDs agree to consider cumulative impacts as part of their land use
decision making. This change has been included in Section 5.1 of the Wells HCP and Section 6.1
of the Rocky Reach and Rock Island HCPs, as well as in Section 2.3.4.11, Project Cumulative
Effects of the FEIS.
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Comment 5

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

Response 5

This section was deleted from the FEIS. Also see NMFS responses to DEIS public comments,
Appendix C, Response #49.

Comment 6

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

Response 6

This section was deleted from the FEIS. See response to CCPUD Comment #7.

Comment 7

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

Response 7

Section 2.1 of the NMFS Biological Opinion on the Rocky Reach Juvenile Bypass System (dated
March 11, 2002) provides a history of the interim protection plans. Although Chelan County
PUD disagrees with a statement contained in the history indicating that Brian Brown’s letter to
Steve Hays (dated April 4, 2002) documented an agreement.

Comment 8

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

Response 8

This text is correct when referring to the negotiations leading up to the revised HCPs.

Comment 9

Page S-26, 2-43, “Hatchery Compensation Plan Issue” and Page 1-12 Section 1.5.2.6 “Federal
Trust Responsibilities to Indian Tribes” overstates the issue in dispute. The HCP requires that 7
percent of the “unavoidable project mortality” associated with each project be mitigated through
hatchery supplementation. HCP Section III.1. The HCP goes on to define the initial hatchery
production commitment (HCP Sections VIII.3. and 4). NMFS is in a position to evaluate the
effects of the initial hatchery production commitment. However, hatchery production will vary
over time depending upon the size of the runs. NMFS has been unwilling to opine that the
hatchery program will always satisfy the Endangered Species Act. Since NMFS has been
unwilling to define the hatchery levels that will satisfy the Endangered Species Act it is not
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possible to predict how the hatcheries will be utilized during the term of the HCPs. Hatchery
production is a key incentive for the tribes’ participation in and support of the HCPs as a
comprehensive settlement. Without knowing how the hatcheries will be utilized during the term of
the HCPs the tribes cannot effectively evaluate the benefits of the HCPs. As a result of this
uncertainty the tribes are not supporting the HCPs.
Response 9

The FEIS text was modified to reflect the components of the revised HCPs and the agreed-upon
solution to the dispute.

Comment 10

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

Response 10

The statement is meant to indicate that there would be no future provisions under Alternative 1 to
address the Endangered Species Act, and not that there is no compliance. Additionally,
Alternative 1 has been changed to include the Rocky Reach biological opinion as existing
conditions.

Comment 11

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

Response 11

NMFS concurs that, for non-Plan species listed (either currently or in the future) under the
Endangered Species Act, the PUDs could, under any of the three alternatives, apply for incidental
take permits under Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act as a means of addressing their
effects on these listed species. This addition has been incorporated into the corresponding
sections of the FEIS. See response to CCPUD Comment #10.

Comment 12

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

Response 12

This comment is no longer relevant due to substantial changes in the dispute resolution process in
the revised HCPs. See NMFS responses to DEIS public comments, Appendix C, Response #21.

Comment 13

Page S-33, 2-53, Section S.7.2.3 “Alternative 3”, first full paragraph, second sentence. The text
reads that in part “there is no requirement to provide the benefit of the doubt to the species of
concern with respect to gaps in the information base and NMFS has no authority to determine
what constitutes the best available information to be utilized in support of any decisions.” This
sentence infers that the HCP dispute resolution process may not comply with law. Such an
inference is not correct. In the HCP, NMFS has expressly reserved its authority to monitor,
modify, suspend, revoke and re-instate, and enforce its incidental take permit outside the HCP
dispute resolution process. HCP Section X.3-5, and Section XI.1.b. Furthermore, the dispute
resolution process will not produce a result that is binding upon NMFS unless NMFS agrees.
HCP Section XI.5.c. The dispute resolution process is mediation with a twist. The twist is that the
mediator will issue a decision that can be entered into evidence in a later proceeding. HCP
Section XI. 5.c. The reason for the decision is to facilitate settlement. No one knows what, if any,

Appendix D – Chelan and Douglas County PUD
Comments and Responses

D-70

EIS for the Wells, Rocky Reach, and
Rock Island HCPs

weight will be afforded the decision. Also, the parties’ intent is that once the decision is rendered
parties will not feel the need to proceed further. NMFS like any other agency has the authority to
enter into dispute resolution processes. 5 USC Section 572(a), and 575(a)(1). Since a party may
pursue any remedy available after exhausting dispute resolution it is in full compliance with the
law. HCP Section XI. 3.c.
Response 13

This comment is no longer relevant due to substantial changes in the dispute resolution process in
the revised HCPs.

Comment 14

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

Response 14

The Habitat Conservation Planning and Incidental Take Permit Processing Handbook 3.B.2.e
(USFWS 1996) specifically states that, “In the case of issuance of a Section 10(a)(1)(B) permit,
USFWS or NMFS must conduct an intra-Service (or internal) consultation to ensure compliance
of permit issuance with the provisions of Section 7.” It goes on to state in Section 3.B.4. that,
“Although the provisions of Section 7 and Section 10 are similar, Section 7 and its regulations
introduce several considerations into the HCP process that are not explicitly required by Section
10—specifically, indirect effects, effects on federally listed plants, and effects on critical habitat.”

Comment 15

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

Response 15

Text was deleted in the FEIS.

Comment 16

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

Response 16

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 17

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

Refer to the new Economics sections in Chapters 3 and 4 of the FEIS, Sections 3.8 and 4.8.

Comment 18

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

Response 18

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 19

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

Response 19

Although other Federal laws and regulations may require disclosure of the DEIS to the public,
NEPA defines the public distribution and comment procedures. Therefore, the reference to
“other Federal laws and regulations” was deleted from the FEIS.

Comment 20

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

Response 20

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 21

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

Response 21

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 22

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

Response 22

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 23

Page 1-13, Section 1.6.1 “Alternative 1 (no-action), 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence. The text states
“…the years to address engineering, bond, and resource related issues…”. The inclusion of the
term “bond” is not correct in this sentence. The project licenses have not been amended to
address the issuing of bonds.

Response 23

Text was deleted from the FEIS. Descriptions of alternatives are in Chapter 2.

Comment 24

Page 1-16, 3rd paragraph, last sentence. Text reads “This allows the HCPs to be updated with
information received during the comment period…”. This sentence incorrectly explains the
NEPA process. Comments received by NMFS on the DEIS will be considered by NMFS when

Appendix D – Chelan and Douglas County PUD
Comments and Responses

D-72

EIS for the Wells, Rocky Reach, and
Rock Island HCPs

preparing the FEIS. The HCPs are multiparty, negotiated settlement agreements. The fact that
NMFS receives a comment on the DEIS does not mean that the HCPs will be modified.
Response 24

Text was deleted from the FEIS.

Comment 25

Page 1-17, Section 1.7 “Background”, 4th paragraph. The region faces economic hardship in
2001 as power shortfalls hit the region. The current January-through-July runoff forecast has
the region’s water supply at 55 percent of normal, assuming normal precipitation for the Marchthrough-July period. If this year’s water conditions match 1977’s, the lowest on record, the
council predicted 2001 shortfalls could approach 8000 MW-months, with the deficit in May
reaching 3300 MW-months. If the conditions match 1944 conditions, a year with just slightly
higher runoff than the current projection, the total energy deficit across the months of April
through August is 5,600 MW-months, with the deficit in May reaching 2,700 MW-months. (The
Northwest Power Planning Council, “Northwest Electricity Markets in 2001: Status and
Proposed Actions”, March 26, 2001). The report states “it is a virtual certainty that emergency
operations will be necessary during spring and summer to keep the electricity system from
suffering outages.” (NWPPC, 2001)

Response 25

Project economics are provided in new sections of the FEIS. Refer to Sections 3.8 and 4.8,
Economics.

Comment 26

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

Response 26

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment and clarify “Mid-Columbia” and “Plan”
areas.

Comment 27

Page 1-14, Section 1.7.2.2 “National Marine Fisheries Service”, 1st paragraph, 1st sentence. The
text reads “Many of NMFS’ past studies, listings, and rules are directly relevant to the MidColumbia hydroelectric projects. …”. The term “directly” is not accurate. The documents
discussed in this paragraph are “indirectly” relevant to Chelan and Douglas County PUD’s
hydroelectric projects. They are not “directly” relevant to Chelan and Douglas County PUD’s
hydroelectric projects because they do not relate to these projects. They relate to the Federal
hydroelectric projects on the Columbia River.

Response 27

Determinations of the direct relevance of data depends completely upon the question being raised,
and not necessarily geographical proximity to the projects in question. For example, survival of
fish through a large Kaplan turbine would likely be better estimated by studies at other projects
with similar configurations (e.g., size of turbine, head, tailrace) no matter where they occur, than
by looking at neighboring projects with similar sized Francis turbines or smaller, faster-revolving
Kaplan turbines. The term “directly” has been replaced with “relevant” in the FEIS to clarify the
intent.
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Comment 28

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

Response 28

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 29

Page 1-29, Section 1.7.3.2 “Major Bond and Sales Agreements for the Projects”. This text is
grossly incorrect. As of March 14, 2001, the District’s total estimated bonds outstanding is
$886,076,000.1 This indebtedness is secured by the revenue generated by the District’s
consolidated hydro system.

Response 29

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 30

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

Response 30

The revised HCPs changed the roles of the PUDs and the coordinating committees. According to
the revised HCPs, the coordinating committees would have the authority to determine the
measures to be implemented under all phases of the HCPs. Although the hatchery and tributary
committees would have primary responsibility for decisions relative to their respective areas, the
coordinating committees would oversee the HCP implementation process.

Comment 31

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

Response 31

As a result of comments received on the DEIS, modifications were made to the HCPs, as well as
the EIS alternatives. Alternative 2 now includes a broader range of activities that could be

1

Official Statement, Public Utility District No. 1 of Chelan County, Washington $143,995,000 Chelan Hydro Consolidated
System Revenue Bonds consisting of $65,620,000 Series 2001A and $78,375,000 Series 2001B, page iv (March 1, 2001).
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implemented at the three projects, and is not a different legal process. The actions that could
occur under each alternative have also been evaluated to determine costs per mitigation measure
associated with each action alternative. Refer to Section 4.8, Economics of the FEIS.
Comment 32

Page 2-2, Section 2.1 “Development of Alternatives”, 5th paragraph, 4th sentence. Text reads “to
be in compliance with the take prohibitions of Section 9, FERC would implement the measures
….” FERC would be in compliance with Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act by
implementing the provisions contained in NMFS biological opinion and incidental take statement.
However, FERC is not obligated to do so. FERC may take other action as long as it is not likely
to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species or result in
the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is … critical…”. 16
U.S.C. Section 1536(a)(2); Aluminum Company vs. BPA, 175 F.3d 1156, 4394-4395 (9th Cir.
5/10/99).

Response 32

Chelan County PUD is correct that FERC or any other Federal agency formally consulting with
NMFS or USFWS could disregard the provisions of a biological opinion and proceed with its
proposed action, but it does so at its own peril because it will not be covered by the take
provisions and may be subject to Section 9 enforcement actions (Bennett vs. Spear, 520 U.S. 154,
1997). A biological opinion provides the Federal agencies the Secretary of Interior or
Commerce’s expert “opinion, and a summary of the information on which the opinion was based,
detailing how the agency action affects the species or its critical habitat. If jeopardy or adverse
modification is found, the Secretary shall suggest those reasonable and prudent alternatives which
[he] believes would not violate subsection (a)(2) and can be taken by the Federal agency or
applicant in implementing the agency action.” 16 USC § 1536(b)(3)(A). If a Federal action
agency adopts and implements the Secretary’s biological opinion and incidental take statement,
the action agency would no longer be liable for take of listed species associated with the licensed
activity.

Comment 33

Page 2-7 Section 2.2.1.2 “Rocky Reach Dam”, first paragraph, last three sentences. The text
describing the rehabilitation work at Rocky Reach is outdated. The following edits are
recommended so that the text is current:
“…Units 1 through 7 are currently vertical shaft Kaplan turbines installed during the original
construction in 1962, while fixed-blade propeller units were installed in Units 8 through 11 in
1971. Two of these fixed-blade propeller units have been rehabilitated and replaced with Kaplan
turbines. A third unit is currently undergoing rehabilitation and the remaining unit is scheduled
to be rehabilitated by June 2002. In addition, all but one of the original Kaplan units have been
rehabilitated and replaced with more efficient Kaplan turbines. This turbine work is expected to
increase juvenile fish passage survival.”

Response 33

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 34

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

Table was updated in the FEIS with the most recent data.

Comment 35

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

Response 35

Text was deleted in the FEIS.

Comment 36

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

Response 36

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 37

Page 2-14, Rocky Reach Dam, 5th sentence. The text reads “In 1999, guidance … 32 percent of
the chinook and 53 percent of the steelhead passed …”. In both cases, these were radio tagged
fish.

Response 37

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 38

Page 2-15, Rocky Reach Dam, 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence. Text reads “Studies at the dam have
shown that between 8 and 18 percent …” This text is not consistent with the text on page 4-18
which uses 19 percent and not 18 percent. Nineteen percent is the correct number.

Response 38

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 39

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

Response 39

Text was deleted in the FEIS.

Comment 40

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

Response 40

Citation was added to the FEIS.

Comment 41

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

Response 41

The referenced passage does not state that passage through multiple dams reduces spawning
success, but that it may reduce spawning success. The available technologies cannot directly
partition amongst individual hydroelectric projects the effect of passage through multiple dams on
the spawning success of salmon and steelhead. However, based on other available information, it
is reasonable for NMFS to hypothesize that (1) passage and/or delays through adult fishways can
increase stress levels, (2) these stress levels may negatively affect adult fish, and (3) these stresses
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are cumulative in nature and could ultimately affect the spawning success of adult salmon and
steelhead.
That delayed migration can result in large numbers of pre-spawning mortalities for anadromous
fish has been well documented (Godfrey et al. 1954; Gilhousen 1960). Similarly, a large body of
scientific information indicates that juvenile fish are stressed while migrating past hydroelectric
projects, and that these stresses are cumulative in nature and can result in reduced survival
(NMFS 2000a,d). It is therefore reasonable to believe that adults may be similarly stressed while
migrating through multiple hydroelectric facilities and that this could ultimately affect prespawning mortality rates or spawning success.
Comment 42

Page 2-17, continuation of Section 2.2.3.2 “Adult Passage”, 3rd paragraph, 1st sentence. The text
reads “Survival rates of adult salmon and steelhead passing through the Mid-Columbia River
have not been estimated due to insufficient radio-telemetry data.” This is not correct. Currently,
technology does not exist to measure adult survival. Therefore a technology limitation, not an
insufficiency of radio-telemetry data, is the reason for no survival information.

Response 42

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 43

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

Response 43

Text was deleted in the FEIS.

Comment 44

Page 2-27, Section 2.2.3.3 “Adult Reservoir Passage”, 1st paragraph, 5th sentence. The text reads
“Higher water temperatures as a result of project reservoirs may also lead to higher
prespawning mortality.” What is the citation for this information?

Response 44

The Environmental Protection Agency summarized a large body of scientific information on the
effects of temperature in its 1999 report titled A review and synthesis of effects of alterations to
the water temperature regime on freshwater life stages of salmonids, with special reference to
chinook salmon. This report clearly indicates that prolonged exposure of adults to temperatures
in excess of 18 degrees Centigrade is likely to result in some level of pre-spawning mortality or
other negative effects such as loss of equilibrium, higher levels of pre-hatch mortality, and higher
rates of developmental abnormalities. Temperatures in the Mid-Columbia River often exceed 18
degrees Centigrade during the late summer months when adult summer/fall chinook salmon,
sockeye salmon, and steelhead are migrating. A determination with regard to how much the MidColumbia hydroelectric projects, Federal projects, and other factors have contributed to this
situation is the subject of a total maximum daily load (TMDL), which is expected to be
completed in 2002 or early 2003.

Comment 45

Page 2-27, continuation of Section 2.3.2 “Alternative 2 (Section 7 Consultation)”, 6th paragraph,
2nd sentence. The text reads “Evaluations conducted as part of the Quantitative Analytical Report
(QAR) (NMFS 2000b) …” The QAR is also discussed in detail in Section 4.2.1 “Quantitative
Analytical Report”. The QAR has not yet produced a final, peer reviewed document.
Furthermore, the document cited at NMFS 2000b is a draft internal NMFS document. NMFS has
yet to produce a copy of this document after numerous requests. The District objects to NMFS
citing QAR results anywhere in this document or in any other document (yet alone devoting 10
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pages to it in Section 4.2.1, pages 4-6 through 4-16) until the QAR results are made public,
finalized and peer reviewed. This comment relates to all references to the QAR in the DEIS.
Without a copy of the QAR the District has no way to comment on portions of the DEIS related to
the QAR. The District reserves the right to submit comments on the QAR until it receives a copy
of the QAR and has had sufficient opportunity to review the QAR. Nevertheless, based upon the
information provided in the DEIS and the District’s limited knowledge of the QAR, the District
objects strongly to NMFS’s use of the QAR results. Most of the conclusions relied upon the DEIS
are drawn from the portion of the database that dates back to only 1980 (p. 4-7) while the entire
database dates back to the 1960s. This misrepresents the long term database. Conclusions based
upon long term database shows dramatically different outcomes when compared to the
conclusions based upon the short term database. While NMFS acknowledges the existence of data
going back to the 1960s, it is dismissed as potentially too “optimistic” without a thorough
explanation. (p. 5-11) The best scientific information available is the entire database which takes
into consideration ocean cycles that were known to be more productive than the ocean conditions
in the 1980’s and 1990’s. During the 50 year term of the proposed HCPs ocean conditions are
likely to cycle back to more productive periods similar to the 1960s. This rational is supported by
the current 2000 and 2001 improvement in runs that is attributed to greatly improved ocean
conditions.
Response 45

Comment noted. See NMFS responses to DEIS public comments, Appendix C, no. 25.

Comment 46

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

Response 46

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 47

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

Response 47

NMFS’s 1995 Federal Columbia River Power System biological opinion has been superceded by
the 2000 Federal Columbia River Power System biological opinion. Concurrently, USFWS
issued a biological opinion on the Federal Columbia River Power System for Kootenai River
white sturgeon and bull trout. The FEIS text was updated accordingly.

Comment 48

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

Response 48

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment and based on changes in the revised HCPs.

Comment 49

Page 2-49 Section 2.6.1 “Alternative 1 (No-Action)”. The text under this heading is introductory
to all the alternatives, not specific to Alternative 1.
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Response 49

Text was moved in the FEIS to be located ahead of the Alternative 1 description.

Comment 50

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

Response 50

Additional information has been included in the FEIS.

Comment 51

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

Response 51

See response to CCPUD Comment #41. The FEIS text was modified to read as follows:
“Although any delay related to passage at one dam may not be significant, cumulative delays
(should they exist) at nine dams on the Columbia River may decrease spawning success.”

Comment 52

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

Response 52

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 53

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

Response 53

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 54

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

Response 54

Figure 22 in English et al. (1999) indicated that the 58 and 40 percent values provided in the
DEIS are correct.

Comment 55

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

The survival data are used to the extent that their proven reliability will allow. The primary
uncertainties related to radio-telemetry survival evaluations are associated with tag detectability,
battery life of the tags, and tag failure rates. As a result, these uncertainties might not provide the
accuracy level necessary to estimate overall survival, but do allow relative comparisons to be
made between groups of fish for which the potential inaccuracies are less important. In this
instance, the discussion concerned the relative differences in survival between fish passing the
project through the powerhouse units, compared to those passing through the spillway or the
juvenile bypass system. Because tag detectability, battery life, and tag failure rates are not
expected to vary substantially at particular downstream detection points, based on the passage
route of the fish, such comparisons are appropriate. Also see response to CCPUD Comment #34.

Comment 56

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

Response 56

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 57

Page 3-43 Rocky Reach, 1st paragraph 4th sentence. The text reads: “Passage efficiencies in 1999
… 32 percent for chinook salmon, and 11 percent for sockeye salmon (Mosey et al. 2000).” This
sentence is not correct. 11 percent should be 16 percent.

Response 57

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment and included additional data.

Comment 58

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

Response 58

Text was deleted in the FEIS.

Comment 59

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

Response 59

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment and included additional data.

Comment 60

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

Response 60

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 61

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

Appendix D – Chelan and Douglas County PUD
Comments and Responses

D-80

EIS for the Wells, Rocky Reach, and
Rock Island HCPs

Response 61

Page 28 in English et al. 1998a indicates the overall guidance efficiency for East Bank Hatchery
chinook salmon at 19 percent.

Comment 62

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

Response 62

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 63

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

Response 63

See NMFS responses to DEIS public comments, Appendix C, Responses #29, #36, and #57.

Comment 64

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

Response 64

The DEIS reports survival estimates derived from adult radio-telemetry studies in the Columbia
River upstream of Priest Rapids Dam conducted by Steuhrenburg et al. (1995) in 1993. This
information was used to provide survival estimates of 77.8 to 88.9 percent (equating to an
average per project survival rate of 95.1 to 97.7 percent) for adult Upper Columbia River springrun chinook salmon across the five FERC-licensed Mid-Columbia River projects. However,
these results are likely biased low because of problems associated with the tags, receivers, and
software used at the time (Wainwrite et al. 2001).
Analysis conducted as part of the 2000 Federal Columbia River Power System biological opinion
estimated total (natural and project-related) per project survival rates (current and under the
reasonable and prudent alternatives outlined in the biological opinion) ranging between 97.6 and
98.1 percent for adult Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook salmon and 96.8 to 97.3 percent
for adult Upper Columbia River steelhead. NMFS believes these are the best available estimates
and are generally applicable to the FERC-licensed projects on the Columbia River.
NMFS again reviewed the available adult survival and radio-telemetry information pertaining to
Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook salmon and steelhead in the 2002 Rocky Reach
biological opinion. NMFS concluded that, “due to the limited amount of radio-telemetry
information available for the Mid-Columbia River system, the pitfalls associated with utilizing
radio-telemetry data to assess site-specific survival, and the environmental and species
differences of the natural and impounded river systems evaluated, it is not possible to
differentiate between natural and hydrosystem caused mortality at this time” (2002 Rocky Reach
biological opinion – Section 6.2.3). Thus, taking into account natural mortality, which
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undoubtedly occurs, it is likely that the adult mortality resulting from project-related effects in the
Mid-Columbia River is currently less than 2 percent for listed species.
The FEIS text was modified accordingly.
Comment 65

Page 3-96, continuation of Section 3.3.2 “Water Quality”, 1st full paragraph, 1st sentence. The
text reads “Although extensive evaluations have been conducted under controlled or laboratory
conditions, the effects of specific total dissolved gas levels on fish in a river environment is
relatively unknown.” This statement is not correct. The effects of total dissolved gas on fish has
been extensively studied in the Mid-Columbia as part of the 2000 Federal Columbia River Power
System biological opinion.

Response 65

NMFS did summarize the total dissolved gas-related physical and biological monitoring studies
conducted since 1995 in Appendix E of the 2000 Federal Columbia River Power System
biological opinion. The FEIS text was modified accordingly.

Comment 66

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

Response 66

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect this new data.

Comment 67

Page 4-18, continuation of Section 4.2.2.1 “Rocky Reach Dam”, 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence. The
text reads “Survival estimates for steelhead ranged from 87.0 percent to 111.9 percent …” This
is not correct. 111.9 percent should be 101.0 percent.

Response 67

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 68

Page 4-18, continuation of Section 4.2.2.1 “Rocky Reach Dam”, 3rd paragraph, 2nd sentence. The
text reads “Under Alternative 1 however, there is no requirement to implement these additional
measures.” This is not correct. Under alternative 1 fish protection and enhancement measures
can be implemented through the pending Mid-Columbia proceeding at FERC, and during
relicensing.

Response 68

NMFS concurs that, under Alternative 1, some protection and enhancement measures could be
implemented through the pending Mid-Columbia Proceeding at FERC and during relicensing.
The FEIS text was modified accordingly.

Comment 69

Page 4-18, continuation of Section 4.2.2.1 “Rock Island Dam”, 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence. The
text reads “Between 1995 and 1998, over 26,000 predatory …” This should be updated by
replacing 1998 with 2000, and 26,000 with 34,000. West, T. 2001. Northern Pikeminnow
(Ptychocheilus oregonensis) Population Reduction Program Rocky Reach and Rock Island Dams.

Response 69

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment and more recent data.

Comment 70

Page 4-20 continuation of “Adult Migration/Survival”, 2nd full paragraph, 2nd sentence. The text
reads “It is reasonable to assume that some portion of the adult bull trout populations pass
through the turbines and spillways, either voluntarily or involuntarily, given their presence in the
project area and use of project fishways.” What is the citation for this information? Why is it
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reasonable to assume a correlation between presence of bull trout in the fishway and bull trout
passing through turbines and spillways? The District is aware of no evidence supporting this
statement.
Response 70

The draft report Movements of Bull Trout Within the Mid-Columbia River and Tributaries 20012001 by Stevenson and Hillman (2002) supports the assumptions made in the EIS.

Comment 71

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

Response 71

The FEIS was changed to cite Stuehrenberg et al. (1994) to support these statements.

Comment 72

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

Response 72

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.

Comment 73

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

Response 73

Text was deleted in the FEIS.

Comment 74

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

Response 74

See response to CCPUD Comment #64.

Comment 75

Page 4-31, “Adult Migration/Survival”, 4th paragraph, 2nd sentence. The text reads “Based on
their presence at the project and their migratory behaviors, it is likely that some portion of the
population passes through the turbines and spillways, either voluntarily or involuntarily.” What
is the citation for this information? Why is it reasonable to assume a correlation between
presence of bull trout in the fishway and bull trout passing through turbines and spillways? The
District is aware of no evidence supporting this statement.

Response 75

The draft report Movements of Bull Trout Within the Mid-Columbia River and Tributaries 20012001 by BioAnalysts, Inc. supports the assumptions made in the EIS.

Comment 76

Page 4-34, “Rock Island Dam”, 1st paragraph, 1st sentence. Delete “chiwawa hatchery”. Rock
Island’s hatchery is referred to as the Eastbank Hatchery Complex.

Response 76

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.
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Comment 77

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

Response 77

This comment is no longer relevant with the language in the revised HCPs. See NMFS responses
to DEIS public comments, Appendix C, Responses #18 and #22.

Comment 78

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

Response 78

Text was added to the FEIS to clarify.

Comment 79

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

Response 79

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment. See NMFS responses to DEIS public
comments, Appendix C, Response #17.

Comment 80

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

Response 80

Text was added to the FEIS.

Comment 81

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

Response 81

Text was deleted from the FEIS.

Comment 82

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

Response 82

Comment noted.

Comment 83

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

Response 83

The listed local agencies were added to the FEIS.
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Comment 84

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

Response 84

Text was modified in the FEIS to reflect the comment.
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Executive Summary
The Upper Columbia Quantitative Analysis Report (QAR) process was established to provide decision
makers with current assessments of the status of spring-run chinook salmon and steelhead runs returning
to the Wenatchee, Entiat, and Methow River systems. Production of spring-run chinook salmon and
steelhead from these three tributaries, along with the Okanogan River, constitutes the Upper Columbia
River spring-run chinook salmon and the Upper Columbia River summer steelhead Evolutionarily
Significant Units, respectively.1 Upper Columbia River steelhead and spring-run chinook salmon were
listed as endangered in 1997 and 1998, respectively. The purpose of this report is to provide
hypothetical estimates of the relative risks of extinction under a range of alternative management and
climatic/environmental scenarios and to estimate the survival gains necessary to meet interim recovery
levels (IRLs) and reduce the risk of extinction to acceptable levels.
Simple population dynamics models were developed for Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook
salmon (Wenatchee, Entiat, and Methow populations) and summer-run steelhead (Wenatchee/Entiat and
Methow populations). Reconstructed spawner to spawner return ratios for historical years, estimated
age at return data, and estimates of recent spawning escapements were used as input into a stochastic
cohort run reconstruction (CRR) statistical model. The model was designed to generate hypothetical
time trends in return levels and the effect of survival changes on those trends. Alternative assumptions
regarding the effects of alternative future environmental conditions are analyzed for spring-run chinook
salmon and the effectiveness of hatchery origin spawners are considered in the analysis for steelhead.
Model development, assumptions, and simulations were reviewed by an analytical team consisting of
representatives from Chelan, Douglas, and Grant County Public Utility Districts (PUDs); Bonneville
Power Administration; Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife; Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish
Commission; and Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority.
The proposed Mid-Columbia Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) incorporated a framework designed to
address project impacts on migrating salmon and steelhead through the objective of no net impact.2 The
focus of the analyses described in this report is on identifying levels of life cycle survival improvements
necessary for the two Endangered Species Act-listed stocks to be self-sustaining. The report includes
specific assessments of the potential benefits of meeting the passage survival and habitat objectives of
the proposed HCP for each of the five Mid-Columbia projects.3 In the longer term, achieving conditions
that result in survival levels high enough to support self-sustaining natural production is an important
objective under the Endangered Species Act. The hatchery mitigation component of the HCP is
1

The QAR Biological Requirements Workgroup identified three independent, viable populations of spring-run chinook
salmon and steelhead in the Upper Columbia Basin (Wenatchee, Entiat, and Methow populations). Because of data
limitations, Entiat and Wenatchee steelhead were modeled as a single group. Recovery goals for steelhead in the Okanogan
system are deferred to the Upper Columbia Recovery Team.
2
No net impact consists of two components: (1) 91% combined adult and juvenile project survival achieved by project
improvement measures implemented within the geographic area of the project, and (2) 9% compensation for unavoidable
project mortality provided through hatchery and tributary programs, with 7% compensation provided through hatchery
programs and 2% compensation provided through tributary programs.
3
While Grant County PUD is not part of the HCPs, for the purposes of assessing cumulative effects for this model, similar
survival assumptions were made for each of the two Grant County PUD dams.
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essential for achieving the mitigation objective of no net impact as a result of the Mid-Columbia
hydropower projects.
Under National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) guidelines, hatchery production is explicitly not
included in the assessment of long-term sustainability of a stock. However, hatchery supplementation
can play a separate and important role in the overall approach to addressing particular Endangered
Species Act-listed stock recovery issues. In the short term, hatchery supplementation can bolster weak
stocks while survival improvement measures are implemented and play a major role in speeding up the
rebuilding process.
The population models of Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook salmon and steelhead were used to
explore five basic questions:
1.

What are the relative risks of extinction to Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook salmon
under alternative assumptions about future environmental conditions?

2.

What are the relative risks of extinction to Upper Columbia River steelhead under alternative
assumptions about the effectiveness of hatchery origin spawners?

3.

How much improvement in survival across the life history of a particular run is necessary to
meet extinction risk criteria and interim recovery levels?

4.

What benefits in terms of life cycle survival would be gained by meeting the specific survival
improvement goals in the Mid-Columbia HCP?

5.

Assuming that the survival objectives set forth in the proposed Mid-Columbia HCP and the
Federal Columbia River Power System Biological Opinion are met, would the cumulative
improvement in survival meet or exceed population-specific survival improvement needs?

It is important to note that although the proposed Mid-Columbia HCP is intended to improve the
survival of Upper Columbia River chinook salmon and steelhead, it is not intended, by itself, to be the
only action responsible for meeting Evolutionarily Significant Unit recovery objectives. In determining
whether or not a particular action jeopardizes the continued existence of a listed Evolutionarily
Significant Unit, NMFS determines “…whether the species can be expected to survive with an adequate
potential for recovery under the effects of the proposed or continuing action, the effects of the
environmental baseline, and any cumulative effects, and considering measures for survival and recovery
specific to other life stages.”4
Because future environmental/climatic conditions cannot be accurately predicted, information was used
from three different sets of years within the chinook salmon data series to capture a possible range of
future conditions. Spawner-return data for the Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook salmon runs
date back to about 1960. Annual spawner return rates were generally higher for broods originating in
the 1960s than in later years. Return levels for broods originating in the early 1990s included several of
the lowest rates in the historical time series. Model runs using three different sets of spawner return data

4

2001 Federal Columbia River Power System Biological Opinion, Section 1.3.
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from the historical series were used to characterize the relative extinction risks and survival needs under
alternative environmental conditions.
Model runs incorporating the average and variance in spawner return rates across the entire historical
series (1960 to 1994 brood years) represent an assumption that future environmental conditions are best
represented by the longest historical series that can be generated and will result in some good survival
years (similar to those observed in the 1960s) and some poor survival years (similar to the 1980s
through the mid-1990s). This scenario would encompass assumptions that salmon survivals are strongly
influenced by long-term (30- to 50-year) cycling in ocean/climatic conditions. Model runs incorporating
the 1980 to 1994 period capture a time of relatively poor environmental/climatic conditions. If one
assumes that these poor environmental/climatic conditions will continue into the future (a conservative
view), then results based on the time series 1980 to 1994 would be most applicable. The period 1970 to
1994 may reflect an average condition that falls between the poor conditions represented by the 1980 to
1994 data series and the better conditions of the 1960 to 1994 series. The spawner-return data series for
Upper Columbia River steelhead is relatively short (1976 to 1994); therefore, no attempt to generate
alternative future survival and extinction risks for steelhead was made for spring-run chinook salmon.
The results from these simulations should not be viewed as specific predictions of future conditions or
stock status. Rather, these models are tools intended to illustrate the potential response of the population
to a range of future scenarios given a set of assumptions regarding population dynamics. While those
assumptions are based on the best available information, there is considerable uncertainty associated
with many of the estimates. This report includes sensitivity analyses designed to illustrate the influence
of uncertainty in selected key assumptions on model results.

Current Extinction Risks
The CRR model estimated the relative risk of extinction of spring-run chinook salmon populations at 24,
48, and 100 years and for steelhead at 25, 50, 75, and 100 years.5 The majority of the extinction risk
assessments described in this report are expressed in terms of absolute extinction—defined as the
probability that chinook salmon or steelhead populations fall to one or fewer spawners in 5 or more
consecutive years. Given the uncertainty associated with productivity at extremely low levels of
escapement, quasi-extinction risk assessments were also applied to chinook salmon model populations.
Quasi-extinction risk was estimated as the probability that chinook salmon runs would fall to 50 or
fewer spawners in the Methow and Wenatchee Basins and 30 or fewer in the Entiat Basin for 5 or more
consecutive years.6 For each scenario analyzed, the model was run for 1,000 iterations. Relative
extinction risk at each of the selected time intervals was expressed as the percentage of 1,000 runs
projected to be at or below the selected extinction level.
Extinction risk assessments based on simple population models are sensitive to assumptions regarding
the average and distribution of spawner return rates and to the starting population size. Spawner return

5

Estimated returns of chinook salmon to the Upper Columbia tributaries were based on annual redd counts dating back to the
late 1950s and early 1960s. Estimated returns of steelhead were based on dam counts.
6

The risk criteria are described in the QAR Biological Requirements Report (Ford et al. 2001).
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rates (geometric mean and variances) were calculated for the alternative time series described above.
Two alternative estimates of starting population size were used. Under the first approach, recent (1995
to 1999) average spawning escapement estimates were used as the basis for starting population size.
Projections of the trend in spawning escapements from the initial level were generated by the simple
population model using the spawner return rate estimates as a basis for generating production from each
spawning year. A second starting point was used to simulate extinction risks given initial achievement
of recovery abundance levels as a result of supplementation, but without long-term improvement in
mean spawner to spawner return levels. Under this set of scenarios, the starting point for the analyses
were initial spawning escapements at the IRLs recommended for each of the listed Upper Columbia
River populations.7
Spring-Run Chinook Salmon Extinction Risks
Extinction risks varied among the three Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook salmon population
areas. In general, the modeling analysis indicated that the Wenatchee River population has the highest
current risk of extinction of the three populations analyzed. Extinction risk levels were sensitive to the
time period used to derive survival/production characteristics.
Annual return rates since 1980 have been highly variable, and until brood year 1995, have included the
lowest estimated return per spawner rates in the record. Assuming that conditions into the future will
continue at levels associated with the 1980 to 1994 brood year data series results in high probabilities of
extinction in 50 to 100 years for all Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook salmon stocks (Table 1).
TABLE 1.

PROBABILITY OF EXTINCTION (ZERO FISH) FOR UPPER COLUMBIA RIVER SPRING-RUN
CHINOOK AT 24-, 48-, AND 100-YEAR INTERVALS1
EXTINCTION RISK AT:

POPULATION
Wenatchee

Entiat

Methow

BASE PERIOD

24 YEARS

1960-1994

0%

0%

2%

1970-1994

1%

19%

73%

1980-1994

15%

57%

98%

1960-1994

0%

0%

0%

1970-1994

2%

10%

47%

1980-1994

16%

83%

99%

1960-1994

0%

0%

5%

1970-1994

2%

24%

72%

1980-1994

1%

15%

50%

48 YEARS

100 YEARS

1

This analysis assumed that environmental conditions would be similar to those experienced during three base periods (19601994, 1970-1994, and 1980-1994).

7

Interim Recovery Levels are described in the QAR Biological Requirements Report (Ford et al. 2001).

Appendix E – Quantitative Analysis Report

E-4

EIS for the Wells, Rocky Reach, and
Rock Island HCPs

Assuming that future conditions are best represented by the historical series extending back to brood
year 1970 generally reduces extinction risks in the Wenatchee and Entiat analyses. For the Methow
analysis, extending the series back to 1970 did not substantially change the projected extinction risk.
Spawning escapements for spring-run chinook salmon in years 2000 and 2001 indicated relatively high
return rates for the 1995 and 1996 brood years. Incorporating these brood years into the extinction
analysis resulted in projections similar to those of the 1970 to 1994 data set. Assuming future conditions
would include survivals like those observed in the early 1960s results in a large decrease in extinction
risks relative to the assumption that survivals will remain at the lower levels seen since 1980. However,
to meet extinction risk criteria, improvements in average population growth rate would still be
necessary.
The extinction risk projections described above were generated assuming that the geometric mean return
per spawner and the observed level of year to year variation about that mean for each historical series
would continue to apply into the future. There is uncertainty associated with the estimates of trend. A
simple modeling analysis using the Wenatchee spring-run chinook salmon data series was conducted to
assess the effect of uncertainty in the trend estimate on the projected extinction risk. Assuming that the
estimated geometric mean trend continues, the point estimate of extinction risk using the 1980 to 1994
Wenatchee data series was 98 percent at 100 years. Incorporating uncertainty in the historical trend
estimate generated a range about that point estimate, but a high proportion of the results projected
relatively high risks of extinction. For example, 90 percent of the runs based on the 1980 to 1994 data
set incorporating uncertainty projected 100-year extinction probabilities of 31 percent or higher. Using
the 1970 to 1994 data set, approximately 75 percent of the runs projected 100-year extinction rates of 31
percent or higher.
Steelhead Extinction Risks
As described above, more limited trend data are available for Upper Columbia River steelhead. The
parameters for the steelhead extinction risk model were derived from the 1986 to 1992 brood year data
sets for the Wenatchee/Entiat and Methow steelhead runs. A significant proportion of returns to these
areas are of hatchery origin. The relative effectiveness of hatchery origin spawners is a key scientific
uncertainty. Extinction risk estimates were generated for a range of possible relative effectiveness
values for naturally spawning fish of direct hatchery origin. As was the case with spring-run chinook
salmon, the extinction risk assessments for steelhead were designed to evaluate the potential for runs to
sustain production if hatchery supplementation were to be discontinued. The level of extinction risk was
substantially influenced by assumptions regarding the historical effectiveness of hatchery contributions
relative to spawners of natural origin. Extinction risk projections at 100 years were estimated to be
approximately 28 to 35 percent under the assumption of low (25 percent) relative effectiveness of
spawners. Under the assumption that the relative effectiveness of hatchery spawners is 50 percent or
greater relative to wild fish, the projected extinction risks at 100 years for both groups was 99 to 100
percent (Table 2).
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TABLE 2.

POPULATION

PROBABILITY OF EXTINCTION (ZERO FISH) FOR UPPER COLUMBIA RIVER SUMMER-RUN
STEELHEAD AT 25-, 50-, 75-, AND 100-YEAR INTERVALS1
THEORETICAL
SPAWNER
EFFECTIVENESS

EXTINCTION RISK AT:
25 YEARS

50 YEARS

75 YEARS

100 YEARS

25%

0%

0%

8%

35%

50%

0%

26%

99%

100%

75%

0%

80%

100%

100%

100%

0%

99%

100%

100%

25%

0%

3%

11%

28%

50%

0%

60%

97%

99%

75%

3%

96%

100%

100%

100%

10%

99%

100%

100%

Wenatchee/Entiat

Methow

1

This analysis assumes that (1) hatchery augmentation is immediately discontinued, (2) survival conditions experienced during the
1976-1992 base period continue for the next 100 years, and (3) theoretical hatchery spawner effectiveness was 25, 50, 75, or 100
percent of naturally produced spawners.

Supplementation Scenarios
Simplified supplementation scenarios for Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook salmon were
evaluated with the CRR model. Supplementation has the potential to accelerate the return of spawning
numbers to IRLs. Under the assumption that the Evolutionarily Significant Units should be capable of
sustaining themselves without supplementation, model runs were made under the assumption that run
sizes were boosted to the IRL through the use of supplementation and then supplementation was
discontinued and the risk of extinction was calculated as described above. Under the conservative
assumption that population survival rates similar to those observed in the 1980 to 1994 data set
continues, longer-term (e.g., 100-year) risks were nearly as high for the Wenatchee and Entiat
populations as for the runs starting from recent averages. However, the long-term (100-year) risks for
the Methow populations were substantially reduced (less than 21 percent) when starting the population
at the IRL.

Survival Changes Needed to Meet Extinction Risk and IRL Criteria
The CRR model was also used to generate estimates of the average change in survival over the life
cycle8 needed to meet specific extinction risk criteria (e.g., less than a 5 percent risk of extinction as a
result of year to year environmental variability and meeting IRL escapement objectives). Meeting the
recommended IRL escapement criteria requires a larger increase in survival than meeting the direct

8

Changes necessary to meet particular risk criteria are expressed in terms of survival in this paper. These increments can be
translated into changes in population growth rate, λ, using an estimate of average generation time for the particular
population of interest.
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extinction risk criteria for all of the populations. The objective of maintaining average escapements at
IRL or above is to provide protection against demographic, environmental, and genetic risk factors.
Spring-Run Chinook Salmon
Assuming that background survival rates were to continue at the relatively poor rates observed during
the 1980 to 1994 period (the most conservative assumption), the modeled Wenatchee spring-run chinook
salmon population would need a survival improvement of 75 percent to reduce the projected extinction
risk at 100 years to below 5 percent. The necessary survival improvement using the 1970 to 1994 data
series is 35 percent, and no improvement is necessary to meet this metric using the 1960 to 1994 data
series. To meet the recovery escapement criteria (IRL) at 48 years, a survival improvement of 170
percent would be needed for this population using the 1980 to 1994 data series. Meeting the IRL criteria
at 100 years would require a survival increase of 155 percent under the 1980 to 1994 assumptions. If
long-term background survivals are similar to the 1970 to 1994 series, the requirements would drop to
92 percent and 110 percent to meet IRL criteria at 48 and 100 years, respectively. Assuming that the
distribution of future survival is represented by the longest time series (the range observed since 1960),
required survival increases of 40 percent and 15 percent would be needed to meet IRL criteria for the
48-year and 100-year time periods (Table 3).
Model runs based on the Methow spring-run chinook salmon data set indicated that similar levels of
improvement would be required. Assuming that the long-term series of spawner/return estimates (1960
to 1994 brood years) represents future conditions, a 19 percent increase in life cycle survival would be
required to reduce the projected extinction risk at 100 years to below 5 percent. A 48 percent increase in
survival would be needed to meet and maintain IRL criteria within 100 years, and a 52 percent increase
would be needed to meet IRL criteria within 48 years. Assuming that the relatively poor survival
conditions indicated by the 1980 to 1994 data series are representative of the future, meeting the 100year extinction risk criteria would require a 32 percent increase in life cycle survival, and meeting the
IRL levels would require an increase of 95 percent (within 100 years) or 105 percent (within 48 years).
Results for the Methow using the intermediate 1970 to 1994 time series were similar to the 1980 to 1994
results (see Table 3).
Projections based on the Entiat spring-run chinook salmon data set followed similar patterns. Under the
assumption that the longer-term data set (1960 to 1994 brood years) is representative of future
environmental conditions, no additional survival improvements would be required to reduce the
projected extinction risk to 5 percent. IRL levels would be achieved with increases of 22 percent (48year target) or 17 percent (100-year target). Assuming that the 1980 to 1994 data series is most
representative of future conditions, model projections indicate that a survival improvement of 57 percent
is needed to reduce the 100-year extinction risk to 5 percent. Survival improvements of 95 percent or
105 percent would be required to meet IRL objectives at 100 years or 48 years, respectively. Using the
1970 to 1994 data to represent future conditions results in a projected survival improvement requirement
of 18 percent to meet extinction risk criteria at 100 years. Meeting IRL levels under this scenario
requires life cycle survival improvements of 52 percent (100-year target) or 62 percent (48-year target)
(see Table 3).
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TABLE 3.

PROJECTED CHANGE IN SPAWNER TO SPAWNER SURVIVAL RATES FOR UPPER
COLUMBIA RIVER SPRING-RUN CHINOOK SALMON NEEDED TO REDUCE THE
PROBABILITY OF EXTINCTION TO LESS THAN 5 PERCENT AND TO HAVE A GREATER
THAN 50 PERCENT PROBABILITY OF EXCEEDING THE INTERIM RECOVERY LEVEL WITHIN
100 YEARS1
SURVIVAL INCREASE REQUIRED TO
REDUCE EXTINCTION RISK TO LESS
THAN 5% AT:

POPULATION

BASE
PERIOD

Wenatchee

1960-1994

0%

1970-1994

0%

1980-1994

7%

1960-1994

Entiat

Methow

24 YEARS

100 YEARS

SURVIVAL INCREASE REQUIRED TO HAVE A
GREATER THAN 50% PROBABILITY OF
EXCEEDING IRL AT:
48 YEARS

100 YEARS

0%

40%

15%

35%

110%

92%

75%

170%

155%

0%

0%

22%

17%

1970-1994

0%

18%

62%

52%

1980-1994

12%

57%

112%

100%

1960-1994

0%

19%

52%

48%

1970-1994

0%

34%

100%

95%

1980-1994

0%

32%

105%

95%

1

This analysis assumed that environmental conditions would be similar to those experienced during three base periods (19601994, 1970-1994, and 1980-1994) and that the population started at recent average (1980-1994) escapement levels.

The improvement levels necessary to meet short-term risks to extinction due to the compound effects of
year to year environmental variation are less then the levels required to meet IRLs for each model
population. In general, the survival improvements to meet 48-year and 100-year extinction risk criteria
are approximately one-third to one-half of the improvement levels required to meet IRL criteria.
Steelhead
The CRR model was used to estimate the improvement in life cycle survival needed to meet the basic
extinction risk criteria described above. The results were substantially influenced by assumptions
regarding the effectiveness of hatchery spawners in contributing to natural production. Model runs
incorporating the Methow steelhead data series required the highest levels of improvement in life cycle
survival to meet the extinction risk criteria.
Under the assumption that hatchery steelhead spawners have been contributing equally with natural
returns to production, the Methow model runs indicated that an increase of 152 percent in survival over
the life cycle would be required to meet the 100-year extinction risk criteria, and an improvement of 265
percent9 would be needed to achieve the IRL criteria at 100 years. Assuming that hatchery spawners

9

For the steelhead model runs, recent average escapement levels (including hatchery fish) have been relatively high. There
was little difference in the projected survival increases to meet IRL levels at 48 years versus 100 years.
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were 25 percent as effective as returning adults of natural parentage, the survival change needed to meet
the 100-year direct extinction risk criteria was 15 percent, and the change needed to meet IRL objectives
was 55 percent. The survival changes needed to meet the 100-year risk criteria under the 50 percent and
75 percent effectiveness assumptions were 70 percent and 115 percent. Meeting the IRL targets under
the 50 percent and 75 percent effectiveness assumptions required improvements of 135 percent and 200
percent, respectively (Table 4).
TABLE 4.

POPULATION
Wenatchee/
Entiat

Methow

PROJECTED CHANGE IN SPAWNER TO SPAWNER SURVIVAL RATES FOR UPPER
COLUMBIA RIVER STEELHEAD NEEDED TO REDUCE THE PROBABILITY OF EXTINCTION
TO LESS THAN 5 PERCENT AND TO HAVE A GREATER THAN 50 PERCENT PROBABILITY
1
OF EXCEEDING THE INTERIM RECOVERY LEVEL WITHIN 100 YEARS

THEORETICAL
SPAWNER
EFFECTIVENESS

SURVIVAL INCREASE REQUIRED TO
REDUCE EXTINCTION RISK TO LESS
THAN 5% AT:

SURVIVAL INCREASE REQUIRED TO HAVE A
GREATER THAN 50% PROBABILITY OF
EXCEEDING IRL AT:

24 YEARS

100 YEARS

48 YEARS

100 YEARS

25%

0%

12%

50%

50%

50%

0%

45%

95%

95%

75%

0%

67%

120%

120%

100%

0%

87%

160%

160%

25%

0%

15%

55%

55%

50%

0%

70%

140%

135%

75%

0%

115%

210%

200%

100%

0%

152%

265%

265%

1

This analysis assumed that (1) hatchery augmentation is immediately discontinued, (2) survival conditions experienced during the
1976-1992 base period continue for the next 100 years, and (3) theoretical hatchery spawner effectiveness was 25, 50, 75, or 100
percent of naturally produced spawners.

Projected survival improvements for the Wenatchee/Entiat population grouping were lower, but were
still substantial. Meeting the direct extinction risk criteria of 5 percent risk or less by 100 years required
87 percent improvement in life cycle survival under the assumption that hatchery spawners were equally
effective as naturally produced spawners. Meeting the IRL targets with this assumption required a 160
percent improvement in survival. Under the assumption that hatchery spawners were only 25 percent as
effective as naturally produced spawners, the survival improvements needed to meet the 100-year
extinction risk criteria and the IRL level were 12 percent and 50 percent, respectively. Assuming
intermediate hatchery effectiveness assumptions of 50 percent and 75 percent, an additional survival
improvement of 45 percent and 67 percent would be necessary to meet the 100-year risk criteria and
improvements of 95 percent and 120 percent would be necessary to meet the IRL targets, respectively
(see Table 4).
Upper Columbia River steelhead returns have been predominantly of hatchery origin since at least the
late 1970s. The relative reproductive effectiveness of hatchery spawners versus returning adults from
EIS for the Wells, Rocky Reach, and
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naturally spawning parents is unknown for Upper Columbia River steelhead. Results of the modeling
exercise support the contention that the relative effectiveness of hatchery spawners is a key scientific
uncertainty relative to the level of survival improvements necessary to meet extinction risk and recovery
criteria for the wild populations.
Sensitivity Analyses
The spring-run chinook salmon version of the CRR model was used in a series of analyses to probe the
sensitivity of results (extinction risks and the life cycle survival improvement necessary to meet IRL
criteria) to key assumptions.
Incorporating Preliminary Estimates of 1999 to 2001 Returns
Preliminary estimates of 1999 to 2001 returns were used to expand the 1980 to 1994 brood year data
series to include brood years 1995 and 1996 for the Wenatchee and Methow spring-run chinook salmon
data sets. Returns from these two brood years were significantly higher than for the recent series. The
expanded data sets were analyzed with the CRR model. Extinction risks and the incremental
improvements in survival necessary to meet survival and IRL criteria were reduced to approximately the
same levels as were indicated by analyses of the 1970 to 1994 data sets. This analysis supports the idea
that the results of the 1980 to 1994 data series analysis should be viewed as the most conservative of the
three data series analyzed.
Carrying Capacity
The estimated increase in survival is sensitive to assumptions regarding carrying capacity of the
systems. If carrying capacity is substantially higher than the IRL level, the survival improvement
required to rebuild from recent average escapements to IRL would be lower. For example, the
requirement to meet the IRL escapement criteria for the Wenatchee (assuming future survivals are
represented by the conservative1980 to 1994 data series) would be 170 percent assuming that maximum
smolt production is reached at an escapement of 4,000 (approximately equal to the IRL level of 3,750).
The survival improvement necessary to reach IRL criteria would drop below 100 percent if the carrying
capacity is roughly double the IRL level (7,500). If the carrying capacity (spawning level producing
maximum smolt output) is very high relative to the IRL, the required survival improvement would be
reduced to approximately 75 percent.
Stock-Recruit Model
The population modeling described in this paper was based largely on a simple ‘broken stick’ model
relating productivity to spawning population size. Under this approach, production per spawner is
constant up to a carrying capacity threshold. At escapements above that threshold, average production is
constant. An alternative population function, the Ricker spawner/recruit function, has been fit to
historical data from the Upper Columbia stocks (Schaller et al. 2000). The CRR model was modified to
implement the Ricker function derived from the 1970 to 1994 brood year spawner/return series. Using
the Ricker function resulted in lower projected extinction risks relative to the broken stick model
assuming the 1970 to 1994 average survivals would continue. Reducing survivals to the equivalent of
the more conservative 1980 to 1994 levels resulted in high extinction risk probabilities, similar to the
broken stick model. Achieving the IRL levels took higher increments of survival improvements than
were required using the broken stick model.
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Survival Changes at Different Life History Phases
The sensitivity of average annual population growth rate to changes in mortality at specific phases in the
life cycle showed a similar pattern to Snake River analyses, with a couple of exceptions. The Snake
River populations and the Upper Columbia populations exhibit high mortality rates in the egg to smolt
and the estuary to ocean adult phases. Shift of 10 percent mortality to survival could theoretically
increase survival rates 2 to 3 times. However, the resulting survivals would be higher than smolt
production rates that are associated with relatively healthy stocks. The feasibility of particular actions to
achieve survival increases that are mathematically and biologically possible is a third important
consideration.

Potential Survival Change from HCP
Projecting survival changes associated with achieving the HCP survival goals depends on assumptions
regarding historical passage survival through the projects. Little direct information on historical reach
survival is available. Study groups released in the mid-1980s were used to calibrate a simple model of
passage survival to estimates of annual arrival timing and spill at each project. Assuming base period
survival rates similar to those reported during the system survival studies conducted in the 1980s
resulted in estimates of per project survival of 86 to 88 percent. Achieving the HCP goals (91 percent
combined adult and juvenile project survival) would increase average juvenile passage survival to 93
percent per project, or 16 to 25 percent for steelhead and 21 to 35 percent for spring-run chinook salmon
(range is for three to five projects).10

Potential Survival Change from Dam Removal
For comparison purposes, an estimate of what juvenile survivals may have been through the MidColumbia reach in the absence of the hydroelectric dams was generated (assuming that dams were either
not built in the first place or were removed without any negative environmental consequences). Passive
integrated transponder (PIT) tag survival data from Snake River studies (e.g., Smith et al. 1998) were
used to estimate downstream migration mortality rates for juvenile spring-run chinook salmon and
steelhead migrating through free-flowing reaches within the Snake River system. The results were
applied to each population grouping by multiplying the number of kilometers from the tributary of
origin to the Priest Rapids Dam site against the per kilometer survival rate from the Snake River studies.
Estimated survivals to a point below the present Priest Rapids Dam varied from a low of 93 percent
(Methow steelhead) to a high of 97 percent (Wenatchee River spring-run chinook salmon). This range
represents a 40 to 84 percent increase in survival over the base periods used in this analysis.
Under the assumption that the 1980 to 1994 survival conditions continue, achievement of the survival
improvements, up to the level estimates for free-flowing conditions (i.e., if the dams were removed),
would not meet the IRL criteria for any of the three spring-run chinook salmon stocks. Assuming that
the equivalent of free-flowing passage through the Mid-Columbia reach is achieved and that the 1970 to
1994 survival conditions continue, the IRL criteria would be met for the Entiat spring-run chinook
10

Upper Columbia River Evolutionarily Significant Units are more responsive to changes in passage survival at the series of
mainstem dams due to the reliance on in-river migration since barging from McNary was curtailed in 1995.
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salmon population but not for the Wenatchee and Methow spring-run chinook salmon populations.
Assuming that the 1960 to 1994 survival conditions continue, the 100-year IRL criteria would be met for
all populations of Upper Columbia River chinook salmon.

Summary: Potential Survival Improvements Versus Requirements
The estimated improvements in passage survival associated with achieving the objectives expressed in
the proposed Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island HCPs are directly comparable to the projected life
cycle survival improvement requirements generated by the historical analyses described above.
Spring-Run Chinook Salmon
For spring-run chinook salmon, achieving the HCP objectives would result in sufficient survival
improvements to meet the projected needs under the assumption that future return per spawner patterns
are represented by the 1960 to 1994 brood year series, with the possible exception of meeting IRL
criteria for the Wenatchee (0 to 14 percent projected improvement needed after HCP contribution).
Projections based on the Wenatchee spring-run chinook salmon data set indicate that even under the
most optimistic scenarios modeled regarding future survival rates and the effectiveness of
supplementation, additional survival improvements beyond those projected for proposed HCP actions
would be necessary to achieve extinction risk/recovery criteria if the conditions observed during the
1980 to 1994 data series continue. Under these assumptions, an additional increase in life cycle survival
of approximately 37 percent would be required to meet the 5 percent extinction risk threshold at 100
years. Increasing geometric mean escapements to IRL levels would require an additional survival
improvement of 30 to 54 percent, depending upon assumptions and time frames.
Model runs based on the Methow spring-run chinook salmon data sets projected that the estimated
survival improvements attained by meeting the proposed Mid-Columbia HCP objectives exceeded the
required improvements to reduce direct extinction risks below the 5 percent level at 100 years under all
three assumptions about future conditions. If future conditions are represented by the 1960 to 1994 data
series, achieving the survival improvements associated with the HCP criteria would also cover the
improvements needed to meet IRL objectives. However, meeting the longer-term IRL criteria at 48 or
100 years would require additional survival improvements beyond those associated with meeting the
Mid-Columbia HCP passage objectives under the remaining future scenarios. Under the assumption that
the relatively low return rates observed for 1980 to 1994 broods are representative of the future,
additional survival improvements of 31 to 38 percent would be needed. Similar improvement levels
would be required if the 1970 to 1994 data series is assumed to be representative of future conditions
(Table 5).
For the Entiat spring-run chinook salmon population, achieving the potential survival improvements
associated with meeting the proposed HCP objectives would cover the projected improvements required
to reduce direct extinction risks to below 5 percent at 100 years under the 1960 to 1994 and the 1970 to
1994 future scenarios. An additional improvement in life cycle survival of approximately 12 percent
would be required to meet the 5 percent extinction risk criterion under the more conservative 1980 to
1994 projections. Achieving the survival improvements associated with the proposed HCP objectives
would also meet IRL requirements under the assumption that 1960 to 1994 population return per
spawner rates are representative of the future. Using the 1970 to 1994 series, an additional survival
increment of 9 to 16 percent would be required to meet IRL levels. If the 1980 to 1994 data series is
Appendix E – Quantitative Analysis Report
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TABLE 5.

PROJECTED CHANGE IN SPAWNER TO SPAWNER SURVIVAL FOR UPPER COLUMBIA
RIVER SPRING-RUN CHINOOK SALMON REMAINING TO REDUCE THE PROBABILITY OF
EXTINCTION TO LESS THAN 5 PERCENT AND TO HAVE A GREATER THAN 50 PERCENT
PROBABILITY OF EXCEEDING THE INTERIM RECOVERY LEVEL WITHIN 100 YEARS1
SURVIVAL INCREASE REQUIRED TO
REDUCE EXTINCTION RISK TO LESS THAN
5% WITH:

SURVIVAL INCREASE REQUIRED TO HAVE A
GREATER THAN 50% PROBABILITY OF
EXCEEDING IRL WITH:

NO
ACTION

HCP

HCP + FEDERAL
BIOLOGICAL OPINION

NO
ACTION

HCP

HCP + FEDERAL
BIOLOGICAL OPINION

POPULATION

BASE
PERIOD

Wenatchee

1960-1994

0%

0%

0%

15%

0%

0%

1970-1994

35%

5%

0%

92%

48%

36%

1980-1994

75%

37%

31%

155%

99%

83%

1960-1994

0%

0%

0%

17%

0%

0%

1970-1994

18%

0%

0%

52%

9%

0%

1980-1994

57%

12%

7%

100%

43%

31%

1960-1994

19%

0%

0%

48%

0%

0%

1970-1994

34%

0%

0%

95%

31%

20%

1980-1994

32%

0%

0%

95%

31%

20%

Entiat

Methow

1

This analysis assumed that (1) environmental conditions will be similar to those experienced during three base periods (19601994, 1970-1994, and 1980-1994), (2) the population started at recent average (1980-1994) escapement levels, and (3) delayed
mortality from Federal transportation would be 20 percent (D = 0.8). Three action alternatives were evaluated, including (1) No
Action, (2) HCP, and (3) HCP plus Federal biological opinion actions.

more representative of the average and range of future conditions, improvements of approximately 43
percent and 51 percent would be required to meet IRL targets at 100 years and 48 years, respectively
(see Table 5).
In summary, if future environmental conditions resemble the longer 1960 to 1994 or 1970 to 1994 data
sets rather than the more conservative 1980 to 1994 data set, then the levels of additional survival
needed for recovery metrics are reduced substantially or eliminated in certain scenarios. For spring-run
chinook salmon, the addition of 2000 and 2001 adult returns (1995 and 1996 brood years) to the 1980 to
1994 brood year data yielded mean spawner/return rates similar to those of the 1970 to 1994 data series.
This suggests that the 1970 to 1994 data set may best represent future environmental conditions for
predicting extinction risks and the probability of achieving IRL criteria.
Steelhead
For both of the modeled steelhead populations (the Wenatchee/Entiat and the Methow), gaining the
survival improvements associated with meeting the proposed HCP objectives would cover the required
changes for the 100-year extinction criteria only under the assumption that hatchery effectiveness was
0.25 or less. Model runs incorporating the 0.5, 0.75, and 1.0 effectiveness assumptions all predict that
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additional improvements in survival would need to be realized to meet the 100-year risk criteria.
Additional survival improvements would also be required to meet IRL levels under any of the
assumptions regarding hatchery effectiveness (Table 6).
TABLE 6.

PROJECTED CHANGE IN SPAWNER TO SPAWNER SURVIVAL FOR UPPER COLUMBIA
RIVER SUMMER STEELHEAD REMAINING TO REDUCE THE PROBABILITY OF EXTINCTION
TO LESS THAN 5 PERCENT AND TO HAVE A GREATER THAN 50 PERCENT PROBABILITY
1
OF EXCEEDING THE INTERIM RECOVERY LEVEL WITHIN 100 YEARS
SURVIVAL INCREASE REQUIRED TO
REDUCE EXTINCTION RISK TO LESS THAN
5% WITH:

POPULATION
Wenatchee/
Entiat

Methow

SURVIVAL INCREASE REQUIRED TO HAVE A
GREATER THAN 50% PROBABILITY OF
EXCEEDING IRL WITH:

THEORETICAL
HATCHERY
EFFECTIVENESS

NO
ACTION

HCP

HCP + FEDERAL
BIOLOGICAL OPINION

NO
ACTION

HCP

HCP + FEDERAL
BIOLOGICAL OPINION

25%

12.0%

0.0%

0.0%

50.0%

22.0%

23-20%

50%

45.0%

18.0%

24-21%

95.0%

59.0%

61-54%

75%

67.0%

36.0%

58-51%

120.0%

79.0%

82-72%

100%

87.0%

52.0%

86-76%

160.0%

111.0%

116-102%

25%

15.0%

0.0%

0.0%

55.0%

12.0%

13-11%

50%

70.0%

23.0%

19-16%

135.0%

70.0%

73-64%

75%

115.0%

56.0%

33-37%

200.0%

117.0%

122-108%

100%

152.0%

83.0%

54-48%

265.0%

164.0%

171-151%

1

This analysis assumed that (1) hatchery augmentation is immediately discontinued, (2) survival conditions experienced during the
1976-1992 base period continue for the next 100 years, and (3) historical hatchery spawner effectiveness was 25, 50, 75, or 100
percent of naturally produced spawners. Three action alternatives were evaluated, including (1) No Action, (2) HCP, and (3) HCP
plus Federal biological opinion actions. The latter is expressed as a range reflecting alternative assumptions regarding the relative
survival of transported fish (D = 1.0 or 0.8).

Meeting Mid-Columbia HCP and Federal Columbia River Power System
Objectives
The draft Federal Columbia River Power System Biological Opinion calls for implementation of an
aggressive set of improvements to in-river survival at lower river projects affecting the Upper Columbia
River. The extent to which those improvements in survival represent a net increase in survival over the
average for the base periods used in these assessments is dependent upon assumptions regarding delayed
mortality of transported fish.11 The draft Federal Columbia River Power System Biological Opinion
also characterizes the level of off-site mitigation by the Federal action agencies given the continuing
survival impacts of operating the hydropower system.

11

Before 1995, a portion of the smolt run arriving at McNary was collected and transported to below Bonneville Dam.
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Spring-Run Chinook Salmon
Achieving the combined survival improvement increments associated with the proposed HCP and the
Federal Columbia River Power System Biological Opinion (direct and off-site mitigation changes)
would exceed the changes needed to meet the 100-year extinction risk criteria for all three stock
groupings with two exceptions. Under the most conservative data set (1980 to 1994 brood years), the
Wenatchee and Entiat spring-run chinook salmon populations are projected to need an additional 31
percent and 7 percent increase, respectively, in survival to meet this criteria. The combination of
improvements would similarly exceed the projected requirements to meet IRL objectives for each of the
populations assuming that 1960 to 1994 environmental conditions persist into the future. Under the
assumption of 1970 to 1994 conditions, an additional 0 to 36 percent increase in survival would be
required to meet the 100-year IRL criteria. Under the most conservative assumption of future
environmental conditions (1980 to 1994 brood years), an additional 20 to 83 percent improvement in
survival would be required to meet the criteria for each of the modeled populations.
Steelhead
Again, assumptions regarding the relative effectiveness of hatchery origin fish in contributing to natural
production have a significant impact on the results. The combined improvements from achieving the
proposed HCP and Federal Columbia River Power System objectives would exceed the requirements to
meet the 100-year extinction risk criteria for both stock groupings if hatchery spawner effectiveness has
been 0.25 that of naturally produced spawners. Additional survival improvements would be necessary
to reduce the risk to 5 percent or less if hatchery effectiveness is assumed to be 0.5 to 1.0. The
additional survival needed to meet these criteria for Wenatchee/Entiat and Methow steelhead ranges
from 21 to 86 percent and from 16 to 54 percent, respectively.
Model runs representing both of the stock groupings indicate that, even with the assumption that the
HCP and Federal Columbia River Power System survival improvements are fully realized, additional
survival improvements would be needed to achieve the 48- and 100-year IRL criteria for any of the
hatchery spawner effectiveness scenarios. For Wenatchee/Entiat steelhead, additional survival
improvements of 20 percent to 116 percent would be necessary to achieve the 100-year IRL criteria. An
additional survival improvement of 11 percent to 171 percent would be required to achieve the 100-year
IRL criteria (see Table 6).
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Capital Costs $2002
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Note: There are no capital costs associated with Alternative 1.
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Energy Loss Wells Project
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Energy Loss on a Monthly Basis – Wells Project

Given the forecasted relatively flat spill characteristics throughout the day, lost capacity is
approximately equal to the lost energy in aMWs. For example, it would require 100 megawatts of
capacity generating 100 percent of the time to generate a block of energy of 100 aMW. The average
spill for Alternative 2 for Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island represents a 40 percent spill from
March 15 through September 15.
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Energy Loss
Rocky Reach
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Energy Loss on a Monthly Basis – Rocky Reach Project

By 2006, the energy due to spill for Alternative 3 decreases by 14 percent in May, 50 percent in June, and 33
percent for July to September. Given the forecasted relatively flat spill characteristics throughout the day, lost
capacity is approximately equal to the lost energy in aMWs. For example, it would require 100 megawatts of
capacity generating 100 percent of the time to generate a block of energy of 100 aMW. The average spill for
Alternative 2 for Wells, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island represents a 40 percent spill from March 15 through
September 15.
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Energy Loss on a Monthly Basis – Rock Island Project

Given the forecasted relatively flat spill characteristics throughout the day, lost capacity is approximately equal to
the lost energy in aMWs. For example, it would require 100 megawatts of capacity generating 100 percent of the
time to generate a block of energy of 100 aMW. The average spill for Alternative 2 for Wells, Rocky Reach, and
Rock Island represents a 40 percent spill from March 15 through September 15.
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Capacity Replacement Wells Project
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Capacity Replacement – Wells Project
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Capacity Replacement – Rock Island Project
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