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tJS DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

Proposed Power System Changes

To Implement The Water Budget
Finding Of No Significant Impact

AGENCY Bonneville Power Administration BPA DOE

ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on BPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the Columbia

River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program

SUMMARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was adopted in

November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and Conservation

Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the Program is intended to meet

the underlying need of Improving the survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead

migrating through reservoirs on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15

and June 15 of each year BPA has prepared circulated for review and

considered an Environmental Assessment DOE/EA02l4 on its proposal to join

with the Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau in

the decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint

on the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA page The

Corps and the Bureau are in the process of preparing appropriate environmental

documentation regarding their participation in implementing the Water Budget

Reasons why power system changes are not significant

Implementation of the Water Budget creates firm power planning

constraint The only clearly identifiable impact of the proposal results if

additional generating resources would have to be acquired to replace

generation previously obtained from flows which are now dedicated to fish



However the regions current energy surplus allows for derating the system

without requiring the acquisition of additional resources ER page 41

NEPA analysis on any future acquisition of additional resources will take

place at the time the acquisition is proposed

Because BPAs action is power planning function BPAs treatment of

the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint results in no air land

or water quality impacts at hydrogenerating projects within the region

Generating projects which are not on the mainstem Columbia River but are part

of the Coordinated System will participate through coordinated system planning

only to the degree that individual project constraints will allow ER page

30

The impact to power marketing is reduction in firm energy

availability of 510 MW and increased and reshaped secondary energy

production BPA will compensate for any lost revenue by increasing rates EA

page 43 The effects of rate increases attributable to the Water Budget are

primarily socioeconomic in nature there are no definitive physical effects

EA pages vii 44 and 49

Notification of intent to prepare this EA was published in the Federal

Register on February 17 1983 and was mailed to Federal State and local

agencies and to affected and/or interested members of the public on February

24 1983 The ER with notice of preliminary FONSI ER page 49 was

distributed for review on May 20 1983 The comment period for the EA and

preliminary FONSI ended on June 24 1983 Copies of this finding will be

distributed along with responses to comments received and errata to the ER

to those persons who received the ER Copies are also available upon request

from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power Administration

P.O Box 3621 SJ Portland Oregon 97208 telephone 503 23O-5136



Based on the information outlined above the Department of Energy finds

that the proposed action is not major Federal action significantly affecting

the quality of the human environment within the meaning of the National

Environmental Policy Act of 1969 42 USC 4321 etq Therefore an

environmental impact statement will not be prepareth

Issued in Washington D.C

WILLIAM VAUGHAN

Assistant Secretary

Environmental Protection Safety

and Emergency Preparedness



ERRATA

Envi ronmental Assessment

PROPOSED POWER SYSTEM CHANGES

TO IMPLEMENT THE WATER BUDGET

Bonneville Power Administration May 1983

Page Table S-i number l.a right hand column replace Resource
with Reduced

after totaP

vii Table t2e ironmentallmactj3 should be changed

Relatively small physical changes therefore no significant

impacts

Page paragraph line delete all of line and insert

twili improve conditions for instream migrants The in response
to comment number

insert the following after the word

while it would at times provide optimum flows .lin

response to comment number

delete all in parentheses in response to

Page 24 line delete the word generating in response toæuEer13



Page 27 paragraph delete last three sentences and replace with the

Investigation of the 40year record using seasonal

hydroregulations with monthly averages of flows and generation
indicated insignificant occurrences of peaking reductions for the
Columbia and Snake River systems Further analysis from an hourly
standpoint showed that the continuous peaking ability of the

Federal hydrosystem is very sensitive to the amount of energy

generation and hence water releases from Federal reservoirs

This is particularly evident during normally low flow periods of
the year such as August September and October Reductions in

firm load which cause the Federal system to approach minimum

generation as identified by minimum flow and electrical

constraints limit the ability to enter into peaking exchange

arrangements Too much return of energy during offpeak hours could

cause Federal system load to fall below Federal system minimum

generation requirements resulting in forced spill of water

sect .5.2 pra raph line delete any given year and

replace with the 40 years of record

10 31 section 4.6.4b delete the words additional conservation

from lines and Acquisition of conservation has been detailed in

new subsection of section 4.6.4 in response to comments number
and number 80

11 Page 31 section 4.6.4 add the following new section 464d in
response to comments number and number 80

Acquisition of CONSERVATION and implementation of conservation

programs to enhance efficient use of electricity
Conservation actions include but are not limited to the

following

Ensuring new residential and commercial facilities are

energy efficient

installing energy efficient appliances

seeking more efficient means of manufacturing goods and

making existing structure more energy efficient

12 Page 31 section 4.6.5 line delete reductions to and insert

modifications to the timing of

13 Pa 36 first para ra last sentence insert nonfirm after

increased two places in the sentence



14 line change -69204000 to 69204000

15 Page 39 section 5.2.1 first ara ra delete last sentence insert

The decrease is approximately 9% of the total space available for

storage during the September to April 15 period in response to

comment number 61

16 Page 42 section 6.13 delete the first four lines and replace with theTh1TThgT
Reductions in firm load during normally low flow periods may cause

the Federal load to approach the generation required by the minimum
flow This condition can limit peaking exchange contracts in which

energy is normally returned during offpeak hours However there

are no physical changes anticipated to

17 Pa 53 under Others/Individuals add in response to comment number

Committee PNUCC to acific Northwest Utilities Conference

18 add the following definition to the glossary in response to

comment number

CONSERVATION Any reduction in electric power consumption as

result of increases in the efficiency of energy use production or
distribution

19 Page D-3 delete glossary definition of the Pacific Northwest Utilities

Conference Committee PNUCC and replace with the following in
response to comment number 29

voluntary association of public and investor-owned electric

utilities and BPAs direct service industries Its primary

responsibility is long-range planning of resources to meet

forecasted electricity demand
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Department of Energy

BonneviUe Power Admnistraton

RO Box 3621

Portand Oregon 97208

nreplyreferto
PGC

983

Interested Organizations and Individuals

On May 20 1983 Bonneville Power Administration BPA distributed its

Environmental Assessment EA on the Proposed Power System Changes to

Implement the Water Budget Comments were accepted until June 24 1983 BPA

received 21 comment letters which contained 80 comments/questions

Based upon the EA and the public review process Finding of No Significant

Impact has been made with respect to BPA power system changes to implement the

Regional Councils Water Budget BPAs role in implementation of the Water

Budget is not major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of

the human environment and therefore an environmental impact statement is not

required It must be recognized however that implementation of the Water

Budget is not without cost While the region currently has energy surpluses
that allow BPA to alter its power marketing without significant environmental

impact the Water Budget does reduce the amount of that surplus by dedicating

some water to fish flows Simply put this means that the region will reach

load/resource balance sooner than if there were no Water Budget When the

region begins to approach this balance new resource acquisition may be

considered When this occurs BPA will assess the economic and environmental

consequences of new resource acquisition

Enclosed for your information are the Finding of No Significant Impact
and an errata sheet to the Water Budget EA with the comment letters and

responses to those comments Any questions about the FONSI or our responses
to comments should be directed to John Pyrch Environmental Coordinator

Office of Power and Resources Management PGC P.O Box 3621 Portland

Oregon 97208

Sincerely

Jdin Pyrch
Environmental Coordinator

Office of Power and Resources Management

Enclosures



U.S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

Proposed Power System Changes

To Implement The Water Budget
Finding Of No Significant Impact

AGENCY Bonneville Power Administration BPA DOE
ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on BPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
SUMMARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was

adopted in November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and

Conservation Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the

Program is intended to meet the underlying need of improving the

survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating through reservoirs

on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15 and June 15 of each

year BPA has prepared circulated for review and considered an

Environmental Assessment DOE/EA02l4 on its proposal to join with

the Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau
in the decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning
constraint on the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA
page The Corps and the Bureau are in the process of preparing

appropriate environmental documentation regarding their participation
in implementing the Water Budget

Reasons why power system changes are not significant

Implementation of the Water Budget creates firm power

planning constraint The only clearly identifiable impact of the

proposal results if additional generating resources would have to be

acquired to replace generation previously obtained from flows which

are now dedicated to fish However the regions current energy

surplus allows for derating the system without requiring the

acquisition of additional resources EA page 41 NEPA analysis on

any future acquisition of additional resources will take place at the

time the acquisition is proposed
Because EPAs action is power planning function BPAs

treatment of the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint

results in no air land or water quality impacts at hydrogenerating

projects within the region Generating projects which are not on the

mainstem Columbia River but are part of the Coordinated System will

participate through coordinated system planning only to the degree

that individual project constraints will allow EA page 30
The impact to power marketing is reduction in firm energy

availability of 510 NW and increased and reshaped secondary energy

production BPA will compensate for any lost revenue by increasing
rates EA page 43 The effects of rate increases attributable to

the Water Budget are primarily socioeconomic in nature there are no

definitive physical effects BA pages vii 44 and 49
Notification of intent to prepare this BA was published in the

Federal Register on February 17 1983 and was mailed to Federal
State and local agencies and to affected and/or interested members of

the public on February 24 1983 The BA with notice of preliminary
FONSI BA page 49 was distributed for review on May 20 1983 The



comment period for the EA and preliminary FONSI ended on June 24

1983 Copies of this finding will be distributed along with

responses to comments received and errata to the EA to those persons

who received the EA
FOR FURTHER INFORNATION CONTACT Copies are also available upon

request from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power

Administration P.O Box 3621 SJ Portland Oregon 97208 telephone

503 2305136
Based on the information outlined above the Department of Energy

finds that the proposed action is not major Federal action

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within

the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
42 U.S.C 4321 Therefore an environmental impact statement

will not be prepared
Issued in Washington D.C NOvember 15 1983

/sgd/ William Vaughan

WILLLM VAUGHAN

Assistant Secretary
Environmental Protection Safety
and Emergency Preparedness



WATER BUDGET FONSI 00963

DIET ENGINEER
FEDERAL AGENCIES USA 00BPS OF ENGINEERS

wALLA WALLA DISTRICT OFC
0OL97 CITY COUNTY AIRPCRT BLDG 602

DISTRICT MGR WALLA WALLA

BONNEVILL POWEP ADM
IDAHO FALLS OFFICE 99362
P0 BOX 2558

IDAHO FALLS O096L

ID Di1 ENGINEER
83401 UST CORPS OF FNGDFERSSE DIST OFC
00961 PU BOX C3755
NOAA SE/TTLP
NATIONAL EATHEh SERVICE WA

220 NW 8TH AVE EN 121 9b1214

PT LA

OR 00121
97209 REGIONAL FORESTER

USDA FOREST SPVICF
001401 REGION GNT
COMrANDFR DPL P0 BOX 3623

THIPTEENTH COAST GUARD 11ST PORTLAND
915 2ND AVE OR

SEATTLE 97208

981714 00214

USDA FOiEST SERVICE
004u2 PAYETTE NATIONAL FOREST
CHIEF RESERVOIR CONTROL CTE P0 PO 1026

US CORPS OF ENGINEERS MCCALL
P0 BOX 2870 ID
PORTLAND b3638
OR

97208 00404
FOREST SUPERVISOR

0OO3 USDA FOREST SERVICE
USA CORPS OF ENGINEERS KOOTENAI NATL FOREST
NCNNRY PROJECT OFEC FOX AS

P0 BOX 1LLt1 LIRPY

URATILL NT

JR 59923
97882

00050
00962 SUPERINTENDENT
11ST ENGINEER USD01 IA
USA CORPS OF ENGINEERS FORT HALL AGENCY

01ST ENGINEERS OFC FOET HALL
319 SW PINE ID

PORTLAND 83203
OR

97



001405 00413
USD01 BIA FISHERIES ASST OFFICE
RIGHTS PROTECTION USD01 FW SERVICE
316 6TH ST 9317 HWY 99 STE
BILLINGS VANCOUVER
NT WA

59102 98665

00406 00031
ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR LORRAINE
USD01 BIA BODI
P0 BOX USDOC NOAA
WARN SPRINGS OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL NW

OR 7600 SAND POINT WAY NE BIN C1570C
97761 SEATTLE

WA

00407 98115
LAND OPERATIONS
USD01 BIA 00960
YAKINA INDIAN AGENCY TOM

P0 BOX 632 BONDE
TOPPENISH FISH BIOLOGIST
WA USA CORPS OF ENGINEERS
98948 SEATTLE DIST OFC

P0 BOX C3755
00408 SEATTLE
DISTRICT NCR WA

USD01 BLN 98124
1808 3RD
COEUR DALENE 00223
ID ALAN
83814 BRATKOVICH

USDA FOREST SERVICE
00496 RT BOX 275

STATE DIRECTOR LIBBY
USD01 BLN LIT

IDAHO STATE OFFICE 59923
3380 AMERICAN TERRACE
BOISE 00437
ID CHARLES
83706 BROOKS

RESOURCES STAFF
00411 USDA FOREST SERVICE
WESTERN FIELD OP CTR KOOTENAI NATL FOREST

USD01 BUREAU OF MINES LIBBY
360 3RD AVE NT

SPOKANE 59923
WA

99202 00438
PAUL

00409 BROUHA
FIELD SUPERVISOR USDA FOREST SERVICE
USD01 FW SERVICE NORTHERN REGION
727 NE 24TH BOX 7669

PORTLAND NISSOULA
OR MT

97232 59807



000214 000143

JIN WES
CEBALLOS EBEL
USDOC NMFS USDOC NNFS
847 NE 19TH AVE STE 350 2725 NOUNTLAKE BLVD
PORTLAND SEATTLE
OR WA

97232 98112

00447 00045
WEININ QUENTItI

CHANG EDSON
USD01 BIA DIRECTOR
OLYMPIC PENINSULA AGENCY USDOB FERC
P0 BOX 120 825 CAPITOL ST NE OEPR/DHL
HOQUIAM WASHINGTON
WA DC

98550 20426

00018 00048
KENT GARY
CHURCHILL FLIGHTNER
USDA FOREST SERVICE USA CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P0 BOX 3623 PACIFIC DIVISION

PORTLAND P0 BOX 2870
OR PORTLAND
97208 OR

97208
00458
GEORGE 00520
DAVIS ARTHUR
USD01 BIA GERLACH
BOX 111 USA CORPS OF ENGINEERS
NESPELEN PACIFIC DIVISION

P0 BOX 2870

99155 PORTLAND
OR

00225 97208
ALAN
DEFLEB 00052
PROJ NGR DICK
USDA FOREST SERVICE GIGER
HELLS CANYON NATL RECREATION AREA USD01 FW SERVICE
P0 BOX 490 500 NE NULTNONAH ST

ENTERPRISE PORTLAND
OR OR

97828 97232

00463 00210
CFIUCI ROY
DUNN HEBERGEB
USD01 FCW SERVICE USD01 FISH WILDLIFE SERVICE
ECOLOGICAL SERVICES ECOLOGICAL SERVICES
2625 PARKMONT LN SW BLDG P3 14620 OVERLAND RD RN 209
OLYMPIA BOISE
WA ID

98502 83705



00058 00064
ROBERT THOMAS
HIGGINS LEE

US GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE USD03 US ATTORNEY OFFICE

1500 NE IRVING ST RN 414 312 US COURTHOUSE 620 SW NAIN ST

PORTLAND PORTLAND
OR OR

97232 97205

00242 00065
RON KEN

HYRA LISCON

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE USDOC NMFS

2001 6TH AVE RN 1920 2725 IONTLAKE BLVD

SEATTLE SEATTLE
WA WA

98121 98112

00502 00066
DR NURUL CLIFFORD
ISLAM LONG

US RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADN USDOC NFS
AGRICULTURE BLDG EN 3307 2725 NONTLAKE BLVD
WASHINGTON SEATTLE
DC WA

20250 98112

00017 00072

DOUGLAS LES

JAMES MCCONNELL

USD01 BUREAU OF RECLAMATION NATURAL RESOURCE SPECIALIST
PACIFIC NW REGION USD01 RIA

BOX 043550 FORT ST P0 BOX 3785
BOISE PORTLAND
ID OR

83724 97208

00062 00077

DON JERRY
JUSTUS NONAN
USD01 BUREAU OF RECLAMATION USDOC WMFS

PACIFIC NW REGION 2725 MONTLAKE BLVD

P0 BOX 043 SEATTLE

BOISE WA

ID 98112

83724
00085

00256 ART

WILLIAM OAKLEY
KOPFLER II FISHERIES BIOLOGIST

EEC ENG USD01 BLI4

USDOE FEEC P0 BOX 2965

333 MARKET ST 6TH FL PORTLAND
SAN FRANCISCO OR

CA 97208
94105



00094 00340
HOWARD NIKE
RAYMOND STEMPL
USDOC MtIFS USD01 FW SERVICE
COASTAL ZONE ESTUARIES ST DIV P0 BOX 1157
2725 NONTLAKE BLVD NOSES LAKE
SEATTLE
WA 98837
98112

00019
00312 BOB
EARL TAYLOR
REINSEL ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR
USDA FOREST SERVICE USD01 BIA

BOX 7669 PORTLAND AREA OFFICE
NISSOULA P0 BOX 3785
NT PORTLAND
59807 OR

97208
00096
LYNN 00352
SECREST HARVEY
USDOC NNFS ULRICH
2725 NONTLAKE BLVD EE USA CORPS OF ENGINEERS
SEATTLE BT BOX 14803
WA LIBBY
98112 NT

59923
00772
DEAN

HU WA

USDOE FERC
825 CAPITOL NE

WASHINGTON
DC

20426

00331
CARL
SHUSTER JR

USDOE FEEC RC726 MS3014
WASHINGTON
DC

20426

00102
EMIL
SLATICK
USDOC NMFS
P0 BOX 267

LA KS TO
WA

99403



STATE AGENCIES 00430
KIRK

00315 BEININGEN
CHIEF BUREAU OF FISHERIES STATE OF OREGON
STATE OF IDAHO DEPT OF FCW

DEPT OF FISH GAME P0 BOX 3503
P0 BOX 25 PORTLAND
BOISE OR

ID 97208
83707

00029
00397 GERALD
WESTERN REGION OFFICE BOESE
STATE OF IDAHO STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPT OF WATER RESOURCES DEPT OF ECOLOGY
450 STATE ST NAIL STOP PYli
BOISE OLYMPIA
ID WA

83720 98504

00398 00450
STATE OF MONTANA DARREL
DEPT OF FISH WILDLIFE PARKS CLAPP
1420 6TH AVE STATE OF IDAHO
HELENA DEPT OF WATER RESOURCES
MT STATEHOUSE
59620 BOISE

ID

00399 83720
ENVIRON COORD
STATE OF MONTANA 00041
DEPT OF ST LANDS DIV OF FORESTRY JERRY
2705 SDPUYIN RD CONLEY
NISSOULA DIRECTOR
NT STATE OF IDAHO
59801 DEPT OF FISH GAME

P0 BOX 25

00400 BOISE
LOCATION DESIGN ENG ID

STATE OF WASHINGTON 83707
DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION
TRANSPORTATION BLDG 00959
OLYMPIA AL
WA COOK
98504 STATE RECREATION PLANNER

STATE OF OREGON
00427 525 TRADE SE

TAYLOR SALEM
BARRETT OR

STATE OF WASHINGTON 97310
PLNG COMMUNITY AFFAIRS AGENCY
9TH COLUMBIA BLDG MS/C-i-SI

OLYMPIA
WA

98504



00466 00489
DUANE JIM

ELDRED GEIGGS
STATE OF WASHINGTON STATE OF OREGON
DEPT OF GAME DEPT OF FCW
608 ELLIOTT AVE P0 BOX 3503
WENATCHEE PORTLAND
WA OR

98801 97208

00028 00055
TOM DAVE
ELWELL GUFLER
STATE OF WASHINGTON STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPT OF ECOLOGY DEPT OF GAME
MAIL STOP PYil 600 CAPITOL WAY
OLYMPIA OLYMPIA
WA WA
98504 98504

00053 00492
BOB WAYNE
GERKE HAAS
STATE OF WASHINGTON STATE OF IDAHO
DEPT OF FISHERIES DEPT OF WATER RESOURCES
115 GENERAL ADM BLDG STATEHOUSE
OLYMPIA BOISE
WA ID
98504 83720

00054 00491
PATRICK DAVID
GRAHAM HANSON
SUPERVISOR FLATHEAD PROJECT STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF MONTANA DEPT OF FISH GAME
DEPT OF FISH WILDLIFE PARKS P0 BOX 25
P0 BOX 67 BOISE
KALISPELL ID
MT 83707
59901

00232
00859 DAVE
SUZY HEISEE
GRAVES STAlE OF WASHINGTON
STATE OF WASHINGTON STATE PARKS REC COMM
DEPT OF GAME 7150 CLEARWATER LN
P0 BOX 85 OLYMPIA
WOODLAND
WA 98504
98674



00234 00258

SUE LARRY
HIGGINS KORN
STATE OF MONTANA STATE OF OREGON

DEPT NAT RES CONS WTR MONT BR DEPT OF FISH WILDLIFE

32 EWING P0 BOX 3503

HELENA PORTLAND

MT OR

59620 97208

00238 00268
LIZ CARLA

HOOK LEVINSKI
STATE OF OREGON STATE OF IDAHO
STATE LAND DIVISION DEPT HEALTH WELFARE DIV OF ENY

1445 STATE ST 450 STATE ST

SALEM BOISE
OR ID

97310 83720

00060 00269
JACK JIM

HOWERTON LICHATONICH
STATE OF WASHINGTON STATE OF OREGON

DEPT OF GAME DEPT OF FISH WILDLIFE

600 CAPITOL WAY 303 EXTENSION HALL OSU

OLYMPIA CORVALLIS
WA OR

98504 97331

00253 00271
WILLIAM HERBERT

KINNEY LUNDY

STATE OF WASHINGTON OREGON FCW CONMIS
DEPT OF FISHERIES HABIT IGMT 13150 SW FIELDING RD

115 GENERAL ADMIN BLDG LAKE OSNEGO

OLYMPIA OR

WA 97034

98504
00280

00260 GILBERT

JAN MCCOY
KONIGSBERG HYDROELECTRIC SPECIALIST

STATE OF MONTANA STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPT OF NAT RES ENERGY DIV ENERGY OFFICE

32 EWING 400 UNION ST

HELENA OLYMPIA
MT WA

59601 98504



00287 00493
ROBERT GLENN
NEINEN PHILLIPS
STATE OF IDAHO POLLUTION CONTROL OFFICE
DEPT OF PARKS RECREATION STATE OF MONTANA
STATEHOUSE DEPT OF FISH WILDLIFE PARKS
BOISE HELENA
ID MT

83720 59620

00296 00308
JOHN HERB
NUNDINGER POLLARD
STATE OF MONTANA STATE OF IDAHO
DEPT OF FISH WILDLIFE PARKS DEPT OF FISH CANE
P0 BOX 67 PU BOX 25
KALISPELL BOISE
NT ID
59901 83707

00301 00317
WILLIAM CHAS
NOLL ROUNDTREE
STATE OF OREGON STATE OF IDAHO
DEPT OF FISH WILDLIFE DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS
WALLOWA HATCHERY RT BOX 278 BOX 7129
ENTERPRISE BOISE
OR ID
97828 83707

00304 00016
RALPH JAMES
PEHRSON RUFF
STATE OF IDAHO STATE OF OREGON
DEPT OF FISH GAME DEPT OF WATER RESOURCES
600 WALNUT P0 BOX 25 555 13TH ST NE I1ILL CR OFC PK
BOISE SALEM
ID OR
83707 97310

00246 00322
STEPHEN MARK
PETTIT SCHUCK
SR FISHERY RES BIOL STATE OF WASHINGTON
STATE OF IDAHO DEPT OF GAME
DEPT OF FISH GAME BOX 361 LYONS FERRY HATCHERY
1540 WARNER AVE STARBUCK
LEWISTON WA
ID 99359
83501



00323 00124
WILLIAM FRANK
SCEIBNER YOUNG
STATE OF IDAHO PROGRAM LEADER
DEPT OF LANDS STATE OF OREGON
STATEHOUSE DEPT OF FISH ui WILDLIFE
BOISE P0 BOX 3503
ID PORTLAND
83720 OR

97208
00325
JAMES

EX ON

STATE OF OREGON
DEPT OF WATER RESOURCES
555 13TH ST NE

SALEM
OR

97378

00347
THOMAS
TISCHER
STATE OF WASHINGTON
UTIL TRANSP CONNIS
HWYLICENSES BLDG 7TH FL

OLYMPIA
WA

98504

00363
CHUCK
WILLIS
STATE OF OREGON
DEPT OF FISH WILDLIFE
17330 SE EVELYN ST

CLACKAMAS
OR

97015

00368
ROD

WOO DIN

HABITAT NGNT DIV
STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPT OF FISHERIES
115 GENERAL ADMIN BLDG
LI P1

WA

98504



TRIBES 00499
CHAIRMAN

00032 CONF TRIBES OF WARM SPRINGS RES
CHAIRMAN TRIBAL COUNCIL
BURNSPAIUTE INDIAN COLONY WARN SPRINGS
GENERAL COUNCIL OR
P0 BOX 71 97761
BURNS
OR 00099
97720 CHAIRMAN

DUCK VALLEY SHOSHONEPAIUTE
00036 TRIBAL COUNCIL
CHAIRMAN 20 BOX 219
CHEHALIS BUSINESS COUNCIL OWYREE
PG BOX 536 NV
OAKYILLE 89832
t4A

98568 00049
CHAIRMAN

00039 FORT HALL BUSINESS COUNCIL
CHAIRMAN FORT HALL
COEUR DALENE TRIBAL COUNCIL ID
PLUNMEB 83201
ID

83851 00051
CHAIRMAN

00380 FORT MCDERHITT
POLICY/RESEARCH P0 BOX 457
COLUMBIA RIVER MCDERNITT
INTERTRIBAL FISH CONNIS NV
2705 BUBNSIDE STE 114 89421
PORTLAND
OR 00059
97214 CHAIRMAN

HOH TRIBAL BUSINESS COMM
00040 STAR ROUTE BOX 917
CHAIRMAN FORKS
COLVILLE BUSINESS COUNCIL WA
P0 BOX iso 98331

ESPELEM
WA 00177
99155 CHAIRMAN

JAMESTOWN CLALLAN INDIAN TRIBE
00382 150 5TH AVE SUITE
CHAIRMAN SEQUIN
CONF TRIBES OF UMATILL RES WA
BOARD OF TRUSTEES 98382
P0 BOX 638

PENDLETON 00063
OR CHAIRMAN
97801 KALISPELL BUSINESS COHN

20 BOX 38

USK
WA

99180



00498 00089
CHAIRMAN CHAIRMAN
KOOTENAI TRIBAL COUNCIL PORT GANBLE BUSINESS COMM
P0 BOX 1002 P0 BOX 280

BONNEBS FERRY KINGSTON
ID WA

83805 98346

00067 00091
CHAIRMAN CHAIRMAN
LOWER ELWHA TRIBAL COUNCIL PUYALLUP TRIBAL COUNCIL
P0 BOX 1370 2215 32ND ST

PORT ANGELES TACOMA
WA WA

98362 98404

00068 00348
CHAIRMAN ARADA TOUTSTOPS
LUMNI BUSINESS COUNCIL PUYALLUP TRIBE
2616 KWINA RD PLANNING DEPT
BELLINCHAM 2002 28TH ST

WA TACOMA
98225 WA

98404
00071
CHAIRMAN 00093
MAKAH TRIBAL COUNCIL CHAIRMAN
P0 BOX 115 QUILEUTE TRIBAL COUNCIL
NEAH BAY P0 BOX 279

WA LAPUSH
98357 WA

98350
00078
CHAIRMAN 00092
MUCKLESHOOT TRIBAL COUNCIL CHAIRMAN
39015 172ND SE QUINAULT BUSINESS COMM
AUBURN P0 BOX 1118

WA TAHOLAR
98002 WA

98587
00082
CHAIRMAN 00098
NISQUALLY BUSINESS COMM CHAIRMAN
4820 SHENAHNUN SE SiOALWATER BAY TRIBAL COUNCIL
OLYMPIA P0 BOX 579

WA TOKELAND
98503 WA

98590
00083
CHAIRMAN 00396
NOOKSACK INDIAN TRIBAL COUNCIL CHAIRMAN
P0 BOX 157 SHOSHONE BANNOC1 TRIBES
DENING P0 BOX 306

WA FORT HALL
98244 ID

83203



00100 00111
CHAIRMAN CHAIRMAN
SILETZ TRIBAL COUNCIL TULALIF BOARD OF DIRECTORS
P0 BOX 549 6700 TOTEM BEACH RD
SILETZ 1ARYSVILLE
OR WA
97380 98270

00101 00113
CHAIRMAN CHAIRMAN
SKOKONISH TRIBAL COUNCIL UPPER SKAGIT TRIBAL COUNCIL
ROUTE BOX 432 725 FAIRHAVEN AVE
SHELTON BURLINGTON
WA WA
98584 98233

00103 00123
CHAIRMAN CHAIRMAN
SPOKANE BUSINESS COUNCIL YAKINA TRIBAL COUNCIL
P0 BOX 385 P0 BOX 632
WELLPINIT TOPPENISH
WA WA
99040 98948

00104 00037
CHAIRMAN DAN
SQUAXIN ISLAND TRIBAL COUNCIL CHRISTOPHERSON
ROUTE BOX 257 TRIBAL BIOLOGIST
SHELTON SHOSHOIE BANNOCK TRIBES
WA BOX 306
98584 FORT HALL

ID
00107 83203
CHAIRMAN
SUQUANISH TRIBAL COUNCIL 00472
P0 BOX 498 DON
SUQUANISH FINNEY
WA FISHERIES BIOLOGIST
98392 MUCKLESHOOT TRIBE

39015 172ND AVE SE
00108 AUBURN
CHAIRMAN WA
SWINONISH INDIAN SENATE 98002
P0 BOX 277
LA CONNER 00478
WA BILL
98257 FRANK JR

NW INDIAN FISHERIES COMMIS
00030 2625 PARKFIONT LN Sh BLIG
CHAIRMAN OLYMPIA
TRIBAL BUSINESS COUNCIL WA
BLACKFEET INDIAN AGENCY 98502
BROWNING
NT

59417



00229 00178
LYNN VIRGINIA
HATCHER RYAN
YAKIMA TRIBE EXEC DIRECTOR
P0 BOX 157 AFFLIATED TRIBES OF NW INDIANS
TOPPENISH 6729 SOUND VIEW DR NE
WA TACOMA
98948 WA

98422
00248
JAMES 00095
JOHNSON WILFRED
NEZ PERCE TRIBE OF IDAHO SCOTT
P0 BOX 365 CHAIRMAN
LAPWAI NEZ PERCE TRIBE OF IDAHO
ID EXECUTIVE COMM
83540 P0 BOX 305

LAPWAI
00279 ID
HERSI-IAL 83540
MAYS
CONF SALISH KOOTENAI TRIBES 00115
FLATHEAD RES TIMOTHY
P0 BOX 278 WAPATO
PABLO EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
NT COLUMBIA RIVER INTERTRIBAL
59855 FISH COMN

8363 NE SANDY BLVD SUITE 320
00008 PORTLAND
GLEN OR
NENEFIA 97220
CHAIRMAN
KALISPELL INDIAN COMMUNITY
P0 BOX 38

USK

WA

99180

00009
THOMAS
PABLO
CHAIRMAN
CONE SALISH KOOTENAI TRIBES
FLATHEAD INDIAN RES
BOX 278

PABLO
MT

59855

00302
EDDIE
PALMANTEER JR
COLVILLE CONF TRIBES
BOX 150
NESPELEM
WA

99155



INTEREST GROUPS 00423
ALLAN

00276 BAKALIAN
COLUMBIA BASIN FW COUNCIL NW ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE CTR
700 NE IULTNONAH ST STE 1240 10015 SW TERWILLIGEB BLVD
PORTLAND PORTLAND
OR OR
97232 97219

00047 00247
FLATHEAD WILDLIFE INC KATRINA
P0 BOX BERMAN
KALISPELL LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF IDAHO
NT 1304 MAIN ST
59901 MOSCOW

ID
00388 83843
FRIENDS OF THE EARTH
4512 UNIVERSITY WAY NE 00433
SEATTLE JOHN
WA BLACK
98105 FRIENDS OF WASH

2303 38TH
00389 SEATTLE
CHAIRMAN WA
KOOTENAI ENVIRONMENTAL ALLIANCE 98103
P0 BOX 1515

COEUR DALENE 00443
ID KEITH
83814 BURKHART

PRESIDENT
001410 OR COUNCIL/FED OF FLYFISHERS
WASHINGTON ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL P0 BOX 5067
80 JACKSON 308 SALEM
SEATTLE OR
WA 97306
98104

00014
00412 RALPH
WASHINGTON FLY FISHING CLUB CAVANAUGH
P0 BOX 80282 NRDC
SEATTLE 25 KEARNY ST
WA SAN FRANCISCO
98108 CA

94108
00421
ELISE 00035
AUGENSTEIN JOHN
EVERGREEN STATE COLLEGE CHARLES
WA NATURAL HERITAGE PROC EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
3111 SEMINAR BLDG SE 3109 OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL
OLYMPIA 2637 SW WATAR ST
WA PORTLAND
98505 OR

97201



00038 00057
WALTER JOHN
CLINE HARVILLE
NW STEELHEADERS PACIFIC MARINE FISHERIES COMNIS
5437 SW GARDEN HONE RD 528 SW MILL ST

PORTLAND PORTLAND
OR OR
97219 97201

00224 00231
MIKE ROBERT
DIEKER HAIJGLAND
NW STEELHEADERS PROTECT THE PENINSULAS FUTURE
7500 SW GREENWOOD DR 51 FIR PL CAPE GEORGE
TIGARD PORT TOWNSEND
OR WA
97223 98368

00220 00244
HOWARD CLIFFORD
ELLIS INSLAND
ASSOC OF NW STEELHEADERS SEATTLE AUDUBON SOCIETY
4045 LONGVIEW 519 79TH ST
PORTLAND SEATTLE
OR WA
97227 98103

00384 00061
LILL AUDREY
ERICKSON JACKSON SIMMONS
IDAHO CONSERVATION LEAGUE COLUMBIA RIVER CITIZENS COMPACT
BOX 1922 ROUTE BOX 925
SALEM HILLSRURO
OR OP
83467 97123

00474 00219
PAT STEVE
FORD JENNINY
IDAHO CONSERVATION LEAGUE SNAKE RIVER ALLIANCE
BOX 844 BOX 1731
BOISE BOISE
ID ID
83701

00249
00487 ND
LIZ JOHNSON
GREENHAGEN OREGON WILDLIFE FEDERATION
WASHINGTON ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL 7325 SE 29TH AVE
P0 BOX 9578 PORTLAND
SEATTLE op
WA 97202
98109



00250 00073
DALE DENNIS
JONES MCDONALD
NW COORDINATOR NW INDIAN FISHERIES COMM
FRIENDS OF THE EARTH 2625 PARKNONT LANE SW BLDG
4512 UNIVERSITY WAY NE OLYMPIA
SEATTLE WA
WA 98502
98105

00285
00255 NARIAN
FRED I4EACHAM
KOEHLEN WASHINGTON ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL
LAND CHAIRMAN 1790 VALLEY RD
OREGON WILDLIFE FEDERATION CHINACUM
1845 MONROE WA
EUGENE 98325
OR

97402 00288
FORREST

00257 MEURET
KARA OREGON WILDLIFE FEDERATION
KONDO 6039 SW FRANKLIN LN
LEAGUE WOMEN VOTERS OF WASHINGTON MADRAS
3601 HILLCBOFT WAY OR
YAKIMA 97741
WA

98901 00294
ARCHER

00070 MORTLAND
MARK EDITOR
MAHER YAKIi4A VALLEY AUDUBON SOC
WATER BUDGET CENTER 1303 PLEASANT AVE
2705 BURNSIDE RM 213 YAKIMA
PORTLAND WA
OR 98902
97214

00080
00273 ROD
LLOYD MUNRO
MARBET STATE DIRECTOR
FORELAWS ON BOARD IZAAK WALTON LEAG OF AMERICA INC
19142 BAKERS FERRY RD OREGON DIVISION
BORING 3300 SW RIDGEWOOD RD
OR PORTLAND
97009 OR

97225
00275
IRENE 00088
MARTIN CC RED
NW FISHERMENS WIVES ASSOC PITTACK
P0 BOX 83 TROUT UNLIMITED
SKAMOKAWA 1721 AURORA
WA WENATCHEE
98647 WA

98801



00309 00333
ELENOR JEAN
PRUETT SIDDALL
CANYON BIRDERS OR RARE ENDANG PLANT STUDY CTR
3320 10TH ST 535 ATWATER RD

LEWISTON LAKE OSWEGO
ID OR

83501 97034

00310 00335
DON CURT
REED SMITCH
MT ENVIRONMENTAL INFO CTR NW STEEELHEAD SALMON COUNCIL
P0 BOX 1184 1617 BAY DR

HELENA OLYMPIA
MT WA

59624 98506

00316 00337
ALAN MIKE
RILEY SPRANGER
WASHINGTON WILDLIFE STUDY COUNCIL WASHINGTON SEA GRANT
6315 NE 196 ST 1919 NE 78TH ST

SEATTLE VANCOUVER
WA WA

98155 98665

00318 00339
MARCIA LEONARD
BUNDLE STEINER
MONTANA COMMON CAUSE LAKE WASHINGTON AUDUBON SOC
1130 MOUNTAIN VIEW 13239 NE 100TH

MISSOULA KIRKLAND
MT WA

59802 98033

00329 00105
JERRY GLEN

SHORT STREAM
COLUMBIA CITIZENS COMPACT VICE PRESIDENT
2802 26TH ST IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA
VANCOUVER OREGON DIVISION
WA 7365 SW 82ND AVE
98661 PORTLAND

OR

00330 97223
EN

SHUEY 00343
WASHINGTON ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL DANIEL
1010 4TH PIKE BLDG TAYLOR
SEATTLE NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY
WA 555 AUDUBON PLACE
98101 SACRAMENTO

CA

95825



00109 00118
TOBY RAYNOND
TFIALER WILLMS
WASHINGTON ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL WASHINGTON STATE COUNCIL
520 SNITH TOWER FEDERATION OF FLYFISHERNEN
SEATTLE 7211 28TH AVE NE
WA SEATTLE
98104 WA

98115
00015

ER EN CE

THATCHER
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION
519 SW 3RD AVE DEKUN BLDG STE 708
PTLAND
OR

97204

00345
JOHN
THOMAS
MIDCOLUNBIA STEELHEADERS
BOX 135B

UNDERWOOD
WA

98651

00112
NIKE
UHTOFF
DIRECTOR
PORTLAND AUDUBON SOCIETY
5151 CORNELL
PORTLAND
OR

97210

00114
CHARLES
VOSS
ASSOC OF NW STEELHEADERS
P0 BOX

WOODLAND
WA

98674

00358
DAVID
WERSCHKUL
DIRECTOR
OR SHORES CONSER COALITION
STAR RT BOX 87

AGNESS
OR

97406



OTHERS 00390
LIBRARIAN

00377 LINCOLN CO LIBRARY
ADA Co FISH GAME LEAGUE 220 6TH ST
2309 RAYMOND LIBB
BOISE MT
ID 59923
83704

00391
00378 NISSOULA CITYCO LIBRARY
ASWSU REFERENCE DEPT
ENVIRONMENTAL TASK FORCE 101 ADAMS
OFFICE 304A WILSON COMPTON UNION MISSOULA
PULLMAN MT

WA 59802
99163

00221
00810 CONSERVATION
BENTONFRANKLIN MOUNTAINEERS
GOVERNMENTAL CONFERENCE 719 PIKE ST
P0 BOX 217 SEATTLE
RICHLAND WA

98101
99352

00393
00379 SANDPOINT DAILY BEE
BOISE PUBLIC LIBRARY P0 BOX 159
REFERENCE DEPT SANDPOINT
715 CAPITOL BLVD ID

BOISE 83864
ID

83702 00394
DOCUMENTS LIBRARIAN

00386 SEATTLE PUBLIC LIBRARY
LIBRARIAN 10004TH AVE
BOUNDARY CO FREE LIBRARY SEATTLE
BOXY WA
BONNERS FERRY 98104
ID

83805 001414

KENNETH
00385 ADKISSON
ENERGY EXTENSION SERVICE NEZ PERCE NATL HISTORICAL PARK
P0 BOX 9183 P0 BOX 93
MOSCOW SPALDING
ID ID
83843 83551

00387 00415
FREDERIKSEN KAMINE ASSOC CHARLES
116 LEE ST SE STE ALLEN
TUIIWATER C0SULTANT
WA 4190 DEEPWOOD LANE NW
98501 SALEM

OR

97304



001316 00429
DRDL PAUL
ALVERSON BEEBE
NATURAL RESOURCES CONS IDAHO STATE JOURNAL
4055 21ST AVE WEST P0 BOX 1431

SEATTLE POCATELLO
WA ID
98199 83201

00417 00227
FRANK ROGER
AMATO BEERS
PUBLISHER BEERS BICKSON
FLYFISHING SALMON 380 HAYES ST STE
TROUT STEELHEADER MAC SAN FRACISCO
PG BOX 02112 CA
PORTLAND 94102
OR

97202 00432
GERALD

00420 BLACK
MIKE PE
ABNZEN KAISER ALUM CHE CO
IDAHO CO LIGHT POWER 3400 TAYLOR WAY
P0 DRAWER TACOMA
CRANGEVILLE WA
ID 981421

83530
00435

00216 JANET
MARK BOEHCHER
BACKNANN NW SMALL HYDRO ASSOC
THE FLY FISHING SHOP P0 BOX 6513
P0 BOX 368 BEND
WELCHES OR
OR 97708
97067

00440
00422 FLORENCE
GRANT BRODIE
BAILEY PRESIDENT EMERITUS
URS NISQUALLY DELTA ASSOC
4TH VINE BLDG 1821 WATER ST

SEATTLE OLYMPIA
WA WA

98121 98501

00428 00439
TOM HARVEY
BEARHEAD BROWN
CS.KT CP NATIONAL
BOX 339 1355 WILLOW WAY

ST IGNATIUS CONCORD
MT CA
59865 914520



00445 00454
SAM JERRY
CANPAGNA CRAIG
PPL Co DAILY JOURNAL OF COMMERCE
920 SW 6TH AVE 83 COLUMBIA ST
PORTLAND SEATTLE
OR WA

97204 98104

00446 00042
DOUGLAS

CAVANAUGH CRAMER
WORKS MGR/PLANT ENG PGE
KAISER ALUMINIM CHEMICAL CORP 121 SW SALMON
TRENWOOD WORKS PORTLAND
SPOKANE OR
WA 97204
99215

00457
00451
MICHAEL CUNNINGHAM
CLARK SMUD
NORTHERN LIGHTS RES INST P0 BOX 15830
BOX 904 SACRAMENTO
HELENA CA
MT 95813
59624

00459
00918 STACEY
RW DEANND
CLUBB CLEARL4ATER FLYCASTERS
PUGET SOUND POWER LIGHT CO SW 165 SKYLINE DR
PUGET POWER BLDG PULLAN
BELLEVUE
WA 99163
98009

00460
00452 MICHAEL
JOEL DELAPA
CONNELLY CREST
SEATTLE POSTINTELLIGENCER P0 BOX 175
521 WALL ST ASTORIA
SEATTLE OR
WA 97103
98121

00462
00495 KAREN
MICHAEL DORN
COOK SPOKANE REVIEWCHRONICLE
BURLINGTON NORTHERN RAILROAD P0 BOX 2160
810 3RD AYE SPOKANE
SEATTLE WA
WA 99210
98104



00464 001470
ED FOREST
DURHAN FARRIS
UNION PACIFIC BR CO NONTANA GRANGE
2525 LORRABEE AVE 5503 I4ILE DR
PORTLAND KALISPELL
OR 1T
97227 59901

00465 00226
RICHARD JIN
DYER FELL
PGE CO GENERAL COUNSEL
121 SW SALION ST SBS NW POWER PLANNING COUNCIL
PORTLAND 700 SW TAYLOR
OR PORTLAND
97204 OR

97205
00126
RON 00471
EACHUS JEFF
CONGRESSNAN JI WEAVERS OFFICE FEREDAY
211 7TH DAVIS GRAHAII STUEBS
EUGENE BOX 185
OR DENVER
97404 CO

80201
00046
GEORGE 00475
EICHER DOUGLAS
EICHER ASSOCIATES INC FORREST
8787 SW BECKER BR PR/NCR
PORTLAND BC HYDRO
OR CANADIAN ENTITY SERVICES
97223 970 BURRAD ST

VANCOUVER
00001 BC
COSTA V6Z 143
EINARSON
PR ENGINEER 001476

DOUGLAS COUNTY PUB NO PEGGY
1151 VALLEY NALL PARKWAY FOWLEB

WENATCHEE PGE CO
WA 121 SW SALNON ST ONP8
98801 PORTLAND

OR
00469 97204
DR
ETTER 00477
BC HYDRO ANNETTE
BOX 12121-555 HASTINGS ST FRARN
VANCOUVER NW POWER PLANNING COUNCIL
BC 700 SW TAYLOR STE 200
V6B 4T6 PORTLAND

OR
97205



00479 00021
HELEN JOHN
FREEMAN GREGG
WOODLAND PARK 7.00 DOUGLAS COUNTY PUD NO
5500 PHINNEY AVE 1151 VALLEY MALL PARKWAY
SEATTLE WENATCHEE
WA WA
98103 98801

00480 00490
BLAINE TON
FREER GROTE
SEATTLE POSTINTELLIGENCER EDITOR
6TH WALL CENTRAL IDAHO STARNEWS
SEATTLE BOX 98%
WA MCCALL
98121 ID

83638
00481

PAUL 00002
FRIESEMA DALE
CUAPR HAGEY
NW UNIVERSITY EUGENE WATER ELECTRIC BOARD
EVANSTON P0 BOX 10148
IL EUGENE
60201 OR

97440
00483
GLEN 00056
CALLISON MIKE
PRESIDENT HANSON
PENINSULA FLY FISHERS NW POWER POOL COORDINATING COMM
332 VIEWER 430 PUBLIC SERVICE BLDG
PORT ANGELES PORTLAND
WA OR

98362 97204

00485 00003
JAMES LARRY
GARRETT HITTLE
PENINSULA FLY FISHERS LINDSAY HART NEIL WEIGLER
311 FISH HATCHERY RD 111 SW COLUMBIA SUITE 700
SEQUIN PORTLAND
WA OR

98382 97201

00228 00236
ARYIN DON

GIBSON HODGES
EXEC VICE PRES MANAGER
UTAH POWER LIGHT CAL GAS LIBBY
1407 TEMPLE P0 BOX 783
SALT LAKE CITY LIBBY
UT MT

84110 59923



00023 00252
JEAN JOHN
HUFEMAN KEENAN
CHELAN COUNTY PUD NO CONGRESSMAN LARRY CRAIG
P0 BOX 1231 P0 BOX 1406
WENJ4TCHEE BOISE
WA ID
98801 83701

00240 00259
HAROLD CHRIS
HUGHES KORTE
THE OREGONIAN FED FLY FISHERS
1320 SW BROADWAY 773 MEAGHAN
PORTLAND BOISE
OR ID
97201 83702

00241 00005
BOB KENNETH
HUNTER KRAL
ROGUE FLYF1SHERS INC SUPX FISH/WILDLIFE/EEC
1175 MAIN CITY OF TACOMA
NEDFORD DEPT OF PUBLIC UTI LIGHT DIV
OR P0 BOX 11007
97501 TACOMA

WA
00243 98411
BOB

HYSLOP 00262
CORINTHIAN YACHT CLUB LARK
4018 SW IOWA LAHART
PORTLAND PGE CO
OR 121 SW SALMON ST TP7
97221 PORTLAND

OR
00251 97204
JIM

KADERA 00261
THE OREGONIAN BOB
1320 SW BROADWAY LANE
PORTLAND SEATTLE TIMES
OR 20 BOX 70
97201 SEATTLE

WA
00022 98111
STAN
KATKANSKY 00263
PGE LOANNE
121 SW SALMON ST OMP8 LARSON
PORTLAND SHOREWOOD HIGH SCHOOL LIBRARY
OR 17300 FRENONT AVE
97204 SEATTLE

WA

98133



00265 00965
MIKE STEVE
LAYTON IANAS
SEATTLE POSTII4TELLIGENCER NORTHWESTERN LAW

BOX 607 10015 SW TERWILLIGER
OLYMPIA PORTLAND
WA OR

98501 97219

00267 00274
EM TON
LEAD MARLIN
WEC CASSH
1411 4TH AVE STE 520 3830 SE 64

SEATTLE PORTLAND
WA OR
98101 97206

00270 00277
RB GARYD
LISBAKKEN MASON
VICE PRESIDENT RAVALLI CO ELECTRIC COOP
PPL P0 BOX 109
920 SW 6TH AVE EM 1110 CORVALLIS
PORTLAND MT
OR 59828
97204

0028
00004
DONALD MCDONALD
LONG HANFORD GENEBATThG PROJ
GRANT COUNTY PIJD NO P0 BOX 968 MAIL DROP 1015
P0 BOX 878 RICELAND
EPHRATA WA
WA 99352
98823

00282
00006 DALE

4CCREER
LUBKING POTLACH CORP
CHELAN COUNTY PUD NO PC BOX 1016
P0 BOX 1231 LEISTON
WENATCHEE ID
WA 83501
98801

00209
00069 DON
JOHN MCQUILLAN
MACK NAVAL RADIO STATION
FREDERICKSEN KANIN ASSOCIATES CODE 033
340 NE 108TH PLACE OSO
PORTLAND WA

OR 98223
97220



00286 00290
HAROLD MARTIN
IEDLEB MONTGOIERY
CITY OF GRANITE NW POWER PLNG COUNCIL
GRANITE RT BOX 19 STATEHOUSE MAIL 3RD FL TOWERS BLDG
SUMPTEB BOISE
OR ID
97877 83720

00074 00292
ROY WILLIAM
METZGAB MORSE
SNOHONISH CO PUD WILDLIFE TIGNT INSTITUTE
PC BOX 1107 1617 NE BORAZEE ST
EVERETT PORTLAND
WA OR
98201 97212

00075 00079
DAVID JIM
MEYERS NUDGE
IDAHO POWER CO FISHERY BIOLOGIST
BOX 70 POWER SUPPLY SYSTEM
BOISE PD BOX 968
ID RICHLAND
83707 WA

99352
00957
DON 00295
MEYERS
ATTORNIES AT LAW NULVIHILL
JONES GREY BAILEY BEAK CONSULTANTS INC

UNION SQUARE BLDG 317 SE ALDER
600 UNIVERSITY 36TH FLR PORTLAND
SEATTLE OR
WA 972014

98101
00081

00076 DICK
ROBERT NASON
MILLER FW SUPERVISOR
MONTANA POWER CO CHELAN COUNTY PUD NO
40 BROADWAY P0 BOX 1231
BUTTE WENATCHEE
NT WA
59701 98801

00289 00298
VINCE RICH
MILLER NASSIEF
UFCW 367 PNUCC
BOX 520 SW 6TH AVE STE 505
BOSBURGH PORTLAND
WA OR
98643 97204



00084 00027
DUANE ROGER
NEITZEL PURDON
SCIENTIST CHELAN COUNTY PUD NO

BATTELLE PACIFIC NW LABORATORIES P0 BOX 1231

ENVIRONIIENTAL SCIENCES DEPT WENATCHEE
BATTELLE BOULEVARD WA
RICHLAND 98801
WA

99352 00011
DANA

00303 REEDY
GARY PGE
PALMER POWER OPERATIONS DEPT
CLEARWATER IRONHEADERS ASSOC 121 SW SALMON ST
P0 BOX 361 PORTLAND
LEWISTON OR

ID 97204
83501

00313
00305 MARK
WAYNE EElS
PETERSON NW CONSERVATION ACT COAL
PRESIDENT BOX 20458
ADA CO FISH GAME LEAGUE SEATTLE
6220 ROBERTSON DR WA

BOISE 98102
ID
83709 00012

TIM
00306 RIPO
ARDITH PUBLIC POWER COUNCIL
PEYOPE 500 8TH ST SUITE 110

SHOSBONEBANOCK LIBRARY VANCOUVER
PD BOX 306 WA

FORT HALL 98660
ID

83203 00320
JL

00307 SANDERS
TED CLARK CO PUD
PHILLIPS P0 BOX C005
PPL CO VANCOUVER
920 SW 6TH AVE 808EB WA

PORTLAND 98668
OR

97204 00097
HARRY

00087 SENN
FRANK FISH MANG CONSULTANTS
PICKETT 5211 BLVD EXT RD

DIR ENY SCIENCES OLYMPIA
MONTANA POWER CO WA
40 BROADWAY 98501
BUTTE
MT

59701



00324 00341
JAMES DAVID
SEWELL STEVENS
JAMES SEWELL ASSOC OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
PC BOX 160 LEGISLATIVE BLDG AS13
NEWPORT OLYMPIA
WA

99156 98504

00332 00106
RG PAM

SIDDALL STRONBEEG
KOOTENAY POWER LIGHT CO PNW UTILITIES CONFERENCE COMM

TRAIL 520 SW 6TH AVE STE 505
CANADA PORTLAND
BC OR

VIR LtN7 97204

00334 00344
JOHN ALLEN
SIMMONS THOMAS
BOIER PARK MARINA THE COLUNBIAN
RT BOX 69 9315 NE 212TH AVE

COLFAX VANCOUVER
WA WA

99111 98662

00158 00349
TED JACK
SPRINGER TRUEBLOOD
HOPKINS FRENCH CROCKETT SPRINGER CONTRIBUTING EDITOR
BOX 1219 FIELD STREAM
IDAHO FALLS ET BOX 31496

ID NANPA
831402 ID

83651
00338
ROBERT 00356
STAHMAN LARRY
IDAHO POWER CO WERKENA
P0 BOX 70 WA STATE SPORTSMEIS COUNCIL
BOISE 101 38TH ST
ID VANCOUVER
83707 WA

98663
00013
DENNIS 00365
STEINBERG CURT
PPL WINTERFFLD
920 SW 6TH AVE NW POWER PLNG COUNCIL
PORTLAND STATEHOUSE MAIL
OR BOISE
97204 ID

83720



00324 003141

JANES DAVID
SEWELL STEVENS
JAMES SEWELL ASSOC OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
P0 BOX 160 LEGISLATIVE BLDG AS13
NEWPORT OLYf4PIA
WA WA

99156 985014

00332 00106
HG PAM

SIDDALL STROMBERG
KOOTENAY POWER LIGHT CO PNW UTILITIES CONFERENCE COMM

TRAIL 520 SW 6TH AVE STE 505
CANADA PORTLAND
BC OR
VIR LtN7 972014

00334 00344
JOHN ALLEN
SIthONS THOMAS
BOIER PARK MARINA THE COLUNBIAN
NT BOX 69 9315 NE 212TH AVE
COLFAX VANCOUVER

WA

99111 98662

00158 00349
TED JACK
SPRINGER TRUEBLOOD
HOPKINS FRENCH CROCKETT SPRINGER CONTRIBUTING EDITOR
BOX 1219 FIELD STREAM
IDAHO FALLS NT BOX 3496
ID NANPA
83402 ID

83651
00338
ROBERT 00356
STAMNAN LARRY
IDAHO POWER CO WERKEMA
P0 BOX 70 WA STATE SPORTSMEIS COUNCIL
BOISE 101 38TH ST

ID VANCOUVER
83707 WA

98 663

00013
DENNIS 00365
STEINBERG CURT
PPL WINTERFELD
920 SW 6TH AYE NW POWER PLNG COUNCIL
PORTLAND STATEHOUSE MAIL
OR BOISE
97204 ID

83720



00119 00025
KENNETH HAL
WISE WORCESTER
POWER SUPPLY SYSTEM EUGENE WATER ELECTRIC BOARD
P0 BOX 968 P0 BOX 10148
RICHLAND EUGENE
WA OR

99352 97440

00120 00122
LINCOLN AL

WOLVERTON WRIGHT
DIRECTOR OF TECH PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL SUPERVISOR
PUBLIC POWER COUNCIL GRANT COUNTY PUD

500 8TH ST STE 110 P0 BOX 878

VANCOUVER EPHRATA
WA WA

98660 98823

00366 00372
RN ROGERA
WOMACK YOTT
COLOCKIJM TRANSMISSION CO INC PGE
P0 BOX 221 121 SW SALMON ST

WENATCHEE PORTLAND
WA OR

98801 97204

00367 00374
DOUGLAS RICHARD
WOODFILL YOUNG
APPLIED ECONOMICS ASSOC CITY OF GLENDALE
SMITH TOWER STE 821 PUBLIC SERVICE DEPT
SEATTLE 119 GLENDALE AVE
WA GLENDALE
98104 CA

91206
00369
STEVE 00375
WOODRUFF BARBARA
MISSOULIAN ZEPEDA
P0 BOX 8029 WDC

MISSOULA 193725TH
MT SEATTLE
59801 WA

98112
00370
ROGER
WOOD WORTH
WASHINGTON WATER POWER
P0 BOX 3727
SPOKANE
WA

99220



INDIVIDUALS 001436

ALDRICH
00418 BOWLER
JOHN STAR ROUTE BOX 15

ANOS BLISS
2896 NW SAVIER ID

PORTLAND 833114

OR

97210 00441
JAN ES

00886 BUELL
WILT CONSULTING BIOLOGIST
ANDERSON RT BOX 706
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onneviHe Power Admirüstratlon
SPA

U.S Department of Energy

_________

DATE
OCT 1983

UNtTED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum
TO Larry Larson

Assistant Administrator AC

FROM Anthony Morre.
Environmental Manager SJ

SUBJECT Transmittal of Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on the Proposed Power

System Changes to Implement the Water Budget

Attached is our memorandum to the Assistant Secretary for Environmental

Protection Safety and Emergency Preparedness AS/EP requesting that he

approve the subject FONSI

Attachments include

Memorandum to AS/EP requesting approval of the FONSI

Finding of No Significant Impact the original and four copies for

AS/EP and five extra copies for you

Memorandum to Federal Register Management Team III requesting

publication of the FONSI in the Federal Register Please hold in your office

pending AS/EP approval of the FONSI

Thank you for your assistance Please call Bill Freeland at FTS 4291472l if

you have any questions

Attachments

LBurbachjh WPSJ2k650

cc
Hibbard PGC

Pyrch PGC

Official File SJ

xt 72

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION PORTLAND OREGON BPA 1100 REV MAR 1980



DE

U.S DL ARTMENT OF ENERGY

DATE September 26 1983 rrlelhxlOrandunul
F1 TO

ATTN OF BPASJ

UBIECT Advance Review of Proposed Power System Changes to Implement the Water Budget
Finding of No Significant Impact

TO

Michael Kleinrock Compliance Policy Division EP361
Stanley Echols Office of General Counsel GC3

Copies of the subject document are attached for your review Following your

review we will submit the FONSI for official approval of the Assistant-

Secretary for Environmental Protection Safety and Emergency Preparedness

We would appreciate receiving your comments as soon as possible Please send

your comments directly to Bill Freeland of staff at FTS 29472l

Orig Sgd Anthony Morre

Anthony Morrell

Environmental Manager
Bonneville Power Administration

Attachment

BPAWFreelandamy6338330 092683 WPSJ2435O

cc
BPAAC

Pyrch PGC

Hibbard PGC

Official File SJ



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
WALLA WALLA OSTRCT CORPS OF ENGINEERS

WALLAWALLAWASHNGTON 99362

To 1983
ATTENTION OF

NPWPL

Dear Interested Party

Enclosed is Final Environmental Assessment FEA prepared by the
U.S Army Corps of Engineers Walla Walla District The environmental
analysis in this document focuses on the Districts ability to provide
water for the Northwest Power Planning Councils water budget concept as

expressed in the Council fish and wildlife program

The Corps has made Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI with
respect to Alternatives and The other alternatives require additional
study before implementation This finding is enclosed with the FEA

We are sending this FEA to you for your information The plates
tables photo sheets and map in the Draft Environmental Assessment DEA
are to be incorporated into the FEA Please transfer these pages to the
FEA Copies of the DEA or FEA will be sent to any interested party upon
request Additional copies are available for distribution by contacting
the District Office at 509 5255500 extension 143

Thank you for your cooperation

Sincerely

Armacost PE
Chief Planning Division

Enclosures



ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Dworshak Dam and Reservoir

Water Budget Concept

INTRODUCTION

On 30 September 1982 the Northwest Electric Power Planning and

Conservation Council Council requested the Corps of Engineers

assistance in analyzing the proposed water budget which is part of the

Council Fish and Wildlife Program The Fish and Wildlife Program

establishes total water budget of 78 KCFSmonths million acre

feet MAF to be divided into 58 KCFSmonths 3.45 MAF at Priest Rapids

Dam and 20 KCFS-months 1.19 MAF at Lower Granite Dam The intent of

the water budget is to provide improved transportation flows for juvenile

anadromous fish during their downstream journey to the Pacific Ocean

The water budget requirement has been simplified for study purposes and

is assumed to be an average of 85000 cfs at Lower Granite and 134000

cfs at Priest Rapids for the rionth of May These studies were undertaken

to identify the impacts of alternative nodes of operation for the water

budget and their impacts on operation for other project purposes In

actual practice the water budget may be utilized during 61day period

of 15 April through 15 June Firm power flows have been specified in the

Fish and Wildlife Programs to provide base from which to measure ater

budget usage Water budget usage is to be measured as the difference

between the actual average weekly flows which result at Priest Rapids and

Lower Granite and the firm power flows The firm power flows are as

shown below and the water budget concept is illustrated on Figure

Firm Power Flow in 1000 cfs

Date jids Lower Granite

15 April through 30 April 76 50

May through 31 May 76 65

June through 15 June 76 60



The water budget is made available by retaining water in low runoff

years that previously was released during the fall and winter nths for

firm energy load carrying capability FELCC The five storage projects

that are utilized for this purpose are all located in the United States

and consist of Libby CUE Hungry Horse and Grand Coulee both Bureau of

Reclamation located above Priest Rapids Dworshak CUE and possibly

Brownlee Idaho Power Company located above Lower Granite This reserved

sto rage is then avail able for rd ease during the spring juvenile anadro

mous fish migration period during those years when runoff conditions are

adverse and flow augmentation is required The impact on FELCC resulting

from the water budget requirement is estimated to be approximately 500

average MW This average FELCC impact and the generation resulting from

the water budget implementation are shown on Figure

Water budget implementation must not conflict with firm nonpower con-

straints For example the fish and wildlife program recognizes that

physical storage of the water budget will be precluded some years due to

the evacuation of reservoirs for flood control All five of the storage

reservoirs previously identified as water budget participants have flood

control responsibilities Flood control regulation requires that storage

space be available at the beginning of the flood season say April so

that runoff can be stored during the spring snowmelt season to reduce

peak discharges at downstream flood damage centers The required amount

of flood control space is variable and is dependent on the magnitude of

the volume of runoff estimates for the specific year The Dworshak and

Libby reservoir flood control rule curves Figures and are used to

illustrate the constraint that flood control operation places on reten

tion of reservoir storage prior to the beginning 15 April of the water

budget period The 40 years of runoff data that are used for power stud

ies 192868 illustrate the frequency of the magnitude of reservoir

evacuation for flood control regulation Figure shows that the April

July volume of runoff at Dworshak will require complete evacuation of the

reservoir by April in 16 of the 40 study years The Libby reservoir

flood control rule curves Figure show that Libby is completely evac

uated by April in of the 40 study years Results from these 4Uyear



studies at Dworshak show that the water budget requirement during years

that have average or above runoff volumes will be provided by unregulated

runoff and because of this water budget requirements will not be depen

dent upon releases from reservoir storage

During years of low runoff the water budget requirement will be pro

vided from storage made available by the reduction of approximately 500

MW of FELCC Studies indicate that approximately one-fourth of the years

will fall into the critical low-flow category Water budget releases

from the five previously identified reservoirs will be made to meet the

flow requests of the water budget managers for the Lower Granite and

Priest Rapids control points Control point flows exceeding the firm

power flows resulting from the water budget managers request will be

considered to apply towards the water budget requirement

During years of low to average runoff the water budget will be made

up of combination of uncontrolled runoff and reservoir storage As the

volume of runoff increases less of the water budget will come from

reservoir storage reserved from the approximately 500-MW reduction in

FELCC It is anticipated that when runoff volumes are normal and above

the water budget requirements will come largely from unregulated runoff

but the flexibilities of the reservoir system will be utilized to provide

water budget flows as requested by the water budget managers

To make flow studies within available time it was necessary to assume

perfect knowledge of runoff timing and volume rather than simulating

conditions that represent forecasted runoff Obviously in actual opera

tion flow releases must be based on forecasted runoff It was also neces

sary to use average monthly flows instead of daily flows This assumption

may cause underestimation of storage required for water budget implementa

tio

This Environmental Assessment evaluates the nonpower impacts at

Dworshak Dam and Reservoir resulting from implementing the water budget

The Water Budget Concept was developed by the NorthWest Power Planning



Council which was created by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning

and Conservation Act of 1980 PL 96501 The Council developed the

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program which includes the water

budget We will determine whether the alternative nDdes of operation

result in impacts which will require the implementation of the Dworshak

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 1984 water budget proposal

The program may be amended in 1985 The Corps of Engineers is required

to work with the Council on the implementation ofthe Fish and Wildlife

Program by Section 4h11A of the Act Other proposals concerning

the Fish and Wildlife Program will be studied separately

II PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Dworshak Dam and Reservoir is Corps of Engineers multipurpose

water resource project at river mile 1.9 on the North Fork Clearwater

River in Clearwater County Idaho The dam and lower portion of the

reservoir are within the Nez Perce Indian Reservation and the entire proj

ect is in Clearwater County Dworshak project was completed in 1976 and

is an integral part of the comprehensive water resource development plan

for the Columbia River and its tributaries The authorized purposes of

Dworshak are flood control hydroelectric power production navigation

and recreation

Dworshak Dam is concrete gravity structure rising 717 feet above

the riverbed The crest length is 3287 feet at elevation 1613 mean sea

level msl The hydraulic height of the dam water depth of the lake at

the dam is 632 feet at full pool The spillway extends down the front

of the dam and consists of concrete chute with two tainter gates Maxi

mum discharge capacity is 190000 cfs at normal full pool elevation 1600

feet msl The dam is equipped with turbine intake system that has

selector gates for selective withdrawal of water from various levels of

the lake to provide temperature control of released water The powerhouse

encloses the turbinegenerator units assembly area and control and



rnantenance facilities Initial generator installation includes two

9OMW generating units and 6ne 220MW generating unit Hydraulic capacity

of these units is around 10000 cfs

Dworshak Darn creates long narrow lake extending 53.6 miles in the

North Fork Clearwater River Canyon when the water is at elevation 1600

feet rnsl Prominent arms extend into Elk Creek Canyon Creek and the

Little North Fork River Canyon The water surface area is 16417 acres

at full pool and 9050 acres at minimum pool elevation 1445 feet msl

The shoreline length is 175 miles at full pool When full the reservoir

contains 3469000 acrefeet of water The difference between the full

and minimum water level elevations is 155 feet providing 2015000 acre

feet of water storage

III NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The salmon and steelhead resources have both economic and cultural

importance to the citizens of the Pacific Northwest Certain populations

of these fish have shown marked decline during the twentieth century

The Council Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program stresses the

need to improve downstream migration and the survival of anadromous fish

The Water Budget Concept is one part of total regional program to im

prove certain populations of these fish resources in the Columbia River

and its tributaries

IV ALTERNATIVES

number of alternative nDdes of operation to meet the water budget

were considered However number are not reported here because the

adverse impacts were so severe that they were discarded

Fish This is the base regulation meeting

firm and secondary powerloads This proposal represents the no action

alternative



JvLjMPCG3 Dworshak would provide up to 0.6 MAE and

Brownlee reservoir would provide the remaining flow to reach 85000 cfs

for 31-day period at Lower Granite It must be recognized that the

inclusion of flows from Brownlee project is for study purposes only

Idaho Power Company has made no commitment to participate in providing

flows for water budget requirements

This alternative has the same flow objec

tives as Alternative Dworshak would provide up to 0.9 MAE of which at

least 03 MAE would be spilled Brownlee reservoir would provide the

remaining flow to make up the 85000 cfs for 31 days at Lower Granite

This alternative has the same flow objec

tives as Alternative Dworshak was allOwed to spill and Brdwnlee was

utilized to meet the 85000-cfs flow objective at Lower Granite Dam

Operating rule curves dictated the diversion of participation between

Dworshak and Brownlee projects

tiMA This alternative has the same flow objec

tives as Alternative Dworshak project would be utilized to meet the

85000-cfs 31-day flow at Lower Granite Brownlee project would be

operated as shown in Alternative Bae Case During some years this

alternative would not be able to meet the flow requirements

Alternative This alternative has flow of 85000 cfs at

Lower Granite in the last half of April and first part of May and then is

reduced to 75000 cfs Water is supplied to meet required flow at Lower

Granite from Dworshak and Brownlee in proportion to the amount of remain

ing water



ernativeGCRITFS This alternative was prepared by the Indian

Nations and it deviates from the water budget requirement by requiring an

additional 15 days of flow maintenance and having slightly lower target

flows Following are target flows at Lower Granite

46-Day Average Flow

15 April 30 May

1929 83 kcfs

1930 73 kcfs

1931 No augmentation requirement

1932-1934 83 kcfs

1935 73 kcfs

1936-1968 83 kcfs

Dworshak will provide up to 15000 cfs and it is assumed Brownlee would

provide the remaining flows

Alternative H1j2waDam This alternative involves the con

struction of dam on the Weiser River in Washington County Idaho The

project could provide up to 900000 acre-feet of the water necessary to

meet the Water Budget Concept This project is in the early stages of

planning and could not be immedi ately avail able to meet the water budget

The development of Galloway Dam would reduce the need for the use of

existing reservoirs for the water budgets However because this involves

future development which is not certain this alternative will not be

discussed further in this analysis

R0NMENTAL IMPACTS

INTRODUCTION Please consult Plates 1-61 which show comparison

reservoir levels or Clearwater River flows at Spalding Idaho and Tables

126 which show comparisons of refill frequencies reservoir levels and

regulated flows



isonWaterQualltY

Dworshak Reservoir is cold nutrientpoOr body of water

with low biological productivity and high aesthetic water quality

Dworshaks reservoir morphology depth low surfacetovOlUme ratio and

low watershed nutrient contribution are the primary factors influencing

its water quality During certain months implementation of the proposed

alternatives will result in slight to moderate differences in pool eleva

tions when compared to base conditions The magnitude of pool level

fluctuation will not differ appreciably from the base regime

Dworshak Reservoir has multioutlet release structure

to allow selection of the temperature of water discharged through the

turbines An initial operating objective was to match Dworshak outflow

temperatures with those of the main stem Clearwater River just above the

North Fork confluence With the thermal structure existing in the reser

voir during stratification however and the physical limitation on the

minimum depth from which water can be withdrawn water warm enough to

match summer temperatures in the Clearwater River is not available The

selector gates are presently used to provide the downstream steelhead

hatchery with suitable water temperatures for fish production Water

temperature partially establishes the growth rate of the fish and helps

to control disease The present operation has moderated water tem

peratures in the lower Clearwater River and the temperature regime has

moved toward the mean with warmer winter water temperatures and cooler

summer water temperatures Under the proposed alternatives outflow

requirements from the reservoir will differ from base conditions only

during the winter and spring when both the Dworshak outflow and main stem

Clearwater River temperatures will be relatively cold



During periods of spill from the reservoir gas supersaturation has

occurred at levels that violate State of Idaho water quality standards

Under the current operational node periods of spill are infrequent and

no adverse effects on the downstream ecosystem have been observed

Discharge requirements under Alternatives and in order of

increasing severity will exceed powerhouse capacity more often resulting

in an increase in the frequency and magnitude of spill Alternative

outflows would exceed powerhouse capacity less frequently during the

January through May period and the frequency of spill would be reduced

to to 12 percent of that which occurs under base operations The fre

quency changes are summarized below

nt of Time Outflow xc eeds Po

Alternative 17 35 25

Alternative

Alternative 32 55 25 35

Alternative 32 55 25 35

Alternative 32 52 25 37.5

Alternative 25 30 40

Alternative 32 57 67 35

With the turbulent nature of the North Fork and main stem Clearwater

Rivers gas supersaturation is rapidly reduced to levels that do not

adversely affect the aquatic ecosystem It is likely that the impact

associated with the increased frequency of spill will be limited to

violations of Idahos water quality standards The wildlife of the river

has adjusted to spillway use therefore no new adverse impact is

expected



onAirQuality

Alternative The base releases water that is colder than

the main stem of the Clearwater This water has cooling effect on the

microclimate along the lower Clearwater River During warmer weather

air temperature is somewhat lower than the main Clearwater River just

above the confluence of the North Fork Clearwater River The colder tem

peratures result in more frequent and more concentrated dew formations on

vegetation along the riverbank

Alternative This alternative would result in some minute

shifts in the microclimate of the reach along the lovier Clearwater River

Such shifts are result of the temperature of the water selected from

Dworshak Reservoir to meet the flow requirement at Lower Granite As

mentioned in Alternative Dworshak Reservoir water is usually colder

than the water flowing in the main Clearwater River The greater the

percentage of the volume of water originating from Dworshak Reservoir

passing through the reach the greater the cooling effect Therefore it

is expected that the cooling effect will extend farther along the river

bank

All other alternatives would result in impacts similar to

those expected in Alternative

son Vegetation

gCommuni Aquatic macrophytes are virtually

nonexistent in the North Fork Clearwater Rivr system

Terrestrial Community Several areas of the reservoir

contain vegetation which is dependent on seasonal pool elevations Her

baceous wetland and red alder communities are the most common types

affected These communities are stressed when pool levels remain below

10



elevation 1590 this occurs approximately 15 percent of the years under

present conditions Alternative Consecutive years of stress on these

communities would likely remove the less stresstolerant species and

encourage invasion of mesic upland species Associated faunal changes

would also occur as described below

Little increase in impacts is expected under Alternative However

the increasing frequency of lowwater years under Alternatives 10%

10% 15% 10% and 18% would be expected to result in

changes in species composition within those communities with possible

losses of these types in some areas

nAnimals

cCommunit

Alternative Fishes Kokanee salmon rainbow trout

and smalimouth bass are the principal game fish in the reservoir Their

food habits and spawning requirements typify the ecological niches occu

pied by the majority of reservoir fishes

Kokanee salmon Although it may consume aquatic insects the kokanee

is mainly pelagic plankton feeder and would be impacted to the extent

that an alternative reduced plankton production Limnological investiga

tions during the lowflow year of 1977 maximum pool level of 1548.8 feet

msl indicated that epilimnial planktonic production phytoplankton and

zooplankton was only slightly reduced at the low pool level Species

shifts occurred however and during the summer cyanobacteria bluegreen

algae which are not utilized in the food web to any great extent dom

mated the phytoplankton community The volume of the epilimnion where

the majority of plankton production occurs will also be reduced at lower

pool levels and it is anticipated that kokanee populations will be

impacted to some degree

11



Kokanee spawning occurs primarily in the Breakfast Creek North Fork

Clearwater River Elk Creek and Little North Fork drainages Access to

spawning areas would not be impaired under any of the alternatives

Under the present operational procedure kokanee are frequently lost

through the darn during periods of high discharge in the winter and early

spring Since the water budget alternatives propose storing water for

release later in the spring it is presumed that the demand for high

outflows in the December to February period will be reduced and fewer

kokanee losses may occur

Rainbow trout Terrestrial insects washed into the reservoir as the

pool rises are the principal food items consumed by rainbow trout in the

spring As the frequency of achieving any particular reservoir elevation

is decreased total bank area inundated will be reduced thereby decreas

ing the terrestrial insect biomass available to reservoir fishes Since

plankton production is minimal in the spring reduction of this alloch

thonous food source may constitute rioderate to severe during low-flow

years stress on rainbow trout populations Although higher than normal

amounts of food and cover will be provided in succeeding years as the

reservoir fills and inundates grasses and forbs which have colonized

barren bank areas it will have little mitigative effect on the popula

tion stressed during the low-water year

Smallmouth bass decrease in the available terrestrial insect

biomass will adversely affect the bass population not only by reducing

the availability of food items in the spring but also by impacting pop

ulations of insectivorous fishes e.g redside shiner uponwhich they

prey Unlike rainbow trout smailmouth bass do not shift to plankton as

food source as the summer progresses They feed mainly on smaller

fishes and aquatic and terrestrial insects throughout the year Although

flying insects may be deposited in the water at any reservoir elevation

it is likely that numbers of insects available to reservoir fishes are

12



influenced significantly by the proximity of the pool to shoreline vege

tation Since the banks below elevation 1600 feet msl normal maximum

pool are not vegetated lower maximum pool levels and decrease in the

frequency of attaining full pool will result in reduction in available

food to the smallmouth bass population

The most significant impact on smallmouth bass due to lower maximum

pool levels may be reduction in spawning success Most of Dworshak

Reservoir is steepsided there are relatively few shallow shoreline areas

suitable for smallmouth bass spawning e.g Magnus Bay area Maximum

spawning opportunity exists at full pool The impact of altered maximum

pool levels may be slight at feet below normal full pool to significant

at 20 feet below

Other fishes Other fish species that have been documented from

Dworshak Reservoir include chiselmouth bridgelip sucker largescale

sucker sculpin northern pike Pacific lamprey brown bullhead large

mouth bass mountain whitefish northern squawfish longnose dace

speckled dace redside shiner cutthroat trout brook trout and Dolly

Varden Certain of these fish e.g chiselmouth were documented prior

to preimpoundment treatment with fish toxicant and it is unknown

whether populations still exist in the reservoir Others such as

northern pike resulted from the illegal introduction of few

individuals It is unlikely that the reservoir contains viable

popul at ion

Little information exists on the life histories of most fishes in

Dworshak Reservoir Cutthroat trout brook trout Dolly Varden and

mountain whitefish which likely spawn in the upper reaches of the

reservoir would be affected very little by variations in maximum pool

levels Species which spawn in shallow shoreline areas largemouth bass

and brown bullhead could be expected to experience reduced spawning suc

cess as lowered pool levels reduce the available habitat Redside

shiners which have strong homing tendency may be seriously impacted if

access to preferred shoal spawning areas is limited by low pool levels

13



cmacroinverteates With its steep sides and widely fluc

tuating water levels Dworshak Reservoir does not provide optimum habitat

for aquatic macroinvertebrates and the majority of reservoir macroinver

tebrate production is limited to the benthic area below inimum pool At

higher pool levels however shallow areas near the uDuths of tributary

streams may support significant populations of displaced stream organisms

Many of these shallow areas will be eliminated as the maximum reservoir

elevation decreases limiting the importance of these tributary eFnbayments

as nursery and feeding areas for reservoir fishes

Alternative Except for maintenance of higher pool levels

during the winter maximum elevations attained will not be significantly

different from the base condition No adverse impacts to the aquatic

ecosystem are expected

Alternative Lower maximum pool elevations will occur rore

frequently than base during the June to September period Aquatic com

munities will be impacted to some extent especially during lowf low

years when aquatic animals may already be stressed

Alternative Lower maximum pool elevations will occur rxre

frequently than with the preceding alternative Adverse impacts on the

aquatic community will occur in lower than average flow years Small-

mouth bass spawning success and the existerce of viable macroinvertebrate

communities in shoreline areas may be adversely affected

AlternativeE The frequency of achieving maximum reservoir

elevation will be decreased significantly under this alternative and

aquatic communities will be impacted to greater extent Smallmouth

bass spawning success may be marginal during low-flow years resulting in

the loss of particular year class of fish Shallow shoreline areas

will be dewatered nire frequently preventing colonization by macroinver

tebrates and making embayment areas less important to reservoir fishes



Alternative The frequency of occurrence of lower maximum

pool elevations will be similar to those encountered under Alternative

Smallmouth bass spawning success and the existence of viable macroinVer

tebrate communities in shallow areas may be adversely affected

AlternativeG This alternative with the greatest frequency

of lower maximum pool elevations is expected to have the greatest impact

on the reservoir ecosystem Smallrnouth bass spawning success will decline

as suitable spawning areas are dewatered Since shallow water embayment

areas will exist less frequently macroinvertebrate communities will not

become established reducing the food available to reservoir fishes

General The life cycles of the majority of aquatic animals

in Dworshak Reservoir are to some extent influenced by pool levels

achieved at various times of the year Impacts may be directly related

to the frequency and magnitude of pool level variations Alternatives

and in order of increasing severity will result in decrease

in the frequency of achieving any particular maximum reservoir elevation

Pool elevations attained under Alternative will also be lower than nor

mal but with much less frequency than the other alternatives

The water released from Oworshak is expected to increase

migrating smolt survival through the downstream dams and reservoirs If

no other limiting factors of anadromous adults occur the runs should

increase in the Clearwater River as well as in other streams

strial Community

Alternative Large Mammals Substantial white-tailed

deer and Rocky Mountain elk populations inhabit Oworshak project lands

These animals are impacted under present conditions by the loss of habi

tat caused by the inundation of lowlands the barrier to novement caused

by the reservoir the hazards of crossing ice shelves in the winter and

pressures of hunting activities induced by greater access to some areas

15



provided by the reservoir Reservoir slopes below elevation 1600 provide

some grazing forage to big game animals during those years when pool ele

vations do not reach maximum levels

It is not anticipated that proposed

Alternatives through will have significant negative effects on large

mammal populations on Dworshak project lands Because of the increased

frequencies of years in which pool levels above 1590 are not reached dur

ing Alternatives through large mammals may obtain benefits from in

creased availability of forage and having less water surface area to cross

during movements between shorelines Hunting pressures may decrease

because of the increased frequency of years in which boating access from

Grandad Creek ramp is unavailable Table

Alternative Waterfowl The breeding population of

waterfowl using Dworshak project lands is presently of minor proportions

less than 100 nesting pairs comprised mainly of mallards common

merganser and wigeon At pool elevations 1590 to 1600 several brooding

areas are available along the reservoir mainly within protected bays and

inlets The carrying capacity for breeding waterfowl on Dworshak lands

would be negatively affected by an increase in frequency of years when

the maximum pool elevation remains below 1590 at which most brood areas

would be unusable Grass and forb growth on slopes below elevation 1600

may provide some brooding habitat for waterfowl Use of the reservoir by

wintering waterfowl is mainly for loafing because of the lack of shore

line and aquatic vegetation present during low pool levels during the

winter During the winter upper reaches of the reservoir are often

covered by ice and snow

Other Alternatives Alternatives through would

increase the frequency of years in which reproductive success would be

impacted because of the lack of available brooding and feeding areas

The degree of anticipated effect is related to the increase in frequency

in years under each alternative in which pool levels remain below 1590

16



However because of the limited use of Oworshak by waterfowl it is not

anticipated that Alternatives through would significantly affect win

tering populations of waterfowl

Alternative Fur Animals Several species of fur

animals including beaver river otter raccoon and mink are associated

with reservoir shorelines All of these species require shorelines with

adequate vegetation for cover and food Many parts of the reservoir lack

adequate habitat during those years when maximum pool levels remain below

1595 Table Any increase in the frequency of those lowwater years

may further decrease fur animal populations along the 53 miles of

Dworshak Reservoir Fur bearers should not be significantly impacted

Other Alternatives Little change is expected under

Alternative Alternatives through are thus expected to decrease

the carrying capacity of Dworshak lands for fur animals Fur bearers

should not be significantly impacted

Alternative significant osprey breeding

population has become established along the reservoir during recent

years Nearly all active nests are over or very near the reservoir

Most nests are located near shallow bays or inlets During those years

when the reservoir remains below elevation 1590 the lack of nearby fish

ing areas may affect the reproductive success of the osprey Ultimately

this could reduce the carrying capacity of the reservoir An increasing

frequency of lowwater years within these shallowwater preyproductive

areas may place an additional stress on this population

Other Alternatives Alternative would only slightly

increase the frequency of lowwater years from the present Table and

because of the potential for reduced fish mortality because of altered

release rates during winter there may be benefits to the osprey popula

tion if fish populations were increased However Alternatives through

17



would substantially increase the frequency of low-water years and thus

osprey numbers would be expected to decrease There would not be

significant impact resulting from the changes

Alternative Bald Eagle Bald eagles are classified

as an endangered species in the State of Idaho and are thus afforded

appropriate protection under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 as

amended wintering population of around 30 bald eagles resides along

Dworshak Reservoir concentrating in feeding areas below the dam and in

the Breakfast Creek arm of the Little North Fork area Bald eagles below

the dam feed on dead and dying fish which have passed over or through the

dam during the winter spawning kokanee constitute the major attraction

to bald eagles in the Breakfast Creek area decrease in this wintering

population of bald eagles may result from any declines in availability of

fish resources in Dworshak Reservoir

Other Alternatives Because of the potential of reduced

fish losses through the dam under Alternative those eagles feeding

downstream may be negatively affected Conversely if Alternative

results in significant increases in the kokanee population the eagles in

the Breakfast Creek area may benefit Alternatives through are ex

pected to negatively affect kokanee see discussion under fish resources

thus the carrying capacity for bald eagles may be decreased to some

degree

Cultural Considerations

sonLandJse

The alternatives do affect wetlands along the lower Clearwater

River However because the flows are within the natural stream channel

only minute adverse or beneficial impacts are expected

18



treamFishin2

Fishing in the 1.9 miles of the North Fork Clearwater

River below Dworshak Dam and in the main stem Clearwater River below

Orofino consists primarily of steelhead fishing from October through

April and rainbow trout fishing from May through September Fishing suc

cess during both seasons is highly dependent on flows and fluctuations fl

flows in the Clearwater River which are directly related to outflows from

Dworshak Dam

Implementation of Alternatives B-G would result in lower flows and

smaller fluctuations in flows in the Clearwater River than under Alterna

tive from November through March These effects would improve steelhead

fishing Implementation of Alternatives BG would also increase

Clearwater River flows from 15 April to 15 June This would reduce fish

ing success for rainbow trout

iflg

Boating on the reservoir may begin as early as April but

is heaviest between June and August There are six launch ramps on the

reservoir The table below lists the lowest pool elevation at which the

ramp is still usable for boat launching

Grandad Creek 1560 MSL

Canyon Creek 1560

Freeman Creek 1540

Dent Acres 1520

Bruces Eddy 1480

Big Eddy 1440

Boating use is highly dependent on pool elevations with significant

reduction in use occurring when the pool drops below 1590 MSL This is
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explained by the fact that mst boating use occurs in association with

shoreline use which is sharply affected at this elevation At elevation

1560 MSL the launching ramps at Grandad Creek and Canyon Creek are un

usable but by the time the pool has dropped this low boating use has

already been reduced by 50 percent Since major reductions in boating

use occur at pool elevations when all launch ramps are usable extending

any of the ramps would have little mitigating effect

Our ndel which we developed to estimate impacts of the various

alternatives on recreation activities at Dworshak is based on the

following information

Number of days of boating use per year

under ideal pool conditions 38000

Distribution of boating use June 15%

July 30%

August 25%

Estimated reductions in boating 1595 0%

use at various pool elevations 1594 1590 25%

1589 1580 40%

1579 1560 50%

1560 75%

Based on this information we calculated that under Alternative

there would be an average of 35100 days of boating use or 7.7percent

reduction from the ideal condition Under Alternative the average

annual days of boating use would drop to 34600 or 8.9 percent of ideal

The results of the ndel for all alternatives are summarized in the

following table
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Average Annual

No of Days of Percent Reduction

Alternative jdealcO12i

Ideal 38000

35100

34600

33300 12

33300 12

32000 15.8

32600 14

31600 16

oirFishin

While some fishing occurs on the reservoir throughout

most of the year most occurs from June through August An important

component of this is shoreline fishing which is affected when the pool

drops below 1590 MSL At this elevation which is 10 feet below full

pool there is 15 to 50foot strip of bare ground around the reservoir

This strip can be steep and muddy and can cause reduction in shoreline

fishing use

Boat fishermen are also affected by pools below 1590 MSL Many of

them use minicamps in conjunction with their fishing activities there

fore when the pool drops below 1590 MSL causing reduction in minicamp

use boat fishing also declines

At pool elevation 1560 MSL the Grandad Creek ramp is no longer

usable which practically eliminates all boat fishing in the upper half of

the reservoir
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Our rdel to estimate impacts of the various alternatives on fishing

is based on the following information

Number of days of fishing use per year

under ideal pool conditions 80000

Distribution of fishing use June 20%

July 30%

August 20%

Estimated reductions in fishing 1595 0%

use at various pool elevations 1594 1590 10%

1589 1580 25%

1579 1560 50%

1560 75%

Based on this information we calculated that under Alternative

there would be an average of 74800 days of fishing use or 65percent

reduction from the ideal condition The results of the nDdel for all

alternatives are summarized in the following table

Average Annual

No of Days of Percent Reduction

Alternative Fishinq Use from Ideal Condition

Ideal 80000

74800 6.5

73500 8.1

70900 11.4

70900 11.4

67600 15.5

69900 12.6

67300 15.9
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ams
There are approximately 75 minicampsites located around

the reservoir Most of them are accessible only by foot or by boat and

consist of tent pad picnic table fire ring and toilet facility

Most of their use comes during June through August in conjunction with

other activities such as fishing boating picnicking and hunt ing

Use of the mini-camps is highly dependent upon pool elevations with

significant reduction in use occurring when the pool drops below 1590

MSL The band of unvegetated shoreline can be very steep and muddy and

makes use of the minicamps unappealing and undesirable

The del developed to estimate impacts of the various alternatives

on minicamps is based on the following information

Number of days of m1nicamp use per

year under ideal pool conditions 17000

Distribution of minicamp use June 20%

July 35%

August 30%

Estimated reductions in minicamp 1595 0%

use at various pool elevations 1594 1590 25%

1589 1580 50%

1579 1560 75%

1560 95%

Based on this information there would be an average of 14900 days

of minicamp use or 123percent reduction from the ideal condition

under Alternative Under Alternative the average annual days of

mini-camp use would drop to 14600 or 142 percent of ideal The results

of the model for all alternatives are summarized in the following table
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Average Annual

No of Days of Percent Reduction

Alternative from Ideal Condition

Ideal 17000

14900 12.3

14600 142

13700 19.6

13700 19.6

12700 25.1

13300 21.8

12500 26.7

Campgrounds on the Dworshak project are located at

Freeman Creek Dent Acres and Canyon Creek Overnight parking is per

mitted at Bruces Eddy on weekends only and at Grandad Creek as well

Most people who camp at Dworshak also participate in other activities

Therefore when pool levels drop to levels where fishing and boating are

affected camping use will likewise be reduced It is not however as

sharply affected as minicamp use because it is not as closely associated

with shoreline use

The following information was used in our nodel to estimate impacts

of the various alternatives on camping use

Number of days of camping use per

year under ideal pool conditions 17500

Distribution of camping ise June 20%

July 35%

August 30%
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Estimated reductions in camping 1595 0%

use at various pool elevations 1594 1590 10%

1589 1580 25%

1579 1560 50%

1559 1540 75%

1540 90%

Based on the model we calculated that under Alternative there

would be 16000 days of camping use which is 84 percent below the ideal

condition The results of the model for all alternatives are summarized

in the following table

Average Annual

No of Days of Percent Reduction

Alternative from Ideal Condition

Ideal 17500

16000

15700 10

14900 14

14800 15

13900 20

14500 17

13900 20

fn
Hunting on the Dworshak project occurs from September through

November for whitetailed deer Rocky Mountain elk black bear grouse

and quail Some of the hunting use occurs in association with minicamp

use and many hunters travel by boat to their hunting areas Consequently

pool levels which affect minicamp use and boating will also affect

hunting
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The following information was used in our model to estimate impacts

of the various alternatives on hunting use

Number of days of hunting use per

year under ideal pool conditions 4500

Distribution of hunting use September 20%

October 60%

November 20%

Estimated reductions in hunting 1590 0%

use at various pool elevations 1589 1580 10%

1579 1560 25%

1560 50%

Based on the model our calculations showed that hunting use under

Alternatives and averages 3500 days of hunting use annually which is

22 percent below the ideal condition Under Alternative hunting use

drops to 3400 days of hunting use or 242 percent of ideal The results

for all alternatives are summarized in the following table

Average Annual

No of Days of Percent Reduction

Alternative Hunting Use from Ideal Condition

Ideal 4500

3500 222

3500 218

3400 242

3400 242

3100 309

3200 28

3300 270
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in
Swimming at Dworshak occurs mainly in June July and August

throughout the reservoir but mainly in areas which have developed sandy

beaches like Dent Acres and Freeman Creek When pooi levels drop below

1595 MSL these beach areas are exposed and swimming use declines drasti

cally because swimmers do not like to wade through mud to swim

The table below lists the frequency of pools below 1595 MSL for each

alternative for the JuneAugust period

Number of years out of

Alternative Percent

10 25

10 25

13 33

13 33

15 38

16 40

18 45

Water Skiing

This activity is so closely related to boating use that impacts of

the various alternatives on water skiing are very similar to those

described in the discussion of reservoir boating

Picnicking

This activity was not analyzed in detail since it is probably

least affected by lower pool levels Besides picnicking usually occurs

in association with one of the recreation activities already discussed
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Total Recreation

There are five main recreation activities at Dworshak which would

be impacted by implementation of the Water Budget Concept The following

table summarizes these impacts by activity and calculates these impacts

on total recreation use
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RECREATION TABLE 1/

Alternatives __________

Act deal ____

MiniCamp 17000 14900 14600 13700 13700 12700 13300 12500

12.3% 14.2% 19.6% 19.6% 25.1% 21.8% 26.7%

Boating 38000 35100 34600 33300 33300 32000 32600 31600

77% 8.9% 12.3% 12.3% 15.8% 14.1% 16.8%

Fishing 80000 74800 73500 70900 70900 67600 69900 67300

6.5% 8.1% 11.4% 11.4% 15.5% 12.6% 15.9%

Camping 17500 16000 15700 14900 14800 13900 14500 13900

8.4% 10.4% 14.6% 15.4% 20.6% 17.1% 20.7%

Hunting 4500 3500 3500 3400 3400 3100 3200 3300

22.2% 21.8% 24.2% 24.2% 30.9% 28.7% 27.0%

TOTAL 157000 144300 141900 136200 136100 129300 133500 128600

8.1% 9.6% 13.2% 13.3% 17.6% 15.0% 18.1%

1/ Numbers represent projected days of recreation use

Percentages represent the reduction from ideal conditions



Alternative This alternative results in modification of

the aesthetics of the reservoir As clearly shown on photo sheet the

drawdown in the reservoir results in highly visible ring earthbrown

in color along the shoreline The reduction of the pool level by feet

to 1595 feet msl does not result in visual disturbance as the reser

voir continues to have natural lake appearance Between to 10 feet

sections of the reservoir begin to appear unnatural and after 10 feet of

drawdown the reservoir has lost much of its aesthetics During our

period of record drawdown of the reservoir in June July and August

below 10 feet occurs times in 40 years

Alternative This alternative would result in no increase

in the occurrence of drawdown in the reservoir it is projected that this

operational mode would cause drawdown of the reservoir below 10 feet

times in 40 years

Alternative This alternative would result in an increase

of the occurrence of drawdown in the reservoir It is projected that this

operational mode would cause drawdown of the reservoir below 10 feet 12

times in 40 years

Alternative This alternative would result in an increase

of the occurrence of drawdown in the reservoir It is projected that this

operational mode would cause drawdown of the reservoir below 10 feet 12

times in 40 years

Alternative This alternative would result in an increase

of the occurrence of drawdown in the reservoir It is projected that this

operational mode would cause drawdown of the reservoir below 10 feet 14

times in 40 years
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Alternativet This alternative would result in an increase

of the occurrence of drawdown in the reservoir It is projected that

this operational node would cause drawdown of the reservoir below 10 feet

12 times in 40 years

Alternative This alternative would result in an increase

of the occurrence of drawdown in the reservoir It is projected that

this operational node would cause drawdown of the reservoir below 10 feet

15 times in 40 years

nultalSjs

During lowwater years the alternatives would increase the

velocity and volume of water noving down the lower Clearwater River

This would slightly increase the safety risk of recreators using the

river However any increased risk is within the natural occurrence for

the river and the river would stay within its banks

The alternatives would reduce the number of years that the reservoir

would reach full pool This would have an effect on fire control at the

project There would be an increase in the time it would take fire crews

to reach fire However this is offset by tendency of recreators to

camp closer to the reservoir and not use minicamps during lower pool

elevation Experience indicates that nost fire incidents at the prject

are the result of human activity

In addition debris removal would be affected by lower reservoir

levels The debris usually is deposited on the bank in the first 20 feet

of drawdown If year passes where the pool does not fill debris will

accumulate requiring greater effort to remove it There is continuing

effort to control floating debris on the reservoir and although this is

not expected to be problem it could require extra caution by motorboat

operators using the reservoir
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Manmade Facilities and Activities

Navigation and specifically log transportatiOn is one of

Dworshaks authorized project purposes There are currently five sites

where facilities have been constructed for lacing logs into the reser

voir Log dump sites at Breakfast Creek Benton Creek and Robinson

Creek were constructed as part of the original project development by the

Corps Two other sites one on the Little North Fork Clearwater River

and the other at Little Meadow Creek were constructed in 1982 and 1983 by

Potlatch Inc Log dump sites at Butte Creek and Milk Creek in the

Clearwater National Forest are planned for construction in 1985 and 1986

respectively While no transportation of logs has yet occurred on the

reservoir plans are underway to transport logs in 1983

As currently planned logs will be banded together in groups and

transported to the dump sites by truck where they will be placed into the

reservoir Under this method of operation the pool must be above 1580

MSL If the logs are released from height of greater than 20 feet

pools below 1580 the bands will break and the logs will separate

This would greatly increase handling costs

In addition five of the seven log dump sites are unusable at pool

elevation 1580 MSL because of insufficient water depth The Benton Creek

site for example is usable only at pool elevations of 1595 MSL and

above Below 1585 MSL the Breakfast Creek and Robinson Creek sites do

not have sufficient water depth for placing logs in the reservoir The

Butte Creek and Milk Creek sites will be operational at pool levels above

1590 and 1595 MSL respectively

possible measures to mitigate the impact of pools less than full on

log transport activities include extending all existing log dumps to 1580

MSL establishing separate facilities at lower elevations and difying

methods to permit releases from heights greater than 20 feet Extension

of the existing dump sites is not feasible because the terrain below

these sites restricts their extension The establishment of separate
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facilities at lower elevations is extreme1Y impractical because of lack

of suitable sites with potential road access adjacent to potential timber

sales Alternate release methods would increase handling costs which

would reduce the cost effectiveness of log transportation on the

reservoir

Therefore use of the Dworshak Reservoir for log transportation is

extremely dependent on reliable pool above 1580 MSL and is severely

impacted when the pool is below this from June through October Under

Alternative pools below 1580 MSL occur years out of 40 or 15 percent

of the time According to Table this frequency would increase to

years out of 40 18 percent under Alternative 10 years out of 40 or

25 percent of the time under Alternatives and 13 years out of 40 33

percent under Alternative 17 years out of 40 43 percent under

Alternative and 12 years out of 40 30 percent under Alternative

Alternatives and would result in minor adverse impacts Alterna

tives C-G however would result in frequencies that are significant to

log transportation at Oworshak

1011

Although this assessment was prepared to discuss the nonpower

impacts of implementing the water budget at Oworshak project the fci1ow

ing discussion on power impacts as summarized from Bonneville Power

Administration5 environmental assessment Proposed Power System Changes

to Implement the Water Budget is provided to permit better picture of

the impacts resulting from implementing the water budget

In order to study the power impacts of the water budget the energy

content curves were raised to maintain high probability of reservoir

refill and still provide water budget flows This resulted in system

storage being higher beginning in the fall and continuing until the start

of the water budget flow period Therefore accommodation of the water
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budget requires reshaping of system storage through modification of energy

content curves This results in loss of approximately 500 MW average

of firm energy producing capability

The primary loss of FELCC is from the transfer of water from firm

energy production to providing flows for fish Other factors that may

enter into the loss of FELCC are head loss during second and later years

of the critical period and greater potential for spill arising from

changes to energy content curves and provision of water budget flows

Providing water budget flows results in reduction in the firm

energy producing capabilities of the regions hydroelectric system This

increases the systems ability to generate nonfirm energy Therefore

most markets will have increased accessibility to nonfirm energy

Potential operational impacts are increased service from nonfirm energy

to the direct service industries 051 top quartile load displacement of

thermal generating facilities and increases of energy exports However

this does not represent real change under the current surplus situation

since these loads would likely have been served from surplus firm energy

which has been converted by the water budget to nonfirm energy

The hydrosystem has been developed with peaking reserves to account

for forced outages unanticipated loads and hydrosystern maintenance

Hydropeaking capability should not be significantly affected by pro

viding water budget flows Some third party transmission agreements may

however be necessary under certain circumstances to insure adequate

transmission of peak energy depending upon the geographical location of

the peak need at given tine

Hydroregulation studies show that there is additional year out of

40 where system refill does not achieve the desired 98percent-offull

storagi content This means that the probability of providing advance

enerqy or FELCC shift is reduced by maximum 2.5 percent for any given

year The operational impact is loss in system flexibility



Following low runoff years the system will begin the operating year

with lower reservoirs This can impact the amount of firm load which can

be met during the operating year and will slightly increase the chance of

drafting the system empty

The implementation of mitigating measures could lessen water budget

impacts on the systemS flexibilitY in production of firm energy One

measures shifting thermal plant maintenance to the AprilJUfle period has

already been done to large extent The use of Westside storage and

generating capabilities to lessen operational impacts is dependent upon

the degree to which existing Westside operation constraints will allow

participation The use of the British Columbia Hydrosystem is being

explored but is constrained by terms and procedures of the Columbia River

Treaty Two future mitigation measures resource acquisition and flood

control adjustmentSare for the most part beyond the scope of this

document Acquisition of future generating resources woud come at time

when forecasts indicated need for such quisitiOn and is dealt with

as part of the Council energy plan

etin Impacts

The identification of power system marketing impacts of implementing

the water budget are responsibility of Bonneville Power Administration

That agencys referenced environmental assessment addresses that issue

and marketing impacts will not be discussed fl this environmental

assessment

icalconSiderat10

Food Web Biological effects relative to the proposed alterna

tives are mainly result of interactions of changing habitats on the

primary and secondary food resource bases within the Dworshak Reservoir

ecosystem Although few of these effects may have some beneficial

impacts on some species the majority of animal and vegetative species
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dependent on pool levels will be negatively affected by the proposed

alternatives Further information is contained in discussions concerning

flora and fauna

VI ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW REQUIREMENTS

ANatiOnalHistoricEnhanment
of the Cultural Environment

It has been determined that the alternatives would have no effect

on cultural resources

Clean Air Act

As required by Section 309 of the Act this environmental assess-

ment was provided for review to the Environmental Protection Agency

Clean Water Act

It has been determined that the alternatives would have no impact

on the river from dredge or fill materials There would be gas supersat

uration resulting from spill at the dam This is short duration event

alZone4anaemefltAct

The proposed action is not within the coastal zone and therefore

would not be affected by the requirements of the Act

Coordination and Section 7c consultations with the Fish and

Wildlife Service were accomplished The American bald eagle an endan

gered species winters around Dworshak but would not be impacted by the

alternatives
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The alternatives would not adversely affect the Columbia estuary

Federal Water Project Recreation Act

The Act is not applicable to the proposed alternatives

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

The proposed action has been coordinated with the appropriate

agencies

Land and Water Conservation Fund Act

The Act is not applicable to the proposed alternatives

The Act is not applicable to the proposed alternatives

This environmental assessment has been prepared and circulated

for review and comment as required by the Act and its implementing

regulations

Wild and Scenic Ri ver Act

The alternatives would not impact rivers protected under the Act

or included in the inventory
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Pacific Northwest Electric Power ji_and Conservation

Council Act

The alternatives are directly In response to the Fish and

Wildlife Program which was authorized through this ActNement
The alternatives do not conflict with the goals of the Executive

Order

Executive Order 11990 Protection of Wetlands

The alternatives do not conflict with the goals of the Executive

Order

Executive Order 12114 Environmental Effects Abroad of Major

Federal Actions

The Executive Order is not applicable to the proposed alterna

tives

eAgriculturalLandsinImlementinNEPA

The alternatives are in compliance with the meaning of the

Memorandum
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NTRANAT ONAL

TRIBAL EXECUTWE COMMITTEE

LAPWAJDAHQ 2o88432253 These comments are noted Mr Lawyers letter has been included in

CERTIFIED
the individual letters of comment section

January 26 1983

District Engineer Walla Walla District

U.S Army Corps of Engineers ..
ATTN NP\LER
Bldg 602 CityCounty Airport

Walla Walla WA 99362

RE December 1982 comments by James Lawyer on the Dworshak Reservoir

Water Budget draft CA

De.ar Sir ..

.It has com to the attention of the Nez Perce Tribe of Idaho that corn

ments made by Mr James Laier NeE Feces Tribal Data Planner in our Economic

and Corn rnnity Development Office on the 7orshak ReservoirWater Budget
fl..

draft CA did not reflect the position of the Nez PCrce Trihal Executive

Committee NPTEC Mr Lawyers comments did in fact represent his own

oncerns as to .potential adverse economic impacts on theNez Perce Tribal

Marina However he was unaware of the need for the Water Budget and the
..

necessity ofut.ilizing water from Dworshak to enhance the survival of dorm

stream migrating smelts At this time the NPTEC would like to go on record

as endorsing the Water Budget and we fully realize that at times sub

stantial drawdown of Dworshak Reservoir will be necessary in order to a..ug ..

went flows in the SnaIe and Columbia Rivets The enhancement and restoration

of anadromous saimonid stocks in the headwaters of the ColumbiaSnake River

system has been and will continue to be high priority of the Nez .Ferce

Tribe of Idaho

The Nez Perce Iriba regrets any consternation which may hove been

caused by Mr Lasgers letter If there is need for any further input

from our Tribe concerning this matter please contact Jamss Johnson

Tribal Fisheries Program Director at 208/8432253 extension 342

Sige ely

NZ RCE TRIBE OF IDAHO

Wilfred Scott

Chairman

cc Northwest Power Planning Council

700 S.W Taylor

Pnr1 005 A1



Deparimerit ot Cornervator
304 North 8th eec

FEDERAL Ag ruUure Serwce

Boise Idaho 83 02

Re
Dectrbe 15 1982

The letters general comments are noted The Columbia River dams are

able to provide lows rto the Snake River Galloway Dam could pro

vide portiot but it has not been constructed or tiorized and could US Army ngine stri Walla
AIIN NPWPLER

not provide immediate storage for the water budget program Bidg 602 City County Aror
tails Wslia WA 936

TO H0M IT NAY CONCERN

As the Environmental Asessment the Dworsha Dam ard se voi Water

Budge Concept tates the intent of the water budget is that uantity
of water be stor in headwater ieee voirs to ovid ocs ejuiva nt

to an average of at least tao Sets at ower Granite to 31 aye onsitent
with other nonpower project purpo during the crtieal ow ii ears

to assist populations of era nadronous fist wi dorms ream mig
tions

We feel that considering only Dworshak Reservoir as source of wat for

the entire downstream migration of steelhead is mist ke

There are numerous dams on the upstream end of Colunbia Rive Basin
and each should supply po tion of tae need or or as \lternative

Galloway Dam suggests build th dam to supply the otal need for the
fish

an ure all thr dnb ae tu1l pproprla and there lly isit
that muct water available to use

cc ely

Os Garrison Jr
State Conservationis

A2

Th Ce Conserv5 or Ce
5CS-AS1

Ocoege cY of the

Depe mont of Ag coF ore
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There has been no assurance that Brownlee project will participate in

/S 43
the water budget proposal This environmental assessment evaluates only

the proposal nonpower impacts at Dworshak for significance This is

the only area of review that is being investigated at this time

BED 15 is

Colonel Robert Ullia

istrict Engincer

Any Lrgineer District Della Walla

IN NPWPL ER

Buildng 602 CityCounty Airport

/alla Walla Washington 9362

Dear Colonel WilliQms

Ce appreciate the opportunity to review the Environrrntal Assess ent BA for

Uiorshak Dam and Reservoir ater Budget concept The EA appears to adequately

evaluate the iripacts of the proposed alterratives at Dworshak However to

fully evaluate the irpacts of the water budget concept alternatives it would

be Felpiul if Deorshak and Brownlee Dairs were analyzed together in joint

cffort among the Corps of Engineers the Federal Energy Regulatory Conmission

nd the IdaFo Poacr Co pany If both dars are to be used to meet the flow

require cnt at Lower Granite Dam or if other dars eight also be used the BA

should discuss the cunulative impacts of the various alternatives

Sincerely

Richard Thiel PE Chief

Environmental Evaluation Branch
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RE ATORY ON

42

We have included discussion of the power impacts which are analyzed

in the Bonneville Power Administrations BPA environmental assessment RT PA

Proposed Power System Changes to Implement the Water Budget

Resoonse Colonel Robert Williaa
District Engineer
U.S Army Engineer Distrct Walla Walla

See the above response In addition water budget flows will not
ATTN NPUPL ER

Bldg 602 City County Airpo
impact the maximum and minimum elevations experienced at downstream Walla Walla Wash ngton 99362

projects Pu ther the flows will not be outside the range which

Deer Colonel Williirns
occurred prior to the water budget report Accordingly the impacts

experienced downstream nf the storage projects are not expected to change
This is in reply to your lott dated November 19 1982

requesting coruaerts of the Federal Energy Regulatory
with the water budget flows Cornm ssion RC on aft environr ental asses ent EA

of the non-power ilipacts assoeited with the operation of

the U.S Army Corps of Lnjine rs Corps Dworstak 2rojet as

part of the water budget projra proposed by tie Northwest
Electric Power Planning and Conerva ion Cour Counel

The power aspects are discussed in BPAs environmental assessment Commission staff has reviewed the FA ard has the folloing
referenced above gereral connents

The EA focuses only on tie noipower impacts of the water

budget program on the Dworshak Project however power mpacts
of the proposed Diorshsk Project operation may be substantially
greater tnan those discussed Additionally the impacts
related to Dworshak reoreseit only portion of the tal

impacts related to the water budget concept as proposed by
the Council

Because of the significant regional effects on the proposed
water budget concept which involve several major hydroloctrre
projects and other fat lities an environmental impact state-
nent Els should be orepard TV FIb should include ar

asscsient of the total rpacts of the water budget on all

projects both power and non powe projectby pr ject
approach does not allow an adequ te undrstanding by th
reviewer

Specif corn ients on tte EA are is follows

Although the FA states tha 550 ejwatts of firm power
would be lost iid other adverse impacta would be real zed
does not evaluate the projected benefits It would appear tha
quantification of benefits ist be provided be ore suci po er

capacity is precluded from operat on

A4
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rI odd -r or he Ic

envir 11 aol ocio-c iic dIrts of -ol

cc or thc 250 Itts of ro poe Ci rity el ich

woild be lot hy ii- ti th oard sit As stated resoonse the BPA environcental assessment discusses

the power aspects of the proposal At the present time we ae

fho ahould osid or li-curs the blc ts

on the lxi -ting Sn so Pivr flow 31 nt is ii -I or surplus power conditioi which is experted to last several years At the

by ttl nt OJi -lt tC en Idano Pocr 109 tine we would expect there to be need for new power resources the NEPA

tfe fi ry genci RC ckt Oo t9529 ii

voi tRC Proj 90 1971 13 to rI Ic to in process would be cons dered selecting the new resource as well as the

5t idj orogran in Ill uti with the 3k Pr Cf evaluation of the impacts

ThInk you ior tie o1uortunty ont on th Ii ft

tte Piolo ak Project Response

sincerely At this time the Brownlee project is not committed to the ntrr

tional inpacts at Oworshak if Brownlee was involved The scope of this

budget proposal This envi ronrient al assessnent eval uates only the opera

assessceit is limited to Oworshak project

LIerence Anleison

pirctor Office of Plectric
In addition water budget flows wil not impact the naximum and ci ii

Power Re-julatiol
num elevatiors experienced at downstream projects Fur her the flows

will not be outside the arge which occurred prior to the water bud et

report Accordingly the imoacts exoerieiced downstream of the torae

projects are not expected to change with the water budget flows

A-b



UNTED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Natana Ocearnc and Atmosphanc Admnstratwn

______
NAT ONAL MARNE ASHEN ES SERV CEesponse
ENV NN fl LS

47NE AFN
POR REN
203 b4The Corps of Ergineers regulatiors do rot low an interim VOWEl

proced re The interpretation of the National Environmental icy Act

ft eber 17 1982 F/WWR5BJBis to conplete the procedural process oefore implementation There will

either be ONSI or the FEIS will he supple tented Colonel Robert Williams

U.S Army Engineer District Wall Walla

Bldg 602 CityCounty Airport

Walla Walla WA 99362

ATTN NPWPL ER

Dear Colonel Williarrs

The National Marine Fisheries Service lIMES has reviewed the draft
environmental assessment EA tle nonpower impacts on Dworshak Popec as
that ect ud proede wfter rur the Water Budget Conceot ii

accordance with your request dated Wove her 19 1982 our corments follo

General Cirments

The intent of the Pac fic Northwest Electric lower and Conservatior Plani rj
Council hereiraft the Co rcil Water Bidget is to partially duce

existing highly giificant lmpcct of the Coluribia Basir Hydroelectrft System
on anadromous salronds Our mary concern is the immediate eed for rus
to protect salron ard steelfeed stocks in the Columbia iver Basin tie
fish and wildlif aoercies and tribes recorimenda ions to the urn upor
which the Water Budget is based we documented survival rates for rmmgatmno
juvenile salron ard stee iced to tfc lower river of less tha percent in
low water years

The urgeicy of renedial measure to offset the impact the Colunbia River
Hydroelectric System is evide ced Northwes Electric ower Plannirg nd
Conservation Act by the mandate de and adopt the fish and wildlife

progran prior to the developrient or review of the regional power plan
Congress further recognized the need for this specific reasure by including
the provision that the program conta reasur wh ch will in the case of
anadromous fish orovide flows sufficiert qualty and quantty betw en
hydroelectric facilities to ii prove oroduckion urigration and survival

In the event that the esonse tfis draft BA by parties knowledgeable of

and/or responsble for the affected envirorment ft and around Dworsfak
Reservo not perriit ndirg of no sigrificant impact ED SI we
propose thft ar interr FOWSI ba ade eiOu two years wfile roll
environnental pact statement prepared We believe that we are justified
in this proosal due to the sigrificarco of the beneficial ipact on
anadromous fish survival or conversely the dtrimental in pact of the
noactmon alterna ive the medial nature of the action and the
lack of any dentifm irretrievable damage that would occur with
implementation over for two year period



10 Response

The latter is especially applicable since most impacts are associated with

reduction in refill probabilities and in most cases have considerably less This comment has been noted

than 50 percent probability of occurence

ic Comments

III Need for the Proposed Action

This section should be amended to more accurately reflect the current status

of Snake River anadromous fish runs and the purpose of the improved flows

10 Additionally this section should include recognition that the Corps under the

provisions of Section 4h11A has an obligation to implement the Water

Budget to the fullest extent practicable and must provide liequitable

treatment of fish and wildlife with other project purposes at Dworshak

To incorporate these comments we recommend the following

Salmon and steelhead resources in the Columbia and Snake Rivers have

historical social and biological importance to the citizens of the

Pacific Northwest In addition these resources contribute to valuable

commercial recreational and Indian treaty fisheries for an estimated

annual contribution of approximately $141 million per year

Unfortunately almon and steelhead resources have suffered with the

development of the Pacific Northwest Development on and along the

Columbia and Snake Rivers including federal and nonfederal water and

power projects have taken serious toll in lost fish habitat and in

continuing fish mortalities Some runs have been eliminated while

others such as upriver spring and summer chinook salmon are in

critically depressed state As result of these declines regional

national and international ocean fisheries are suffering serious

financial setbacks inriver fisheries have been closed and harvest

management has become an increasingly complicated and difficult process

The problem of declining salmon and steelhead runs is most severe in the

Snake River where flows for migration of juvenile fish are so low that

many observers question whether the runs will continue without improved

flows In fact salmon and steelhead runs in the Snake River have been

considered for listing under the Endangered Species Act

The Fish and Wildlife Program adopted under the Northwest Power Act is

intended to reverse the declining trend of salmon and steelhead runs and

to restore populations to levels which can sustain harvest It is the

obligation of the Corps under the provisions of that Act to take the

Councils program into account to the fullest extent practicable and to

provide equitable treatment of fish and wildlife with other project

purposes at Dworshak major component of the program is the Water

Budget Without the improved flows which will be provided by the Water

Budget the restoration of Snake River salmon and steelhead runs could be

an impossibility and it is likely that the runs would continue their

sharp decline

A_7



Response

We have included in the general riscussion section of the aquatic

co siuiity portion of tie environmental acsessmpnt statement concerning Eivironmental pacts

ncr eased mo survival

Biologica Consideratiors

12 Response Impacts or Animals

Aquatic coiriurity
have riade ft correction

cc should be expanded to ircl do the impact of the various
altrrnativ modes of reservoir iations on anadrorous fiche es In

part ula conpa sons should hr uadc on ftc detrmerta irpact of the

no-acto terna ive on juven lc so cn and steelhead gr rt survival nd
the irprov nt ir su vival ssocia ft with ftternativcc that hiev
flow ob ctivc Fo pie cd or hydore ulation studies nducted by
the Intcraor cv Inst rL fr the ftse cs Pb arc

operaton irft coo mnded fisi flows using brand Coulcc rshak and

Brownlee ft ye estirted ar irrprovcnent in survive prope tr Ti

percent rn it wit thi ii pie entation of fish ows Co sider
the curulative rpact of pas irg eiht dacs this would esult in an ovcrall

increase ir survival to thc lower river of 90 percent

Draft FONSI

ne kokanee should read rallmouth bass

Sincerely

Dale Evans

Division Chief

1/ Ceballos J.R Ii pact of Increrrental levels of riverflow on Snake aid
Columbia River Juvenile Fish Surviv NMFS workiry paper May 1982

p.8

cc CBFWC

Curt larshall PPC

A8



13 Response

This comment is noted

Department of Energy

Bonneville Power Administration

Box 3621 14 Response
PorUand Oregon 97206

ufto SJ December 17 1982 The environmental assessment does reflect the water budget impacts

on Dworshaks operation Brownlee reservoir may not participate in the

program
Colonel Robert Williams

District Engineer

115 Army Engineer District Walla Walla 15 Response
Attn NPWPL-ER

Bldg 602 CityCounty Airport

Walla Walla Washington 99362 This comment is noted

Dear Colonel Williams

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on your environmental

assessment NA of the impacts on the Dworshak Project from releasing water

budget flows Bonneville Power Administration BPA recognizes that the
iocument is project specific and does not address systemwide nonpower impacts

from the Power Planning Councils Water Budget Therefoe we have no
substantive comments to add related to the singular projectspecific nature of
the document

We are concerned that the Dworshak environmental assessment did not accurately
14reflect the Councils final Water Budget and the degree of participation of

Idaho Power Companys Brownlee Reservoir

In response to our own National Environmental Policy Acf responsibilities BPA

15has initiated an internal review of systemwide changes to the power supply

system in order to determine any environmental consequences of prograsi
implementation We will keep you informed of the progress of this review

Sincerel

Anthony Morrell

Anviron tal Manager
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ii turther study is needed we would suggest that an interim spill plan to aug 18 pse
18 ment passage flows for salmon and steelhead smolts from the Snake River be

developed so that at least portion of the Council water budget can be soon
met Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act must be

obtained before an interim plan could be used
We understand that your evaluation for Endangered Species Act impacts is in

19 progress We would be glad to informally review this evaluation report

19
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on matter of vital importance to

the future of salmon and steelhead in the Snake River drainage

The evaluation for the Endangered Species Act is following guidelines

Sincerely yours
for compliance We have completed the requirements for implementation of

Alternative or Alternative For the other alternatives we will con

tinue to work with the Fish and Wildlife Service on endangered species

es Gore concerns

Acting Field Supervisor

cc FWS/OEC Washington DC
FWS RU Portland Weaver
FWS SE Boise Gore
F14S FAO Vancouver Handy Olney
FWS FAG Dworshak Ahsahka Varley
IDFG Hdqtrs Boise Richards
IDFG Region Boise Reid
IDFG Region Lewiston Bowler
NMFS Portland Brian Brown

BIA Portland Burnham
Nez Perce Tribal Council Johnson
Clearwater Orofino Espinosa

A11



ii tcd dts lCJ nt ti it

Response
Si

The envirormental assessnent is scoped to tie Corps of Engineers

jurisdict onal csncern or evouariry recredtioi it worsNak 4cneove FP332
atcr budget flows sill not mpact the ma imum aid inimun elevations

Dci or2D 108
experienced at dowistrear projects Furtter the flows will ot be out

Ic th0 range which occurred prior to the water budget reouest

Accord ng the impacts experienced downstream of the sto aqe projects

are not expected to change witt the water budget flows

Amy Corps of Eij

Walla alla Di trict

Response At nt on PL

Building 60 Cty Coo it

Walla to hi oton 036

This comlient is noted

Dear Colonel Willi rs

22 Response We tave rece ved your Cnv rtal scenent on orsh md
Res voir tsr Budget Co cep itted by ur lotte of ii 19
92

An incremental analysis method was used in evaluating the recrea

tional impacts at Dworshak We real ze tt.is assessr fo uscs 01 rorpowr impact wortaR aid

final or absolute figure car iot orovided We al tie

iriportarce of uaranteed lows ri gratior vr le orodro ous ish

20 However this orlimina stag ppars as floss regui to

cnhance he fst ry will iave sior icnt adv ct oi the me meat

resource at both tEe resrvo and thc dosrstr am area Soi alt na ives

or
rater ts th otiors oour so out uso hay oSs is puco

on Dworshak may have sore impact or lie ecatior eso rces Bro nlee

Resevoir ard those irrpats scre not addresed

It is possible tiat tEe Wate Budge Concept WBC cornet be inplcncr ed

21 without ii pacts upor thc recreatioi res urces Dworshak sever sith

tEe irformatioi we have on thc NBC we are not tis ied that the alterratives

xplored are tEe orlyr ores almie tie ii one

We be ieve incrs iital qu rtificat of tie or thr creation

22 resoune or err atoi would be the egit mate Em

select ng the re irdd altcrnativ frois tEe cr ation P01 it es

We iay cn sist tovarl .h end If ass trcr

by this off ou nto tEe orps de arid if telieve

IFS git my role ase fel fr to on act red Berder CE

of te Recr iom Resour Divis on at 39 20

in
tiry Assoc Pegional rector

A12 Rec cation Resources ard
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se
33VTO

The environmental assessment evaluates the need to supplelient tt

iited Stotes Iirt1nu it of the int nor
existing EElS for Dworshak project The significance of the impact

Dworshak is the jurisdictional limit in this evaluation The contribu

E3Ji-AU Or IV0AN AIrS
tion of Brownlee is used to nsdel the impacts at Dworshak

24 Response

We are coordinating with the Nez Perce Tribe concerning tke

Coloiel Rob rt Williams District En3inoer
budget proposal We will continue to work with the Nez Perce TribeUS rny Fntineer District a1la Balla

Buildirg 602 CityCounty Airport part of this environmental process

balla Walla Washington 99362

Attention NPW PLSR

Dear Colnel Williams

We have recieced the Draft Ensironcontal Rssessment Dvorshak Dm and Reservoir

Water Budget Concept

Your effort to address the alternative water management plans for Dworshak

relative to the needs of the anadromous fishery is appreciated However we

question whether tie assessment is timely since the viability of each

23 alternative appears to rely to great extnt on what occurs at the Brownlee

Project Since the operation alternatives for Broenlee have not been

addressed and since the eanageent limitations of Brownlee may preclude

meaningful consideration of one or more of the Dworshak alternatives it would

appear the two operations should be evaluated as part of combined assessment

We recognize the objective of the water maagement effort is to improve the

anadromous fishery in which the Colubia River Treaty Tribes have recognized

24 interest and for which the Bureau of Indian Affairs has responsibility

relative to trust resource protection However we are also aware the Nez

Perce Tribe has an interest in protecting the reservoir fishery and their

reservoir recreation facility If the managciient alternatives for Dworshak

have the potential for impacting these resources ie increased reservoir

fluctuations we request the impacts be evaluated specifically in consultation

with the Nez Perce Tribe This does not appear to have been done in the draft

environoental assessment

We appreciate the opportunity to cos ent on the draft document If we can be

of further assistance please contact our office

Sincrly

sttAreD
Eco m1c Deve pment
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Col Robert Williams District Engineer 28

The analysis should also identify the effects of the various alter The use of the reservoir for log transport has been reevaluated

natives on log transportation from adjacent private and Forest Service
obtain clearer estimate of impacts from the water budget No major

28 lands Private companies are currently constructing log transport

facilities and the Forest Service has two planned sales that will require transport program has been occurring but future use could be inf uer

water transport for the full length of the reservoir Dependability of
Future contracts would have to consider new reservoir fluctuathns

pool level is major factor in the location and construction of these

facilities In addition log purchasers without deoendable transport

will be impacted economically because they will not have control ever 29 Response
their stumpage inventory and harvest schedules contractual agreements

between buyers and sellers will be difficult to meet due to conditions

beyond their control Damage claims may result if down timber is not The power benefit is not being analyzed with this assessrient
transportable for year or more

are evaluating nonpower impacts to determine if supplement should

Include benefit-cost analysis of the overall proposal consider
prepared

29 local economics power generation opportunities recreationists reser
voir and upstream fisheries and the timber industry

Overall we recommend more comprehensive assessment before concluding

whether an environmental assessment is adequate or an EIS is necessary

Thank you for the opportunity to review and commentID
rector

of Planning

Programing and Budgeting

A-lb



30 Response

The enviroinenta assessment ws Jeveloped to deter me if imple

he to udget pr oosal wou quire ho supplcnerting of the FM .sLFOI Risi
ig

US Eaci age icy would have to ake decision urder NEPA BO\ Mi Mi FORT S1RF.F

ii SilO 81
not tic operatlo al ctange fron he water budget proposa

we nted ient
ig

the ElS for tUir pro ect

DEC 27 82
Col Wi ams Di trict Fng or

he urojecte acts at Daosiak fo tic alterna yes are based U.S

norat ion ireet water budqt ows The sse ne 11 deter NPI

iytory not
iii ie ti for supole ents nder cac alteriative us assess lent iri 19

as ert if ed ah ch te at ye des of ope at ed at

id ii

vors tUout advcr ir actinc tUe noipcwir rcsourc at Owo siak

he ci ironne ss ss cit you ided er nq 10 rorpcwer

ipact on tU Ito hak ro ilt of implemcntat of the

10t Bud on pt ctri Power P1 ining an Co iso vit ois

Coir ii Fisi an jfo og veved by our taff TUe

it it are fo yo use ii cons it ri rt ir IA

ui cmii

iii El it nver thc fill iange if pac syste iwide at Ii will

occur esult of iiiplo citation et

30 010 dcii the sy tee op rates ef ects ii at

cut ievc the ow ai rele ss rio

go of arc ys does not prov de tUe reviewer wit an und stand

irrpac of Dworsha op rati ro on power irrigation resident ard aiidror

fislerics wi dlifc water cuality throu iout the Columbia River

Basi For examo it should be noted tat the ud is ed in the did

not include the fish flow rca irerrents that the Montana Fish Wildlife rd

Parks has proposed for Huigr3 Horse Project The uspact of Hungry lorse

ope ation or Dwo shak Prope could be sl gilt pri cr draft October

No be nd Dc enber whon Hungry Horse outfloa restricted

The fact at no preferr alto native was udca add to the diffuu ty

of doterurnirg the degree nip ct otir ar as within the syster Th

nd sole tion of ci oç rat on alter iative Doorshak will nflurncc the

operatienc 8u_u nl rr ieP joory ilnrze Projet nd
cor espondirgly the impat of such opwatiors

Tiank you fo tUe opoortunty to revi is ciii nt

Sincerely your

PUB

og onal Di tor



STATE

WAHO STATE HSTORCAL SOCETY

610 NORTH JULIA DAVIS DRIVE BOISE 83702 32

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

November 26 1982
We will consider cultural resource protection should the Galloway

Dam project be developed

Robert Williams

U.S Army Engineer District Walla Walls

Building 602 CityCounty Airport

Walla Walla WA 99362

ATTN NPWPLER

Dear Colonel Williams

Thank you for providing us copy of your Deorshak dam nonpower impact

assessment NPW PLER of November 19 Although Galloway dam alter

ative could not be analyzed yet we should note that such project is

32 likely to have some impacts upon cultural resources in contrast to your

other alternatives If that proposal is developed this feature no doubt

will be noticed

Sincerely

.... .2 ..

IL
Merle Wells

State Historic Preservation Officer

17



State of idaho

33
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
STATE OFACE 450 State Street Boise idaho

This comment is noted

JOHN tVAHS
Mailing address

34 Resjj Statehouse

Boise kioho 83720
kKENNETH DUNN 208 3344440

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission FERC would be the Federal December 13 1982

agency to review the Idaho Power Companys activities for NEPA compliance

The Corps of Engineers may be cooperating agency with FERC on any

environmental documents developed but Brownlee project is not within our
COL Robert Williams

District Engineer
jurisdiction In addition water budget flows will not impact the maxi US Army Corps of Engineers

mum and minimum elevations experienced at downstream projects Further Building 602

CityCounty Airport
the flows will not be outside the range which occurred prior to the water Walls Walla WA 99362

budget report Accordingly the impacts experienced downstream of the
ATTENTION NPWPL-ER

storage projects are not expected to change with the water budget flows

Dear Col Williams

35
This is to provide our comments on your environmental assessment of

use of Dworshak Reservoir to provide water for the water budget concept
of the Northwest Power Planning Council Because the water budget is onlyis comment is note

concept not plan it is not possible to do complete assessment of its

effects The assessment is as definitive as the water budget concept
permits at this time

We would have preferred to have seen an environmental assessment of the

effects on both the Snake and Clearwater rivers resulting from use of

Dworshak and Brownlee reservoirs to provide the water budget flows While

the reservoir impacts at Brownlee may not be the Corps responsibility to

34 describe your responsibilities for navigation and flood control management
will require your involvement in ar evaluation of Snake River impacts We

understand your division office is working with Idaho Power Company to

improve the base case simulation of Brownlee operation After that is

accomplished we would hope you would rerun similar range of alternatives

and include description of impacts in the middle Snake River areb We are

particularly interested in the effects of water budget releases on the

ability to meet the navigation flow requirements at Lime Point

We disagree with your tentative finding of no significant impact1 at

Dworshak DworshakReservoir is major recreational resource for the state

35 and region potential damage to recreation values in ten to fifteen per
cent of all years is not insignificant

Sincerely

KENNETH DUNN

AKDalw Director
A- 18



36

r/ si
We have included discussion of this in the document Please refer

IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME to Response 11

600 South Walnut Box 25

Brnse Idaho 83707
37 se

December 20 1982

This document reflects the nonpower impacts from water budget

impleiientation The Corps is considering systemwide study of flood

control purposes that will require several years to complete Any change

Colonel Robert Williams in authorized flood control purposes of Federal project will require

Army Engineer District Walla Walla

ATTN NPWPLER
Congressional reauthorization

Bldg 602 CityCounty Airport

Walla Walla Washington 99362

Dear Colonel Williams

We have reviewed the Draft Environnental Assessment DEA and Draft Findings of

No Significant Impact DF0NI for the nonpower impacts to the Dworshak Project

created by meetin9 the Water Budget Concept of the Northwest Power Planning

Councils Fish and Wildlife Program Your timely response in preparing these

documents in matter wnich is so important to maintaining and restoring the

salmon and steelhead runs of Idaho and the entire Columbia Basin is appreciated

Our general and specific comments follow

The DEA appears to depict most of the possible negative nonpower impacts of

alternatives AG but fails to recognize the most important positive impact produced

by all alternatives except the no action alternative That positive impac is

36 the incremental benefit to the entire Snake River and the Dworshak project area

in particular of increasing the return of adult salmon and steelhead by addicional

water for downstream migration While the DFOISI shows some recognition of this

fact by indicating which alternatives can meet the target flows there is notning in

the buoy of the DEA to indicate any likel3 differrtial in adult fish eturn under

any of the alternatives Improved adult returns is the goal of the Water Budget

Concept

The DEA does not fully respond to the implementation of the Water Budget Concept

by holding flood control rule curves and power releases constant for all the

described alternatives Section 304a of the Fish and Wildlife Program contains

37 specific language instructing the Corps to reexamine its flood control requirements

and for powar managers to flex power production operations to better acconmodate

the Water Budget The nonpower irnuacts of all the alternatives in the DEA could be

mitigated to some extent by changing firm power production and/or flood control

management

19

EQUAL OPIORTJNITY EMPE OYER



38 se
This comment is noted

Colonel Robert Williams December 20 1982

S2
Page Rainbow_trout Comment We believe the implication that the majority of
terrestrial insects appearing in the trout diet in the spring are made available

Water budget flows will not impact the maximum and minimum eleva- 38 by the water rising in the reservoir is not well substantiated and is probably
an overstatement of the potential detrimental impacttions experienced at downstream pro3ects Further the flows will not

be outside the range which occurred prior to the water budget request Page 13 Downstrjjn Comment This section ignores fishing for
steelhead which is by far the greatest fishing use the Clearwater River belowAccordingly the impacts experienced downstream of the storage proJects 39 orshak Dam receives Alternatives BG would tend to reduce high flows and improve

are not expected to change with the water budget flows However we have fishing opportunities during much of the steelhead season

discussed the impact on steelhead fishin3 in the recreation section
Page 14 paragraph Comment We believe the drop in
boating use related to reservoir levels below 1590 may be more closely related to

40 time of year rather than reservoir level Generally under base case conditions the40 Response
reservoir does not drop below 1590 until September which is the end of the summer
vacation period Elevations below 1590 earlier in the year would probably not be
as closely correlated to decrease in boating use as it is in SeptemberThe time of recreation usage was taken into account as impacts were

evaluated In the fourth paragraph of the DFONSI reference is made to kokanee losing
spawning habitat with lower pool levels This should be changed to read small

41 mouth bass rather than kokanee Winter spill which results from flood control41
management is one of the most detrimental impacts to kokanee and occurs under

every alternative unless alternative flood control and/or power generation operations
are evaluated

We have made the change to indicate smallmouth bass instead of

None of the alternatives evaluated appear to pose irreversible negative impactskokanee
Clearly in light of the Fish and Wildlife Program the no action alternative is42 unacceptable Alternative does not meet the target flows in all years and is

probably unrealistic in assuming that Brownlee would provide all the remaining flow42 Response
to reach the 85000 cfs objective Alternatives and probably come closest to
meeting the Water Budget Concept with minimal negative 000power impacts However
alternative flood control and/or power production releases would relieve some orThis comment is noted
all of the negative nonpower impacts of all the listed alternatives

Sincerely

cc Re ion

yMey
Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Council

A20



Aroy Enqineer District Walls Walls

Page
December 1982

offer no objections to the Corps finding of no significant

impacts with respect to the impacts of the water budget on

Dworshak reservoir operations

Sincerely

Brett Wiox
Executive Director

2D001 E/l
cc Herb Kennon

Ed Sienkiewicz
Ed Sheets



DIRECT SERVICE INDUSTRIES INC ORGANIZATIONS

290 Lloyd Center Tower 825 NE Multnomah Street

Portland Oregon 97232 43
503 233-4445

This concern was addressed in BPAs environmental assessment

Proposed Power System Changes to Implement the Water Budget

December 1982

44 se
See the above response

Army Engineer District Walla Walla
Attn WPWPL-ER
Building 602 City County Airport
Walla Walla Washington 99362

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on your
Environmental Assessment EA of the impacts on the Dworshak
project and its environs of providing water budgets included in
the Regional Planning Councils Fish and Wildlife Plan The
Direct Service Industries mc recognize the need for and
support programs to protect mitigate and enhance fish and
wildlife impacted by development of the regions hydroelectric
systems while assuring the adequate reliable and economic power
supply system

The principle concern of the DSI5 in modifying hydro syhtem
operations to provide the water budget is the impact such opera
tions may have on the availability of and recall requirements for
Advance Energy and Flexibility Energy essential to DSI top
quartile loads Fish flow operations in the AprilJune period
reduce the number of months during which this borrowed energy

43 can be returned recognition of this the Memorandum of
Understanding among SPA the qorps and the Bureau of Reclamation
SPA Contract No DE-M57982BP9O93O was modified in August 1982
to advance possible recall from March to February of any year
following reservoir drafts for supply of Advance Energy if recall
is determined to be necessary by the project operator to restore
reservoirs for nonpower purposes The earlier return obligation
deteriorates the quality of service for DSI top quartile loads
eg unnecessary returns could be initiated on unreliable January
snow pack data and subsequent precipitation make the returns
unnecessary

Your EA does not address the impacts of water budget opera
tions on power supply However from numerous discussions we
understand there is high probability that the supply of Advance

44 energy can be accommodated without further deterioration in the

quality of service anticipated under the August 1982 Memorandum
of Understanding If this understanding is correct the DSIs

21



EIV

IJAHO FOV\TER COMFANY Response

flit BOX 70 BOSE DAHO 83707

HYJIRO rOWER This comment is noted

December 17 1982

46 se
Arriy Engi neor DiRt-ri ct The model for Oworshak Reservoir elevations was based on the 40yea

Walla Walla 19281968 data The alternative mode of operation at Oworsha

Bldg 602 City-County Airport

Walla Walla Washington 99362
for the water budget did include flows from Brownlee project These

flows were included to determine how often the target flow at Lowe

Attention NPWPL-ER
Granite would be met There was no intent in the studies to develop

Dear Sir operating criteria for Brownlee project as this is the responsibility ot

This letter constitutes the comments of Idaho Power Company
the Idaho Power Company and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Company on the Draft Environmental Assessment Draft EA
prepared by the Army Corps of Engineers Corps1 Walla Walla

District to assess the nonpower impacts on the Dworshak Project
as that project is used to provide water for the Water Budget
Water Budget ertoblished in the Northwest Electric Power and

Conservation Planning Councils Council Fish and Wildlife

Program Program

With respect to the Snake River the Water Budget calls

for an amount of water up to 20000 cfs rionths at Lower Granite

Dam during the April 15 to June 15 period This water is to

come from water releases at Dworshak and Brownlee Rcservoirs

You are corrcct when you state in the Introduction that

Idaho Power Company has made no commitment to participate in

providing flows for water budget requirements As you are aware
the Company is continuing to discuss with the Corps proper allo
cation of participation between Dworshak and Brownlee Reservoirs
for Water Budget implementation

Inc Company does not nelieve that an adeguatc Draft Environ
mental Assessment can be prepared based upon the alternatives
utilized The reason for this is that several improper assump

46 tions were made in prepar ng the water bucget studios The results

of which limit the drawdown at Dworshak Reservoir to levels which
are considerably higher ti-an is realistic Some of the improprie
tics which have significant impat on the results of ti-c Corps
Water Budget studies are as follows

First the Corps ignored the flood control requirements
which they obligate the Company to comply with by filling Brownlee
Reservoir on April 30 in twenty out of forty years In actual

practice in only two years since completion of the Brownlee facility

has it been filled by April 30 The result of this approach is to

allow retention or refill of Brownlee Reservoir followed by water

4-22



47 JL
As noted in your last sentence of this comient North Pacific

budget draft as opposed to the flood control draft follow by
vision is workinq with the company to determine part icipation in the

the water budget draft In ctual practice on April 30 the
water budget requirements roacivoir is iormally so wire bctwon clovations of 1976 mcI 2u34

47 or anywhere from rpty to hmlf full of live storage rcsuiting in

subThantially Thorage cortared to the Corps studios and
48 honce rodu hil ty to contribute to the fish flush The pro

ct 1971 linc use rcquircs that th Brownloe Pcservoir be los red

to cvat on 034 on March That is aproxirnatoly onehalt
Please refer to Response The power aspects of the water budget pty vtth rc spoct to live storage Further the Coips can rcquiro

are beinq studied by BPA The administration will provide power to ft aL rown1o be losercd to elcvati 1976 or npty with ospect to
live toiage on April Aft April the Corpany can start stor

repl ace that lost at Brownl em ng recapturing watc only when tte Corps crmits The Co pany
appr iatem that the Council has requested the Cois .. to rx ne
its ttod control rcquiic its to insure achicviny proper bil nce

49
among the multipurpose uses of projects includiig the water budget

ravisou the Corps floon control plan to pttut the Coopany
retain watcr wtich is noimally released or not stored to smc ctcn

The del used to simulate the impacts of the water budget proposal would reduce the alipact of the eater budget on Brownloe San-e

ref ects the historic period of downstreai fish migrations to allow the November 19 the date of the Draft Environrrental lsscsiment dic cu
sions between the Comapny aid the Corps have resulted ii an just

decisio maker to determine which made of opuration meets water budget ment of the flood control rule curve to be used in performing tm
requi rerients without adversely impact ing nonpower purposes of Dworshak budget studies

project Secondly the studies perforned did not take into accor it hr

load recjuircm nts of Idaho oeer opanys customcm he sC dy was
conducted based on regicnal load requirerents which do not take to
consideration the summer load requirements of Idaio Power CoTany
systm By performing the studies with northrmt mgie al koadc

48 with winter peaks and in effect for runni it i_

providing water for downstream reservoirs the model fillet th
reservoir in low water years without regard for load require iicnts

and did not provide for drafting to meet summer peaks In some

ycars Dworshak was storing water while Brownlee is being drafted
In effect the loads utilized were artifically low and resulted
in more stored water higher head more generation and therefore
less impact However even with the impioper use of Brownlee
storage the impacts on Brownlee Reservoir were considerably greater
than those at Dworshak

Finally the studies conducted are not necessarily consis
tent with the water budget program as set forth in the program
It amumes that the water will be made available during four

49 week period in May when in fact the water could be requested as

early as April 15 and as late as early June to meet the June 15

deadline Further the water could be requested over shorter
period of time say two weeks as opposed to four weeks or

longer period of time say six weeks as opposed to four weeks
Each scenario will have substantially different imi acts

A23



50 se
See Response 46 The Corps will continue to work with the company

In conclusion if the Corps is uxpecting to realistically
and BPA to resolve concerns rd ated to meeting water budget target flow

fulfill the objectives of the water budget the volume of water at Lower Granite
releases from IJworshak will have to incruase substantially because

50 thu volume of water relcasos assumed for Brownlee Reservoir will

not be available As statd carlie the Cooany is contiuiag to

work with the Corps of Fgineers and tho Bonneville Power Adminis
tiation to rcsolve the problems which have been outlined In our

opinion until these diffcronces are resolved it would not be

rcasonable to make an environmental assessmont based on the impro
per assumptions in the studios which were selected

DEB

24



51 Response

The environmental assessrient covers the impact on the nonpower THE WASHINGTON WATER POWER COMPANY
ooerations at Dworshak Reservoir The water budget power concerns are

i5 Llectru und Natural Gus Sort cc
adJrv scd by BPA Please refer to Response Infornat ion ir this

0% 990KANE WAOH N0004 99 20 204 4990 00

nt use to Ieterui ne the iced fo suppl ement to the

IL fur Dv orsh ak project Moreover water budget flows will not impact

tie naxiii and minimum elevations experienced at downstream proects

Eurthe the flows will not be outside the range which occurred prior to

the water budget request Accordingly the impacts exoerienced
December 22 1982

downstream of the storage projects are not expected to change with the

water budget flows

Colonel Robert Wiiliaoos
52 U.S Army Engineering Distr Ct Yalla Walla

Attention NPWPLER

Building 602 tvcounty Airport
Please refer to the above response Walla Walls WA 99362

Dear Colonel Williamso

The following are comments by The Washington hater Power Co ipany on the

November 19 1982 Environmental tssessment and draft Finding of No Signifi

cant Impact for implementing the water budget concept at the Dworshak

project Our concerns are primarily with the procedural direction taken by

the Corps of Engineers in the preparation of the Environmental Assossrent

and the development of the finding of nonsignificance By limiting the

assessment to the projectspecific nonpower impacts the full signifi

51 cance of the alternatives for augmenting instream flows has not been

evaluated It may be that at some level of flow augmentation nonpower

impacts will be insignificant at the Dwcrshak pro3ect However contribu

tion of flows from the Dworsiak project coupled with other actions intended

to achieve larger regional goal of instream flows will likely have

significant direct ndirect and cumulative power and nonpower impacts

Impacts on future resource uses and the environment may also be compounded

by the need for additional capacity to replace the Oworshak increment of

the calculated 550mw regional loss of firm power

Considering the interdependence of the proposed action at Dworshak with

regional action it appears the cope of the assessment must be enlarged to

fully comply with the National Environmenta Policy Act Noplementution of

52 such major management action whih would alter roject operations and

have significant ecoionic consequences require more complete asscssment

which addresses the incremental impact cf tie proposed alternatives to the

regional system Aiy findings which reult from the assessment as it

now written can only be corsdered partial coorpliance with the Natio oal

Environmertal Policy Act because of the limiti assumotions whict wcre

used If the scope of this assessment is not enlarged the final documents

should state the perceived process as to how such limited assesayent and

A25

S9V9NG 9949 9949949494 EM 4944 04 WA04499400044 AND 49494440



Colonel Robert Williams

December 22 1982
53

Page

This comment is noted

finding may be used in evaluating the overall significance of the alterna

tive actions to the power and nonpower values of the regional system

Environmental Assessments require brief discussions of the significant

effects of action alternatives including impacts which are direct indirect

53 and cumulative These terms are all well defined in 40 CFR 1508.7 1508.8

1508.9 and 1508.27 and served as reference for the above comments Title

33 CFR 230.6d 2307c and Appendix B8 of 33 CFR 230 also served as

reference fpr these comments

Thank you for the opportunity to review these environmental documents

7ely
Fred Shiosaki

Manager Environmental Affairs

RDWwpc

cc Executive Department

Prekeges

Wimer IPCo

Schultz ICP

Wright PNUCC FW Comm

26



______________________jJ ____ _____ _________
PACIFIC NORT HWEST UTILITIES CONFEyENCE COMMITTEE

The water budget power concerns are addressed by the EPA Please

Dcccmbei 30 1982
refer to Response

Colonel Robert Williams

Denartment of the Arny
Walla \talla District Corps of Engineers

Building 602 CityCounty Airport
Walla Walla \VA 99362

Dear Colonel Willia ns

Ow comments on tne draft Environmental Assessment Dwo shak Dam and Reservoir
Water Budget Cocept are as follows

RePaPggls1
Contained in so paragraph is he state ert Tfs er vironmental as es iseusses

the nonoower mpacts of irrplerrentng the \Vster Bucgct Corcpt only or the Dworshak

project

The P\UCC feels ttat power impacts red be od icr ef se aresse en Tk sr

and \\ ilcilife Program states is Section 314 ht the \Vater Bu exp cted to

54 result in the asnual lo of inegrrr Its of fir sergy load cc rying cap hilly
IELCC Ttis 11 result in gnif ca irp et to th pwer systec At the cry

least toe assessment shock address he addit on wer re uireme its that will be
needed to re lacc the lost FLLCC id cumulativ impacts placed upon her

genra ing facilities in the re5ioi

We appreciate the opportlinty to co oment on your draft asressmert

Sincerely

RchNasse

Depaty Direct

RN/jr

A27 PNUCC 520 SW PXTH AVENUE SUIT 505 FQRTLANIDOR 97204
15031 2239343



INDIVIDUALS

ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVEtOPMENT This comment is noted

eo 365

APWA1 DAHO 208 8432253
83540

56 ps
December 1982

Any comments may be submitted The process is open to suggestions

District Engineer
Walls Walla District

Overlooked items of importance can he included in the document

U.S Anmy Corps of Engineers

AN NPL ER

Bid 602 City County Airport
57

Walla Walla Washington 99362

RE DRAFT RE DWORSHAK U4 RED RESERVIOR WATER BUDGET CONCEPT
The assessment includes discussion on the social impacts in the

cultural considerations in Part Manmade Facilities and Activities

District Engineer

The Nez Perce Tribe has teviewed the draft EA for adherence to the 58

hational Environmental Policy Act of 1969 and its implementing regulations

and issues the following statement
This was not within the purpose of the assessment The assessment

55 That to comply with NEPA NEPA process should include the

following steps

evaluates the need for supplementing the existing FEIS because of impacts

from the water budget

receipt of proposal for action

step to obtain range of alternates for the comeitment of

the available resource

The preparation of draft EA or EIS

Comeents on the draft RE or EIS

Preparation of final BA or EIS

Decision on the proposal

56 The Nez Perce Tribe declares this EA to be premature At the

present time the Corps is already in step of the above IPA

process and the Nez Perce Tribe can only sthmit adversa comeent

40 CFR 1500.5

57 The RE did not address the Economic Impacts in the area specifically

the Nez Perce Tribal Marina

58 An alternate was not included that would enhance the operation of

the Nez Perce Tribal Marina or operate the reservoir in the best

pubiic interest for use esoecially for recreation

28

Economic Devopment Program



se
59 The Nez Perce Tribe requests that these impacts be assessed as they are

This comment is noted
the Corpse responsibility to do so

60 An enhancement alternate would include the following
60

That from high pool drop of no more than feet and then stabilization
at that drop depth would be most beneficial and would allow for

Runoff containmentThis comment is noted
Best for fishing on reservoir
Recreation would be maxindzed this would result from not depriving
the public of lower lake61

Camping areas would have beaches
60-70% of all debris would be contained in the foot zoneand not in
reservoirsThe Corps of Engineers is working on minimizing the loss of kokanee 5foot drop would also allow stabilization of temperaturewithin the reservoir The natural tendency for the kokanee to follow

61 The Marina operator has noted the public awareness of the loss of resident
downstream currents results in much of this loss The Corps of Engineers fish due to the widervater withdrawal Efforts should be made to mitigatetries to operate the dams intake structure at depths to avoid the fish

this loss

Thank you

Øsearch Data Planner

Planning Branch

JL sj

29
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FINDINGS OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Dworshak Dam and Reservoir

Water Budget Concept

As part of the NEPA process an environmental assessment has been

prepared for the Dworshak Dam and Reservoir contribution to the water

budget for the Northwest Power Planning Councils fish and wildlife

program The intent of the water budget is that water stored in head

water reservoirs be released to improve juvenile anadromous fish migra

tion to the Pacific Ocean The water budget is that quantity of water in

storage to provide flows equivalent to an average of at least 85 Kcfs at

Lower Granite for 31 days during the period April 15 through June 15

during critical low flow years

Important assumptions in the environmental assessment are that flood

control criteria at Dworshak will not be violated and flows required to

meet firm power will be released The assessment does not address the

impact from lost power generation nor the impacts created by flow

requirements from Brownlee The assessment is limited to Dworshak

Reservoir impacts and impacts on Clearwater River downstream from Dworshak

to the mouth

The physical biological and cultural impacts have been studied for

Alternative base condition Alternative 06 million acre-feet from

Dworshak and the rest from Brownlee Alternative 0.9 million acre-

feet from Dworshak and the rest from Brownlee Alternative 0.6 million

acre-feet plus uncontained spill from Dworshak and the rest from

Brownlee Alternative Dworshak would provide the necessary flows

and Alternative Dworshak and Brownlee would provide proportional

flows Alternative proposed by the tribes was also evaluated This

alternative goes beyond the water budget in requiring flows for 46 days

instead of 31 days It appears Alternatives and would support target

flows in all years and and in almost all years Alternative

flow objectives are not attainable in approximately 20 percent of the

years

The implementation of the water budget alternatives creates impacts

on reservoir recreation with lesser impact on Clearwater River recrea

tion Reservoir recreation is increasingly impacted with the frequency

of pool elevations below 1595 feet msl and more severely impacted as

pool drawdown levels increase The use of the minicampsites shows the

greatest decline in use There would be less recreational use in all

categories



The mplemantation of the water budget alternatives impactlog trans

oortation at the reservoir The increased frequency of pool level below

1580 feet msl reduces the ability of logging companies to use the timber

resources around Dworshak project

The water budget increases slows ir the Snake and Columbia Rivers

which are expected to increase the number of anadromous fish that would

return to the Clearwater River Smalimouth bass that inhabit the reser

voir iiay lose spawning areas and experience population decline as

result of drawdown for lower pool levels Wildlife changes would also

occur as the es of the increased frequency of reservoir drawdown

The water budget alternatives would change wildlife habitat and slightly

alter the Dworshak ecosystem

nave weighed the beneficial and adverse environmental impacts of

the proposed water budget alternatives on the nonpower operation of

Dworshak Dam and Reservoir and have determined that implementing altr

native or is major Federal action which does not signficantlY

affect the quality of the human environment Implementing alternative

or is major Federal action which may significantly affect

the quality of the human environment and therefore requires further

evaluation and the supplementing of the Dworshak Final Environriental

Impact Statement

Colonel Corps of Engineers

District Engi ieer

Date
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SEP02 1983

--ugus t3I983

PGC

Addressees

SOd
John Pyrch

HN
Environmental Coordinator PGC 1I

Responses to Water Budget EA Comments

Attached is FINAL DRAFT copy of the Water Budget EA FONSI errata sheet the
comments received and our responses to those comments Please review and

provide your comments to Wally Hibbard by COB September 12 1983

Some editorial judgment was used in determining whether or not comment

warranted response This was particularly the case with PNUCC and the

Northwestern School of Law where the numerous comments were sifted to find the
underlying query IS THIS APPROPRIATE HAS THE BASIC ISSUE BEEN ADDRESSED
If you feel that any comment has been left unanswered or the answer is

lacking in detail please note the comment and provide handwritten response
and/or addition

Attachments

Addresses

Schmidt APG Fuqua PR

Katz AR Dean PS

Mclennan PG Norrell SJ

Palensky PJ

Wilibbard WPPGC2206K

cc

Cunningham ALP MacKay PRCA

Lewis AR Faulkner PS

Price PGC Freeland SJ

Harper PJI Official File PCC



U.S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

PROPOSED POWER SYSTEM CHANGES

TO IMPLEMENT THE WATER BUDGET

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICIANT IMPACT

DRAFT

AGENCY Bonneville Power Administration BPA Department of Energy

ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on BPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the Columbia

River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program

SUMMARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was adopted in

November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and Conservation

Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the Program is intended to meet

the underlying need of improving the survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead

migrating through reservoirs on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15

and June 15 of each year BPA has prepared circulated for review and

considered an Environmental Assessment EA on its proposal to join with the

Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau in the

decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint on

the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA page The Corps

and the Bureau are in the process of preparing appropriate environmental

documentation regarding their participation in implementing the Water Budget

Reasons why impacts are not signifcant

The only clearly identifiable impacts of the proposal could result

from the acquisition of new generating resources to replace flows

previously used for the generation of firm energy which are now dedicated



to fish However there are sufficient existing generating resources

within the region to adopt the Water Budget as firm power planning

constraint Therefore no new generating resources will need to be

acquired in order for BPA to implement its portion of the Water

Budget.EA page 41

No air land or water quality impacts will occur at hydrogeneratifly

projects within the region as result of BPAs treating the Water Budget

as firm power planning constraint Generating projects which are not on

the mainstem Columbia River but are part of the Coordinated System will

participate through coordinated system planning only to the degree that

individual project constraints will allow EA page 30

The impact to power marketing is the loss of the ability to market

510 MW of firm energy The loss of 510 MW of firm energy creates an

increase of 510 MW of secondary energy BPA will compensate for lost

revenues by increasing revenue requirements and rates EA page 43 The

effects of increases attributable to the Water Budget are primarily

socioeconomic in nature there are no definitive physical effects EA

pages vii 44 and 49

Notification of intent to prepare this EA was made by direct mailing to

Federal State and local agencies and to affected and/or interested members

of the public on February 24 1983 The Notice of Intent was published in the

Federal Register on February 17 1983 The EA with notice of preliminary

FONSI EA page 49 was distributed for review on May 20 1983 The conunent

period for the EA and preliminary FONSI ended on June 24 1983 Copies of

this finding will be distributed along with responses to comments recieved



to those persons who received the EA Copies are also available upon request

from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power Administration

P.O Box 3621 SJ Portland Oregon 97208 telephone 503 230-5136

Based on the information in the EA and after consideration of comments from

the public and other agencies the Department of Energy finds that the

proposed action is not major Federal action significantly affecting tfle

quality of the human enviornment within the meaning of the National

Environmental Policy Act of 1969 42 U.S.C 4321 etseq Therefore an

environmental impact statement will not be prepared

Issued in Washington D.C __________________________

WILLIAM VAUGHAN

Assistant Secretary

Environmental Protection Safety

and Emergency Preparedness

WHibbarday WP-PGC2132K-



ERRATA

Page Table S-i number l.a right hand column replace Resource
with Reduced

Page vi Table S-2 number 3.a right hand colum after total insert

space available for Delete space

Page vii Table S-3 type of Environmental Impact sriould be changed

to read

Relatively small pnysical changes therefore no significant

impacts

Page paragraph line delete all of line and insert

will improve conditions for instream migrants The in response

to comment

Page paragraph line insert the following after tne word

alternative

while it would at times provide optimum flows

response to comment

Page 14 paragraph line delete all in parentheses in response to

comment 11

Page 24 line delete the word generating in response to

comment 13

Page 27 paragraph delete last three sentences and replace with the

following

Investigation of the 40-year record using seasonal

hydroregulations with monthly averages of flows and generation

indicated insignificant occurrences of peaking reductions for the

Columbia and Snake River systems Further analysis from an hourly

standpoint showed that the continuous peaking ability of the

Federal hydrosystem is very sensitive to the amount of energy

generation and hence water releases from Federal reservoirs

This is particularly evident during normally low flow periods of

the year such as August September and October Reductions in

firm load which cause the Federal system to approach minimum

generation as identified by minimum flow and electrical

constraints limit the ability to enter into peaking exchange

arrangements Too much -return of energy during offpeak hours could

cause Federal system load to fall below Federal system minimum

generation requirements resulting in forced spill of water



Page 28 section 4.5.2 paragraph line delete any given year and

replace with the 40 years ot record

10 Page 31 section 4.6.4b delete the words additional conservation

from lines and Acquisition of conservation has been detailed in

new subsection of section 4.6.4 in response to comments and 74

11 Page 31 section 4.6.4 add the following new section 4.6.4d in
response to comments and 74

Acquisition of CONSERVATION and implementation of conservation

programs to enhance efficient use of electricity
Conservation actions include but are not limited to tne

following

Ensuring new residential and commercial facilities are

energy efficient

installing energy efficient appliances

seeking more efficient means of manufacturing goods and

making existing structure more energy efficient

12 Page 31 section 4.6.5 line delete reductions to and insert

modifications to the timing of

13 Page 36 first paragraph last sentence insert nonfirm after

increased two places in the sentence

14 Page 37 Table last line change 69204000 to 69204000

15 Page 39 section 5.2.1 first paragraph delete last sentence insert

The decrease is approximately 9% of the total space available for

storage during the September to April 15 period in response to

comment 56

16 Page 42 section 6.1.3 delete the first four lines and replace with the

following

Reductions in firm load during normally low flow periods may cause

the Federal load to approach the generation required by the minimum

flow This condition can limit peaking exchange contracts in which

energy is normally returned during offpeak hours However there

are no physical changes anticipated to

17 Page 53 under Others/Individuals add in response to comment 26
-- Committee PNUCC to-Pacific-Northwest Utilities Conference



18 Page D-l add the following definition to the glossary in response to

coment

CONSERVATION Any reduction in electric power consumption as

result of increases in the efficiency of energy use production or

distribution

19 Page D3 delete glossary definition of the Pacific Northwest Utilities
Conference Committee PNUCC and replace with the following in
response to cornent 27

voluntary association of public and investor-owned electric

utilities and BPAs direct service industries Its primary

responsibility is long-range planning of resources to meet
forecasted electricity demand

WHibbarday WPPGC-2203K



PGc SEP 1983

4r Doug James

Bureau of Reclamation

P0 Box 043550 West Port Street

Boise Idaho 97208

Dear fr James

As agreed in our July 21 1983 meeting please find enclosed draft copy of

Bonneville Power Administrations EPA Water Budget Environmental

Assessment EA errata sheet and draft of EPAs responses to comments

received on the EA This package is presently undergoing internal review but

should give you pretty clear understanding of how we are dealing with

comments received and revisions to the EL Please let me know as soon as

possible if you see any problems copy of the Finding of No Significant

Impact will be sent to you once it has been drafted and cleared from the

technical standpoint

Sincerely

Sgdj JOHN PVRCH

John Pyrch
Environmental Coordinator

Office of Power and Resources Management

Enclosure

WHibbard wb WPPCC2300K

cc
Official File PGC
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PGC

Nr Art Cerlach

Corps of Engineers
P.O Boz 2870

Portland Oregon 83724

Dear Mr Gerlach

As agreed in our July 21 1983 meeting please find enclosed draft copy of

Bonneville Power Administrations BPA Water Budget Environmental

Assessment BA errata sheet and draft of BPAs responses to comments

received on the BA This package is presently undergoing internal review but

should give you pretty clear understanding of how we are dealing with

comments received and revisions to the BA Please let me know as soon as

possible if you see any problems copy of the Finding of No Significant

Impact will be sent to you once it has been drafted and cleared from the

technical standpoint

Sincerely

89d JOHN PYRCH

John Pyrch
Environmental Coordinator

Office of Power and Resources I4anageertt

Enclosure

Wilibbard wb WPPCC-23OOX

cc
Official File POC





DATE August 17 1983 UNITEDSTATESGOVERNMENT

refer Memorandum
TO Wallace Hibbard

Environmental Specialist PGC

FROM

SUBJECT Responses to Water Budget EA Comments

Attached are my handwritten comments on the above subject have two general

concerns

First many of the comments/responses could be evaluated together i.e
similar comments placed together and one general response covering the topic

would be developed For example comments on the BPA NEPA process could be

brought together and answered Thirtythree out of 72 responses refer to

another response This indicates many individuals raising similar issues

Individual responses disquise the frequency that an issue is raised and the

category of cotmuentors who raise it This is valuable piece of information

for our decisionmakers

Second BPA and the Office of Power and Resources Management in particular

has not developed an overall strategy to evaluate issues and concerns in

coordinated process that is evident to the general public Our decisions seem

to be made piece-meal with NEPA as only small portion of the overall

program All too often our response to outside comments is change in

circumstances will require further NEPA review and analysis or that the

issue will be raised in another document This occurs eleven times in these

responses To be informed the general public must know when and where these

issues are addressed It is our duty to be responsive to this need to the

best of our ability

urge you to consider these two points before finalizing the responses
Thank you for the opportunity to review your material

Attachment

WFreelandmem WPSJ23530

cc
Pyrch PGC

Morrell S.J

Official File SJ

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION PORTLAND OREGON BPA 1100 REV MAR 1980





ADMINISTRATORS BRIEFING PAPER
72283

Water Budget

CONTEXT

BPA belives that BPA committed to the Water Budget as firm constraint on

the system for 198384 when we made our February 1983 submittal under

the Coordination Agreement and for OY 198384 and OY 198485 when we

included meeting the Water Budget in the hydroregulation for the 1983 rate

case

The Corps apparently believes that It will make the decision for OY 198384 in

September 1983 when the General signs off on the Coordinated Regulation

Corps and BPA operational and legal staff have disagreed historically on this

point

At the last meeting between Bill Lloyd Bureau General van Loben Sels

Corps and you BPA on March 1983 it was agreed to meet again after

BPA received comments on its EA We had staff level meeting to discuss the

comments and our EA/FONSI strategy on July 21 1983 and successfully resolved

all issues such that we do not see any need for higher level meeting

STATUS

BPA Water Budget BA on power effects released to the public on May 20 1983

for comment by June 24 1983 treats the Water Budget as firm planning

constraint that will not need to be reevaluated each year BPA expects to

FONSI its participation pursuant to this document by midSeptember schedule

attached

Corps Water Budget BAs The Corps has finalized and is holding for release

BAs for their Libby and Dworshak facilities participating in the Water Budget

for OY 1984 The BAs will most likely be released after the Corps has had

opportunity to review BPAs draft FONSI and response to comments to insure

compatibility between BPA and Corps documents Release scheduled in September

just prior to General signing Coordinated Regulation The EA/FONSI on

Dworshak is based on operating to insure refill which happens to coincide with

generation capacity 10000 cfs

BPA and IPC have Initiated the environmental investigation of nonpower

effects of IPC providing Snake River water from Brownlee Reservoir CH2M Hill

is the firm contracting to do the study which Is funded by BPA Scoping

meetings were held in Oregon and Idaho during the week of June 12 BPA

anticipates preparing an EA/FONSI next winter for power replacement

agreement with IPC for Water Budget participation OY 1984 and beyond IPC

does not view the environmental investigation as means of determining level

of participation



The Corps and the IPC continue to be at odda as to degree of participation

from their facilities for the Snake system With the minimum Corps

participation at Dworshak and limited participation by IPC the likelihood of

meeting the Water Budget on the Snake will be reduced

The Water Budget Managers petitioned BPA to not fund the environmental

investigation of nonpower Impacts to lPCs Hells Canyon complex until Corps

and IPC have settled the conflict over degree of participalon letter
attached Water Budget Managers fear funding of study limiting Brownlee

drawdown to elevation 2036 IPCs self-Imposed limit rather than to 2008
level that will assure adequate Snake River flows Implies that BPA endorses

2036 BPA staff response will indicate that the study will continue as It

represents the first step of an important Information gathering process that

IPC will use in their determination of degree of participation The

information will also be used by BPA for NEPA purposes If IPC and BPA enter

Into replacement agreement

Bureau of Reclamation has placed drawdown limits on Grand Coulee of

1240 feet at end of May They will In their FONSI state that with that

limit no change in operations is needed They Intend to rely on the BPA and

Corps EAs and Council program as support for NEPA compliance The

1240 limitation may reduce the likelihood that the Water Budget wIll be met

on the mainstem

WPPGC2Ol3K



Office of Power and Resource Management
Bonneville Power Administration

REVISED SCHEDULE FOR SYSTEMWIDE POWER IMPACTS EA

ACTIVITY COMPLETION DATE

Notice of Intent Federal Register 2/17/83

Mailing to Coordination Group 2/25/83

Develop Final Mailing List 3/29/83

Preliminary Draft to DOE 4/4/83

Advance Copy to ACOE BR NMFS FWS
Council staff and key BPA staff 4/21/83

Formal Transmittal to DOE 5/11/83

Publish and Distribute 5/20/83

Agency and Public Information MeetIng room 464 14pm 6/2/83

Close of Comment Period 6/24/83

Internal review of comments and draft responses due to FCC 7115183

Draft responses to comments out for EPA review 7/25/83

Close of BPA internal review 8/15/83

Advance F0NSI EA errata sheet and response to comments to DOE 8/26/83

Formal Transmittal to DOE 8/31/83

Publish and Distribute FONSI 9/16/83

Indicates activity completed

Includes Consultation/Coordination Water Budget NMFS FWS CORPS BUREAU
and interested citizens mailing lists

1815K 53l83 revised 7/10/83



WATER BUDGET CENTER
2705 BURNSIDE

SUITE 213
PORTLAND OR 97214

June 29 1983

Mr John Pyrch
Environmental Coordinator
Office of Power and Reources Management PGE
Bonneville Power Administration
POE 3621

Portland OR 97212

Dear Mr Pyrch

Utilization of the Snake River water budget allocation as intended
by the Northwest Power Planning Council Fish and Wildlife Program
requires resolution of the degree of participation by both Dworshak
and Brownlee reservoirs

The present position of the Corps is that Dworshak outflow during
the water budget period should not exceed the hydraulic capacity
of 10000 cfs Idaho Power Company presently has taken the position
that Brownlee drawdown will be limited to elevation 2036 or less
if it is dry year

According to our calculations based upon computer regulations
made by the CoE these limitations would result in flows less
than 85000 cfs at Lower Granite Dam in out of 40 years or
at 15 percent probability of occurrence This is not consistent
with the Fish and Wildlife Program

The water budget concept was adopted to provide the water in low
runoff years necessary to reduce or eliminate smolt losses The
water budget managers therefore speaking for the fish and
wildlife agencies and tribes believe that participation by
both Dworshak and Browniec reservoirs must be at the combined
level necessary to provide the water budget volume specified
in the NPPC Fish and Wildlife Program Limiting the participation
to the respective levels presently suggested by the Corps and
Idaho Power Company will defeat the NPPCs intent in adopting
the water budget by making it impossible to provide the needed
improvement in downstream passage conditions during low runoff
years



Page II June 29 1983

We therefore recommend that BPA not conduct the environmental
investigation referred to in your June 1983 information
bulletin until such time as Idaho Power Company and the CoE
agree on joint participation arrangement that will meet the
water budget The necessary participation likely would require
larger releases from Dworshak combined with lower drawdown
level at Brownlee To proceed with the investigation without
resolution of this question would imply approval of the present
CoE and Idaho Power Company positions

Sincerely

HKarr
Water Budget Manager Water Budget Manag
Fish and Wildlife Agencies Columbia Basin Tribes

cc NPPC Curt Marshall
CoE Nick Dodge
Idaho Power Company Don Barclay
CBFW Council Kahler Martinson
CRITFC Timothy Wapato
Columbia Basin Tribes

MM MK



JUL 1983

S9d JOHN PYRCH

Dear
_______________

Thank you for your letter of comment regarding Bonneville Power
Administratfonts Bnvirunmeutal Assessment BA on proposed power system
changes to implement the Water Budgets Tour comments are part of the
official record and will be taken into consideration

You viii receive all future information regarding the disposition of the
PA

Sincerely

Sgd JOHN PVRCH

John Pyrch
nvironmentai Coordinator

Office of Power and Besources anagentent

WHibbard dg WPPCC2i52K

cc

Ribbard PGC

Price PGC

Official File PCC
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Department of Energy

Bonnevifle Power Administration

PO Box 3621

Portand Oregon 97208

J0L27983
repy refer to PGC

Dear

Thank you for your letter of comment regarding Bonneville Power
Administrations Environmental Assessment EA on proposed power system
changes to implement the Water Budget Your comments are part of the
official record and will be taken into consideration

You will receive all future information regarding the disposition of theEA

Sincerely

Sgd JOHN PYACH

John Pyrch
Environmental Coordinator
Office of Power and Resources Management



Mr Randall Hardy Mr Patrick Graham
Executive Director Bureau Chief

Pacific Northwest Utilities State of Montana
Conference Committee Department of Fish

520 SW Sixth Avenue Suite 505 Wildlife and Parks

Portland Oregon 97204 P.O Box 67

Kalispell Montana 59901

Mr Lawrence Ander8on
Director Mr Carl Barr
Office of Electric Power Regulations Director of Power Production
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Public Utility District of Grant County
Washington D.C 20426 P.O Box 878

Ephrata Washington 98823

Mr David Heiser

Chief Environmental Coordination Mr Fred Shiosaki

State of Washington Manager Environmetal Affairs

Parks and Recreation Commission The Washington Water Power Company
7150 Clearwater Lane KYll P.O Box 3727

Olympia Washington 98504 Spokane Washington 99220

Mr Michael Blumm Ms Katherine Fletcher
Associate Professor of Law Director Environmental Affairs Division
Lewis and Clark College Seattle City Light
Northwest School of Law 1015 Third Avenue

Portland Oregon 97219 Seattle Washington 98104

Mr Merle Gibbens Mr Brett Wilcox

SecretaryManager Executive Director
South Columbia Basin Irrigation District Direct Service Industries Inc
402 West Lewis Street 1290 Lloyd Center Tower

Pasco Washington 99301 825 NE Multnomah Street

Portland Oregon 97232

Mr Allan Comp

Acting Associate Regional Director Mr Timothy Wapato
Recreation Resource and Professional Services Executive Director
National Park Service Columbia R4ver InterTribal
Westin Bldg Room 1920 Fish Commission
2001 Sixth Avenue 2705 Burnside Street Suite 114

Seattle Washington 98121 Portland Oregon 97214

Mr Robert Henny Mr Allan Bakalian

Assistant Chief Planning Division Executive Director
North Pacific Division Northwest Environmental Defense Center

Army Corps of Engineers 10015 SW Terwilliger Blvd
P.O Box 2870 Portland Oregon 97219

Portland Oregon 97208

Mr Roger Purdom

Ms Barbara Rhodes Environmental Coordinator
Route Box 1945 System Planning and Design
Libby Montana 59923 Public Utility District No

of Chelan County
Mr Gary Fritz P.O Box 1231

Administrator Wenatchee Washington 98801

State of Montana

Department of Natural Resources Mr Douglas James

and Conservation Acting Regional Environmental Officer
Water Resources Division Bureau of Reclamation
32 South Ewing Pacific NW Region
Helena Montana 59620 P.O Box 043550 West Fort Street

Boise Idaho 83724
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STATE CLEAPNGjOUSE

Interaovernmental Relations Division 70 Response The Governor of Oregon has stated that this concern is155 Cottage ST Salem Oreg JUN 131983 ffigated through the negligible rate increase to irrigators see commentPhone 3783732 97310 number 69
OSDADIVIS1ON OF SOIL

AND WATER CONSERVATION

C31OO54 JUL 081983
Project Return ate

Addressed If you intend to comment but cannot respond by the
return date please notify us immediately If no response is received
by the due date it will be assumed that you have no comment and the
file will be clOsed

PROGRAM REVIEW AND COMMENT

TO STATE CLEARINGHOUSE We have reviewed the subject Notice and have
on its relationship to our plans and

programs

It has no adverse effect

We have no comment

Effects although measurable would be acceptable

It has adverse effects Explain in Remarks Section

We are interested but require more information to evaluate the
proposal Explain in Remarks Section

Additional comments for project improvement Attach if necessa-y

REMARKS Please type or print legibly

The Oregon Department of Agriculture supports efforts of agencies improving Oregons fisheries
resource

However the proposed POWER SYSTEM CHANGES TO IMPLEMENT THE WATER BUDGET project will ad
tiniated easeiw In many

cases today the cost of production on irrigated land already exceeds the income obtainable from
that land Irrigation power rates have increased as much as 600% over the past 10 years in
Oregon causing farmers to take irrigated land out of production or revert to dryland farming
Oregons irrigators cant afford additional reductions in irrigated acres or additional in
creases in power rates
This project conflicts with the recent request by Oregon irrigators supported by the Oregon
Dept of Agriculture to Bonneville Power Administration for long-term seasonal off-peak
rate for irrigation

Agency Ag Administration //



OREGON CT NOT1FCATION Al EVIEW SYSTEM

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

Interaovernmental Relations Division
155 Cottage ST UE Salem Oregon JUN 1983Phone 3783732 973lO

Dept of EnergyPNRS ..LLLLf 9_EVIF3

roject OR 531005 Rturn

To Agency Addressed If you intend to comment but cannot respond by the
return date please notify us immediately If no response is received
by the due date it will be assumed that you have no comment and the
file will be clOsed

PROGRAM REVIEW AND COMMENT

TO STATE CLEARINGHOUSE We have reviewed the subject Notice and have
on its relationship to our plans and

programs

It has no adverse effect

We have no comment

Effects although measurable would be acceptable

It has adverse effects Explain in Remarks Section

We are interested but require more information to evaluate the
proposal Explain in Remarks Section

Additional comments for project improvement Attach if necessary

REMARKS Please type or print legibly

yTh
Agency F3-



OREGON PROJT NOTIFICATION AND REVIEW SYSTEM

STATE CLEAR NGHOUSE
of Envbrofltfleflta

Interaovernmental Relations Division
155 Cottage ST Saleri Or

Phone 378 3732 97310
ju OJ

STATE PF.V1 EW

oject OR83L531-5- Return ateJ0893

Agency Addressed If you intend to comment but cannot respond by the
turn date please notify us immediately If no response is received

the due date it will-be assumed that you have no comment and the
Lie will be clOsed

PROGRAM REVIEW AND COMMENT

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE We have reviewed the subject Notice and have
T1T6IlowLg conclusions on its relationship to our plans and

ograms

It has no adverse effect

We have no comment

Effects although measurable would be acceptable

It has dverse effects Explain in Remarks Section

We are interested but require more information to evaluate the

proposal Explain in Remarks Section

Additional comments for project improvement Attach if necessary

REMARKS Please type or print legibly



11 wi sm WV .J

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

Interaovernmental Re1atios Division
l55 Cottage ST Salem Oregon

Phone 3783732 97310

PNRS ST4TF

rojec OR_830531-005-4 Return

If you intend to comment but cannot respond by the
return date please notify us immediately If no response is received
by the due date it will be assumed that you have no comment and the
file will be dosed

PROGRAM REVIEW AND COMMENT

TO STATE CLEARINGHOUSE We have reviewed the subject Notice and have
reached the following conclusions on its relationsbip to our plans and
programs

It has no adverse effect

We have no comment

Effects although measurable would be acceptable

It has adverse effects Explain in Remarks Section

We are interested but require more information to evaluate the
proposal Explain in Remarks Section

Additional comments for project improvement Attach if necessary

REMARKS Please type or print legibly

By



%J

ATE CLEARINGHOUSE

Interaovernmefltal Relations Division

155 Cottage ST TE Salem Oregon

Phone 3783732 93310

PNRS ILAIF YJEJ
ject _Q53_1Q..O_5Af gturn nate

JUL 081983

Addressed If you intend to comment but cannot respond by the

turn date please notify us immediately If no response is received

the due date it will be assumed that you have no comment and the

le will be closed

._ _._

.. ....
..

._ ._ ...__
_._ ._...

PROGR 2\NDCOMNENT

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE We have reviewed the subject Notice and have

on its relationship to our plans and

ogramS

It has no adverse effect

We have no comment

Effects although measurable would be acceptable

It has Adverse effects Explain in Remarks Section

We are interested but require more information to evaluate the

proposal Explain in Remarks Section

Additional comments for project improvement Attach if necessary

REMARKS Please type or print legibly

____________________ By



pREGON P3 JECT

InteraovernmE zions Division
155 Cottaqe ST Salem Oregon

Phone 3783732 97310

JS ST If

rojectR_83O531Ok Pturn nate
JUL 081983

cAddr4 If you intend to comment but cannot respond by the

return date please notify us immediately If no response is received

by the due date it will be assumed that you have no comment and the

file will be clOsed

._ .. ...
__._ ...___.._ .. ._ ._. __.. ._ _.__. ._ ..

PROGRAM REVIEW AND COMMENT

TO STATE CLEARINGHOUSE We have reviewed the subject Notice and have
on its relationship to our plans and

programs

It has no adverse effect

We have no comment

Effects although measurable would be acceptable

It has Adverse effects Explain in Remarks Section

We are interested but require more information to evaluate the

proposal Explain in Remarks Section

Additional comments for project improvement Attach if necessary

RE1ARXS Please type or print legibly

Agency By ___________________________



OREGON PCT NOTiFICATION REVIEW SYST

STATE CLEARUGHCYSE
DEPARTMttff OF LA

Interaovernmental Relations DiVisigSERVAT1ON ANO JFVFE0PMEN1

155 Cottage ST NE Salem Oregon
Phone.3783732 97310

JUN 13 ig

LLL .LATE E.i.LL
SALEM

Project R_8305310054 Pturn nate
JUL 081983

cAddress If you intend to comment but cannot respond by the

return date please notify us immediately If no response is received

by the due date it will be assumed that you have no comment and the

file will be closed

PROGRAM REVIEW AND COMMENT

TO STATE CLEARINGHOUSE We have reviewed the subject Notice and have

TFiT6TT6ing conclusions on its relationship to our plans and

programs

It has no adverse effect

We have no comment

Effects although measurable would be acceptable

It has adverse effects Explain in Remarks Section

We are interested but require more information to evaluate the

proposal Explain in Remarks Section

Additional comments for project improvement Attach if necessary

REMARKS Please type or print legibly

______________________



OREGON PROJT NOTIFICATION AN VIEW SYSTEM

STATE CLEARINSHOUSE

Interaovernmental Relations Division RECEIVED
155 Cottage ST NE Salem Oregon JtJNPhone 3783732 97310

WATER RESOUR bL
LN AT SALEM.OREG

Project _830531-005k Return Date JUL D5T3

c2%iie4ve Zm
ToAgen cyAddressed If you intend to comment but cannot respond by the
return date please notify us immediately If no response is received
by the due date it will be assumed that you have no comment and the
file will be clOsed

PROGRAM REVIEW 2\ND COMMENT

TO STATE CLEARINGHOUSE We have reviewed the subject Notice and have
reached the following conclusions on its relationship to our plans and

programs

It has no adverse effect

We have no continent

Effects although measurable would be acceptable

It has adverse effects Explain in Remarks Section

We are interested but require more information to evaluate the
proposal Explain in Remarks Section

Additional comments for project improvement Attach if necessay

REMARKS Please type or print legibly

Agency___________________________________________________________ By .V 11



U.S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

Proposed Power System Changes

To Implement The Water Budget
Finding Of No Significant Impact

AGENCY Bonneville Power Administration BPA DOE
ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on BPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
SUARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was

adopted in November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and

Conservation Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the

Program is intended to meet the underlying need of improving the

survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating through reservoirs

on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15 and June 15 of each

year BPA has prepared circulated for review and considered an

Environmental Assessment DOE/EAO214 on its proposal to join with

the Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau
In the decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning

constraint on the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA
page The Corps and the Bureau are in the process of preparing

appropriate environmental documentation regarding their participation
in implementing the Water Budget

Reasons why power system changes are not significant

Implementation of the Water Budget creates firm power

planning constraint The only clearly identifiable impact of the

proposal results if additional generating resources would have to be

acquired to replace generation previously obtained from flows which

are now dedicated to fish However the regions current energy

surplus allows for derating the system without requiring the

acquisition of additional resources EA page 41 NEPA analysis on

any future acquisition of additional resources will take place at the

time the acquisition is proposed
Because BPAs action is power planning function BPAs

treatment of the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint

results in no air land or water quality impacts at hydrogenerating

projects within the region Generating projects which are not on the

mainstem Columbia River but are part of the Coordinated System will

participate through coordinated system planning only to the degree

that Individual project constraints will allow EA page 30
The impact to power marketing is reduction in firm energy

availability of 510 NW and increased and reshaped secondary energy

production BPA will compensate for any lost revenue by increasing
rates EA page 43 The effects of rate increases attributable to

the Water Budget are primarily socioeconomic in nature there are no

definitive physical effects EA pages vii 44 and 49
Notification of intent to prepare this EA was published in the

Federal Register on February 17 1983 and was mailed to Federal
State and local agencies and to affected and/or interested members of

the public on February 24 1983 The EA with notice of preliminary
FONSI EA page 49 was distributed for review on May 20 1983 The



comment period for the EA and preliminary FONSI ended on June 24

1983 Copies of this finding will be distributed along with

responses to comments received and errata to the EA to those persons

who received the EA
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT Copies are also available upon

request from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power

Administration P.O Box 3621 SJ Portland Oregon 97208 telephone

503 2305136
Based on the Information outlined above the Department of Energy

finds that the proposed action is not major Federal action

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within

the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
42 U.S.C 4321 et seq Therefore an environmental impact statement

will not be prepared

Issued in Washington D.C November 15 1983

/sgd/ William Vaughan

WILLIAM VAUGHAN

Assistant Secretary
Environmental Protection Safety
and Emergency Preparedness



U.S DEPARThENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

Proposed Power System Changes

To Implement The Water Budget
Finding Of No Significant Impact

AGENCY Bonneville Power Administration BPA DOE

ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on BPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
SUWARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was

adopted in November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and

Conservation Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the

Program is intended to meet the underlying need of improving the

survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating through reservoirs

on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15 and June 15 of each

year BPA has prepared circulated for review and considered an

Environmental Assessment DOE/EA0214 on its proposal to join with

the Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau
in the decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning

constraint on the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA
page The Corps and the Bureau are in the process of preparing

appropriate environmental documentation regarding their participation

in implementing the Water Budget
Reasons why power system changes are not significant

Implementation of the Water Budget creates firm power

planning constraint The only clearly identifiable impact of the

proposal results if additional generating resources would have to be

acquired to replace generation previously obtained from flows which

are now dedicated to fish However the regions current energy

surplus allows for derating the system without requiring the

acquisition of additional resources EA page 41 NEPA analysis on

any future acquisition of additional resources will take place at the

time the acquisition is proposed
Because BPAs action is power planning function BPAs

treatment of the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint

results in no air land or water quality impacts at hydrogenerating

projects within the region Generating projects which are not on the

mainstem Columbia River but are part of the Coordinated System will

participate through coordinated system planning only to the degree

that individual project constraints will allow EA page 30
The impact to power marketing is reduction in firm energy

availability of 510 MW and increased and reshaped secondary energy

production BPA will compensate for any lost revenue by increasing

rates EA page 43 The effects of rate increases attributable to

the Water Budget are primarily socioeconomic in nature there are no

definitive physical effects EA pages vii 44 and 49
Notification of intent to prepare this EA was published in the

Federal Register on February 17 1983 and was mailed to Federal

State and local agencies and to affected and/or interested members of

the public on February 24 1983 The EA with notice of preliminary

FONSI EA page 49 was distributed for review on May 20 1983 The



comment period for the BA and preliminary FONSI ended on June 24

1983 Copies of this finding will be distributed along with

responses to comments received and errata to the EA to those persons

who received the BA
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT Copies are also available upon

request from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power

Administration P.O Box 3621 SJ Portland Oregon 97208 telephone

503 2305136
Based on the information outlined above the Department of Energy

finds that the proposed action is not major Federal action

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within

the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
42 U.S.C 4321 et seq Therefore an environmental impact statement

will not be prepared
Issued in Washington D.C November 15 1983

/sgd/ William Vaughan

WILLIAM VAUGHAN

Assistant Secretary
Environmental Protection Safety
and Emergency Preparedness



U.S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

Proposed Power System Changes

To Implement The Water Budget
Finding Of No Significant Impact

AGENCY Bonneville Power Administration BPA DOE
ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on BPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
SUNMARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was

adopted in November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and

Conservation Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the

Program is intended to meet the underlying need of improving the

survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating through reservoirs

on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15 and June 15 of each

year BPA has prepared circulated for review and considered an

Environmental Assessment DOE/EA-O2l4 on its proposal to join with

the Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau
In the decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning

constraint on the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA
page The Corps and the Bureau are in the process of preparing

appropriate environmental documentation regarding their participation
in implementing the Water Budget

Reasons why power system changes are not significant

Implementation of the Water Budget creates firm power

planning constraint The only clearly identifiable impact of the

proposal results if additional generating resources would have to be

acquired to replace generation previously obtained from flows which

are now dedicated to fish However the regions current energy

surplus allows for derating the system without requiring the

acquisition of additional resources EA page 41 NEPA analysis on

any future acquisition of additional resources will take place at the

time the acquisition is proposed
Because BPAs action is power planning function BPAs

treatment of the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint

results in no air land or water quality impacts at hydrogenerating

projects within the region Generating projects which are not on the

mainstem Columbia River but are part of the Coordinated System will

participate through coordinated system planning only to the degree

that individual project constraints will allow EA page 30
The impact to power marketing is reduction in firm energy

availability of 510 MW and increased and reshaped secondary energy
production BPA will compensate for any lost revenue by increasing
rates EA page 43 The effects of rate increases attributable to

the Water Budget are primarily socioeconomic in nature there are no

definitive physical effects EA pages vii 44 and 49
Notification of intent to prepare this EA was published in the

Federal Register on February 17 1983 and was mailed to Federal
State and local agencies and to affected and/or interested members of

the public on February 24 1983 The EA with notice of preliminary
FONSI IA page 49 was distributed for review on May 20 1983 The



comment period for the EA and preliminary FONSI ended on June 24

1983 Copies of this finding will be distributed along with

responses to comments received and errata to the EA to those persons

who received the EA
FOR FURTHER INFORNATION CONTACT Copies are also available upon

request from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power

Administration P.O Box 3621 SJ Portland Oregon 97208 telephone

503 2305136
Based on the information outlined above the Department of Energy

finds that the proposed action is not major Federal action

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within

the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
42 U.S.C 4321 et seq Therefore an environmental impact statement

will not be prepared

Issued in Washington D.C November 15 1983

/sgd/ William Vaughan

WILLIAM VAUGHAN

Assistant Secretary

Environmental Protection Safety

and Emergency Preparedness



U.S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

Proposed Power System Changes

To Implement The Water Budget
Finding Of No Significant Impact

AGENCY Bonneville Power Administration BPA DOE
ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on BPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
SUMMARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was

adopted in November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and

Conservation Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the

Program is intended to meet the underlying need of improving the

survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating through reservoirs

on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15 and June 15 of each

year BPA has prepared circulated for review and considered an

Environmental Assessment DOE/EA0214 on its proposal to join with

the Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau
In the decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning

constraint on the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA
page The Corps and the Bureau are in the process of preparing

appropriate environmental documentation regarding their participation

in implementing the Water Budget
Reasons why power system changes are not significant

Implementation of the Water Budget creates firm power

planning constraint The only clearly identifiable impact of the

proposal results if additional generating resources would have to be

acquired to replace generation previously obtained from flows which

are now dedicated to fish However the regions current energy

surplus allows for derating the system without requiring the

acquisition of additional resources EA page 41 NEPA analysis on

any future acquisition of additional resources will take place at the

time the acquisition is proposed

Because BPAs action is power planning function BPAs
treatment of the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint

results in no air land or water quality impacts at hydrogenerating

projects within the region Generating projects which are not on the

niainstem Columbia River but are part of the Coordinated System will

participate through coordinated system planning only to the degree

that individual project constraints will allow EA page 30
The impact to power marketing is reduction in firm energy

availability of 510 MW and increased and reshaped secondary energy

production BPA will compensate for any lost revenue by increasing

rates EA page 43 The effects of rate increases attributable to

the Water Budget are primarily socioeconomic in nature there are no

definitive physical effects EA pages vii 44 and 49
Notification of intent to prepare this EA was published in the

Federal Register on February 17 1983 and was mailed to Federal

State and local agencies and to affected and/or interested members of

the public on February 24 1983 The EA with notice of preliminary

FONSI EA page 49 was distributed for review on May 20 1983 The



comment period for the EA and preliminary FONSI ended on June 24

1983 Copies of this finding will be distributed along with

responses to comments received and errata to the EA to those persons

who received the EA
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT Copies are also available upon

request from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power

Administration P.O Box 3621 SJ Portland Oregon 97208 telephone

503 2305136
Based on the information outlined above the Department of Energy

finds that the proposed action is not major Federal action

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within

the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
42 U.S.C 4321 etseq Therefore an environmental impact statement

will not be prepared

Issued in Washington D.C November 15 1983

/sgd/ William Vaughan

WILLIAM VAUGHAN

Assistant Secretary
Environmental Protection Safety
and Emergency Preparedness



U.S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

Proposed Power System Changes

To Implement The Water Budget
Finding Of No Significant Impact

AGENCY Bonneville Power Administration BPA DOE
ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on BPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
SUMMARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was

adopted in November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and

Conservation Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the

Program is intended to meet the underlying need of improving the

survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating through reservoirs

on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15 and June 15 of each

year BPA has prepared circulated for review and considered an

Environmental Assessment DOE/EA02l4 on its proposal to join with

the Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau
in the decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning

constraint on the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA
page The Corps and the Bureau are in the process of preparing

appropriate environmental documentation regarding their participation
in implementing the Water Budget

Reasons why power system changes are not significant

Implementation of the Water Budget creates firm power

planning constraint The only clearly identifiable impact of the

proposal results if additional generating resources would have to be

acquired to replace generation previously obtained from flows which

are now dedicated to fish However the regions current energy

surplus allows for derating the system without requiring the

acquisition of additional resources EA page 41 NEPA analysis on

any future acquisition of additional resources will take place at the

time the acquisition is proposed
Because BPAs action is power planning function BPAs

treatment of the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint

results in no air land or water quality impacts at hydrogenerating

projects within the region Generating projects which are not on the

mainstem Columbia River but are part of the Coordinated System will

participate through coordinated system planning only to the degree

that individual project constraints will allow EA page 30
The impact to power marketing is reduction in firm energy

availability of 510 MW and increased and reshaped secondary energy

production BPA will compensate for any lost revenue by increasing
rates EA page 43 The effects of rate increases attributable to

the Water Budget are primarily socioeconomic in nature there are no

definitive physical effects EA pages vii 44 and 49
Notification of intent to prepare this EA was published in the

Federal Register on February 17 1983 and was mailed to Federal
State and local agencies and to affected and/or interested members of

the public on February 24 1983 The EA with notice of preliminary
FONSI HA page 49 was distributed for review on May 20 1983 The



comment period for the BA and preliminary FONSI ended on June 24
1983 Copies of this finding will be distributed along with

responses to comments received and errata to the EA to those persori
who received the EA
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT Copies are also available upon

request from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power

Administration P0 Box 3621 SJ Portland Oregon 97208 telephon
503 2305136

Based on the information outlined above the Department of Energy
finds that the proposed action is not major Federal action

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within

the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

42 U.S.C 4321 etseq Therefore an environmental impact statement

will not be prepared

Issued in Washington D.C November 15 1983

/sgd/ William Vaughan

WILLIAM VAUGHAN

Assistant Secretary

Environmental Protection Safety
and Emergency Preparedness



U.S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

Proposed Power System Changes

To Implement The Water Budget
Finding Of No Significant Impact

AGENCY Bonneville Power Administration BPA DOE

ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on BPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
SUMMARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was

adopted in November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and

Conservation Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the

Program is intended to meet the underlying need of improving the

survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating through reservoirs

on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15 and June 15 of each

year BPA has prepared circulated for review and considered an

Environmental Assessment DOE/EAO2l4 on its proposal to join with

the Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau
In the decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning

constraint on the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA
page The Corps and the Bureau are in the process of preparing

appropriate environmental documentation regarding their participation

in implementing the Water Budget
Reasons why power system changes are not significant

Implementation of the Water Budget creates firm power

planning constraint The only clearly identifiable impact of the

proposal results if additional generating resources would have to be

acquired to replace generation previously obtained from flows which

are now dedicated to fish However the regions current energy

surplus allows for derating the system without requiring the

acquisition of additional resources EA page 41 NEPA analysis on

any future acquisition of additional resources will take place at the

time the acquisition is proposed
Because BPAs action is power planning function BPAs

treatment of the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint

results in no air land or water quality impacts at hydrogenerating

projects within the region Generating projects which are not on the

mainstem Columbia River but are part of the Coordinated System will

participate through coordinated system planning only to the degree

that individual project constraints will allow EA page 30
The impact to power marketing is reduction in firm energy

availability of 510 MW and increased and reshaped secondary energy

production BPA will compensate for any lost revenue by increasing

rates EA page 43 The effects of rate increases attributable to

the Water Budget are primarily socioeconomic in nature there are no

definitive physical effects EA pages vii 44 and 49
Notification of intent to prepare this EA was published in the

Federal Register on February 17 1983 and was mailed to Federal
State and local agencies and to affected and/or interested members of

the public on February 24 1983 The EA with notice of preliminary

FONSI EA page 49 was distributed for review on May 20 1983 The



comment period for the EA and preliminary FONSI ended on June 24

1983 Copies of this finding will be distributed along with

responses to comments received and errata to the EA to those persons

who received the EA
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT Copies are also available upon

request from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power

Administration P.O Box 3621 SJ Portland Oregon 97208 telephone

503 2305136
Based on the information outlined above the Department of Energy

finds that the proposed action is not major Federal action

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within

the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
42 U.S.C 4321 etseq Therefore an environmental impact statement

will not be prepared
Issued in Washington D.C November 15 1983

/sgd/ William Vaughan

WILLIAM VAUGHAN

Assistant Secretary
Environmental Protection Safety
and Emergency Preparedness



U.S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

Proposed Power System Changes

To Implement The Water Budget
Finding Of No Significant Impact

AGENCY Bonneville Power Administration BPA DOE

ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on BPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
SUMMARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was

adopted in November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and

Conservation Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the

Program is intended to meet the underlying need of improving the

survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating through reservoirs

on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15 and June 15 of each

year BPA has prepared circulated for review and considered an

Environmental Assessment DOE/EAO2l4 on its proposal to join with

the Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau
in the decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning

constraint on the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA
page The Corps and the Bureau are in the process of preparing

appropriate environmental documentation regarding their participation

in implementing the Water Budget
Reasons why power system changes are not significant

Implementation of the Water Budget creates firm power

planning constraint The only clearly identifiable impact of the

proposal results if additional generating resources would have to be

acquired to replace generation previously obtained from flows which

are now dedicated to fish However the regions current energy

surplus allows for derating the system without requiring the

acquisition of additional resources EA page 41 NEPA analysis on

any future acquisition of additional resources will take place at the

time the acquisition is proposed
Because BPAs action is power planning function BPAs

treatment of the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint

results in no air land or water quality impacts at hydrogenerating

projects within the region Generating projects which are not on the

mainstem Columbia River but are part of the Coordinated System will

participate through coordinated system planning only to the degree

that individual project constraints will allow EA page 30
The impact to power marketing is reduction in firm energy

availability of 510 MW and increased and reshaped secondary energy

production BPA will compensate for any lost revenue by increasing

rates EA page 43 The effects of rate increases attributable to

the Water Budget are primarily socioeconomic In nature there are no

definitive physical effects EA pages vii 44 and 49
Notification of intent to prepare this EA was published in the

Federal Register on February 17 1983 and was mailed to Federal

State and local agencies and to affected and/or Interested members of

the public on February 24 1983 The EA with notice of preliminary

FONSI EA page 49 was distributed for review on May 20 1983 The



comment period for the EA and preliminary FONSI ended on June 24
1983 Copies of this finding will be distributed along with

responses to comments received and errata to the EA to those persons

who received the EA
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT Copies are also available upon

request from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power

Administration P.O Box 3621 SJ Portland Oregon 97208 telephone

503 2305136
Based on the information outlined above the Department of Energy

finds that the proposed action is not major Federal action

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within

the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
42 U.S.C 4321 et seq Therefore an environmental impact statement

will not be prepared
Issued in Washington D.C November 15 1983

/sgd/ William Vaughan

WILLIAM VAUGHAN

Assistant Secretary
Environmental Protection Safety
and Emergency Preparedness



U.S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

Proposed Power System Changes

To Implement The Water Budget
Finding Of No Significant Impact

AGENCY Bonneville Power Administration BPA DOE
ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on BPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
SUMMARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was

adopted in November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and

Conservation Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the

Program is intended to meet the underlying need of improving the

survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating through reservoirs

on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15 and June 15 of each

year BPA has prepared circulated for review and considered an

Environmental Assessment DOE/EA02l4 on its proposal to join with

the Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau
In the decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning

constraint on the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA
page The Corps and the Bureau are in the process of preparing

appropriate environmental documentation regarding their participation
in implementing the Water Budget

Reasons why power system changes are not significant

Implementation of the Water Budget creates firm power

planning constraint The only clearly identifiable impact of the

proposal results if additional generating resources would have to be

acquired to replace generation previously obtained from flows which

are now dedicated to fish However the regions current energy

surplus allows for derating the system without requiring the

acquisition of additional resources EA page 41 NEPA analysis on

any future acquisition of additional resources will take place at the

time the acquisition is proposed
Because BPAs action is power planning function BPAs

treatment of the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint

results in no air land or water quality impacts at hydrogenerating

projects within the region Generating projects which are not on the

mainstem Columbia River but are part of the Coordinated System will

participate through coordinated system planning only to the degree

that individual project constraints will allow EA page 30
The impact to power marketing is reduction in firm energy

availability of 510 MW and increased and reshaped secondary energy

production BPA will compensate for any lost revenue by increasing
rates EA page 43 The effects of rate increases attributable to

the Water Budget are primarily socioeconomic in nature there are no

definitive physical effects EA pages vii 44 and 49
Notification of intent to prepare this EA was published in the

Federal Register on February 17 1983 and was mailed to Federal
State and local agencies and to affected and/or interested members of

the public on February 24 1983 The EA with notice of preliminary

FONSI EA page 49 was distributed for review on May 20 1983 The



comment period for the EA and preliminary FONSI ended on June 24

1983 Copies of this finding will be distributed along with

responses to comments received and errata to the EA to those persons

who received the EA
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT Copies are also available upon

request from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power

Administration P.O Box 3621 SJ Portland Oregon 97208 telephone

503 2305136
Based on the information outlined above the Department of Energy

finds that the proposed action is not major Federal action

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within

the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

42 U.S.C 4321 etseq Therefore an environmental impact statement

will not be prepared

Issued in Washington D.C November 15 1983

/sgd/ William Vaughan

WILLIAM VAUGHAN

Assistant Secretary

Environmental Protection Safety

and Emergency Preparedness



U.S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

Proposed Power System Changes

To Implement The Water Budget
Finding Of No Significant Impact

AGENCY Bonneville Power Administration BPA DOE
ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on BPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
SUMMARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was

adopted in November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and

Conservation Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the

Program is intended to meet the underlying need of improving the

survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating through reservoirs

on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15 and June 15 of each

year BPA has prepared circulated for review and considered an

Environmental Assessment DOE/EAO2l4 on its proposal to join with

the Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau
In the decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning
constraint on the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA
page The Corps and the Bureau are in the process of preparing

appropriate environmental documentation regarding their participation
in implementing the Water Budget

Reasons why power system changes are not significant

Implementation of the Water Budget creates firm power

planning constraint The only clearly identifiable impact of the

proposal results if additional generating resources would have to be

acquired to replace generation previously obtained from flows which

are now dedicated to fish However the regions current energy

surplus allows for derating the system without requiring the

acquisition of additional resources EA page 41 NEPA analysis on

any future acquisition of additional resources will take place at the

time the acquisition is proposed
Because BPAs action is power planning function BPAs

treatment of the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint

results in no air land or water quality impacts at hydrogenerating

projects within the region Generating projects which are not on the

mainstem Columbia River but are part of the Coordinated System will

participate through coordinated system planning only to the degree

that individual project constraints will allow EA page 30
The impact to power marketing is reduction in firm energy

availability of 510 MW and increased and reshaped secondary energy

production BPA will compensate for any lost revenue by increasing
rates EA page 43 The effects of rate increases attributable to

the Water Budget are primarily socioeconomic in nature there are no

definitive physical effects EA pages vii 44 and 49
Notification of intent to prepare this EA was published in the

Federal Register on February 17 1983 and was mailed to Federal
State and local agencies and to affected and/or interested members of

the public on February 24 1983 The EA with notice of preliminary
FONSI EA page 49 was distributed for review on May 20 1983 The



comment period for the EA and preliminary FONSI ended on June 24

1983 Copies of this finding will be distributed along with

responses to comments received and errata to the EA to those persons

who received the EA
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT Copies are also available upon

request from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power

Administration P.O Box 3621 SJ Portland Oregon 97208 telephone

503 2305136
Based on the information outlined above the Department of Energy

finds that the proposed action is not major Federal action

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within

the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
42 U.S.C 4321 etseq Therefore an environmental impact statement

will not be prepared
Issued in Washington D.C November 15 1983

/sgd/ William Vaughan

WILLIAM VAUGHAN

Assistant Secretary

Environmental Protection Safety

and Emergency Preparedness



U.S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

Proposed Power System Changes

To Implement The Water Budget
Finding Of No Significant Impact

AGENCY Bonneville Power Administration BPA DOE
ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on BPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
SUNMARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was

adopted in November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and

Conservation Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the

Program is intended to meet the underlying need of improving the

survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating through reservoirs

on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15 and June 15 of each

year BPA has prepared circulated for review and considered an

Environmental Assessment DOE/EA-O2l4 on its proposal to join with

the Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau
In the decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning

constraint on the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA
page The Corps and the Bureau are in the process of preparing

appropriate environmental documentation regarding their participation
in implementing the Water Budget

Reasons why power system changes are not significant

Implementation of the Water Budget creates firm power

planning constraint The only clearly identifiable impact of the

proposal results if additional generating resources would have to be

acquired to replace generation previously obtained from flows which

are now dedicated to fish However the regions current energy

surplus allows for derating the system without requiring the

acquisition of additional resources EA page 41 NEPA analysis on

any future acquisition of additional resources will take place at the

time the acquisition is proposed
Because BPAs action is power planning function BPAs

treatment of the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint

results in no air land or water quality impacts at hydrogenerating

projects within the region Generating projects which are not on the

mainstem Columbia River but are part of the Coordinated System will

participate through coordinated system planning only to the degree

that individual project constraints will allow EA page 30
The impact to power marketing is reduction in firm energy

availability of 510 MW and increased and reshaped secondary energy

production BPA will compensate for any lost revenue by increasing

rates EA page 43 The effects of rate increases attributable to

the Water Budget are primarily socioeconomic in nature there are no

definitive physical effects EA pages vii 44 and 49
Notification of intent to prepare this EA was published in the

Federal Register on February 17 1983 and was mailed to Federal
State and local agencies and to affected and/or interested members of

the public on February 24 1983 The EA with notice of preliminary

FONSI EA page 49 was distributed for review on May 20 1983 The



comment period for the EA and preliminary FONSI ended on June 24

1983 Copies of this finding will be distributed along with

responses to comments received and errata to the EA to those persons

who received the EA
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT Copies are also available upon

request from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power

Administration P.O Box 3621 SJ Portland Oregon 97208 telephone

503 2305136
Based on the information outlined above the Department of Energy

finds that the proposed action is not major Federal action

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within

the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

42 U.S.C 4321 etseq Therefore an environmental impact statement

will not be prepared
Issued in Washington D.C November 15 1983

/sgd/ William Vaughan

WILLIAM VAUGHAN

Assistant Secretary

Environmental Protection Safety

and Emergency Preparedness



U.S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

Proposed Power System Changes

To Implement The Water Budget
Finding Of No Significant Impact

AGENCY Bonneville Power Administration BPA DOE
ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on BPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
SUNMARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was

adopted in November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and

Conservation Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the

Program is intended to meet the underlying need of improving the

survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating through reservoirs

on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15 and June 15 of each

year BPA has prepared circulated for review and considered an

Environmental Assessment DOE/EAO2l4 on its proposal to join with

the Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau
In the decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning

constraint on the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA
page The Corps and the Bureau are in the process of preparing

appropriate environmental documentation regarding their participation
in implementing the Water Budget

Reasons why power system changes are not significant

Implementation of the Water Budget creates firm power

planning constraint The only clearly identifiable impact of the

proposal results if additional generating resources would have to be

acquired to replace generation previously obtained from flows which

are now dedicated to fish However the regions current energy

surplus allows for derating the system without requiring the

acquisition of additional resources EA page 41 NEPA analysis on

any future acquisition of additional resources will take place at the

time the acquisition is proposed
Because BPAs action is power planning function BPAs

treatment of the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint

results in no air land or water quality impacts at hydrogenerating

projects within the region Generating projects which are not on the

niainstem Columbia River but are part of the Coordinated System will

participate through coordinated system planning only to the degree

that individual project constraints will allow EA page 30
The impact to power marketing is reduction in firm energy

availability of 510 MW and increased and reshaped secondary energy

production BPA will compensate for any lost revenue by increasing
rates EA page 43 The effects of rate increases attributable to

the Water Budget are primarily socioeconomic in nature there are no

definitive physical effects EA pages vii 44 and 49
Notification of intent to prepare this EA was published in the

Federal Register on February 17 1983 and was mailed to Federal
State and local agencies and to affected and/or interested members of

the public on February 24 1983 The EA with notice of preliminary
FONSI EA page 49 was distributed for review on May 20 1983 The



comment period for the BA and preliminary FONSI ended on June 24

1983 Copies of this finding will be distributed along with

responses to comments received and errata to the EA to those persons

who received the EA
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT Copies are also available upon

request from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power

Administration P.O Box 3621 SJ Portland Oregon 97208 telephone

503 2305136
Based on the information outlined above the Department of Energy

finds that the proposed action is not major Federal action

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within

the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
42 U.S.C 4321 etseq Therefore an environmental impact statement

will not be prepared

Issued in Washington D.C November 15 1983

/sgd/ William Vaughan

WILLIAM VAUGHAN

Assistant Secretary
Environmental Protection Safety
and Emergency Preparedness



U.S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

Proposed Power System Changes

To Implement The Water Budget
Finding Of No Significant Impact

AGENCY Bonneville Power Administration EPA DOE
ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on BPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
SUMMARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was

adopted in November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and

Conservation Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the

Program is intended to meet the underlying need of improving the

survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating through reservoirs

on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15 and June 15 of each

year EPA has prepared circulated for review and considered an

Environmental Assessment DOE/EA0214 on its proposal to join with

the Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau
in the decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning

constraint on the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA
page The Corps and the Bureau are in the process of preparing

appropriate environmental documentation regarding their participation
in implementing the Water Budget

Reasons why power system changes are not significant

Implementation of the Water Budget creates firm power

planning constraint The only clearly identifiable impact of the

proposal results if additional generating resources would have to be

acquired to replace generation previously obtained from flows which

are now dedicated to fish However the regions current energy

surplus allows for derating the system without requiring the

acquisition of additional resources EA page 41 NEPA analysis on

any future acquisition of additional resources will take place at the

time the acquisition is proposed
Because BPAs action is power planning function BPAs

treatment of the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint

results in no air land or water quality impacts at hydrogenerating

projects within the region Generating projects which are not on the

mainsteni Columbia River but are part of the Coordinated System will

participate through coordinated system planning only to the degree

that individual project constraints will allow EA page 30
The impact to power marketing is reduction in firm energy

availability of 510 MW and increased and reshaped secondary energy

production EPA will compensate for any lost revenue by increasing
rates EA page 43 The effects of rate increases attributable to

the Water Budget are primarily socioeconomic in nature there are no

definitive physical effects EA pages vii 44 and 49
Notification of intent to prepare this EA was published in the

Federal Register on February 17 1983 and was mailed to Federal
State and local agencies and to affected and/or interested members of

the public on February 24 1983 The EA with notice of preliminary
FONSI EA page 49 was distributed for review on May 20 1983 The



comment period for the EA and preliminary FONSI ended on June 24

1983 Copies of this finding will be distributed along with

responses to comments received and errata to the EA to those persons

who received the EA
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT Copies are also available upon

request from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power

Administration P.O Box 3621 SJ Portland Oregon 97208 telephone

503 2305136
Based on the information outlined above the Department of Energy

finds that the proposed action is not major Federal action

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within

the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

42 U.S.C 4321 et seq Therefore an environmental impact statement

will not be prepared

Issued in Washington D.C November 15 1983

/sgd/ William Vaughan

WILLIAN VAUGHAN

Assistant Secretary

Environmental Protection Safety

and Emergency Preparedness



U.S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

Proposed Power System Changes

To Implement The Water Budget
Finding Of No Significant Impact

AGENGY Bonneville Power Administration BPA DOE
ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on BPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
SUMMARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was

adopted in November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and

Conservation Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the

Program is intended to meet the underlying need of improving the

survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating through reservoirs

on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15 and June 15 of each

year BPA has prepared circulated for review and considered an

Environmental Assessment DOE/EA0214 on its proposal to join with

the Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau
in the decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning

constraint on the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA
page The Corps and the Bureau are in the process of preparing

appropriate environmental documentation regarding their participation
in implementing the Water Budget

Reasons why power system changes are not significant

Implementation of the Water Budget creates firm power

planning constraint The only clearly identifiable impact of the

proposal results if additional generating resources would have to be

acquired to replace generation previously obtained from flows which

are now dedicated to fish However the regions current energy

surplus allows for derating the system without requiring the

acquisition of additional resources EA page 41 NEPA analysis on

any future acquisition of additional resources will take place at the

time the acquisition is proposed
Because BPAs action is power planning function BPAs

treatment of the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint

results in no air land or water quality impacts at hydrogenerating

projects within the region Generating projects which are not on the

mainstem Columbia River but are part of the Coordinated System will

participate through coordinated system planning only to the degree

that individual project constraints will allow BA page 30
The impact to power marketing is reduction in firm energy

availability of 510 MW and increased and reshaped secondary energy

production BPA will compensate for any lost revenue by increasing

rates BA page 43 The effects of rate increases attributable to

the Water Budget are primarily socioeconomic in nature there are no

definitive physical effects BA pages vii 44 and 49
Notification of intent to prepare this BA was published in the

Federal Register on February 17 1983 and was mailed to Federal
State and local agencies and to affected and/or interested members of

the public on February 24 1983 The EA with notice of preliminary

FONSI EA page 49 was distributed for review on May 20 1983 The



comment period for the EA and preliminary FONSI ended on June 24

1983 Copies of this finding will be distributed along with

responses to comments received and errata to the EA to those persons

who received the EA
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT Copies are also available upon

request from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power

Administration P.O Box 3621 SJ Portland Oregon 97208 telephone

503 2305136
Based on the information outlined above the Department of Energy

finds that the proposed action is not major Federal action

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within

the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
42 U.S.C 4321 etseq Therefore an environmental impact statement

will not be prepared
Issued in Washington D.C November 15 1983

/sgd/ William Vaughan

WILLIAM VAUGHAN

Assistant Secretary
Environmental Protection Safety

and Emergency Preparedness



U.S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

Proposed Power System Changes

To Implement The Water Budget
Finding Of No Significant Impact

AGENCY Bonneville Power Administration BPA DOE
ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on BPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
SUMMARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was

adopted in November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and

Conservation Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the

Program is intended to meet the underlying need of improving the

survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating through reservoirs

on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15 and June 15 of each

year BPA has prepared circulated for review and considered an

Environmental Assessment DOE/EA02l4 on its proposal to join with

the Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau
In the decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning
constraint on the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA
page The Corps and the Bureau are in the process of preparing

appropriate environmental documentation regarding their participation
in implementing the Water Budget

Reasons why power system changes are not significant

Implementation of the Water Budget creates firm power

planning constraint The only clearly identifiable impact of the

proposal results if additional generating resources would have to be

acquired to replace generation previously obtained from flows which

are now dedicated to fish However the regions current energy

surplus allows for derating the system without requiring the

acquisition of additional resources EA page 41 NEPA analysis on

any future acquisition of additional resources will take place at the

time the acquisition is proposed
Because BPAs action is power planning function BPAs

treatment of the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint

results in no air land or water quality impacts at hydrogenerating

projects within the region Generating projects which are not on the

inainstein Columbia River but are part of the Coordinated System will

participate through coordinated system planning only to the degree

that individual project constraints will allow EA page 30
The impact to power marketing is reduction in firm energy

availability of 510 MW and increased and reshaped secondary energy

production BPA will compensate for any lost revenue by increasing
rates EA page 43 The effects of rate increases attributable to

the Water Budget are primarily socioeconomic in nature there are no

definitive physical effects EA pages vii 44 and 49
Notification of intent to prepare this EA was published in the

Federal Register on February 17 1983 and was mailed to Federal
State and local agencies and to affected and/or interested members of

the public on February 24 1983 The EA with notice of preliminary
FONSI EA page 49 was distributed for review on May 20 1983 The



comment period for the EA and preliminary FONSI ended on June 24

1983 Copies of this finding will be distributed along with

responses to comments received and errata to the EA to those persons

who received the EA
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT Copies are also available upon

request from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power

Administration P.O Box 3621 SJ Portland Oregon 97208 telephone

503 2305136
Based on the information outlined above the Department of Energy

finds that the proposed action is not major Federal action

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within

the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
42 U.S.C 4321 etseq Therefore an environmental impact statement

will not be prepared

Issued in Washington D.C November 15 1983

/sgd/ William Vaughan

WILLIAM VAUGHAN

Assistant Secretary
Environmental Protection Safety
and Emergency Preparedness



U.S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

Proposed Power System Changes

To Implement The Water Budget
Finding Of No Significant Impact

AGENCY Bonneville Power Administration EPA DOE
ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on EPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
SUMMARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was

adopted in November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and

Conservation Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the

Program is intended to meet the underlying need of improving the

survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating through reservoirs

on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15 and June 15 of each

year BPA has prepared circulated for review and considered an

Environmental Assessment DOE/EAO214 on its proposal to join with

the Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau
Tn the decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning

constraint on the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA
page The Corps and the Bureau are in the process of preparing

appropriate environmental documentation regarding their participation
in implementing the Water Budget

Reasons why power system changes are not significant

Implementation of the Water Budget creates firm power

planning constraint The only clearly identifiable impact of the

proposal results if additional generating resources would have to be

acquired to replace generation previously obtained from flows which

are now dedicated to fish However the regions current energy

surplus allows for derating the system without requiring the

acquisition of additional resources EA page 41 NEPA analysis on

any future acquisition of additional resources will take place at the

time the acquisition is proposed
Because EPAs action is power planning function EPAs

treatment of the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint

results in no air land or water quality impacts at hydrogenerating

projects within the region Generating projects which are not on the

mainsteni Columbia River but are part of the Coordinated System will

participate through coordinated system planning only to the degree
that individual project constraints will allow EA page 30

The impact to power marketing is reduction in firm energy

availability of 510 MW and increased and reshaped secondary energy

production EPA will compensate for any lost revenue by increasing
rates EA page 43 The effects of rate increases attributable to

the Water Budget are primarily socioeconomic in nature there are no

definitive physical effects EA pages vii 44 and 49
Notification of intent to prepare this EA was published in the

Federal Register on February 17 1983 and was mailed to Federal
State and local agencies and to affected and/or interested members of

the public on February 24 1983 The EA with notice of preliminary
FONSI EA page 49 was distributed for review on May 20 1983 The



comment period for the EA and preliminary FONSI ended on June 24

1983 Copies of this finding will be distributed along with

responses to comments received and errata to the EA to those persons

who received the EA
FOR FURTHER INFOPJ4ATION CONTACT Copies are also available upon

request from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power

Administration P.O Box 3621 Si Portland Oregon 97208 telephone

503 2305136
Based on the information outlined above the Department of Energy

finds that the proposed action is not major Federal action

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within

the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

42 U.S.C 4321 et seq Therefore an environmental impact statement

will not be prepared

Issued in Washington D.C November 15 1983

/sgd/ William Vaughan

WILLIAM VAUGHAN

Assistant Secretary

Environmental Protection Safety

and Emergency Preparedness



U.S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

Proposed Power System Changes

To Implement The Water Budget
Finding Of No Significant Impact

AGENCY Bonneville Power Administration BPA DOE
ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on BPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
SUNMARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was

adopted in November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and

Conservation Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the

Program is intended to meet the underlying need of improving the

survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating through reservoirs

on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15 and June 15 of each

year BPA has prepared circulated for review and considered an

Environmental Assessment DOE/EA02l4 on its proposal to join with

the Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau
in the decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning

constraint on the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA
page The Corps and the Bureau are in the process of preparing

appropriate environmental documentation regarding their participation

in implementing the Water Budget
Reasons why power system changes are not significant

Implementation of the Water Budget creates firm power

planning constraint The only clearly identifiable impact of the

proposal results if additional generating resources would have to be

acquired to replace generation previously obtained from flows which

are now dedicated to fish However the regions current energy

surplus allows for derating the system without requiring the

acquisition of additional resources EA page 41 NEPA analysis on

any future acquisition of additional resources will take place at the

time the acquisition is proposed
Because BPAs action is power planning function BPAs

treatment of the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint

results in no air land or water quality impacts at hydrogenerating

projects within the region Generating projects which are not on the

mainstem Columbia River but are part of the Coordinated System will

participate through coordinated system planning only to the degree

that individual project constraints will allow EA page 30
The impact to power marketing is reduction in firm energy

availability of 510 MW and increased and reshaped secondary energy

production BPA will compensate for any lost revenue by increasing
rates EA page 43 The effects of rate increases attributable to

the Water Budget are primarily socioeconomic in nature there are no

definitive physical effects EA pages vii 44 and 49
Notification of intent to prepare this EA was published in the

Federal Register on February 17 1983 and was mailed to Federal

State and local agencies and to affected and/or interested members of

the public on February 24 1983 The EA with notice of preliminary
FONSI EA page 49 was distributed for review on May 20 1983 The



comment period for the EA and preliminary FONSI ended on June 24

1983 Copies of this finding will be distributed along with

responses to comments received and errata to the EA to those persons

who received the EA
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT Copies are also available upon

request from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power

Administration P.O Box 3621 SJ Portland Oregon 97208 telephone

503 2305136
Based on the information outlined above the Department of Energy

finds that the proposed action is not major Federal action

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within

the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
42 U.S.C 4321 et seq Therefore an environmental impact statement

will not be prepared

Issued in Washington D.C November 15 1983

/sgd/ William Vaughan

WILLIAM VAUGHAN

Assistant Secretary
Environmental Protection Safety
and Emergency Preparedness



WHthbard/SPricesp WPPGC-24O7K

cc
Robertson AL McLennan PG

Geiger ALP Hibbard PGC

Cunningham ALP Pollock PH

Schmidt APG Palensky PJ

Halvorson APG Smith PJI

Luce APP Harper PJI

Katz AR Fuqua PR

Schausten OD MacKay PRTA
Area Managers OK OP OS OW Faulkner PS

District Managers OKK Dean PS

OKK/Helena 0KW OPG OWL Morrell SJ

Sienkiewicz Freeland SJ

Jones Official File PGC



WHibbard/SPricesp WPPGC-24O7K

cc
Robertson AL 14 McLennan PG

Geiger ALP Hibbard PGC

Cunningham ALP Pollock PH

Schmidt APG Palensky PJ

14 Halvorson APG Smith PJI

Luce APP Harper PJI

Katz AR Fuqua PR

Schausten OD MacKay PRTA

Area Managers OK OP OS OW Faulkner PS

District Managers OKK Dean PS

OKK/Helena OKN OPG OWL Morrell SJ

14 Sienkiewicz Freeland SJ

Jones Official File PGC



U.S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

Ptoposed Power System Changes

To Implement The Water Budget
Finding Of No Significant Impact

AGENCY Bonneville Power Administration BPA DOE

ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on BPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program

SU4ARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was

adopted in November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and

Conservation Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the

Program is intended to meet the underlying need of improving the

survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating through reservoirs

on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15 and June 15 of each

year BPA has prepared circulated for review and considered an

Environmental Assessment DOE/EA-02l4 on its proposal to join with

the Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau

in the decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning

constraint on the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA

page The Corps and the Bureau are in the process of preparing

appropriate environmental documentation regarding their participation

in implementing the Water Budget

Reasons why power system changes are not significant

Implementation of the Water Budget creates firm power

planning constraint The only clearly identifiable impact of the

proposal results if additional generating resources would have to be



acquired to replace generation previously obtained from flows which

are now dedicated to fish Ilowever the regions current energy

surplus allows for derating the system without requiring the

acquisition of additional resources EA page 41 NEPA analysis on

any future acquisition of additional resources will take place at the

time the acquisition is proposed

Because BPAs action is power planning function BPAs

treatment of the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint

results in no air land or water quality impacts at hydrogenerating

projects within the region Generating projects which are not on the

maInstem Columbia River but are part of the Coordinated System will

participate through coordinated system planning only to the degree

that individual project constraints will allow EA page 30

The impact to power marketing is reduction in firm energy

availability of 510 MW and increased and reshaped secondary energy

production BPA will compensate for any lost revenue by increasing

rates EA page 43 The effects of rate increases attributable to

the Water Budget are primarily socioeconomic in nature there are no

definitive physical effects EA pages vii 44 and 49

Notification of intent to prepare this BA was published in the

Federal Register on February 17 1983 and was mailed to Federal

State and local agencies and to affected and/or interested members of

the public on February 24 1983 The BA with notice of preliminary

FONSI BA page 49 was distributed for review on May 20 1983 The

comment period for the BA and preliminary FONSI ended on June 24

1983 Copies of this finding will be distributed along with



responses to comments received and errata to the EA to those persons

who received the EA

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT Copies are also available upon

request from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power

Administration P.O Box 3621 SJ Portland Oregon 97208 telephone

503 2305136

Based on the information outlined above the Department of Energy

finds that the proposed action is not major Federal action

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within

the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

42 U.S.C 4321 etj Therefore an environmental impact statement

will not be prepared

Issued in Washington D.C November 15 1983

Environmental Protection Safety
and Emergency Preparedness



U.S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Bonneville Power Administration

Proposed Power System Changes

To Implement The Water Budget
Finding Of No Significant Impact

AGENCY Bonneville Power Administration BPA DOE

ACTION Finding of No Significant Impact FONSI on BPAs proposal to

participate in implementation of the Water Budget measure of the

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
SUMMARY The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program was

adopted in November 1982 by the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and

Conservation Planning Council The Water Budget measure of the

Program is intended to meet the underlying need of improving the

survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating through reservoirs

on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between April 15 and June 15 of each

year BPA has prepared circulated for review and considered an

Environmental Assessment DOE/EAO2l4 on its proposal to join with

the Corps of Engineers Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation Bureau
in the decision to implement the Water Budget as firm power planning

constraint on the coordinated Federal Columbia River Power System EA
page The Corps and the Bureau are in the process of preparing

appropriate environmental documentation regarding their participation

in implementing the Water Budget
Reasons why power system changes are not significant

Implementation of the Water Budget creates firm power

planning constraint The only clearly identifiable impact of the

proposal results if additional generating resources would have to be

acquired to replace generation previously obtained from flows which

are now dedicated to fish However the regions current energy

surplus allows for derating the system without requiring the

acquisition of additional resources EA page 41 NEPA analysis on

any future acquisition of additional resources will take place at the

time the acquisition is proposed
Because BPAs action is power planning function BPAs

treatment of the Water Budget as firm power planning constraint

results in no air land or water quality impacts at hydrogenerating

projects within the region Generating projects which are not on the

mainstem Columbia River but are part of the Coordinated System will

participate through coordinated system planning only to the degree

that individual project constraints will allow EA page 30
The impact to power marketing is reduction in firm energy

availability of 510 NW and increased and reshaped secondary energy

production BPA will compensate for any lost revenue by increasing

rates EA page 43 The effects of rate increases attributable to

the Water Budget are primarily socioeconomic in nature there are no

definitive physical effects EA pages vii 44 and 49
Notification of intent to prepare this EA was published in the

Federal Register on February 17 1983 and was mailed to Federal

State and local agencies and to affected and/or interested members of

the public on February 24 1983 The EA with notice of preliminary

FONSI EA page 49 was distributed for review on May 20 1983 The



comment period for the EA and preliminary FONSI ended on June 24

1983 Copies of this finding will be distributed along with

responses to comments received and errata to the EA to those persons

who received the EA
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT Copies are also available upon

request from the Environmental Manager Bonneville Power

Administration P.O Box 3621 SJ Portland Oregon 97208 telephone

503 23O5l36
Based on the information outlined above the Department of Energy

finds that the proposed action is not major Federal action

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within

the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
42 U.S.C 4321 et seq Therefore an environmental impact statement

will not be prepared

Issued in Washington D.C November 15 1983

/sgd/ William Vaughan

WILLIAM VAUGHAN

Assistant Secretary
Environmental Protection Safety
and Emergency Preparedness



DEPARTMET OF THE ARMY
SEATTLE DSTRC CORPS OF tNGINEERS

SEATTLEWASHNGTON 9824

July 1983

Planning Branch

Dear Recipient

Attached for your information is the finding of no signif
cant impact FONSI and final environmental assessment entitled
Environmenta1 Impacts Caused by Libby DamLake Koocanusa Project

Releasing Water Budget Flows Recommended by the Northwest Power

Planning Council The draft report was transmitted for public
review on 19 November 1982 Comments received during the review
mc period and the Corps of Engineers responses to the comments are

contained in this report

Questions regarding the FONSI and the final environmental
assessment may be addressed to Jack Thompson Environmental Co
ordinator at telephone 206 7643625 or FTS 3993625

Sincerely

NORMAN HINTZ

Colonel Corps of Engineers
Disttict Engineer

Enclosure



NPSEN1 ER
Fl INC OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

ENVIRONM NTAL IMPrS CNOSED BY IBBY D/M LAK OOCANUSA
ROJECT RELEASING WATEI BUDGET OWS RFCOINENDED

BV TEE OHJEST POKER LMNIN COUNCIL

The Corts of Engieers Seat1e District has prepared an environmental
assessment EA regard ng the nonpower envirinn stat Impac caused by Libby
project particpating the Water Budget flogs proposed by the Pacific
Northiest Electric Power Planilng and Corservatlon Cuncil for 1984 The EA
was prepared In resp nse to the Councils request for possible implementation
of one of the elements of the Council fish and wildlife program which was
adopted on 15 November 1982

The purpose of the Water Budget Is to provide fish transportation flows in the
mbColumbia and Snake Rivers to improve the survivdl of juvenile salmon and
steelbead as tie mgrate seaward past the dams during the spting months To
accomplish this purpose the Corps of Engineers in cooperation with other
agencies investigated nurnoer of alternatives and determined that additional
water must be supplied by the water storage projects in the upper watersheds
Li by project would be one of the reservoirs affected by supplying flows to
the Columbia Rive

ne changeb of reseoir elevation and flow releases at Libby project to meet
the Water Budget were compared to the existing operational methods No signi

cant impacts oi the resIdnt fishery or the biological productivity of the
resrvoir or the ivei downstream were found Our assessment indicates there
are no significant mpa ts to sildlife includinc the bald eagle an endang
ered species Lter qu lity will remain unchanged Ciltural resources will
to be mpacted Recreatl in the reservoir and the river below Libby Dam
will not be affected significantly and there are no impacts on flood control
or othe oipower purposes of the project

The prelirindry ning of no signifiant impact and the hA has been dis
tributed to th oubl mt rested gwernmental agencies and Indian tribes

comment Our respsse to these comments has been included witr the EA

number of he respond ts were understandaly concerned that the EA does not
consider the larger direct ndirect cumulative systemwide power and non
poser impacts they percet ed to be inherent in achieving regional goal It
is recognrzed that the hby project EA but ne Df number of environmental
documents which may ultimately be required for the Councils water budget
proposal

Fur L11e reasons ciscribei have determined the proposed modifica
tion in operating Libby Dan will not signif1cant1 affect te quality of human
environineit aid an environmental impact statmert not required

NORMAN HINT
Colonel Corps of Engineers
District Engineer

Date July i983



FINAL ENVIRONNTAL ASSESSMENT

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS CAUSED BY LIBBY DAMLAKE KOOCANUSA
PROJECT RELEASING WATER BUDGET FLOWS REC4ENDED

BY THE NORTHWEST POWER PLANNING COUNCIL

JUMP 1983
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C1I0N INIRODUCTION

XIo 0i Lctio JLfs erivi merta asse ment PA evaluates hc or
ts hat could occi from modi yio the opera Lior of

tIe Ubby Ba Koc rus or cct to cor tribuLe ii part to regiona

objective oi prosi rip ..n 184 transport tion fi is or Water Budget as

ado ted by Pa \orthwe flectric oaer .nd Consevation annina

Come EPCfC Uows reconiended by th iiterles agcrcies and Jndiai

tr be ire evalurtd alterratives fle objective of the Water Budget is to

iirprovc tie surv val 01 juvenile salmon and at head toeir spriag own
str arm nigration ti Pacific Ocean Maximizing safe movtent of juvenile
salmorids and perpctuatior cf aiadromous sh runs are regarded as priority

rims by tne Couicil

Backgrouni

The ci ic orthrcst Uectric Power Plamning arid Conservat.oi Act

Piblic Law 96aOl was passed in 1980 establishing rew regional body called
tlc PhEPCPC Coon 11 required by the develop conserva lori

ectr power pi hat assures adequa future energy suppl es and sh

wi lie propr at protects aitigates cniances fish an1 wildijU
ii toe Columbia Piier it tributares Under Section 4lll of tI Ac
plant cweloped uncil are to be mplemented by Boirev lie Uwer
dmiai tration EPA T1s ct vequir....s tat BPfi rind ather Federal agenar
rsmy risible rranarg operating or regulating Federal or nonFederal

hydroelectric facilities on the Columbia River on its tributaries exercise

so spn5ibi1iLtes in manner consistent with the Act and its purpose of

pr tectirig mitiganing aid erhar ing tish and wildlr resources

part tic 9olsibilities the Couicil preared fish and

dliie ogram ne reco mendatrors prvided by he fish and wildlife

ipence iia Irdi ribes One elemeit of tie fish nd wldlife ogrn
adop sy the Co neil ov mber 1982 was the rovision of fish traisaorta

flcw vater dget for tie purpse of lr rc ng the survival

Cf verire sa mon an steliead as they migrate seaward pan the dams drring
Ire ig wont is

Tie basic concept tie ater Budget its pssile overall cffets or

tie em upstroam stor eservoirs and sh md wldlife resources was

iscussod and coord ated iti rn state and frivate entites Seittle

District provided echn ..al data on Libby Dam project to tie Montana Fl.L
Wi dli..e and Power Ad Ho Coirauittee Exchange .u.normation as ía .tated

by 0riifl sh arid 11 scudie being carried out by tOe State of Montana
under conract witi it Ic istrict Ccrps of En iueers

iie Water Bue fiaf aid wildl Ic pi estabrishes total later
Budget 78 00 cubic test ci second irontla in ntIs 464 nrlliou

acrefeet be diilded lito 58 000 cJs months 345 milllor acrefeet at

imapids Dam and IOOCO cfsmonths 119 million areIeet at Lower



Granite Dani The Water Budget requirement has been simplified for study pur
poses and is assumed to be an average of 85000 cf at Lower Granite and

i34000 cf at iet Rapids for the month of May The studies were under
taken to identify the impacts of altenative modes of operation for the Water

Budget anI their ipact on oneration for other project purposes In actual

practice the Water Bieget may be utilized during 6l-day period of 15 April
tarough 15 June firm power flows have been specified in the fish and wildlife

programs to provide base from which to measure Water Budget usage Water
Budget usage is to be measured as the difference between the actual average
weekly flows which result at Priest Rapids and Lower Granite and the firm power
flows The firm rower flows are as shown below and tfe Water Budget concept is

illustrated on figure

Firm Power Flow in 1000 cfs
Priest Rapids Lower Granite

15 Ar through 30 Apr 76 50

May through 31 flay 76 65
Jun tf rough 15 Jun 16 60

The Water Budyet is made available by retaining water in low runoff years that

previously was released during the fall and winter months for firm energy load

tr tug capacity FELCC rhc five sorge 1rojects that re utilized for
this purpose are all located in the United States and consist of Libby Corps
of Engineers Ituigry Pors atd Grinc Coile barn both Bcreau of Reclamation
loc ted above Prest Rapds and Daorslak Corps of fngireers and possibly
Brownlee Idaho Power Cornuany located above Lower Granite This storage is
then available for release curing the spring uvenile anadromous fish migration
pen during those years wher runoff conditions are adverse and flow augmen
tation is required The impact on FFLCC rerulting from the Water Budget
reqiiremelt is jmated to be 500 average megawatt MW This average FELCC

inyact and te generation resulting from the Water Budget implementation is

chor on igure

Water Budget implementation must not conflict with noipower constraints For
cxc spic the ii Ii aid wildlite program recognizes that physical storage of the

Water budget will be precluded some years due to the evacuation of reservoirs
for flood cm rol All five of the orage re ervoirs previously identified
as tater Budget pa cipaits have flood control resonsibilities Flood con
trol reulation req irres at storage space be available at the beginning of

ht flood eason April so that runoff can be stored during the spring
snowmelt seaso to reduce peak discharges at downstre cm flood damage centers
lie requiree armount of ood control saee is vaniab and is dependent on the

magritude of the cc of ruroff estimates for the specfic year The
Dwosmak and Libby reservoir flood control rule -urves figurcs and are

used to ii ustrate fie constraint tnat flood contro operation places on

rtntco of resurvor storage prior to the beginning 15 April of the Water

Budget period Thc 43 years of runoff data that are used for power studies

1929-o8 illustrate frequency of tfe magnitude of reservoir evacuation
for food contn regulation Figure shows that the April-July volume of



ruroff orshak il rrc olrp1e evacuation of ti reservoir by

April in 16 of he iO tudy year The bby eservoir Iood control role

vis 0u hw rv is oirplcLely evacuated by April in c1 the

40 st cy yen cults from these 40year stud es also how that the Water

Bu et equi ezr dun ig years hat av average or above runofl volunes II

be provided by unregulated unof ann because of this Water Budget require
aents wll not be epe dci uion releases froii reservoir storage

Don Lg year of loi runoff tie later Budget qui ement kill be rovided froir

te bade available oy rcdu ion thi C0 iW of IFLCC It is antici
lated tat approximately ole-fcurth of the years will fall into the critic
low flow category cr get releases Irom the rye previously ident fled

rescnvoirs will be made to meet the Ilow requests of the Water Budget managers
or the wir ani and rest Rapids control points Cortrol point flows

xccrg te pc hs csulting om he Water Bdget ages
rcquet will be cons dered to apply towards the Water Budget requirement

flaring yenrs of low average ruroif the Wate Budget will be made up of

co bination of uncont ll runoff and reservoir storage the voluiie of

rinoff increasen less of the Water Budget will come from reservoir storage

resrved from tkc 500 Ii rduction in FELCC It is anticipated ha when run
ot coume re norma1 ann dbove the Water Budget requirement will cc

rge from unregul uz off but the flexililities of Lhe reservoir sytem
11 be utilized to 1rovi atcr Budget flows as requested by tae Water Bud

gt managers sumnary of the imlacts or tie Water Bidget on power nroduction

rs combined in the appendix Section of this assessment
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SL flOP LIBBY PROJECT LESCRIP ION

21 Purpose Libty Dar as thor ed by lood Co trol Act of 17 May
1O iist ngrcs 2nd esioi for In pririary purposes of flood storage

or local lood trcl rotectior in Moitata and Idaho min stem flood con-
trol tie lower Colimaia lver hydroelectr poier genc ation at site and
at istrc plants through release of tii storagn and for recreational

develo meat

2.2 location Libby Psi is ocated on the Kootenat River ibout 2219 miles

ups ream from the cnflucrce of the Kootenai rid Columbia Rivers and about

17 miles upstream from city of Libby Lincoln County Montana Lake

Koocanusa at full pool -levation 2459 fee National Geodetic Vertical Datum
is 90 inilea lung Ld CXL uds into Cndda

Dam lIe dam concrete- gravity structure 9900 fee long rising
421 feet above bedrock Outlet structures consist of two ogeetype overflow

spillways controllcd oy tairter gates with full pool dIscharge capability of

150bOU cts turec sluiceways with conibinef capability of 61400 cis
and git penstccks orly Lou of which are currenLly operational The power
ioise contairs foir tirb nes nach wIth maximur hydraulic capability of

5400 ct witf pravlsion for four additional units of comparable size
Lah the four gencr ors las rated apacity of 105 MW yielding total

ala it caacty 42 fs Ar idditional turhine gcnerator now under construc
tioi will increase the ala capacity to 525 MW with maximum hydraulic
cspabillty of 27000 cf selcctive withdraw-il system contiguous to the

pe tock i-rtakes on the upstream face of the dam provides the flexibility to

control downstream water quality and temperatures to lesser degree the

downstr am moves of pla ikion and fish

24 ci Laks loocanusa wLcI was formed with 1osure of Libby Dam in

ang iarrow szvoir laying ngti of 90 rilc and maximum
width 2l/2 milec At non iaxiaum pool evation 2459 feet the

reaLivo h-s iorclin ergth of 224 miles ater rurface area of
46 acres 17 462 acrcs in Cnada and volume of .9 rillion acrefeet
It has ubable Jtorage caoacltf of approximately millior acrefeet
drawaowr or 172 feet to minImum pool elevation 2287 fnet dewaters the upper
44 mrlcs in luding th cntire Canadian portion of the reervoir and reduces
tI surface area of the resevoir to 14 487 acres or by 69 percent and the
vol ire to nillion acrnfnet or by 85 percent

25 Project Operation

The KooLeiai RI ci listorical mean annual flow is 12170 cts with
extremes ranging frm iax un 21000 cfs to minimum of 895 cfs
prior to mg latior by Libbj baa Ii free flowing condition the river

normally -eaked at about 60000 fs during the nronths of April May and

dunn ard trio thia pi iou discnarged 60 to /0 perccrt of the total annual
runoff The flows gradually declined during July to less than 8000 c.fs in



August and seldom exceeded tLis flow throughout the remainder of the year
Flows of 4000 cfs or les frequeitly occur ed during the months of

December and January

Lake ocus is regulated to nainain surface water levelr between

maximum pool eThvatior of 2459 feet and minimum elevation of 2287 feet or

vertical distance 172 feet Average drawdown is about 120 feet The

reservoir is drafted dur ng the fall and winter montFs to accommodate the

spr1n snowmelt runoff refilled during Ap May and Jnne and is held at

full pool from midJuly tFrugh Seterber Reservoir drawdown for power

generation and flood ntrol begins in October and unnail continues into

March Based upor ruofi projections reservo eva io re adjusted to

accomiod the or both lydroelectric oower in ocd tornge

Existn 4wr tr fluctuatUn and nw crit ra ar as follows

1lrLLM DISC Ati

Normal 4000 cfs

lf requircd to refill 000 cfs

Short duration power emergencies 2000 cfs

1AXIM1M IA WATER FIUCIUA1ON

May through September foot per hour teet per day

tobeL tirougi April foot per 1/2 hour feet per day

SIABLE FLOWS BELOW 8000_cfs In order to impove sport angling in

the river tric proj et is opcrated whenever fearibje flows below

8000 cf on wceknds ci idays during the May September period

is nac inain hess f1ow fro hou ciore unset to hour

at er sunst or weekaays when practicable

tider existing cord ions releases normally range ui to the

21 00 cis nit powc Louse hydraulic capac ty Regulated releases

hum boy Dan vary soraI from average monthly stream ows ol 3060 to

10000 ct in Fe sinner md to 15000 to 25000 rr he winter

dourly aid daily var ons dr uc to hy ropcw geierat on up to the

po erlouse hydraulic capact Releases ii excess of powerroue hydraulic

rurcity are requ or draf ing of reservo ri in erly spring

to establish reser ir storage capacity for flood control regulation and

rcgultn wate releases durirg the spring runoff period or immediately

thureafter safe cflll the eservoir aLLd rovlde Aownstream flood

co trol

Water tempcrature control is accomplished by use of selective with

crawal system which ows water to be withdrawn from fhe reservoir at any



elctea de th aoovc vai 2222 eet An outflow tenpcrature rule curve

was cevEl ed to pravldc ea optirua nidsumer tmcratures for fish while at

me time irta tin bulk iead elrvatin which mirimizc ish losses in

pi ect ac arges on tn upe strata of the rcservoLr the selective

withdrw ytea orcally ph ed in operation in April with tfe instalta

Lion of bulkeads 11 bulkieads are stacked rn md/or removed from the bays

of the wi hdrawI uctu as necessary to maintain tie desired downstream

scm roture uknea-Is are removed and tored in the late fall when the

lakr bec en isothermaL

Libby Dam discLrga are reculated to comply with the requirements for

tfc operition of Kootenay Lake as set forth in the l98 0rde of the

lrternationah Joint omIssion IJCL Releases Iron Libby Dam during tIe fall

ard wi pe rod are elected to evacuate Lak Koocanusa ard urovide storage

space or spring iLod ntro thu hie nstrai ts of LiC order on

Kootenay rake The order in substance rquires that when the lake level at

Nelson on its failing stage recede to elLvatror l4332 leet the lake level

say be held at that evatlon until 31 August when the level of Kootenay Lake

be raised to eleva on 174532 feet fhi maximum storage level may be

maintained until January when the lake must be progressively lowered so that

will not exceed an levation of 17i4O feet on February 7424 feet on

Ia cn and i73932 feet on ApriL

10



Cl rO AFFECTBD ENVIRO\MEN

3l uc Eh bby Le Kocsr p1 jet conert 90nii1 secton

re oi Koo enai River into reservoir and modificd the physical

cImicai and biooglcd tiaracteristics of the river downstream These

chanes have na oti lcelicia1 and detrinental environmental effects upon

ter Beci se the young age of te reservoir the biological

co ponent of the syste unstable and are ntnuing to adjust to tie

iged conditions anges in the compositiol and abundance of certain tisli

ann WI Ic LfC populations are occurring at present and future changes can be

ex ed

coraptic Drscri 10

Its Moo enai RivcLr Basin is located betweei 48 and 51 degrees north

atitd and 115 degrees west longitude and includes within its hound

ares arts of sutheas Britisn Coiumbia northern 1dno and northwestern

Moi ana Iie ba in ye sies 236 riles long by 153 miles wide and has an area

of 19300 square mles About onequarter of the area or about 4800 squIre

iii lids in ti Uijtod Srates The draiiage area above Libby Dam totals

89a sqtaia miles About 86 percent or 7/70 square miles of the drainage

area above Libby Dan lies in canada

2Le Koot Pier Ins ength or approximat1y 455 miles of which

65 miles or about onethird of its length is in the United States The

sourre of the Kooteniy liver is located in Kootenay National Park British

bra ad ace it tc tte Continental Divide and about 30 miles west of Banff
bnr Fron its source flows about 100 mile soutt entering the Rocky

v0 itar Tren rear Ca ai nat only 15 miles from Co umbia Lake the head
ater of Colu bia user From this point the river continues southward

ai i1e ai the Un ted States in tne vicinity of Rexford

Ior iev tic Ro ry Mountain Trerc and continues assing
out1wrd Li-rougt rointains of the Purcell Range for about 50 mIles to the

coniLuenc of vet Here the river turns abrui tly west passing

over hoot ar ho between the cabinet and Purcell Mountains Near

iroy he river tI nds Lestward to bonnets Ferry where it enters the

uce1l lrrnch ii Boo em Ferry he valley wilen and the river meanders

uOtl ard 47 SIlLS vhe reenters Canaaa Hiort1y after crossing the bor
tie river flows into Kootenay Lake From the west arm of Kootenay Lake

tie river flows 23 ides west its Junction with the Colunbia RiverS

3.3 Fish

frec Yootcnii River prio to the construction of Liboy Dam

provi ed good fislin Mom -i itefish the rimary species and rainbow

and tttroat tout scic taken the Kootena River as fishery resourcc was

rcc gniae th Noitu Stream Classificatior Conmittee in 1959 when the

67 rl1 en nt iron Libby ipstream to the Canadian border was classified as

cins stream or stream of statewide significance The remainIng 33 miles

LI



in Montana extendinb downstrcai from Libby was referred to as class designa
tion or stream Va ue to large districts of tie state Most of the
larher tributaries ch as the Fisher and Tobacco Rivers were given class

dsigratioi while sany of the smaller tributarie re Iiced in class
category ol stYem vsuc to smaller districtb of re state Fishing in the
free flowinG Kooterar River sas seasonable due to the high turbid flows which
normally characterized the river for about 3month period during spring run
off Construction of Libby Dam created two separate ecological environments

regulatd river downs ream from the dam and fluctuatlig lake or reservoir
upstream iron te dam each with its distinctive fsbery

The river downstream from Libby Dam to Rootenai Falls has developed
into an excellen rainbow trout fishery with success rates comparable to the
best blue ribboi steairs in Montana Although recreational fishinG is fre
quentl restricted bJ water level fluctuation czusc Fy vdropower peaking at
th dam it is far superior that wilch existed in the free flowing river
prior to de dan dit pa to the fl temperature tubidity and other
waLer qtalty ante caused by Libby Dam and in part due to pollutior
abdtment neasure Gas supersaturation united te fsh population immediat
ely followin impouudmert but in recen years large but underutilized
whitefish population has dcvcloed in the river opulatlon is assumed
to be factor in the somewhat smaller rainbow sizes now characterizing the
cat

Ihe reservoir was heavily stocked with westslope cutthroat trout in
the early years following impoundment These fish ong with the rainbow
forisee te backbone of what developd into an excellent fishery In recent
years thc rainbow iave tended to dominat tFe reservoirs game fish popula
tion Koknee fror an uridentified introduction lave increased in numbers and
now make up significant par of the fishermans atch The appearance of
these isi will undoubtedly Jange the biological ba at of the reservoir and
necessitate reass ssiient of management options Mitigation efforts from
constructon or Ut ibby Dam lake Koocanusa project ive included construc
tIon westslope cutthroat out iatchery oi Lake Koocanusa tributary
streari improvemeit ncluding construction of fig barrier dam and reservoir
stocking Reservoir regu tion schedules procedures aid objectives that
provide favorable fistcry onditiors are included as at ongoing operation
requirement

34 Wildlife

The Kootenai River Basir in the vicinity of Lake Koocanusa and near
the river below Libby Dam is chnracterized by coniferois forests of ponderosa
pine Doutlas fir and western larch Near the river and along stream the
vegetation is primarily deciduous consisting of cottonwoods willows birchs
a1oers and nary secie rubs Big game animals such Dighorn sneep
elk whitetailed deer blacktailed deer moose black bear and cougar are
all relatively common in the area Otier common mammals include coyote
beaver mink muskrat bob at weasel red squ rrel Columbian ground squir
rcl yellow pine chipmunk porcupine and several other secies of rodents

32



watcriow necially iaaa gooc nal
Ic rd arc ier er aor ey Ainericar widon gadwall grecn
wirged tal and vo ck Ito ouior up game rds are blue spruce
aid uif ac bircs rclule Ame ci ketr osprey red-tailed
ak ed nhwk several species of owls many wooapeckers six spe-

cics of ewailows rd my pecies of crchng birds

In gmnerai ti oct ructron of ib Dam ro oct las had negativ
hip tot sildLJe tlgation c1orts luding toe urchasc of wildlife

rds nd ntensive managc nt ot forest land for wildiife are contznuing

Lndangered Sp cies

in cor struct co operat of Li ohj ci cat ir vi unexpected
her ui vLnt ta CS oWns it ill oau iiiis river SOCLI

been oe bec ust of the warwe ratcr released froi the dam conce
unrtly eagle toe area has increased since 1913

Dead or oistrosd fi coking hroug1 tile dam waterowl acid carrion
dt 12 aid provide ioo coerce for eagles below the dam Cottonwoods and

eve rc un or horeline provid dy and gat perches for the

cap Eapies gnae begin to make theIr appearance the area in late

Oct cr nd leave iear of larc host the egles seen during the

sir er 31 this re retirin oily for few days Ocily about percent of the

ear es rassiio thr ugi re ciii fo the rrirwnter Generally between three

ix birds stay through the winter

ater çua1iy

fl oo ist Rcr ast ilowic t1 nor river cottaining
ii lard tar saLer tic lug ily buffered cain ccc bicarbonate

3c bo Th ver is ire crt Ic as shown ay the icigt

disso lye lids nt co ter Dis o1ved oxy Cfl concentrations are at

icr sa ur-c io nd irate along with thi jow observ salues for bio
mical ox gen ciemaid th the river is effective in assmilating organio
lo dz sitbout espirato tre to aquatic life

ibby Dcii ias iprovec the water quality of the kootenai River with
ooanusa act rig as ett1ing pond Pigh turbictitioci ant seditrent loads

rme occurri durin ing runoff have beer practically eliminated
lis coipled with the figh aegree of teciperature control exercised by the

le lye withdawac stem and pollution control in the upstream watershed
has hcc poitive fec upon ci projects fish population

iscl crg oer ho Sm Iway thro gh he sluices causes nitrogen
supersaturation it the ri er bhy ci which during construction of the

dam wi as high iercent nidiaiuly below he projcLt Since complc
tim of turbici iitroen upe saturation ias seldom exceeded the state
standard 1cercen Shoud dis harge through the sluices or over the

spi lwy be quirnd the projec is operated to pass as much water as possible

13



trougl th te Id at reducing supersatu
at on is ci at cit itur vels can be main

de Ut the most extreme

ccnciit Co

./ Rccr.a

Dam dd nec eationa portur ties and usage in

the vi ib or ar cc ti vi re ci de boatirg
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Or unit for at ci fishing las
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1CI ALhRRNAIVrS

ro It md id ie ati retlod of implem t1rf the CourciPs

sa or Ut wet ed ie ediy rs Ot st dy oeiio
Mos Ltr elirrinited du to their adverse lydrologic or

ervlronmr ital mpac ibur rnatlve plans were given detailed

idrat or

crnd Live nt Lie Fxisting Mettiod of Operation of Libby

loActi kltar tive Tie existing meLhod of project operation as

ct to xrnize the project iydropowcr and flood pro
cc io poteniat it Co ibra River lows down tream o1 Priest Rapids am

of resn irtho of operation ihis alternative would

LULl ihc waLLL CLv ineasing trai sportaton flows tot

juvcnile almonid our ig 15 April to ii Junc This is the base case

A1teti.tive Piar se of liboy Project to Supply its Apportioned Share

Water Budget coma ndod the Council

ic uct os in the madColumbia River nust be provided by

Co Icc Dam Lh tie 15 April to June time period consequently

ws iDDy Ilir wiLL educed during tI same time period to balance

over ds Li Rat cleasr Its apportioned share of the Water Budget

to oi cc ecrv rtr to irid imirediately after Water Budget

reita.es oy Grand Coulce Dan

voi dc ons rd flow leases dt Libbj project provided under

sting ape ati1 marcc if tiose providi by the Water Budget

ni rrrce wcer ase card Wter Budget wer basis for measur

na catiui is depicted in tabl reservoir drawdown

ol it on id id table average monthly river flows
1e Li SE rxaiiacC average of 40 years ci record fron 1928 to

968 ty Lca yeir 9401941 and tyical wet year

ls 1956 IRan dRaferenco Ratweer Water Budget operation and

ase atio ea ear woo depend on the volume runoff forecast

axinization of po ci ge oration and flood control while maintaining the

Wat Budget flows

Re ervoir it on snown in table epicts morhLy reservoir

dra wr in cc ow Rail ool 2459 feet The 4Oyer average shows the

it Ir iv ce vo lcvalion is ea eat in Novenber l2 feet

when he drawdo cr 1w ui Water Bndgct is ess than for base case

txRat op raL LO ni ods he same general trend is oaservcd in wet and

ry year Ra he 1r the greatesl nt Lion occurs in November when

tie se oi would bc 111 Raet higher than base case During

the 19 3b irawdown dif erences are less noticeable

na Rii schares on Libby Darn re shown on table as the

av rate monthly housands of cfs The iOyear average shows the

cit lated Wa buds 1ow are greatr tian bas case ows in Deceuber

February and in Jute and Juay In her mo ith the base Lace flows are

15



TABLE LIBBY RESERVOIR DRAUDOUN BELOW FRAL OOL ASEN.D IVNTHCOMPARISON OF BASE CASE METHOD OF OPERATION T0 i.ROPOSED COUNCIL WATER BUDGET OPERATION

JuL Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Average

.3Li9284968
voir Draw44wn base case

14 33 36 87 112 128 121 66 13 53in feet water budget .4.2 3. 4.2 78 20.5 52.9 86.0 115.0 125.5 117.3 63.1 .13.2 51.8Djffatence1 0.4 0.3 1.4 6.2 125 3.2 1.7 2.5 3..3 4.3 3.7 0.4 2.8L2
3ervcjrDrqdown base case 0.8 0.5 46 9.8 283 52.5 559 57 58.6 60.4 .44.4 22.6 32.8in feat water budget 112 49.1 49.6 506 49.7 40.8 18.8 10.8 23.5Difference ./ 0.8 0.5 4.6 9.8 171 3.4 6.3 6.7 8.9 19.6 25.6 11.8 9.2

LVsSV
Scervoir Drawdown bas case

20 49 100 i3 172 172 67 61water budget
.11.2 49.1 .101.2 153.8 172 172 6.7.3 599Difference

0.4 35 95 12 1.1

.1/Parenthesis denotes water budget reservoir elevations are ler than in base case



TABLE AVERAGE NTHLY RIVEILOW3 IN THOUSANDS OF CUBIC FEET PER SEOND
CONPARISCBr OF BASE CASE IRTHOD CF OPERATIONTO PROPOSED COUNCIL WATER BUDGET OPILEATION

Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jwi Average

Al1 Years 1928-1968
RirFlcs hse case 12.7 6.8 8.0 11.6 17.4 18.1 18.7 13.7 8.5 6.9 5.7 5.1 11.2

water budget 13.2 6.7 6.7 83 13.7 24.4 19.3 15.1 6.7 6.7 5.4 7.1 11.2
KCFS Difference .5 .1 1.3 33 3.7 63 .6 1.4 1.8 .2 .3 20

rtye19941
RirF1s base case 3.0 4.4 9.1 9.2 16.5 18.0 4.6 3.3 4.2 9.9 8.6 3.0 78

water budget 9.0 4.3 5.9 5.4 12.3 27.5 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 12.0 7.7
K$FS Difference 60 .1 3.2 3.8 4.2 9.5 1.3 .30.2 6.95.6 9.0 .1

Wet Year 19551956
River F1is base case 19.1 7.7 6.6 96 190 22.8 28.9 223 8.8 20.5 6.8 6.6 14.5

water budget 172 7.7 6.3 7.3 15.2 29.1 29.3 21.8 8.8 20.5 6.8 6.6 14.3
KCFS Difference 1.9 .0 .3 2.3 3.8 6.3 .4 .5 .2

1/Parenthesis denotes water budget flows are less than base case flows



5reater miiar trrd is toted it typica dry year l94Ol94l when the
Witcr Bud5 flow gr ian bas case flows December 9500 cfs

June ly 9000 6000 in in is Ie base case flows are

eter Dun ng Jct Yl wa dget flows were calculated

as ratr uas ca flows were

ic-rly tLe same great

Operatior of lab project to sup ort the proposed Water Budget
plar is overred reqiarerent lot to latc ootenay Lake evels

specified by the den

43 kitrnative Plan Sac of bby Project to Sun ly its Apportioned Share

of Water Budget coma ad Agenci fisheries agencies sub
it ed Wa no aJ to he Ii whi va fr ncr the Cou rci
Wate Budet reco end Tht am of tie rPry Water Budget

for tI midCo ii th as tic real an whici is

rh it rratav

Alternative PIta se Libby oject to Supply lts Apportioned Share

of 1ter Budget It aim dad lrdaan bcs

Tile Lib se voir ovaL flow rei ase to meet the water bud
ace mmended baa wer arc ared case operati

Ti ervo operat in rec ra dont below tul pool
at ironti- erd and tab Li rag ly TL average
40 ye as dry we cx an in no procedure des

cribd he Cou Wa ud al aatlve irba 4ater Budget pro
nosa commends qi ati ii load crge d/u1 Columbia Rver

ervoir mide fbi in ly at Priest Rapds Dam

or 46 durL Ap tir TI cc compared to the

un ii Watar Bu get of oxirv dy days during the

acre lerior

Pcservior operaion as shown in table depicts montily reservoir

drawdown feet below full ol 2459 feet TIe an average shows the

hìa age ciaeav rv eea is ate cErer i9 leet
when tIe drasdowr ibai is for base case

cx sting op or Te ire eral erved in wet and

dry years ry te eat at van tor oc urs November wien

the rsrvo would cu ate 11 Fr cihe tian base case During

tie wet year 1955 95 dr dowa di rences less noti able and are the

ane as ie Council lat ridge

Kootena liver ci sclarges from Libby Dam ae shora on table as the

average out4y or thousands /0year average shows the

IculaLLU oa ii tvs ar grear Lan oase case fluwb in

DecemberFebruary an My Jun and July Other montis the base case

fi wa are greater milan trend roted in typical dry year 1940 1941
when the Water Budget ws are greater titan Ba ae ows in December and

Jr neJuly In her ronths so ase flows re grater During the wet year
1BlPSb water dget flow were calculat as gre ten in December and

otIe nihs se lows wee iea ly he same or greater

ting bby project to th Tn al Water Budget 1ow
ne an a1ernative Council Water Budget



TABlE LIBBY RESERVOIR DRAWDOWN BELOW FULL POOL AT END OF DNTH
COA.R IS OF BAS1.N CAB.1. .THOD CF OPERATION TO PROPOS.ED TRIBAL WATER BUDGET OPERATION

Jul Aug Sep .Oct Nov Dec F.eb Mar Apr May Jm Average

era .e All ears -192 968

eservor9w bask case 3.8 3.6 5.6 14.0 33.0 56.1 87.7 112.5 128.8 1216 66.8 13.6 538
in feet water .budget 60 5.7 5.8 8.6 21.1 53.6 .87.0 116.8 1285 120.2 66.9 14.9 52.8

DifferenceY 2.2 2.1 0.2 5.4 11.9 2.5 O.7 4.3 0.3 1.4 0.1 1.3 1.0

ical 19401941
Reservoir Drawdowi base case 0.8 0.5 4.6 9.8 28.3 52.5 55.9 57.3 58.6 60.4 44.4 22.6 32.8

in feet water budget 112 491 49.6 50.6 49.7 40.8 18.8 8.1 23.3
Difference 0.8 O.5 4.6 9.8 17.1 34 6.3 ..6.7 8.9 19.6 25.6 l4.5 95

Reservoir Drawdown base case 0.4 35 20.7 49.1 100.0 153.8 172 172 67..3 61fee water budget 11.2 49.L 101.2 153.8 172 172 67.3 59.9
Difference 0.4 3.5 95 .0 1.2 1.1

1/Parenthesis denotes water budget reservoir elevations are ler than in base case



LBLE AVERAGE PDNTHLY RIVERFLOWS IN THOUSANDS 25 CUBIC FEET PER SECOND

CONPARISOF OF BASE CASE METHOD OF OTRATION TO PROPOSED TRIBAL WATER BUDGET OPERAPION

Jul A.ug Oc.t Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr Nay Jun Average

Avere All Years 1928-1968

ar Flcws bme case i2 11 17 18 18 13 11

war budget i3 13 24 19 11

KCFS Difference .7 .1 1.4 4.0 4.0 6.5 .8 1.6 1.4 .1 .3 13

lDfYeO1241
iverflis baecase 30 44 91 92 15 180 46 33 42 99 8b 30 78

water budget 9.0 43 5.9 5.4 12.3 27.5 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 10.1 7.5

KCFS Difference 6.0 .1 3.2 3.8 4.2 95 1.3 .30.2 6.95.6 7.1 .3

ical UWetU Year 9551956 ..

base case 19.1 7.7 6.6 9.6 19.0 .228 28.9 223 8.8 2C.5 6.8 66 14.5

ter budget 172 7.7 6.3 73 15.2 29.1 29.3 21.8 88 20.5 6.8 6.6 14.3

KCFS Difference 1.9 .0 .3 2.3 3.8 63 .4 .5 .2

1/Parenthesis denotes water budget flows are less then base case flows
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Recreation Much of the discussion on recreational fishing is con
tained in paragraph General recreation is expected to be unaffected by
adoption of the Council Water Budget flow release schedule since reservoir
elevations will change only slighty from base case operations

Flood Control The adoption of the Council Water Budget will not
affect the flood control operation of the Libby DamLake Koocanusa project
The reservoir elevations and downstream flows shown in tables and were
calculated using the assumption that the project is operated in the interest
of flood control

5.3 Fish Agency Water Budget Alternative The recommended Water Budget flows
In the midColumbia River are the same as the flows recommended in the Council
Water Budget There are no significial adverse impacts on the environment as
was noted in paragraph 5.2

5.4 Tribal Water Budget Alternative Modifying the operation of Libby proj
ect with the intent of providing the recommended Tribal Water Budget flows
would require release of slightly greater volumes of water in most months than
that required for the Council Water Budget Although the flows are slightly
greater the environmental impacts of initiating the Tribal Water Budget will
approximate the Council Water Budget impacts as noted in paragraph 5.2 The
overall environmental impacts will not be significant

23



SECTION RELATIONSHIP OF THE ACCEPTABLE ALTERNATIVES

TO ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION STATUTES

The relationship of the acceptable alternatives to environmental protection

statute requirements is summarized in table

24



TABLE

RELATIONSHIP OF THE ACCEPTABLE ALTERNATIVES

TO ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION STATUTES

Comp anc

Council Tribal

Environmental Requirements No Action Water Budget Water Budget

Archeological and Historical Preservation Partial comp1iance/ same same
Act 16 U.S.C 469 et seq as amended

by PL 96515 December 12 1980

Clean Air Act as amerded 42 U.S.C 7401 Not applicable same same
et seq

Clean Water Act as amended 33 U.S.C Full compliance same same
1251 et seq

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 as Not applicable same same
amended 16 U.S.C 1451 etseq

Endangered Species Act of 1973 as amended Full compliance same same
16 U.S.C 1531 et seq

Estuary Protection Act 16 U.S.C 1221 Not applicable same same
et seq

Federal Water Project Recreation Act as Full compliance same same
amended 16 U.S.C 460112 etseq

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act as

amended 16 U.S.C 661 etseq Full compliance same same

1/Fish agency Water Budget recommendation has same impacts as the Council Water Budget
2/A cultural resources survey of the Libby project area has been completed report will be submitted in

August 1983 by Washington State University which is under contract with Seattle District This report will

be basis for Section 106 compliance with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation change from

existing method of operation to the proposed Water Budget operation will have no additional effect on

cultural resources



TABLE con

Corn p1 anc

Council Tribal

Environmental Requirements No Action Water Budget Water Budget

Lar and Water ConservatiOn Fund Act of Full compliance same same
1965 as amended 16 U.S.C 46014
et seq

Nai.ae Protection Research and Sanctuary Not applicable same same
of 1972 as amended 33 U.S.C 1401

seq

ional Historic Preservation Act of Partial compliance/ same same
1966 as amended 16 U.S.C 470 etseq
as amended by PL 96515 12 December 1980

ational Environmental Policy Act of 1969 Full Compliance same same
as amended 42 U.S.C 4321 etseq

Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Act of Full compliance same same
1899 as amended 33 U.S.C 401 etseq

Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Not applicable same same
Act as amended 16 U.S.C 1001 etseq

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act as amended Full compliance same same
16 U.S.C 1271 etseq

1/Fish agency Water Budget recommendation has same impacts as the Council Water Budget

2/A cultural resources survey of the Libby project area has been completed report will be submitted in

August 1983 by Washington State University which is under contract with Seattle District This report will

be basis for Section 106 compliance with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation change from

existing method of operation to the proposed Water Budget operation will have no additional effect on

cultural resources



TABLE con

Compi iance

Council Tribal

Environmental Requirements No Action Water Budget Water Budget

Executive Order 11988 Flood Plain Full compliance same same
Management 24 May 1977

Executive Order 11990 Protection Full compliance same same
of Wetlands 24 May 1977

Analysis of Tmpacts on Prf me and Unique Full compliance same same
Farmlands CEQ Memorandum 30 August 1976

.1

1/Fish agency Water Budget recommendation has same impacts as the Council Water Budget



SECTION COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The draft EA Environmental Impacts Caused by Libby DamLake Koocanusa Project

Releasing Water Budget Flows Recommended by the Pacific Northwest Power

Planning Council was transmitted for public review on 19 November 1982
Comments received in the 30day public review period ending 21 December 1982

and Corps of Engineers response to the comments are contained on the following

pages

28



United Stat Interior

P.CIHC ORTHSLST REGIO

FEIER.L BUILDISG U.S COURTHOUSE

BOX 043-550 BEST FORT STREET

BOISE IDAHO 53724

LPLY

JjFFBTO PM 150

125.1

DEC 23 1982

Colonel Norman Hintz District Engineer

Seattle District Corps of Engineers

P.O Box C3755

Seattle Washington 98124

Dear Colonel Hintz

The environmental assessment EA you provided titled Environmental Impacts

Caused by Libby DimLake Koocanusa Project Releasing Water Budget Flows

Recomended by the Northwest Power Planning Council Fisheries Agencies and

Indian Tribes has been reviewed by appropriate members of our staff The

following coments are provided for your use in considering further NEPA

compliance requirements

General

The EA does not cover the full range of Impacts which will occur systemwide

as result of the decisions made on operations at Libby Meeting the

overall objectives of the water budget concept requires complex interrela

tionship of all Columbia Basin storage facilities Thus the operation of

any one dam in the system can Increase or decrease the impacts at other

facilities within the system The reviewer does not have the information to Response discussion of systemwide impacts and reference to system

evaluate these impacts For example the fish flow requirements that the
wide study by the Bonneville Power Administration has been added to the repor

Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks has proposed for Hungry Horse Project could

cause the draft of Libby Project to be slightly greater during midOctober

to midDecember when Hungry Horse outflow is restricted Also during March

and April the release at Libby Project in the water budget study should be

increased to approach the base case to reduce the Impact at Grand Coulee in

May

Even with the above changes the operation of Libby Project would not be Response ater budget flows will not impact the maximum second minimum ele

affected to any great extent However the very limited range of evaluation vationa exptrienced at downstream projects Further the flows will not be

of single dam does not provide very clear picture for the public of the outside the range which occurred prior to the water budget request Accord

operational and environmental impacts of the long-term use of the water ingly the mpacte experienced downstream of the storage projects are not

budget concept The extent of the impact if any on irrigation resident expected to change with water budget flows

fisheries power etc should be addressed Such description does not

lend itself easily to reservoir by reservoir approach



Spec lftc

ta9e 26 5.1 NoAction Alternótlve-Uæder this assumption the water Re8Ponse The nOCction alternative itp1ie only that the etisting base

buoget Ciii probably be phySlCdliy feCaSd from Grand toulee Dam/FDR LeSa
taCt operation of Libby project would continue Is identified in eXjgt ins

The floattlori alternative by the Corps would not necessarily preclude water EISt prepared for this ptoject The alUlflptiOfl La that water budget

budget implement6tion The ldst sentente should be revised toeedation8 would not be implented either here or it any other doet
CtreIIn project

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document

Sincerely yours

Regienel Director



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

FOREST SERVICE

FEDNAI SUILDING
Pa BOX 7545

MRSOULA MOWIANA 59507

1990

DEC 21 82

Norman Eintz

Colonel Corps of Engineers

Department of the Army Seattle District u4s

P.O Box C3755
Seattle Washington 9814

Dear Colonel Hintz

We have reviewed the Corps of Engineers proposed Environmental Anlysie
EA for the Libby DamLake Koocanusa Project proposed water budget and

Response The assessment states that general recreation and cultural

offer the following coisnents
resources are oot expected to be affected by adoption of the water budget

This is based on the assumption that during an average year water budget water

We agree with the Corps assessment of the water budget impacts on the levels will average only 2.8 feet less than those indicated by the base case
fish and wildlife and power operation at the project During the months of June July and August the difference is less than

foot
The EA fails to assess any impacts to the developed recreation sites

around the reservoir recreation use of these sites and the many cultural

sitee within the reservoir

Our assessment of the drawdown and timing of the lower reservoir

levels indicates the following impacts

foot drawdown on the average year will expose 120 feet of beech

and reduce the swimoing areas at NcGillivrey and Rexford Campgrounds by

50 percent Both are high/use areas Our reports indicate 22.200 visitor

days at 4cCillivray in 1982

The boat tie up areas at Peck Oulch Campground would become marginally

useable

The reservoir area exposed by foot drewdown would be visually

unattractive and source of windblown particulates

Late spring and sumeer drawdowns would also expose additional

cultural sites for longer periods of time to vandalism and collectors

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this assessment

JAWS 11 REID

Director of Planning
Programing and Budgeting



bepartment of Eiery

8onneiUe Power MstratIOl

P.O BoX 3621

Poitlaæd lIen 91208

Si December 17 1982

Colonel Wormed Mintz

DiCtrict tngineet

U.S Army Engineer DiCtrict Seattle

Attn NPSENPtER

P.O Boi C3755

Seattle Washington 98124

Dear Colonel Hints

TbCnk you for the opportunity to review end comeent on your environmental

assessment PA of the iapacts On the Libby Dam Lake teoeanua Project from

releasing water budget flowS Bonneville PoWer AdmInistration EPA
tecognites that the document is project specifiC sn does not addras Response Acknowledged

systeewide nonpower impacts from implementing the Power Planning CounCils

Water Budget Therefore We have no substantDe coresents to add related to

the inuiCr projectspecific nature Of the document

In responSe to our own gatiol Environmental Policy Act responsibilities EPA

has initiCtSd an internal review of eystemwide changes to the power suppiy

system in order to determine any environmeOtal coflCequtncCs of program

implementation We will keep you informed of the ptogress of this revie

Anthct Itortell

Etivirdmental MEnager



UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

\/ FISH AND WILDUFE RVICE
Billings Office

316 North 26th Street

Billings Montana 59101-1396

tl SEPtYUFE5 TO

Decenter 1982

Mr Dwain Hogan

Chief Planning Branch

Department of the Army

Seattle District Corps of Engineers

P.O Box C3755

Seattle Washington 98124

Dear Mr Hogan

We have reviewed your biological assessment evaluating the possible

effects on the endangered bald eagle of proposed changes in the operation

of Libby Dam recomended by the Pacific Northwest Power Planning and

Conservation Council We concur with your conclusion that the proposed Response Concurrence with conclusions concerning the effect of the proposed

changes will not affect the bald eagle Changes in the availability of operattonal changes on the bald eagle prey Bpecies and other habitat cop6

prey Items and habitat components for the eagle are not expected to be nents is noted

at level that would result In adverse effects to the eagle Thus

formal section consultation Is not required There are no additional

listed species in the project area requiring evaluation In your assessment

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance In maeting our joint

responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act

Sincerely

Wayne Brewster

Field Supervisor

Endangered Species

cc Ecological Services USFWS Billings MT



UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services

Federal Building Room 3035

316 North 26th Street

Billings Montana 591011396

ES December 15 1982

Mr Jack Thompson
Seattle Di strict Corps of Engineers

P.O Box c3755
Seattle WashIngton 98124

Dear Mr Thonpson

This letter Is in response to your request for review of the preliminary
finding of no significant impact FOJISI and draft enviromiental assessmententitled NEnviroiinental Impacts Caused by Libby Dais Lake koocanusa
Project Releasing Water Budget Flows Recommended by the Northwest Power
Planning Council Fisheries Agencies and Indian Tribes

The Fish and Wildlife Service has concurred by letter dated December
1982 with your biological assessment evaluating potential effects of
operational changes at Libby Dais on the endangered bald eagle

We have consulted with the Montana Department of Fish Wildlife and
Parks and our Boise Idaho office and have concluded that none of the Respon.e The conclusion that none of the proposed elternatjes would have

proposed alternatives would have significant adverse impact to fish signifTient adverse impact on fi.h and wildlife resources is noted
and wildlife resources

Thank you for providing us this opportunity to review draft envirorental
assessment

Sir erely

Dennis Chris opherson

Acting Field Supervisor

Ecological Services

cc Regional Office USFWS Denver CO ENY
Paul Burke USFWS Washington D.C.1 OEC

Director Montana Department of Fish Wildlife and Parks
Helena 141

Jim Vashro Montana Department of Fish Wildlife and Parks
Kalispell MT

Ray Heberger USFWS Boise ID ES



STATE OF xurTAx4k

ice1ispL1 Montana 59Ol
Oeceebe 14 1982

Uornan Bints Colonel

Corps of Engineers
District Engineer
Seattle District

Box C-3755

Seattle Washington 98124

Dear Mr Rintz

The following are coimsents on the preliminary findings of no signi
ficant impact NSI and draft environment assessment entitled
Envirorsmental It pacts Caused by Libby DamLake Koocanusa Project

Releasing Water Budget Flows Recoassended by the Northwest Power
Planning Council Fisheries Agencies and Indian Tribes

In general we support your findjng of no significant impact
There were some omissions of potential impacts in Section and
need to clarify or correct several statements in Section

Section 3.3

First sontence states rive downstrean from dan developed an excellent
rainbow trout fishery This should be qualified to say the river
downstream to area around Kootenaj Fall developed art excellent rainbow
fishery The fishery in downstream area is primarily limited by
recruitment

Second sentence infers that all the changes in the fishery can be
attributed to Libby Den Several factors should be used to qualify
this ncluthng there was species shift from cutthroat to
rainbow trout fishery and use of the words far superior tends to

nee The assessment ha been modified to reflect these omaentexaggerate the change from pre- to postdan conditjon Although p0
the river is now rated Class the reach upstream from Libby was
given the states second highest rating prior to construction

Pollution problems in Canada and in the U.S portion of the
Kootena.i River drainage were also corrected about the time of con
struction of Libby Dan which undoubtedly played role in improving
the river fisheries

The third sentence starts 1n recent years large but underutilized
whitefish population has developed. Thi statement fails to mention
that the first three years following construction of Libby Dais produced
severe gas supersaturstion problene in the river which caused signifi
cant decline-s in nu era gf whtefje- It wa cly efter the per
saturation problems were resolved that the whitefish pOpulatiOn atteiried
its present Size



Mr Norman I4intz

December 11 19U
Page

gecuon 3.3

Third sentence should read .raizhow have tended to dominate the

reservoir fish populations Aakinee from an unidentified

introduction probably Canadjjtche hCVe increased _the Response The text has been revised to include this coent
hers in recent rearm ad now make siqiipartof the

fiehernenTs catch

These fish will undoubtedly change the biological balance in the

reservoir wi1l require ta550$SThent of fisbey management

pcssihly reservoir operation

Sectio 3.4 Wildlife

There no discussion of the negative impacts caused on wild
life by construction of the nor the lack of adequate mitigation Response The text ha been revised to include this coent
for these losses This assessment eneral1y highlight benefits

and ignores inQects

SectiOn

As mentioned earlier ther is little mention of gas supersaturation

pz-ob1er The water budget would tend to increase chances of super
saturation due to discharge in excess of plant capacity in Deceer
January end February

lsçactr on fishing opportunity as result of higher flows in June Reponae Water budget discharges in excess of plant capacity would be

and uly will probably have to be menitored through observation of problen ihould gas Concentratioss exceed 110 perceat The project is at pre
daily operations Monthly averages are of only limited value in sent and will continue to be operated to aininize this occurrence and create

that assesment insofar as possible ideal condition for fish Oxygen subaaturation occurs

seasonally during the fall drawdown and sethoda of reducing the incidence are

There is no mention of the recently observed oxygen sub being explored

found in the river and its facts on blots in the river

The timeliness of preparation of this dociment its readability
and brevity are to be ooiwimnded Based on the information pre
sented we would concur that ther is no significant impact based

on the available operation data We went to continue initoring
operation of the project cm en annual basis to assess potential

impacts in the river and reservoir

Sincerely

Patrick Graham
Northwest Power Coordinator

PC/bjm
cc Iarcoux

Whitney

May
Vashro

Wckworth



OPUMN FRA LOXRD
Covern Deecto

STATE cc WASCTC5J

DEPARTMENT Of GAME

Noth C1ol Way Cl-li ypa Wawt 5O4 2% 753-57Y

December 1982

Colonel Norman Hintz

Corps of Engineers
Post Office Box C-3755

Seattle Washington 98124

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Environmental Impacts Caused by
Libby Dam-Lake Roocanusa Project

Releasing Water Budget Flows

Reconunended by the Northwest Power

Planning Council Fisheries

Agencies and Indian Tribes

Dear Colonel Hntz

Your document has been reviewed by our staff as requested comments

follow

We do not agree that there will be no impact on wUdlife from the

proposed water budget releases as stated in this draft environmental

assessment Without mitigating measures there is real potential
for adverse impacts to waterfowl and furbearers downstream in the

Columbia River Many waterfowl and furbearers will have begun Response Wildlife impacts at downstream Columbia River projects were no

nesting and denning activities prior to the initial releases originally intended to be within the scope of this assessment The docum

starting April 15 High downstream flows could result in waterfowl has been modified to clarify that the impact analysis refers only to loc

abandoning nests and furbearers drowning in dens To avoid these wildlife populations

problems we suggest that beginning March projected high flows
be achieved two to three times per week during daylight hours
This would accustom animals to higher flows and allow them to choose

nesting and denning sites at safe elevations

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document We hope you
find these comments helpful

Sincerely

THE DEPARTMENT OF GAME

Mark Grandstaff Applied Ecologist

Environmental Affairs Program
Habitat Management Division

MBGcv
cc Agencies



MONTANA HISTORICAL SOCIETY

HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
225 NORTH ROBERTS STREET 4064.49-4584 HELENA MONTANA 59601

November 24 1982

Colonel Norman Nints

District Engineer

U.S Departsent of the Arty
Seattle District Corps of Engineers
P.O Box C375.S

Seattle WA 98124

Dcar Colonel Hlntz

RZ Environmental tinpacte caused by Libby DamLake Koocanus Project
Releasing Water Budget Flows Recoended by the Northwest Planning

Response cultural resources management plan which will identify erosion

Council Fisheries Agencies and Indian Tribes
impacts caused by operations and which will make recOmsendatjona for site
mitigation is in preparation

Thank you for the opportunity to review the abovenamed proposed
undertaking concur with your finding that cultural resourceswill not be affected by this proposed undertaking note that
erosion would continue at approxieately the same rate as with
base case operation

Sincerely

Marcella Sherfy

Deputy SBPO

TAP md



W9 SI IWO

ThE WASHINGTON WATER POWEi COMPANY

1lectric and afuro Gas Service

500 3727 SPOK AN 05ING700 9220 309 459 0500

P050 4508AR1

S..aSk flAIRt

December 22 1982

Colonel Norman Uintz

Department of the Army

Seattle District Corrs of Engineers

Box C3755

Seattle WA 98124

Dear Colonel Hintz

The following are comments by The Washington Water Power Company on the

November 19 1982 Environmental Assessment and draft Finding of No Signif

cant Impact for implementing the water budget flows at the Libby project

Our concerns are primarily with the procedural direction taken by the Corps Response The purpose of this assessment is to identify nonpower impacts of

of Engineers in the preparation of the Environmental Assessment and the providing quantity of water from Libby project to assist in meeting target

development of the finding of nonsignificance By limiting the assessment flow at Priest Rapids Dam To connect this assessment to systems analysis

to the projectspecific nonpower impacts the full significance of the would obfuscate the specific project analysis that we consider critical to

alternatives for augmenting instream flows has not been evaluated It may determine whether our existing project EIS requires supplementing or whether

be that at some level of flow augmentation nonpower impacts will be FONSI can be prepared Regional power losses are being addressed by BPA

insignificant at the Libby project However contribution of flows from

the Libby project coupled with other actions intended to achieve larger

regional goal of instream flows will likely have significant direct

indirect and cumulative power and nonpower impacts Impacts on future

resource uses and the environment may also be compounded by the need for

additional capacity to replace the Libby increment of the calculated 550mw

regional loss of firm power

Considering the interdependence of the proposed action at Libby with

regional action it appears the scope of the assessment must be enlarged to

fully comply with the National Environmental Policy Act Implementation of

such major management action which would alter project operations and

have significant economic consequences requires more complete assessment

which addresses the incremental impact of the proposed alternatives to the

regional system Any findings which result from the assessment as it is

now written can only be considered partial compliance with the National

Environmental Policy Act because of the limited scope of impact analysis

If the scope of this assessment is not enlarged the final documents should

state the perceived process as to how such limited assessment and finding Response We do not concur that this assessment is in only partial compliancs

may be used in evaluating the overall significance of the alternative with NEPA

actions to the power and nonpower values of the regional system

tsvusG INS INtAN MDIII OF WANNINGION AND 000



Colonel Norman Hintz

December 22 1982

Page

Comments specific to the content of the Environmental Assessment RA are

provided in the following paragraphs

Section

It should be made clear that the purpose of the specific action evaluated Response The text ha been revised to include this comeent

by this assessment is to contribute in to regional objective EA
page

In recognizing power impacts EA page the EA ehould also acknowledge
Response Nonpower impacts resulting from the replacement of lost power prothat other nonpower impacts may occur as result of replacing lost power duction capacity are not considered to be significant at the presont time

capacity by other means
because of the surplus power supply This surplus negates the need to develop
new sources of power at thi time

Section II

The EA should address other aspects of the Regional Power Councils fish

and wildlife plan applicable to Libby project operations For example the Response The existing minimun operational Criteria for Libby project is for

conditions of Council recommendations 804a7 may be fulfilled by the all practical purposes identical to council recomeendation 80427 and would

have little if any effect upon the water budget alternativesexisting minimum discharge criteria discussed on EA page

Section IV

The no action alternative description implies that if Libby operations

arent changed flows below Priest Rapids would also not change This Response The noaction slterneive implie only that there would be no
statement ia incorrect as it does not consider possible changes at other change in the existing base case operation of Libby project and that water

storage projects most notably Grand Coulee which may affect flows below budget recoendations would not be imple.ented
Priest Rapids

The EA is based on some assumed apportionment of water volume which would

be required from the Libby project to help provide the proposed instresm
Response The volume of water released by month under base case and waterflows To what extent if any inflow contributions from downstream
budget conditions can be found in table of thesources were included in the calculation of apportionment is not indicated

These presumed release volumes should be defined so that the reasonableness

and accuracy of the draft EA can be reviewed

The proposed change in Libby project operations would contribute substan
tially but not entirely to calculated system loss of 550 megawatts due

to the tntire water budget EA page Alternatives of eystem coordina
tion to minimize the resulting power production losses at Libby and down
stream projects ehould be considered within the framework of the stated

purpose for action and maintain consistency with Section 4th of
Response There are undoubtedly niaber of alternative methods of accothe Regional Power Act P.L 96501 The alternatives should also account
pushing the objectives of the legiomal Power Act and the specific recomeendafor other recommendations of the Councils plan For example recomeenda tion developed by the council under the variou provisions of the act Againtion 804b of the Councils fish and wildlife plan calls for
this RA addresses only the enviromeental impacts of the Libby Dam water budgetdrawdown restriction on the Libby project reservoir of 90 to 110 feet
and desonstrates that the budget ha little if any impact

Additionally recommendations 804b1C and 804b3 call for

development of better defined operational criteria to protect fishery

resources from apparently existing drawdown impRcts These recommendations

should be discussed as they relate to the evaluated alternatives their

feasibility in consideration of other recommendations and existing restric

tions and finally the determination of impact significance



Colonel Norman Hints

December 22 1982

Page

Section

The EA does not report the results of early consultations and coordination
with state or federal fish and wildlife resource agencies concerning the pse paragraph detailing Corps of Engineers coordination with Fednonpower impacts of the proposed alternative actions discussion of eral state and private agencies has been added to the assessmentsuch coordination is required in the LA as provided in 33 CFR 230.25a
and should be provided for consideration during public review

Section

Footnote of Table States full NEPA compliance may be accomplished upon
Responae The scope of this LA covers Libby Dam project Systemwide powerfinalization of the EA Considering the interdependency of the proposed
and marketing impacts are being addressed by Bonneville Power Administrationaction within the framework of regional goal and the limited scope of the

suimnary of WA systemwide impacts has been added to this assessmentassessment it appers that without further evaluation compliance with

the National Envircimental Policy Act NEPA would only be partial with

these documents

In sunmary the procedural direction taken with this Environmental Assess
ment is of concern because of the limited scope of impacts which were

addressed The limitation results in an assessment which only partially
fulfills NEPA requirements The final documents should state this limita
tion and explain the process by which full compliance will be achieved

Environmental Assessments require brief discussions of the significant
effects of action alternatives including impacts which are direct indirect
and cumulative These terms which are all well defined in 40 CPR 1508.7
1508.8 1508.9 and 1508.27 served as reference for the above comments
Title 33 CFR 230.6d 230.7c and Appendix 88 of 33 CPR 230 also served

as reference for these comments

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments

Si rely

Fred Shiosaki

Manager Environmental Affairs

RDWwpc

cc Executive Department

Prekeges

Pickett Co
Schultz ICP

Wright PNUCC F6W Comm
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PACIFIC NORTHWEST UTIUTIES CONFERENCE COMMITTEE

December 30 1982

Colonel Norman Hintz

Department of the Army
Seattle District Corps of Engineers

Box C-3755

Seattle WA 98124

Dear Colonel Hintz

We have reviewed your draft Environmental Assessment entitled Environmental Impacts

caused by Libby Dam Lake Koocanusa Project Releasing Water Budget Flows

Recommended by the Northwest Power Planning Council Fisheries Agencies and Indian

Tribes Our comments are as follows

Reference Page Paragraph

The last sentence of the paragraph states This environmental assessment does not

address system-wide power or rate impacts

The PNLJCC feels that there are significant system-wide power and rate impacts that

will be caused by implementation of the water budget which should be addressed by the

assessment Response Identification of power system nd marketing impacts Is responsi

bility of Bonneville Power Administration and these concerns are being add

In particular we feel some explanation of how the 550 average megawatts of firm ressed by that agency in separate assessment

energy load carrying capability will be replaced should be addressed in the assessment

If these impacts are not addressed then reasoning should be supplied to describe why they

are not

General Comments

Several significant improvements and benefits to the resident fishery are identified in Resjonse Construction of the Libby Dam improved fishing area over

the assessment These should be brought to the attention of both the RegionaI Power preimpoundeent conditions No additional improvement or benefit would be
Council and the Bonneville Power Administration and taken into mitigation account anticipated through adoption of the water budget
uring implementation of the Fish and Wildlife Program

We appreciate ile opportunity to comment on the draft environmental assessmen

Sincerely

Rich Nassief

Deputy Pirector

RN/jr104M

PM.ICC 520 SW SDTh AVEM.E SUTE PORU.Ar OR 97204 15031 223-9343



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH HUMAN SERVICES
Office of the

RegonaI Direnor

Region VIU

Federef Office Buildinç

1961 Stout Street

Denver CO 80294

ROFEC

December 30 1982

Colonel Norman iintz
District Engineer

Army Engineer Sacramento District
650 Capitol Mall

Sacramento California 95814

Dear Colonel Hintz

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Assessment for the Libby Dam ionge AcknowledgedLake K000enusa Project and conclude that this project would have noimpact on social services agencies in northwestern Montana

ely
yore

EtW Mclntjre

Director ROPEC



UNtgo STATES DEpARTMENT Oc COMMERCE
Natton Oceanic and AtmosPheric AdmInhstretlosi

.4 NATIONAL MARINE FISMERIES SERVICE

EROPMd1Al TC5lCA SEVICES DM5109

947 1911 AVENVE SUIT 390

909114910 0990011 97232

50312305400

December 21 1982 F/NWR5BJB

Colonel Norman Bintz

U.S Army Engineer District Seattle

P.O Box C3755

Seattle Washington 98124

AtTN NPWPL-ER

Dear Colonel Hintz

The National Marine Fisheries Service NMYS has reviewed the draft

environmental assessment EA on the nonpower impacts on Libby Dam Lake

1oocsnusa Project is that project is used to provide water for the Water

Budget Concept In accordance with your request dated November 19 1982 our

comments follow

General Comments

The intent of the Nortbweit Power Planning Councils hereinafter the Council
Water Budget is to partially reduce an existing highly significant impact of

the Columbia Basin Hydroelectric System on anadromous salmonide Our primary

concern is the immediate need for flows to protect salmon and steelhead tocke
in the Columbia River Basin In the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes
recommendations to the Council upon which the Water Budget is based we

documented survival rates for migrating juvenfle salmon and steeltsead to the

lower river of less than percent in low water years

The urgency of remedial measures to offset the impact of the Columbia River

Hydroelectric System is evidenced in the Northwest Electric Power Planning and

Conservation Act by the mandate to develop and adopt the fish and wildlife

program prior to the development or review of the regional power plan
Congress further recognized the need for this specific measure by including

the provision that the program contain measures which will in the case of

anadromous fish provide fows of sufficient quality and quantity between

hydroelectric facilities to improve production migration and Curvival..

In the event that the response to this draft by parties knowledgeable of

and/or responsible for the affected environment in and around Libby Dam Lake

Koocanusa Project dod not permit finding of no significant impact FONSI
we propose that an interim FONSI be made for period of two years while

full environmental impact statement is prepared We believe that we are

justified in this proposal due to the significance of the beneficial

impact on anadromous fish survival or conversely the dstriientsl impact of

the noaction alternative the remedial nature of the action and the

lack of any identified irretrievable damage that would occur with

implementation over twoyear period



Specific Comments

Section Introduction

1.1 Purpose of Action

This section should be amended to more accurately reflect the purpose of the

improved flows and to include recognition that the Corps under the provisions
of Section 4hl1A has an obligation to implement the Water Budget to the
fullest extent practicable and must provide equitable treatment of fish
and wildlife with other rroject purposes at Libby Dam

To incorporate these conanenta we recommend that the soction read as follows

This environmental assessment evaluates the nonpower envjronnental

impacts that could occur from modifying the operation of Libby Dam Lake
Koocanusa projct to provide transportation flows or Water Budget as

adopted by tb Northwest Power Planning Council Plows recommended by
the fisheries agencies and tribes are evaluated as alternatives It is
the obligatioi of the Corps under the provisions of the Northwest Power
Act to take the Councils program into account to the fullest extent

practicable and to provide equitable treatment of fish and wildlife with Response The draft assessment has been revised in part as suggested
other project purposes at Libby Dam The Water Budget is major

component of that program The objective of the Water Budget is to

improve the survival of juvenile salmon and steelbead in their spring
migration to the lower river The purpose is to partially mitigate
severe adverse impact of the operation of the Columbia River

hydroelectric system on upriver salmon and steelhad runs namely the

delay increased mortality and realdualiam to these stocks that results

from the storage of spring runoff to accommodate peak seasonal

electric power demand and the reduced velocities through reservoirs

because of the greatly increased cross sectional area

1.2 Background

We recommend an additional subsection to this section to reflect the value and
the current status of the upper Columbia Basin anadromous fish rune

Salmon and steelhead resources in the Columbia and Snake Rivers have

historical social and biological importance to the citizens of the

Pacific Northwest In addition these resources contribute to valuable

commercial recreational and Indian treaty fisheries for an estimated

annual contribution of approximately $141 million per year

Unfortunately salmon and ateelbead resources have suffered with the

development of the Pacific Northwest Development on and along the

Columbia and Snake Rivers including federal and nonfederal water and Response The history of the Columbia River and the decline of its fiahety

power projects have taken serious toll in lost fish habitat and in has been adequately covered in other publications
continuing fish mortalities Some runs have been eliminated while

others such as upriver spring and summer chinook salmon are in

critically depressed etate As result of these declines regional
national and international ocean fisheries are suffering serious

financial setbacks inriver fisheries have been closed and harvest

management has become an increasingly complicated and difficult process



Section Alternatives

The action alternatives discussed in this section are for three different

transportation flows or water budgets While this is good there should also

be discusciots of alternative operating modes to meet the water budget adopted

by the Council As this section is now written Alternative 4.2 is the Oflly
gp.ae Nunroua operating modes and alternative methods of izapleaemtingone to consider implemertation of the water budget adopted by the Council

the Councils water budget were considered during the early stages of studyThie alternative assumes that flows at Libby Pam will be reduced during the
development Most of the alternatives were eliminated from further consideraspring miRration to balance power needs and that releases from Libby will
tion due to their adverse effects

be made prior to and immediately after the releases from Grand Coulee needed

to meet fish flows While we have no objection to this alternative it is not

clear where the impacts of providing fish flows leave off and the impacts of

balancing power needs begin In any event since the Councils program does

not specify how reservoirs should be operated to meet the water budget
dicussioo of alternative operating modes is appropriate

Section Environmental Impacts of Alternatives

This section should be expanded to include the impact of the various

alternative modes of reservoir operations on anadromous fisheries In

particular comparisons should be made on the detrimental impact of the

noaction alternative or juvenile salmon and steelhead migrant survival and

the improvements in survival associated with alternatives that achieve the

flow objective br example based on hydroregulation studies conducted by Systemwide alternatives and their impacts are not within the scope
the Interagency Instream Flow Work Group for the base case 85 and of the present assessment

operation to meet recommended fish flows using Grand Coulee Dworshak and

Brownlee 85 we have estimated an improvement in survival project from

71 percent to 77 percent with the implementation of fieb flows Considering

the cumulative impact of passing eight dams this would result in an overall

increase in survival to the lower river of 90 percent

Sincerely

Dale it Evans

T3vision Chief

1/ Ceballos J.R Impact of Incremental levels of riverflov on Snake and

Columbia River Juvenile Fish Survival NMFS working paper May 1982

p.8

cc cswc
Curt Marshall PPC



FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON 20426

OEPRDEA

Colonel Norman Hintz

District Engineer
U.S Army Corps of Engineers

Seattle District

P.O Box C3755
Seattle Washington 98124

Dear Colonel Hintz

This is in reply to your letter to Chairman Butler dated

November 19 1982 requesting comments on the draft environ

mental assessment EA of the nonpower impacts associated

with the operation of the U.S Army Corps of Engineers

Corps Libby Dam Lake Koocanusa Project as part of the

water budget program proposed by the Northwest Electric

power Planning and Conservation Council Council

The Commission staff has reviewed the EA and has the following

general comments

The EA focuses only on the nonpower impacts of the water

budget program on the Libby Dam Project however power impacts

of the proposed Libby Dam Project operation may be subst
tially greater than those discussed Additionally the impacts

related to Libby Dam represent only portion of the total

impacts related to the water budget concept as proposed by the

Council

Because of the significant regional effects of the proposed

water budget concept which involve several major hydroelectric

projects and other facilities an environmental impact statement

EIS should be prepared The EIS should include the total

impacts of the water budget on all projects both power and non

power projectbyproject approach does not allow an adequate

understanding by the reviewer

Specific comments on the EA are as follows

Although the EA stated that 550 megawatts of firm power Res_pop section on power impacts suariSing the Bonneville Power

would be lost and other adverse impacts would be realized it Administrations EA Proposed Power Systesa Changes to Iplet Stet

did not quantify the projected benefits It would appear that Budget has been incorporated into this assessment

quantification of benefits must be provided before such power

capacity is precluded from operation



The EA should consider or discuss the regionwide
environmental and socioeconomic impacts of replacing from

other sources the 550 MW of firm power capacity that would be

lost by implementation of the proposed water budget program

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft EA for the

Libby Dam Lake Koocanusa Project

Sincerely

Lawrence Anderson

Director Office of Electric

Power Regulation



SECTION APPENDIX

8.1 Water Budget Impacts on Power Production Although this assessment was

prepared to discuss the nonpower impacts of implementing the water budget at

Libby DamLake Koocanusa project the following discussion on power impacts
as summarized from Bonneville Power Administrations BPA EA Proposed Power

System changes to Implement the Water Budget is provided to permit better

picture of the impacts resulting from implementing the Water Budget Copies
of this EA DOE/EAO214 can be obtained from the BPA Office of Power and

Resources Management Portland Oregon

In order to study the power impacts of the Water Budget the energy content

curves were raised to maintain high probability of reservoir refill and
still provide Water Budget flows This resulted in system storage being

higher beginning in the fall and continuing until the start of the Water Bud
get flow period Therefore accommodation of the Water Budget requires

reshaping of system storage through modification of energy content curves
This results in loss of about 500 average MW of firm energy producing

capability

The primary loss of FELCC is from the transfer of water from firm energy pro
duction to providing flows for fish Other factors that may enter into the
loss of FELCC are head loss during second and later years of the critical per
iod and greater potential for spill arising from changes to energy content

curves and provision of Water Budget flows

Providing Water Budget flows results in reduction in the firm energy produc
ing capabilities of the regions hydroelectric system This increases the

systems ability to generate nonfirm energy Therefore most markets will

have increased accessibility to nonfirm energy Potential operational impacts
are increased service from nonfirm energy to the direct service industrys
top quartIle load displacement of thermal generating facilities and

increases of energy exports However this does not represent real change
under the current surplus situation since these loads would likely have been
served from surplus firm energy which has been converted by the Water Budget
to nonfirm energy

The hydrosystem has been developed with peaking reserves to account for forced

outages unanticipated loads and hydrosystem maintenance Hydropeaking cap
ability should not be significantly affected by providing Water Budget flows
Some third party transmission agreements may however be necessary under cer
tain circumstances to insure adequate transmission of peak energy depending
upon the geographical location of the peak need at given time

Hydroregulation studies show thai there is one additional year out of 40 where
system refill does not achieve the desired 98 percent of full storage content
This means that the probability of providing advance energy or FELCC shift is
reduced by maximum 2.5 percent for any given year The operational impact
is loss in system flexibility

49



Following low runoff years the system will begin the operating year with

lower reservoirs This can impact the amount of firm load which can be met

during the operating year and will slightly increase the chance of drafting

the system empty

The implementation of mitigating measures could lessen Water Budget impacts on

the systems flexibility in production of firm energy One measure shifting

thermal plant maintenance to AprilJune period has already been done to

large extent The use of westside storage and generating capabilities to les

sen operational impacts is dependent upon the degree to which existing west
side operation constraints will allow participation The use of British

Columbia hydrosystem is being explored but is constrained by terms and proced
ures of the Columbia River Treity Two future mitigation measures resource

acquisition and flood control adjustments are for the most part beyond the

scope of this document Acquisition of future generating resources would come

at time when forecasts indicated need for such acquisition and is dealt

with as part of the Councils energy plan

8.2 Marketing Impact The identification of power system marketing impacts

of implementing the Water Budget is responsibility of BPA That agencys

referenced EA addresses that issue and marketing impacts will not be discussed

in this EA
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Chapter

PROPOSAL AND BACKGROUND

1.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

Bonneville Power Administration BPA proposes to fund construction and

operation of Umatilla anadromous fish hatchery Planning for this hatchery
started with the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

CTUIR and the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife ODFW submitting
recommendation to the Northwest Power Planning Council NWPPC identifying
the need to enhance the depleted summer steelhead population within the

Umatilla River basin Subsequently staff of the NWPPC sponsored an amendment

to the original Fish and Wildlife Program calling for development of the

Umatilla Fish Hatchery This amendment was adopted and included as

Measure 7O4il of the 1984 Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
NWPPC 1984 BPA with the authority to address measures and associated

action items of the Fish and Wildlife Program initiated work to locate
design and construct the Umatilla Fish Hatchery As result BPA has

identified two adjacent sites on the Columbia River near Irrigon Oregon with

the upstream site being considered the preferred location for the Umatilla

Fish Hatchery Figure The Federal Government owns and the Portland

District of the U.S Army Corps of Engineers Corps administers the proposed

hatchery sites The Corps has agreed to provide BPA with special use permit
for either site The Walla Walla District of the Corps is preparing the

preliminary and final design plans for the hatchery BPA will fund

construction opeation and maintenance of the hatchery and ODFW will

operate and manage the facility Due to their extensive involvement in

development of this project ODFW CTUIR and the Corps have cooperated with

BPA in preparation of this document

The initially proposed Umatilla Fish Hatchery as described in measure

7O4il of the 1984 Fish and Wildlife Program would produce 40000
pounds of summer steelhead smolts 200000 smolts at fish per pound for

release in the upper Umatilla system These hatcheryreared steelhead smolts

would be transported to the Bonifer and Minthorn Springs acclimation

facilities for final rearing acclimation and release Figure The

juvenile acclimation and adult holding facilities located within reservation

boundaries are currently operational and managed by the CTUIR The release

of 40000 pounds of steelhead smolts would result in an estimated annual

return to the Umatilla River of 5400 adult fish Boyce 1986

The NWPPC is presently considering an ODFW and CTUIRproposed amendment to

the 1986 Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program which recommends that

the Umatilla Fish Hatchery designs be expanded for four times the production
of measure 7O4il described above This proposal suggests that the

hatchery produce the initially proposed 40000 pounds of steelhead smolts and

120000 pounds of chinook salmon smolts annually The initial focus of the
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expanded facilities would be on production of spring and fall chinook Under

this proposal some of the hatcheryreared spring and fall chinook smolts

would be transported to the Bonifer and Minthorn Springs acclimation

facilities for final rearing acclimation and release Others may be

outplanted in the habitat to supplement natural production This will be

detailed in the master production plan The release of 120000 pounds of

spring and fall chinook smolts would result in an estimated annual return to

the Umatilla River of 7500 adult fish Boyce 1986

So that BPA could implement the proposal described above this document

addresses the environmental impacts of the hatchery expansion alternative It

is possible that numbers and species of fish produced could change through

future cooperative ODFW/CTUIR hatchery master planning process However the

environmental impacts of an expanded hatchery are expected to be basically the

same as described in this document

The master plan mentioned above will include the following information for the

proposed Umatilla Fish Hatchery

rearing schedules and release sites and schedules

detailed production profile that includes numbers of fish to be

released and expected annual adult returns

harvest strategies for naturally and hatchery produced fish

proposed management policies and hatchery practices which will

ensure that hatchery releases

protect genetic integrity of native stocks

are as diseasefree as possible

are coordinated with other fishery management agencies and

tribes in the Columbia River Basin

proposal for biological monitoring and evaluation of the hatchery

program

Development of the Umatilla Fish Hatchery joint agency effort is designed

to preserve and enhance summer steelhead and possibly spring and fall chinook

salmon stocks of the Umatilla River The hatchery would provide increased

harvest opportunities to the commercial ceremonial and subsistence fisheries

of the CTUIR and the regional sport fishery

1.2 NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The native population of summer run steelhead which inhabits the Umatilla

River has been adversely impacted through habitat degradation within the

Umatilla and Columbia River systems The annual return of native summer

steelhead to the Umatilla River has averaged approximately 1800 fish between

the 1966-4967 and 1982-4983 seasons Boyce 1986 Historically the Umatilla

River supported runs of fall and spring chinook and coho salmon however

these runs have since been eliminated Hydroelectric development in the

mainstem Columbia has impaired salmon and steelhead migrations and decreased

survival while in the Umatilla River basin land development activities

private hydro development and the construction of irrigation diversion

structures have depleted valuable spawning and rearing habitat Most chinook

were eliminated from the Umatilla over 50 years ago although few spring



chinook were observed as recently as 1963 Oregon Game Commission 1963 and

fall chinook as recently as 1957 Thompson and Haas 1960 Fall chinook have

been released in the Umatilla basin since 1982 and spring chinook were

released in the basin in 1986

The Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act of 1980 Pacific
Northwest Power Act directed the NWPPC to tpromptly develop and adopt

program to protect mitigate and enhance fish and wildlife including related

spawning grounds and habitat on the Columbia River and its tributaries.u The

Pacific Northwest Power Act explicitly gives BPA the authority and

responsibility to use its legal and financial resources to protect mitigate
and enhance fish and wildlife to the extent affected by the development and

operation of any hydroelectric project of the Columbia River and its

tributaries in manner consistent with the program adopted by the

Council and the purposes of this Act

In the 1984 Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program N1PPC 1984
hatchery propagation of anadromous fish is identified as viable means to

enhance the dwindling runs of naturally spawning salmon and steelhead in the

Columbia River system and to mitigate the effects of hydroelectric

development Measure 704i1 of the Fish and Wildlife Program provides

guidance to BPA uto fund the construction of facility to increase the

existing hatchery production to provide for an additional 200000 summer

steelhead smolts for release in the Umatilla juvenile release and adult

collection and holding facilities The ODFW and CTUIR--proposed amendment

to the 1986 Fish and Wildlife Program recommends that BPA expand design of the

Umatilla Fish Hatchery to include production of spring and fall chinook

The proposed Umatilla Fish Hatchery is consistent with the goals of the

Pacific Northwest Power Act and with the NWPPCs Fish and Wildlife Program

BPA therefore proposes to fund construction operation and maintenance of

the Umatilla Fish Hatchery to mitigate anadromous fish losses in the Umatilla
River resulting from Columbia River hydroelectric development

13 LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED FACILITIES

1.3.1

Two sites are presently being proposed for the hatchery These proposed sites

for the Umatilla Fish Hatchery are located in Morrow County about miles west
of Irrigon Oregon The sites are adjacent the Columbia River 14 miles

downstream of McNary Dam at approximately river mile RM 278.8 Figure
Located in Section 15 Township North Range 26 East both sites are

currently owned by the Federal Government administered by the Corps of

Engineers and at least partially under lease from the Corps by Tidewater

Barge Company BPA and Tidewater are presently in negotiations so that with

hatchery development BPA could purchase the remaining years of the Tidewater

lease leaving Tidewater with no interest in the property after purchase of

the lease Also the Corps has agreed to enter into special use permit with

BPA so the land proposed for hatchery development will remain in Federal

ownership Mclver pers comm 1986



3.2 HatchppyDescrption

is ra hatchery iformat ion which would be applicable

id both he expansion and no expansion alteriativ

Fatcre building ceways aid
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during routiie hatchery visits The lab may also be

personnel for cllection of samples or examination of fish
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orsis of main l6 foot diameter vertical well shaft

era groundwater collection shafts radiating out

iii sia Water collected in the lateral arms will

of the main vertical shaft Electric pumps will

ed in he Ranney well to water distribution

ftc headbox facility will provide for aeration of the

tribution to the hatchery incubation room and rearing

be accomplished by the use of packed columns This

er to free fall through cylinders ft long and ft

tically and packed with spoked 2inch diameter plastic

falling water splashes as it contacts the rings

ge with atmospheric gases

through underground pipes via gravity flow system

hatchery facilities Each incubator stack each
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starter tank and each raceway will have an independent water supply fed frcm
the main supply line After circulation through the incubators starter tanks

or raceways water will be discharged to the hatchery effluent pipeline which
in turn discharges to thc Columbia River During periodic raceway cleaning

slurry of frsh wastes arid unconsusned food will be pumped into the effLuent

pipe This operation requ res the effluent be diverted by use of gate valves

in the discharge line from discharge to the Columbia River to settling
basin After miniilum of hours of settling time water will discharge from

the settling basin the oluinbir Rver

Average water temperature based on the nearby Trrign Hatchery Ranney wells
is expected to be about 6F wih is within the accepted range for steelhead

and chinook salmon propgation Senn et al 198/4 water chiller

incorporated nto the egg incubatioi facility to maintain the incubation

temperature between 50f and 52F
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Chapter

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BY BPA

2.1 ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY

2.1.1 NoAction Al ternative

The noaction alternative does not address the need to mitigate hydroelectric

project impacts on salmonid resources of the Columbia River basin It does

not reflect the intent of the Pacific Northwest Power Act and no action would

forestall implementation of Measure 704il as well as any proposed
amendments/measures of the 1986 Fish and Wildlife Program The noaction
alternative would result in continuing inadequate number of adult summer

steelhead and spring and fall chinook returning to the Umatilla system No

relief would be provided for supplementing the currently depleted summer

steelhead and fall and spring chinook stocks in the Columbia River system
Because the noaction alternative would not meet the need for the project it

is eliminated from further discussion in this document

2.12 Other Eliminated Alternatives

BPA authorized and funded an ODFW Umatilla Fish Hatchery site evaluation

study ODFW 1985 Between July 1984 and January 1985 ODFW evaluated

11 potential new hatchery and hatchery expansion proposals that would meet the

NWPPC Fish and Wildlife Program measure to rear 2OOOOO Umatilla summer

steelhead smolts

summary of this evaluation entitled Urnatilla River Summer Steelhead

was submitted to BPA in February 1985
The siting study found general lack of suitable surface water sources for

hatchery production Either water quantities were not sufficient to rear

200000 steelhead smolts or disease problems were already present and as

result the Ilsite field was narrowed to four

The four remaining sites were located in the region between Umatilla and

Boardman Oregon This area was judged favorable for hatchery development due

to the quantity and quality of available groundwater

Of the remaining four sites expansion of the Irrigon Hatchery was dropped

from consideration due to possible construction delays at Irrigon Hatchery
the possibility of disease spread and the possibility of genetic

contamination between Snake River and Umatilla River fish county line site

was eliminated from consideration because of siterelated design and

construction problems and the anticipated excessive cost in developing water

supply site owned by Tidewater Barge Company located east of Paterson

Ferry Road and south of Irrigon Hatchery Road was also eliminated from

detailed study due to the excessive cost of the 90acre parcel only to

acres are necessary for hatchery development as well as the potential

difficulty in obtaining this site within the set project development timeframe

11



2.2 PROPOSED ALTER1JATIVE SITES

2.1 Downstream Site Alternative

This is the same site as the Paterson Eerry Road site suggested in ODFWs
1985 siting evaluation study It is approximately 18 acres in size and its

location is described in section L3.l the proposed downstream hatchery site

is bounded by the Paterson Ferry Road to the west the Irrigon Hatchery Road

to the south boat launch and access road to the east and the Columbia

River to the north see Figure well system for hatchery water

collection would be developed on less than acre of Federal land adjacent

the downstream hatchery site The river bank which constitutes the northern

boundary of both this and the upstream site is to 6foot gravel scarp

with top elevation of about 270 feet mean sea level MSL

2.2.2 Preferred Site Aiternative

In October 1986 BPA met with local officials from the Irrigon area to discuss

siting of the proposed Umatilla Fish Hatchery At this meeting site located

directly upstream of the Paterson Ferry Road site was suggested and is

considered BPAs preferred site alternative This site is approximately 28

acres in size and its locaion is described in section 1.3.1 This upstream

site is bounded also by the Irrigon Hatchery Road to the south and the

Columbia River to the north with boat launch and access road to the west

and the Irrigon Hatchery property boundary to the east see Figure The

well sysem for this alternative would be the same as for the downstream

site An underground pipeline running along the north side of Irrigon

Hatchery Road would convey water to this site

2.3 PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE CONSTRUCTION PLANS

Nansiolnave
There are two possible construction alternatives which could be located at

either the downstream or upstream site This noexpansion alternative

addresses implementing the existing Fish and Wildlife Program measure

7O4il and would involve constructing fish hatchery to produce 200000

summer steelhead smolts site plan for this noexpansion alternative is

presented in Figure Development of the hatchery facility would require

approximately to acres for either site The well system would be

developed for full capacity i.e approximately 30 cubic feet per second cfs
or at least twice the required amount of water to raise 200000 steelhead

smolts however no other expanded hatchery facilities would be planned or

constructed at this time Five raceways and two residences would

differentiate this site plan from the expansion site plan Operation and

maintenance of the hatchery will require two fulltime employees

Hatchery fish will be fed commercially prepared dry diet Dry feed

typically has 10percent moisture content and requires storage in dry

cool location The food storage room will accommodate approximately

40000 pounds of the 60000pound annual hatchery requirement of fish feed

12



The water 11 ctioi sys as mertiored aboie will be designed to deliver

approxirate 30 cfs to ti-c headbox At ar ng density of po rds

steeli ad per 11D1 per 1uto gpm inflow Senn et al 1981 an

Taylmuxn atchery produ tion 40000 pounds of fish at fish per ound

the totdl water requireneit will be 5555 gpm or about 12 cfs The 30 cfs

capacity or Ic water dcl very system will therefore provide at lest twice

the recessary ouar ity wate unde naximum hatchery productionS Since

normal hate ry operatior wil require steelhead to be reared to orly or

fish er und prior transfer the acclimation ponds typical water

requirenen at the hatche will be less than 12 cfs

The hache incubat on fa liLy wi contan 40 egg incubition trays At

dersity of 700 eggs per tray approximately onehalf tray capacty the

incubation facility wil ci commodate the 300000 eggs necessary to tear

200 000 ste read smolt licubat trays will be coifgured in groups of

four wit acI 4tray grou contr cted with independent water supply aid

discharge pab litie ti-is tyoc of qater supply isolation system hints

pctential terborne cont iii ants su as dsease organsms from affecti

iiore than fo egg traya drri incubation For early fry rearing tte

latchery will 1e equipped with eight circular starter tanks each feet in

diameter and feet dee

The five outdo co cete aceways ill ireasure 100 20 feet and provide

40000 bi fee It3 rearing ar At maximum capacity these ra ewy
will hold auproxinat 10 000 i-ourS of stee head 200000 fish at fish per

pono or rsiy oou pr rt3 lhis aensity is well withir

establishi lirrits less an the L2 pounds per ft3 goal of ODFW
Stratto pEr coma 986 md the pounds per ft3 maximum discussed by

Senn 19 der orma ration steelhead will be trr ferrcd

from th to himaY peids at size of to fish per nourd

hereby ai La fling cven wer densities

rPrqgpmr
Na lIa ver see will be used as brood stock for the

prad hlm s- hnci- -y ebaer life cyc1e snrimer

eelhead be cd rra IT sh Hatchery presented ii

Figure cults will be oh1eted or spawring throughout the period of

th the Unati Ia River Tvnb through March the

maintaining en tic divers ty lnitiil adult collecti will tak plmc at

Thre Mile lls Dam or lower ai la River Fgure Approxinatel
60 female celhead wi be requ rc3 to fulf 11 the estinated 300000 egg take

goal Stra ton pers comm 1986 Pn iverag of 5000 eggs per female for

Umatilla River steelhead vas assumed besed on data presented in the lJmatill

River Comp ehensive Pla Boyce 1986 The Compreh nsive Plan also stimaL
male to male sex ra io of or returning adults and brood stock

mortality rate of 25 percent Using these criteria total of 160 adult

steelhead will be required amnually for the Umatilla Fish Hatchery brood

stock This is conse vative estimate as pond mortality may be less and

spawning can be accomplished with fewer males Steelhead returns to the
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Umatilla system have averaged about 1800 fish between 1966 and 1982 Boyce

1986 The hatchery brood stock requirement therefore will represent about

percent of the annual average return

Assuming an eggtosmolt survival of 70 percent Boyce 1986 total of

210000 steelhead smolts would be available for release in April The excess

of 10000 fish above the release goal provides margin of safety should the

egg to smolt mortality rate be impacted by unforeseen circumstances such as

viral or bacterial infection

Prior to spawning it may be necessary to hold adult steelhead collected at

Three Mile Falls Dam In such cases adults will be trucked to holding

facilities at Minthorn Springs for spawning Figure Fertile or green eggs

collected at the Minthorn Springs facility will then be transported to the

Umatilla Fish Hatchery for incubation

Spawning should be complete in May with egg incubation in May and June
After hatching and yolk absorption fry will be transferred from the

incubation trays into the early rearing tanks When steelhead fry approach

density limits in these tanks they will be transferred to the five outside

raceways for extended rearing

As fish approach smolt size February through March they will be trucked to

the Bonifer and Minthorn Springs juvenile acclimation ponds on the Umatilla

River Figure Final rearing to smolt size fish per pound and smolt

release will occur at these facilities In April smolts will be allowed to

outmigrate on their own accord facilitating natural downstream migration

Salmonid smolts use their olfactory senses to imprint on subtle and unique

chemical characteristics present in the stream or river water they encounter

during outmigration This imprinting ability allows adult fish returning to

spawn to locate their natal waters The release of 200000 Umatilla Fish

Hatchery reared summer steelhead smolts from the acclimation facilities into

the Umatilla system is expected to result in return of 5400 adult summer

steelhead to the Umatilla River Boyce 1986 Approximately 120 adult

steelhead will be collected for the brood stock from November through March

each year The rest of the run will be available for inriver harvest and

natural spawning within the system Part of the inriver harvest will be

allotted to the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

ceremonial and subsistence fisheries smaller portion will likely be

available for the steelhead sport fishery Harvest quotas will likely be set

on an annual basis and determined in part by the strength of the adult

return Both ODFW and the CTUIR will participate in determining harvest

rates

The first egg take for the proposed Umatilla Fish Hatchery is scheduled for

1988 with the first smolt release scheduled for 1989 From this first

release return of approximately 5400 summer run adult steelhead are

expected to the Umatilla River in 1991 For those years after initial egg

take but prior to the first adult return it will be necessary to continue
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brood stock collection at Three Mile Falls Dam After establishment of the

hatchery run however adults will be collected upon their return to the

Minthorn and Bonifer Springs facilities

2.3.2 Expansion Alternative

This alternative addresses implementing ODFW and CTUIRs proposed amendment

to the 1986 Fish and Wildlife Program Current planning indicates that the

additional capacity would be used to produce 120000 pounds of spring and fall

chinook salmon However numbers and species of anadromous fish raised at an

expanded hatchery are subject to revision during forthcoming regional master

planning

facility site plan for this expansion alternative is presented in Figure

Hatchery development would require approximately acres at either the

upstream or downstream site for buildings and fish culture facilities For

desired fish rearing density of 11.4 pounds/gpm of water the well would be

developed for full capacity i.e approxiamtely 14000 gpm or 3031 cfs

Twenty raceways and three hatchery residences would be the only structural

differences between this alternative and no expansion The settling basin

would be sized the same because under either alternative only two raceways

would be cleaned at any one time Operation and maintenance of the hatchery

will require three fulltime employees

The hatchery incubation facility will contain 280 egg trays 2.1 million egg

capacity at 7500 eggs/tray 300000 steelhead plus 1800000 chinook eggs

will be incubated at the Umatilla Fish Hatchery see figures and for

freshwater lifecycles of Umatilla fall and spring chinook Incubation trays

would be configurated the same as for the noexpansion alternative and no

additional starter tanks would be required total of 20 raceways 100
20 will be needed to rear 160000 pounds of steelhead and chinook at

density of pound/ft3 same criteria as the noexpansion alternative

Chinook will be fed moist diet Biomoist and OMP and steelhead dry diet

food The total annual food requirement for the hatchery would be 210000 to

220000 pounds refrigerated food storage room will be required for storing

approximately 50000 to 60000 pounds of food

2.3.2.1 Hatchery Program

The proposed hatchery program for this alternative would be the same or

steelhead as explained under the noexpansion alternative and would add the

following program for fall and spring chinook

This hatchery facility would be designed to raise 40000 pounds of summer

steelhead smolts and 120000 pounds of chinook salmon smolts Release of

120000 pounds of chinook smolts will result in an estimated return of 7500

adults to the Umatilla basin Boyce pers comm 1986 The release scenarios

to be worked out in the master production plan may result in adult returns

that are different from this initial estimate
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Until natural runs are developed upriver bright fall chnook at Bonneville

Hatchery and upriver spring chinook early run at Carson Hatchery or other

suitable broodstock identified by CTUIR and ODFW will be used for brood

stock Later brood stock of adults returning to the Umatilla will be

collected at Three Mile Falls Oam and at Bonifei anu Mirthorn adult collection

facilities throughout runs to ensure genetic diversity All species would be

spawned at the holding facilities and fertilized eggs transported to the

Umatilla Fish Hatchery for incubation

Surplus chinook above brood stock and spawning needs will be harvested in

non-Indian and Indian fisheries

Further details of an expanded hatchery program will be developed through
master planning process
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Chapter

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENV IRONMENTAL

CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The impacts addressed in this chapter apply equally to the expanded hatchery

facility and to the 200000 steelhead smolt facility unless otherwise stated

3.1 EXISTING AND PLANNED LAND USE

The proposed hatchery sites are bordered on the northeast by the John Day

Reservoir on the Coluirbia River on the southeast by property associated with

the existing Irrigon Hatchery on the west by Paterson Ferry Road and on the

southwest by the Irrigon Hatchery west entrance road Figures and

Access to the sites will be provided by existing County roads The Morrow

County Grain Growers elevator is located short distance west of both

hatchery sites on the west side of Paterson Ferry Road Southwest of the

hatchery sites on the southwest side of the Irrigon hatchery west entrance

road lies undeveloped property owned by the Tidewater Barge Company Further

to the west southwest and south lies the Umatilla National Wildlife Refuge

Figure Within the refuge just south of the Morrow County Grain Growers

elevator land is under irrigated cultivation

The proposed hatchery sites are currently undeveloped and vacant An

unmaintained gravel road extends from Paterson Ferry Road and runs generally

eastward across both sites boat ramp is located just north of the Irrigon

Hatchery west entrance road about 1000 feet east of Paterson Ferry Road

Figures and Road access to the boat ramp will continue during hatchery

construction and operation at either site

The sites are not presently under cultivation Both sites contain soils

classified by the U.S Soil Conservation Service as Ellurn fine sandy loam

This soil type typically supports range and wildlife habitat and is not

considered prime or unique farmland Adelmen pers comm 1986 The proposed

sites therefore are not located on soils designated prime or unique or of

Statewide importance as outlined in the Council on Environmental Quality

Memorandum analysis of tsprime ndUniweFalmlan4E 45 FR 59186

September 1980

The proposed hatchery sites are Federally owned administered by the Corps

and at least partially leased to Tidewater Barge Company The lease was made

for the purpose of interchanging munitions and general commodities to and from

the Umatilla Army Depot miles southeast of the sites However this

practice has since been discontinued Slyngsted pers comm 1986
Termination of this lease which has years remaining will be necessary to

allow construction of the proposed hatchery

Construction of the proposed hatchery by BPA will require special use permit

from the Secretary of the Army No grant of rightofway pursuant to the
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Federal La ic aid tIarenit Ac ritle 43 USCA Chapter 35 would be

required propo ha ch ry si is io administered by the Secretary

of the te io ic is not public land as defined by that

statute

The 1A of 1068 42 USC b2lc and

Executie_9rdr_2J2 reouir cordinatiofl of Federal aid programs wiU State

and local inorehensi plarrirg 11 proposed tchery sites are owned by

he lederal vrrm nt aid iot ubject to St te or 1ocl lnd use

regufatior retor rements of Exccuti Order 12372 do not apply

Hcwcver Sta id oca nd use pci cies xamined and the proposed

hat he de tal light ndustrial usc is consistent with the

sur ourding rdu ial zo ig Noi ederally ed property south and west of

the roposed chcty is zone in al Ti zoring de ignat or

all or ir
nc3 ncr ndustria1 Lses

tt gh tIT sc of posed atilla Fsh Hatche is

zoied irdu tn ge of xistirig lard use such as

th Irrig cry 1i Nat Ic Refuge well

de el prr ropo st late ry iay li crtairf ture

heayird ia

Tie rop eci la cry itc no wi hn the ast zone of Oregol wiich

ends 38 Colueb 1ivcr rsu1t his proj ct is not

si go lur Mae1en PrgjF hc orogran

es ab is
Act 16 USC 1451 et

defire re sibl id and at us ithir the coastal zore

Sc al lo dja oin Day ieser or in Morrow County ncluding

about 4O fet or ìo twcst corner of the proposed dowistream

ia ciery te ia beer ied oun ys coup chencive plar as deep

wat ope Seege ers coirn 1986 Ftc Coun Plan calls for dep

wa er crop be rv Cs deperdert upon dep water access

eg port facil es Use the proposed downstream site for

LLaheJ jc fiti rort facilit develooment Hatchery

velopmcnt at tie upst ii sit uld not prohibit access to the deep water

pr perty an is not in coif ct with tie Counys Plan site visit October

1986L Therefore BPA as designated the upper site as its preferred ste for

construction of th Umatilla Fish Hatchery

The proposed hathery sites adjacent to the Irrigon Hatchery and Umatilla

National Wildlife Refuge are compatible with the Corpse John Day Lock and Dam

Master Plan Corps 1976 which allocates these properties as habitat for fish

and wildlife or for propagation of such species

Traffic associated with construction and operation of the hatchery will

contribute to the current traffic load and patterns on Paterson Ferry Road and

possibly on 8th Street into the town of Irrigon Construction traffic will

access the site from these two roads primarily during the spring through fall
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constructior period BPA nstru ti contracts will stipulate that oad us

be coordinatod with the Morrow Cour Planning Department and Public Works

Departmert so that rafFc rpacts qull be kept to minimunu

Futarc snterm uac of lacal ada cessry for hatchery operation can

contribute te tial volun and pattern- elated raftic impacts The

close oxiri ty of the Lrop se Fatehery stes to tte coun popul tion

center wfil as ecid ial developient in the vicinity of the si es ten

towa ten ial org trr fity lated traffic impacts Seeg pers mm
1986 Ha hery vehicles wl contr bute to local traffic volumes with local

and egioral diographic nds impating aft rc volumes as well

rsponse to ncrea ed aft lune associ ted witi hatchery opera ion MA
and ODFW ill coope lorro County developme of ft ic routes

to alleviate po enta ra cw yre ated traffic impacts Coord natior aid

cots Itat fiti tte For ow Cousty li Work Deoartnert is conidered

logcrl Li trd re pot traffic irpacts Ba per

comm 986 il uckin ue is to the Umatilla Fish late iery il
coord wit gor Hatcte ooera ions when possible order to

elimira unr ss trffi

RECREATION

The ir posed ra etc tes wi cI adjacert the south bank of tIe Jot ay

Reservoi cd nb ly cr ping and fig ing In particular

sitec at ed to cc river st rgeon fishing wth hcavest usL

oe rg Ito ugh tall Up iU anglers Deen se risc

fr tIe river fink in area of th sites at one time Beamesdrfer pe

connu l86

Ph pro os er rvl pa ki tow ver public vie
ha cry not be ged Ihe existing access toad act ss

both he rk ohn Da Res rvoir will remair nt thit

sturgeon shi cont Devel pnent of the itch ll
elrira fir can ig hvver reither site

drg cd arrp re dcs nated camping area is adm
OiLy ey fi che fi ra
located cc sitea rria in ede al ownership and se of tie

boat rarp fsie men wi cortn

The Uratilla Nat onal Wildl fe Rc uge is ated about 1/4 mile soth of the

proposed hatchery srtcs rting and bir watch ng are two primary recreatiol

activties which oc ur in the refug Corstruction traffic passing along

Patersor try Road may resu in ror shorfiterm lasting to 12 irontfi

impacts on recreation use in the refuge due to noise and visual disturbance

Construction and op ration of he hatchery however will have no long tern

impart

The proposed hatchtry sites are rot located in close proximity to any

designated Wild and Scenic Rivers Likewise the proposed hatchery sites are

not located in proximity to any National Recreation or Scenic Trails
Wilderness Areas or Bureau of Land Management BLM adirinistered area of

critical concern
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VEGL UONFSH AND WILDLIFE

Vggeat lot
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or or ect bee dist ed by unco oiled
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ICi ins is domi hrub th ho cow or

rvaU 11 at gr es icr
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ar Ihe are as black lo us

at ii
outlea bot ci as rirg tIe Urra illa

Na tchery ci ted ra fee boy

lu here distn rye ative re

ob rd iate foet natal ci

ci immediatel adac th ci

fl ii ar ig we we aid plan is about 3000 fee

LI
Q75 rj cn of he

Ran fec lood-i go ad we land on the ge

due ance 00 ot fror the and at tIe well cc of

gr
tic level ppro rrately 14 eet ow

ci orefore corrpl cc with Ee

Order 90 ads shich ea ires Federal age cies

ii tie tIe egr dator of wet ands

No pr os dang red threatened plart pecies candidat

art spec ha en ifi in the proje cirity USFWS letter

dx

Hatchery onr rutior uld perrranently remove to acres for no

cx ansion aid for expansion previously disturbed strub and herbaceous

vegetation from th sites Con truction activities will result in about to

12 months of onsite so dsturbance After construction of the facility is

complete the site will be revegetated and landscaped

3.3.2 Fisheries

The sites being considered for the proposed Umatilla Fish Hatchery are located

adjacent the John Day Reservoir on the Columbia River but do not support any

surface water systems ponds lakes streams or estuaries The John Day

pool provides habitat for variety of resident and anadromous fish

Table
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r1 ed at te cry lo on bu be ported Yinth ard

Bori prirgs ci it eea

Th Pta vr sc rges ppc ach ef Join Day eservor

approx 289 tIc tnt Hi icaily he Uma is ver
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Of Pt ma nceri is poter a1 preda ioi by Uirat11a steclhcad on chitook

salmon fry As showr ii lable clmnook are being released into the Umatilla

system by ODFW with the intent of establishing viable natural spawning

population in the lower reaches of the Umatilla River Boyce pers comm

1986 While hatcheryreared summer steelhead are known to prey upon spring

chinook fry Evenson et at 1981 Boyce pers comm 1986 the occurrence or

extent of potential predation by Umatilla Fish Hatchery summer steelhead on

Umatilla chinook is unknown Boyce pers comm 1986

Historically the Umatilla system supported much larger summer steelhead and

spring and fall chinook population than will be realized by this project
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TABLE

HATCHERY RELEASES OF SUHIER STEELHEAD FALL CHINOOK AND SPRING CHINOOK

IN THE UMATILLA RIVER IN THE PAST 10 YEARS

Year of Hatchery No No./lb Stock

release released

Summer Steelhead

1967 Gnat Creek 109805 75.0 Skamania

1967 Oak Springs 272900 117.0 Idaho Oxbow
1967 Wallowa 142240 240.0 Idaho Oxbow
1968 Gnat Creek 23100 66.0 Skamania

1969 Oak Springs 174341 145.0 Skamania

1981 Oak Springs 17558 6.9 Umatilla River

1981 Oak Springs 9400 149.2 Umatilla River

1982 Oak Springs 59534 7.68.0 Umatilla River

1982 Oak Springs 67980 123.6 Umatilla River

1983 Oak Springs 60500 11.0 Umatilla River

1983 Oak Springs 52700 62.0 Umatilla River

1984 Oak Springs 58012 6.06.9 Umatilla River

1984 Oak Springs 22005 135.0 Umatilla River

1985 Oak Springs 53850 7.0 Umatilla River

1985 Oak Springs 39134 150.0 Umatilla River

1986 Oak Springs 54137 8.4 Umatilla River

Fall_Chinook

1982 Bonneville 978336 79.0 Tule

1982 Bonneville 2559510 90.0 Tule

1982 Bonneville 290680 130.0 Tule

1983 Bonneville 100000 5.66.2 Upper River Bright

1984 Bonneville 223632 8.69.3 Upper River Bright

1984 Bonneville 637l9O 86.O87.0 Upper River Bright

1985 Bonneville 3221993 85.O Upper River Bright

1985 Bonneville 198145 7.O8.O. Upper River Bright

1985 Bonneville 50000 16.0 Upper River Bright

1986 Bonneville 90871 5.0 Upper River Bright

1986 Bonneville 100000 47 Upper River Bright

1986 Bonneville 2030000 86.0 Upper River Bright

1986 Bonneville 35574 11.6 Upper River Bright

nook
1986 Carson 99970 22.8 Carson

1986 Irrigon 300442 87.0 Carson

1986 Irrigon 75000 19.8 Carson
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Hr che troiu ior of dsease can occur through hatchery brood stock

sea aisirs also ar be transported from brood stock to the hatchery

th ougt equip aning as ttrough the eggs Introductirn

of diseases uicortnor to he reg on is urlikely as only Umatilla stock

.t elIea Tp1r vç En trk fall chinook and Carson stock spring

chinook will be incuba ed a1d eared at the facility i.e stocks that have

been planted in the Umatilla in past years Hatchery disease inspection and

eatment programs will be conducted at the hatchery throughout rearing in

order to decrease the likelihood of disease

Normal hatchery operations will likely require the use of several chemicals

for the treatment and control of salmonid diseases The following list of

chemicals and drugs likely to be used at the Umatilla Fish Hatchery was

supplied by ODFW Stratton and Kreps pers comm 1986 and are either

registered or authorized for use under an experimental permit erythromycin

by the Food and Drug Administration FDA There are no adverse environmental

effects anticipated with use of the chemicals as they will be handled

applied and disposed of in accordance with FDA and Environmental Protection

Agency EPA regulations Stratton pers comm 1986 The descriptions

provided below were taken in part from Piper et al 1982
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Formalin is one of the most widely used chemotherapeutic agents in fish

culture It is effective against most ectoparasites but of little value in

treating bacterial infections High concentrations have controlled fungus on

eggs Formalin will be generally used at the Umatilla Fish Hatchery to

control ectoparasites prescribed as bath treatment at 125 to 250 parts per

million ppm for hour Fish exposed to excessive concentrations of

formalin can suffer delayed motility

is used to control external parasites and bacterial

infections It is commonly used by ODFW to control bacterial gill disease in

steelhead and chinook fry It is best to use ppm and retreat the fish after

24 hours as Potassium Permanganate can be toxic to fish at higher

concentrations

yaccline is broad spectrum antibiotic and will be used at the

Umatilla Fish Hatchery as food additive to control systemic bacterial

infections of salmonid fish Oxytetracycline is typically fed at the rate of

grams per 100 pounds of fish per day for 10 days

pmqn is an antibiotic used primarily against bacterial kidney

disease Juvenile hatchery fish which test positive for this disease are

treated with erythromycin powder used as food additive The antibiotic is

mixed with the food to obtain to percent active ingredient

Chlorine is commonly used as hatchery disinfectant solution of 200 ppm

is effective in 30 to 60 minutes Chlorine will be used to disinfect hatchery

equipment such as dip nets and pond screens It will also be used to

disinfect fish transport tanks Chlorine is toxic to all fish and must be

neutralized before discharge to surface waters Neutralization can be

accomplished by using sodium thiosulfate

Tricaine Methane Sulfonate MS222 is fish anesthetic It is used by ODFW
to calm fish during transportation Fish exposed to 264 ppm solution of

MS-222 require 30 to 45 seconds to become relaxed ODFW commonly uses MS-222

at concentrations less than 264 ppm Fish exposed to this compound will be

held the prescribed length of time required for food fish by FDA 14 to

21 days posttreatment

The use of hatchery drugs and chemicals at ODFW facilities is conducted only

upon direction from fish pathologist All drugs are handled and applied by

ODFW employees in accordance with FDA regulations Stratton pers comm
1986 Empty containers of these chemicals will be disposed of according to

label instructions and EPA procedures

The viral disease infectious hematopoietic necrosis IHN which initially

attacks the blood forming tissues in the kidney has caused widespread

hatchery mortality in steelhead and fall chinook altering management of

Columbia River stocks in recent years As result 0DFWoperated hatcheries

are routinely monitored for IHN as well as other salmonid diseases such as

Viral Erithrocitic Necrosis yEN which has been detected in Carson spring
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Uw nanaged arly for waterfowl other migratory and

cc ii ted rec eati For the last several years aidwintr

on the ci uge have av raged about 500000 bird

comm 986 Malla ds comprise large majority of

th

edirg ite pulat ors ii the project vicinity are much lower than

it pula with an estimated production of 2200 to 2600 young in

1074 19 labor l96 Mallard and Canada goose are the primary nesting

spec es Ho duc resting occurs in McCormack Slough in marsh near

Paterson ough aid on the Irrigon Wildlife Area Tabor l976

Federally listed bird species in the project vicinity are the bald eagle

threatened pregrine falcon endangered and Swainsons hawk candidate
The erruginous hawk candidate species mentioned in the US Fish and

Wildlife Service USIWS January 27 1986 letter as possibly occurring in

the area is desert inhabitant and in fact is not found in the project

vicinity Annear pers comm 1986
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TABLE

TYPICAL MIDWINTER WATERFOWL USE UMATILLA NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE

SPECIES NUMBER

Canada goose 2760
Lesser Canada goose 12570
Mallard 471200
Gadwall 100

Wigeon sp 1148
Greenwinged teal 620

Shoveler 80

Pintail 4100
Redhead 40

Canvasback 150

Scaup sp 325

Goldeneye sp 65

Buff lehead 65

Merganser sp 69

Coot 150

TOTAL 493442

Source Umatilla National Wildlife Refuge Waterfowl Survey of

January 11 1986

Bald eagles are present in the project area during winter peregrine falcons

appear briefly during spring and fall migrations Use of the area by these

species is described in the attached Biological Assessment and the

supplemental consultation letter on the expansion alternative and upstream
site Appendices and Two pairs of Swainsons hawks were reported to

nest in the project vicinity one at Paterson Slough approximately onehalf
mile north of the project sites the other miles southwest of Irrigon

Tabor 1976

Other birds in the project vicinity include colonially nesting waterbirds

upland gamebirds owls and passerines Small colonies of doublecrested

cormorants great blue herons and blackcrowned night herons nest to

miles downstream of the project sites Tabor 1976 Upland gamebird species

potentially using the project sites include ringnecked pheasant California

quail and mourning dove

Other animals in the project area include mule deer aquatic and terrestrial

furbearers small mammals and reptiles Deer densities in the project

vicinity are generally low Raccoon and coyote are likely to use upland

habitats of the project sites Small mammals identified in rabbitbrush
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disrupted Population impacts would be minor

Low levels of hunan activity associated with hatchery operation would have no

signifi ant irrpact on any Fcdcral listed species Appendices and The

project therefore complies witt provisions of the Endag dpçes Act of

1973 as ameided ir 1978 Aft elease hatchery fish may provide small

added food source or colonially nesting waterbirds such as gulls terns and

great blue herons

WATER_RESOURCES

3.4.1 F1o4pgns

Federal agencies are mandated under Executive Order 11988 p4gjn
gpmpt to avoid to the extent possible the longterm and shortterm

adverse impacts associated with occupancy and modification of loodplains and

to avoid direct or indirect support of floodplain development whenever there

is practicable alternative

Development of the Umatilla Fish Hatchery will result in only the hatchery

water discharge structure being located within the 100year floodplain which

reaches 268 feet MSL in the vicinity of the sites McGowan pers comm 1986
Federal Emergency Management Agency 1981 The discharge structure will be

located within the floodplain to facilitate gravity flow hatchery water
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system which is accepted by ODFW as the most desirable and dependable type

of hatchery water distribution system for this project BPA has determined

that an outfall in the Columbia River is the only practicable wastewater

disposal alternative The discharge facility will be designed and constructed

to withstand and to operate during 100year flood

Construction of the proposed Umatilla Fish Hatchery will result in disturbance

of about 300 square yards of river bank adjacent to John Day Reservoir

Construction activities in this area will be limited to ground preparation

necessary for installation of the hatchery water discharge structure The

majority of the discharge structure will be located above 265 feet MSL the

normal pool elevation of John Day Reservoir Only the end of the discharge
structure and small riprap ditch will be constructed below 265 feet MSL

Figures and The discharge structure will be constructed while the

reservoir surface elevation is below the area of construction thereby

facilitating dry construction The discharge structure is relatively small
25 feet long and 10 feet wide and will not require extensive excavation All

excavated materials will be used for fill and leveling on the uplands of the

site above the 100year floodplain Riprap will be placed at the mouth of the

discharge pipe to eliminate scouring of the river bank during operation

Flow records for the Columbia River just below McNary Dam for the years

19501974 show monthly average range of 103968 to 440975 cfs with an

annual monthly average of 187268 cfs Hatchery operation will result in

maximum 3031 cfs additional discharge to John Day Reservoir This increase

is not considered significant in terms of total river flow and will not impact

the flood control capabilities or floodplain characteristics of John Day
Reservoir McGowan pers comm 1986 As result the Umatilla Fish

Hatchery will have no detrimental effect on human life property or natural

floodplain qualities as pertains to Executive Order 11988

3.4 liy
The proposed Umatilla site is located on the shore of the Columbia River

14 miles downstream of McNary Dam Figure The US Geological Survey USGS
has sampling station at Richland Washington about 62 river miles upstream
of the site Data on selected water quality parameters from this site are

shown in Table The Columbia River is designated in accordance with water

quality standards for waters of the State of Washington as Class water in

the segment that passes through Richland Class waters in Washington
second only to Class AA waters possess excellent water quality and meet or

exceed the requirements for all or substantially all uses including use as

domestic water supply

During daily operation effluent from the hatchery will be discharged to the

Columbia River via the hatchery outfall pipeline The volume discharged will

vary throughout the year depending upon the age and water requirements of the

fish Flow through the hatchery will range from minimum of 60 gpm to

maximum of 14000 gpm 3031 cfs for the expanded hatchery and half that much

for the noexpansion alternative Stratton and Boyce pers comm 1986
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Table Selecti water u1ity data froTnthe Colubi River measured .ngar R.ich1andWath1fl9tOfl USGS

1985

Dissolved Dissolved Suspended Fecal pH

.Temperature Turbidity Oxygen Solids Solids Coliform

Date
OmL

Nov 13 1981 12.0 L2 10.0 74 35 /.3

Jan 1982 4.5 0.60 12.0 89 11 7.8

May 1982 90 3.1 12.0 88 7.8

July 1982 15.5 3.5 11.3 69 7.8

Results based on nonideal colony counts



The effluent will contain fish wastes and suspended unconsumed food and will

represent loading of solids biochemical oxygen demand BOD and ammonia

nitrogen to the Columbia River Calculations for figuring the amount of this

loading for the Umatilla Fish Hatchery have been performed for maximum

amount of hatchery discharge i.e 303l cfs expansion alternative Most of

the figures below could be divided by to determine the approximate loading

amounts for the noexpansion facility

report prepared by ODFW Leith 1976 found that for conventional raceways

approximate effluent concentrations were 1.02 to 1.71 milligrams per liter

mg/I BOD and 0.12 to 0.32 mg/l ammonia nitrogen Assuming maximum

concentrations of these constituents and maximum effluent discharge rate

from the hatchery of 30 cfs the loading to the Columbia River would be

276 pounds per day lb/d BOD and 52 lb/d ammonia These concentrations and

loadings are low and would not result in measurable change in concentrations

in the river The discharged effluent represents only 0.03 percent of the

river flow under maximum monthly hatchery flow rates and minimum monthly river

discharge and therefore would be highly diluted Consequently the impact of

the discharge on water quality in terms of BOD and ammonia in the Columbia

River is expected to be insignificant and undetectable by current methods

Michaud and McEntee pers comm 1986

According to calculations for the Irrigon Hatchery Corps 1983 salmonid

hatchery located just upstream of the proposed Umatilla Fish Hatchery the

total suspended solids generated was estimated to be 0.483 pounds per

100 pounds of fish per day At maximum production of 160000 fish
773 pounds of suspended solids will be generated per day for the proposed
Umatilla Fish Hatchery Fifty percent of the solids are expected to settle

out in the rearing ponds which would leave approximately 387 pounds of

suspended solids to be discharged to the Columbia River on daily basis from

normal hatchery operations portion of the solids that settle out in the

hatchery rearing ponds will be released during weekly cleaning of the ponds

During cleaning sediment in the ponds is flushed to concretelined

sedimentation basin that has minimum detention time of hours Ninety

percent of the suspended solids should settle outu in the sedimentation

basin while the remainder will flow into the river with the discharge water

Corps 1983 This would result in an additional contribution of suspended

solids from cleaning of the rearing ponds of 38.7 lb/d Thus the maximum

discharge of suspended solids to the Columbia River from the Umatilla Fish

Hatchery will occur during maximum production and is estimated to be

approximately 425 lb/d This 425 lb/d corresponds to suspended solids

concentration in the hatchery discharge water of 5.25 mg/L assuming maximum

discharge of 30 cfs

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act 33 USC 1251 et seq and amendments

including the Clean Water Act 33 USC 1344 set forth the national strategy
for controlling water pollution The Act requires States to establish and

enforce water quality standards and also establish National Pollutant

which requires permit for point source
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Rive ii ca ro discer ble degradation ii ater quality will occur as
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Requi enents of he Safe Dr nking_Water Act 42 USC 300f et seqJ which

includes protection of ole source aquifers do not pertain to this project

sitce the pr posed project wi not serve as public municipal or

industrial lniikiig water supply As result his project does not require

publi drinkirg water permit In addition the project site is not located

on nor will it inpact designated sole source aquifer see section 34.3

Impacts to surface waters may also occur during site construction Disruption

of the land surface and vegetation will cause an increase in water and wind

erosion potential from the site Erosion by runoff water is expected to be

minimal due to the dry climate of eastern Oregon and the permeability of the

sandy soils Erosion through wind activity will be minimal due to the small

amount of land disrupted approximately to acres Nonetheless BPA will

stipulate in its construction contracts that wetting the site with sprinklers

during the construction period is to be undertaken to control wind driven

erosional activities
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Construction of the hatchery water discharge structure will require Corps

permits authorized by Section 10 of the River and Harbor Act 33 USC 403 and

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 33 USC 1344 The Section 10 permit is

required when project development will obstruct or alter navigable waters of

the United States Since the Columbia River is navigable river at the

project sites Section 10 permit will be required The Section 404 permit
is necessary for the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the

United States Since fill material could be discharged into the Columbia

River Section 404 permit will be required These permits have requirements
and conditions designed to protect water quality and utilization of water

resources

Construction of the outfall pipe could affect water quality through disruption
of the shoreline increased turbidity and increased potential for

construction materialc to enter lie river Prnject velopment howE.ver will

disturb less than 300 square yards of the river bank with the majority of

construction above the normal pool elevation of John Day Reservoir Riprap
will be installed at the terminus of the outfall to dissipate energy of the

discharged wter and thereby minimize potenti riverbed erosion All outfall

constructior activities will be conducted in accordance with the requirements
and conditions of the Corps Section 10 and Section 404 permits and

constructior time will be kept to minimum In addition the relatively
small amount of river bank disturbance less than onehalf of percent of the

shoreline of John Day Reservoir the location of the outfall structure in the

upper reaches of the river bank and dry construction of the outfall will all

serve to alleviate potential adverse impacts to water quality and navigation
of the Columbia River

The increase it impermeable surface area approximately to acres that

will occur fron construction of tie facilities will result in little increased
ruroff potential from th site The unoff should be absorbed due to the

small area affected and permeability of tie surrounding soils McDowell pers
comm 1986

34 Water Quantity

Due to the semiarid climate in eastern Oregon water supplies are major

concern inning for water demand must take into account the requirements
for irxigatin power generation recreation and biological resources the

location of the proposed Uiatilla Fish Hatchery is considered to be

ucritcal groundwater rreau as establishd by order of the Oregon Wate
Resources Departiient Zwart pers comm 1986 As result the deep

groundwater aquifer in the Irrigon area is protected to guard against
overpurrpirg McDowell pers comm 1986 Zwart pers comm 1986

maximum water sup1y Late of dppruxinnitely 14000 gpm 3O3l cfs is

required for hatchery operations water supply study done for the TJmatilla

site considered number of alternatives for obtaining the water Corps
1986 The selected alternative entails constructing Ranney well system
near the proposed site Ranney well consists of one large well with
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water rights permit for extracting and using groundwater will be needed for

the project and silI be co rdinated through the Oregon Water Resources
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3.5 LITYDNOISE
3.5.1 AjQiy

The proposed Umatilla Fish Hatchery is located In DEQdesignated air qualIty

attainment area Gardels pers comm 1986 Attainment areas are

characterized as regions which meet or exceed primary and secondary air
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quality standards Ambient air quality standards have been adopted in the

State of Oregon to protect the public health and welfare from the known

adverse effects of air pollution The Federal Government has set primary
standards which define levels of air quality that protect the public health

Secondary ambient air quality standards define levels judged by the Federal

Government to be necessary to protect the public welfare Oregons control

strategies have been directed to meet the more stringent secondary air quality
standards Presently the project vicinity easily meets primary and secondary

standards Gardels pers comm 1986

The proposed hatchery operation will not have stationary emissions source

nor is it located in DEQdesignated airshed therefore project development
is not regulated by the Clean Air Act National Ambient Air Quality Standards

or EPAapproved State Implerrentation Plans Gardels pers comm 1986

There wi be exhaust emissions at the hatchery site resulting from operation
of heavy equipment during hatchery construction and use of hatchery vehicles

during facility operations Equipment operation during construction will be

on noncontiruous basis over to l2-month period Potential use of wood

burning stoves hatchery residences is also potential source of

emissions The riotor vel-icle emission ontrol standards and the Oregon State

woodstove certification regulations however require emissions from such

products to be within established limits to maintain accepted air quality
standards Kircher pers comm 1986 BPAs contracts providing funding for

hatchery constrution and operation wll require equipment to be operated and

maintained so as to minimize exhaust emissions As result proposed

hatchery construction and operation is not expected to alter the current DEQ
attainment area designation in the project vicinity Gardels pers comm
1986

3.5 Noise

The DEQ regulations des gnate residences schools churches and hospitas as

noisesensitive ocations Hctor comm 1986 The nearest residences

located at the Irrigoi Hatchey ar pproximately 1/2 mile east of tIe

proposed preject site Tlere are no rols churches or hospitals in the

vicinity of the project site which ould experience noise impacts from

hatchery construction or operation

Hatchery corstiuction will generate roise associated with heavy equipment

operation well drillirg and land ILaring activities Noise levels in the

immediate vicirity of the project site qill increase during corstruction

activities

Construction-related noise associated primarily with well drilling will to an

unknown extert disturb uverwintering waterfowl populations in the project

vicinity Annear pers comm 1986 Well drilling is expected to take place

in the sunzner months during daylight hours and therefore noise emissions are

not expected to adversely impact local wildlife populations Annear pers
comm 1986
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oi of the water olumn

Wastes hich accumulate it tie sett1n basin will undergo biological

degradation but may also require periodic removal and disposal once every

to 10 years This waste material may be suitable for agricultural

fertilizer and could be disposed of by offering it to local farms or applying

it to hatchery land Alternatively it can be placed in certified landfill

Stratton pers comm 1986 Gardels pers comm 1986

362 Hazardous Materials

Normal hatchery operation will require the use of several chemicals classified

as medicines for fish disease prevention and control These substances
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include formalin potassium permanganate erythromycin and oxytetracycline

and are FDA approved or permitted to experimental use Medicines and drugs

will be handled and applied at the Umatilla Fish Hatchery in accordance with

FDA requirements and only upon direction from fish pathologist Stratton

pers comm 1986

Tricaine methane suitonate YS222 fish anesthetic and chlorine obtained

in the granular form as sodruir hypochiorite or HTH are also likely to be used

at the Unatilla Fish Hatchery MS222 is FDA approved and used primarily

during tIe transport of fish MS222 is used in accordance with FDA

requiremens to calm fish and reduce stress during their transport from the

hatchery to the accl mation facility Stratton pers comm 1986 Chlorine

is likely to be used on limited basis primarily for disinfecting hatchery

equipment Due to its toxicity fish chlorine use will be carefully

monitored by the Umatilla Fish Hatchery manager to prevent discharge to

hatchery or surface water systems Chlorine solutions can be dechlorinated

and safely disposed of if necessary Piper et al 1982

It is unlikely hatchery operation will require use of herbicides and

pesticides for grounds uaintenance or other purposes ODFW prefers

mechanical eradication of iuisance species weeds mice etc and only in

extreme cases uld pesticides be ed Stratton pers comm 1986 If use

of herbicide or pesticide was required at the Umatilla Fish Hatchery

readily available EPA approved product such as Monsantos Roundup would be

used There is no anticipated adverse impact associated with herbicide or

pesticide use or the abovementioned chemicals since the use storage and

disposa of these products and their containers will be in accordance with EPA

or FDA regulations and instructions on product labels

3.7 ARCHEOLOGICAL AND CULTURAL_RESOURCES

number of ederal laws and rebulations Iave been promulgated protect the

rations hi torial cultu al and prolistoric resources These include the

Natioral Hi tone Preservatior Act the Archeolocal_Resources Protection

Act the Arenican Indian Rpjous Freedom_Act the National Landmarks

Pro and tee World hqgist
The National Historic Preservation Act and the Archeological Resources

Protection Act safeguard historical atd archeological resources from damage or

loss to Federally sponsored or permitted projects and from excavation or

removal from Federal and Indian lands fle American Indian Religious Freedom

Act assures that Federal activities do not impair access to religious sites

and will not affect ceremonial rites of American Indians

Pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act the effects of any Federal

or Federally assisted urdertaking historical cultural or archeologIcal

resources must be evaluated For properties on or eligible for the National

Register of Historic Places the responsible Federal agency must consult with

the State Historic Preservation Office SHPO regarding any potential adverse

effects on resources of historic architectural archeological or cultural

significance
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3.8 PERMIT PROCESS

Development of the Umatilla Fish Hatchery will require permits from the Corps

of Engineers Oregon Division of State Lands DSL Oregon Water Resources

Department WRD Oregon DEQ and Morrow County In addition DEQ water

quality certification which fulfills requirements of the Federal Water

Pollution Control Act will be provided as part of the DSL permit To

coordinate the permit process Joint Application For Permit is filed with the

Corps and the DSL
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Upon receipt of the Joirt Application determination of jurisdiction will be

made Since Department of the Army authorization is required for certain

structures and work in navigable waters ol the United States and for

discharge of dredged or fill material in all waters of the United States see
section 3.4.2 the Corps will likely assume jurisdiction As result the

Corps will initiate notification of Federal agencies while the DSL nitiates

Statewide public notice inc uding iotification of State agencies Following

3Oday comment period the Corps will act on the application Upon

approval te Corps will issue Departnent of Army Section lO/4O4 permit for

the necessary dredge and 11 operations and the DSL will issue State

Removal/Fill Permit irciuding water quality certification If denied the

applicant will have to modify the proposal to incorporate appropriate measures

which address those concerns related to permit denial revised Joint

Application for Permit can then be submitted

The NPDES permit issued by DEQ for hatchery effluent discharge can be issued

in the form of general permit not subject to renewal or as ar individual

permit subject to renewal every years This determination is made by DEQ

during the permit review process

Morrow County building permit whici includes electrical mechanicals and

plumbing permits will also be required prior to initiation of hatchery

construction

The proposed action will not requir Federal land managing agency permit

because the Corps of Engneers is not required to issue such permits water

rights permit will be requred for the hatchery and will be coordinated

through the Oregon Water Resources Department
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Chapter

RECO4ENDATIONS

Development of the proposed Umatilla Fish Hatchery under either capacity

alternative or at either site will result in the following adverse effects
discussed previously in this document and listed below in order of decreasing

importance

PotentiaL hatchery steelhead predation on other fish including

chinook fry inhabiting the Umatilla River

point source discharge requiring an NPDES permit of 15 or 30 cfs

of hatchery water to the Columbia River

Permanent removal of to acres of shrubsteppe wildlife habitat

resulting in the displacement or killing of undetermined numbers of

small mammals and reptiles

Potential temporary disturbance of wildlife of the project vicinity

including the Umatilla Wildlife Refuge as result of hatchery

construction noise emissions

Preclusion of Countys use of the deep water access if hatchery were

located at the downstream site not the preferred site alternative

Increase in local traffic volumes associated with hatchery

construction and operation

These impacts from construction and operation of the proposed Umatilla Fish

Hatchery are not considered significant for reasons discussed in chapter of

this assessment

In addition hatchery development will result in beneficial impacts to the

summer steelhead and possibly spring and fall chinook populations of the

Umatilla River For the noexpansion alternative the adult steelhead return

resulting from Umatilla Fish Hatchery smolt releases is expected to be

approximately 5400 fish For the expansion alternative the 5400 steelhead

would be expected to return in addition to 7500 adult chinook Given the

regional context of the NWPPCs Fish and Wildlife Program these numbers of

adult salmonid fish returning to the Umatilla basin annually are not expected

to have significant environmental effects In conclusion the Umatilla Fish

Hatchery will serve as mitigation for impacts associated with lower Columbia

River hydroelectric development to Umatilla River summer steelhead and chinook

stocks The project will also serve to further the goals of the Columbia

River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program

Based on the information in this Environmental Assessment BPAs proposal to

fund construction operation and maintenance of the Umatilla Fish Hatchery

does not appear to constitute major Federal action significantly affecting

the quality of the human environment
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Chapter

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

Federal State and local agencies consulted during preparation of this

Environmental Assessment include

City of Irrigon

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

East Central Oregon Association of Counties

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Morrow County Planning and Public Works Departments

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
Water Quality Division

Air Quality Division

Noise Pollution Control

Permits Division

Regional Office Pendleton

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

Fish Propagation Division/Fish Pathology Division

Regional Office Pendleton

Field Office Umatilla

Oregon Division of State Lands

Permits Division

Oregon State Historic Preservation Office

Oregon Water Resources Department
Permits Division

US Army Corps of Engineers

Walla Walla Washington District

Engineering

Geology/Hydrology
Environmental Archeological

Portand Oregon District

Floodplains

Environmental Archeological
Permits

US Fish and Wildlife Service

Umatilla National Wildlife Refuge Office

Endangered Species Section Portland Field Office
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$10

United States Department of the Intetior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Portland Field Office
727 24th Avenue

Portland Oregon 97232

January 27 1986

Rose Hayden
Bonneville Power Administration

Box 3621 Routing PGC

Portland Oregon 97208

Re 1786-SP65

Dear Name

As requested by your letter dated January 1986 and received by us on

January 15 1986 we have attached list of endangered and threatened
species that may be present within the area of the proposed summer
steelhead trout hatchery near Irrigon Oregon The list fulfills the
requirement of the Fish and Wildlife Service under Section 7c of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 as amended Your requirements under the
Act are outlined in Attachment

Should your biological assessment determine that listed species is likely
to be affected adversely or beneficially by the project your agency
should request formal Section consultation through this office Even if

your biological assessment shows Tho effect situation we would
appreciate receiving copy for our information

We have also included list of candidate species presently under review by
this Service for consideration as endangered or threatened It should be
noted that candidate species have no protection under the Endangered
Species Act Should you determine your project may affect candidate
species you are not required to perform biological assessment or to
consult with the Fish and Wildlife Service Candidates are included simply
as advance notice to Federal agencies of species which may be proposed and
listed in the future If early evaluation of your project indicates that
it is likely to adversely impact candidate species you may wish to

request technical assistance from this office

Your interest in endangered species is appreciated If you have any
additional questions regarding your responsibilities under the Act please
contact Diana Hwang at our office phone 503 2316179 or FTS 4296179
All correspondence should include the above referenced case number

Sincerely yours
Attachments

cc -i 1k_-_
RO AFA/SE Rusell Peterson
PFO ES Field Supervisor
BFO SE
ODFW Nongame
ONHP A-2



LISTED AND PROPOSED ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES AND

.CANDIDAIE SPECIES THAT MAY OCCUR IN THE AREA OF THE PROPOSED

TROUT HATCHERY NEAR IRRIGON MORROW COUNTY OREGON

T5N R26E SEC 15
1-7-86.SP65

LISTED

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Columbia R.iver Umatilla NWR

from about October 31 through March 31

PROPOSED None

CANDIDATE

Birds

Swainsons hawk Buteo swainsoni

Ferruginous hawk

-Endangered -Threatened CH Critical Habitat

-Category Taxa for which the Fish and Wildlife Service has

sufficient biological information to support proposal to list

as endangered or threatened

-Category Taxa which existing information indicates may warrant

listing but for which substantial biological information to

support proposed rule is lacking

Attachment
A-3



FEDERAL AGENCIES RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER SECTIONS 7a and

OF THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

STI 7a Consultation/Conference

Requires Federal agencies to utilize their authorities to carry out pro
grams to conserve endangered and threatened species

Consultation with FWS when Federal action may affect listed

endangered or threatened species to insure that any action authorized funded

or carried out by Federal agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued

existence of listed species or result in the destruction or adverse modifica
tion of Critical Habitat The process is initiated by the Federal agency after

they have determined if their action may affect adversely or beneficially

listed species and

Conference with when Federal action is likely to leopard
ize the continued existence of proposed species or result in destruction or

adverse modification of proposed Critical Habitat

SBCTIC 7c Biological Assessent for Construction Projects

Requires Federal agencies or their designees to prepare Biological Assessment

BA for construction projects only The purpose of the BA is to identify any

proposed and/or listed species which are/is likely to be affected by con
struction prolect The process is initiated by Federal agency in requesting

list of proposed and listed threatened and endangered species list
attached The BA should be completed within 180 days after its initiation or
within such time period as is mutually agreeable If the BA is not initi
ated within 90 days of receipt of the species list please verify the accuracy
of the list with our Service No irreversible commitment of resources is to be

made during the BA process which would result in violation of the requirements

under Section 7a of the Act Planning design and administrative actions

may be taken however no construction may begin

To complete the BA your agency or its designee should conduct an onsite

inspection of the area to be affected by the proposal which may include

detailed survey of the area to determine if the species is present and whether

suitable habitat exists for either expanding the existing population or for

potential reintroduction of the species review literature and scientific

data to determine species distribution habitat needs and other biological

requirements interview experts including those within FWS National Marine

Fisheries Service State conservation departments universities and others who

may have data not yet published in scientific literature review and

analyze the effects of the proposal on the species in terms of individuals and

populations including consideration of cumulative effects of the proposal on

the species and its habitat analyze alternative actions that may provide

conservation measures and prepare report documenting the results

including discussion of study methods used any problems encountered and

other relevent information The BA should conclude whether or not listed or

proposed species will be affected Upon completion the report should be for
warded to our Portland Office

1/ On projects other than construction it is suggested that biological

evaluation similar to the biological assessment be undertaken to conserve

species influenced by the Endangered Species Act

Attachment
A4



APPENDIX

BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

Proposed Action
Construction and Operation of Summer

Steelhead Hatchery on the Columbia River

near Irrigon Oregon

Species of Concern
Bald Eagle Haliaeetus çalg

Peregrine Falcon Falco pgnug anatuip

Bonneville Power Administration

Off ice of Power and Resources Management

Portland Oregon

April 1986
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BALD EAGLE AND PEREGRINE FALCON BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

UMATILLA SUMMER STEELHEAD HATCHERY

MORROW COUNTY OREGON

Introduction

Section of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 as amended requires Federal

agencies to ensure that their actions do not jeopardize endangered or

threatened species or their critical habitats To initiate project

Federal agency first requests list of proposed or listed species from the

U.S Fish and Wildlife Service USFWS If such species exist in the project

area the agency or its designee must complete Biological Assessment BA
describing how the project would affect the species If the BA shows that the

project would be likely to affect the species either adversely or

beneficially the agency must consult with the USFWS to ensure that such

species and their critical habitats would be conserved

The Bonneville Power Administration BPA has identified site on the

Columbia River near Irrigon Oregon as the preferred location for the

Umatilla Summer Steelhead Hatchery On January 1986 BPA requested

information from the USFWS on proposed or listed endangered or threatened

species in the project area The USFWS responded on January 27 1986 listing

the bald eagle Haliaeetus uS threatened species wintering

near the project site on the Umatilla National Wildlife Refuge Subsequent

talks with Refuge personnel also identified the peregrine falcon Falco

pgjnus anatuin an endangered subspecies as an occasional migrant in the

project area

This Biological Assessment examines the potential effects of the hatchery

project on bald eagles and peregrine falcons

ethods

An onsite field survey was made on March 11 1986 in conjunction with an

Environmental Assessment of the project The survey included search of the

project area for potential bald eagle and peregrine falcon roosting and

perching sites large trees and snags and resting and feeding sites sand

and gravel bars islands open fields and marshes Local vegetation

wildlife and human activities were also identified Survey information was

used to augment existing data on bald eagle and peregrine falcon use

Literature on bald eagle and peregrine falcon feeding habits abundance and

distribution in Washington and Oregon was reviewed Aerial photos of the

project vicinity Tabor 1976 were inspected to identify potential habitats

Local and regional experts from the USFWS U.S Army Corps of Engineers

Corps Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife ODFW Washington Department

of Game WDG and Chelan County PUD No were interviewed for unpublished

information on the species and opinions on impacts of the proposed project
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Release of J000 smrvir stelhead smolts 15 expected to return 5400 adult

summer steelhead to the Umatilla River system Boyce 1986 After broodstock

collection the rest of the run will be available for harvest and natural

spawning within the system
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fields on the Refuge Local perches and roosts may be the same as for bald

eagles i.e large cottonwoods The project would not alter these types of

habitats and should have no effect on migrating populations of peregrine

falcons

Hatchery construction and operation would neither harm nor benefit individual

bald eagles or peregrine falcons

USFWS 1981 recommends that buildings be constructed no closer

than 1/4 mile to eagle roost sites and shorelines of feeding waters The

nearest known eagle roost is over 1/2 mile from the proposed hatchery The

entire reservoir is potential eagle feeding habitat but daytime use appears

to be concentrated on the islands several miles downstream of the project
The site is therefore far enough away from eagle use areas that construction

activity should not bother the birds Hatchery operation would involve low

levels of human activity and would have negligible effect on individual

eagles

Peregrine falcons reside in the project area for just few days of the year
These highly mobile birds can easily avoid any activity associated with

hatchery construction or operation during their brief stay

In summary the proposed Umatilla Summer Steelhead Hatchery will have no

significant effect on bald eagles or peregrine falcons
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services
Portland Field Office

727 NE 24th Street
Portland OR 97232

May 19 1986

Ms Rose Hayden
Department of Energy
Bonneville Power Administration

Box 3621
Portland OR 97208

RE 1786I121

This is in response to your letter dated April 24 1986 received
by us on April 25 1986 transmitting your biological assessment
of the impacts on bald eagles and peregrine falcons from the
proposed Umatilla Steelhead Hatchery project area in Morrow

County Oregon

We have reviewed the assessment and concur with your finding of
no effect to bald eagles and peregrine falcons We also wish
to commend you for presenting very clearly written and
thorough biological assessment

The requirements established under Sections 7a2 and 7c of

the Endangered Species Act of 1973 as amended have been meet
thereby concluding the consultation process

We appreciate your concern for listed species

Russell Peterson
Field Supervisor

cc
RO AFA-SE
PFOES
ODFW
ONHP

HAYDEN.DH.B0.GBWPES C-2
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NOV 261988
PG

Ms Diana liwang

U.S Fisfl and Wildlife Service
Portland Field Office

727 N.E 24th Avenue

Portland OR 97232

Dear Ms Hwaug

As explained to you by phone on November 24 would like to reinitiate
threatened and endangered species consultation with you on Bonneville Power

Administrations DPA proposed Umatilla Fish Hatchery As you will recall
sent you biological assessment copy enclosed in April of this year on our

then current hatchery proposal and you responded with May 19th letter

concurring with the biological assessments finding of no effect

We are now changing our consideration for the hatchery to include another

preferred site adjacent to and upstream from the originally proposed site see
enclosed map and possible future expansion of the hatchery to produce

120000 pounds Of spring and fall chinook salmon annually in addition to the

originally planned 40000 pounds of steeihead trout We are naming our

previously considered location tOe oomnstream site and our now locatlon Ida

upstream site

have attached to this letter brief summary oi the impacts expected to

occur to the bald eagle and peregrine falcon at this new location ane

considering the additional fish production numbers Please review this

summary and respond with either your concurrence to our new finding of no
eet or respond 0111k CCfl1 re diog use Lne L0 would very much

appreciate quick turnaround since we would like to include results oi this

consultation in an enironmcntal assessment chicO we nope to tine ire

December 10 l9d

Sincerely

Rose ha dcd
hnvironmeffl doer ielist

Oflica of fewer end Resources 1a aeeme at

iJoaures

RHaydenroh1j28b PGU4i42rt D2
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Hatchery construction and operation at the upstream site would neither harm
nor benefit individual bald eagles or peregrine falcons Bald

USFWS 1981 recoimnends that

buildings be constructed no closer than 1/4 mile to eagle roost sites and

shorelines of feeding waters The nearest known eagle roost is 2800 feet or

over 1/2 mile from the upstream site The entire reservoir is potential eagle
feeding habitat but daytime use appears to be concentrated on the islands

several miles downstream of the two proposed project sites These sites

therefore are far enough away from eagle use areas that construction activity
should not bother the birds Hatchery operation would involve low levels of

human activity and would have negligible effect on individual eagles

Peregrine falcons reside in the upstream site area for just few days of the

year These highly mobile birds can easily avoid any activity associated with

hatchery construction or operation during their brief stay

In summary the proposed Umatilla Fish Hatchery upstream site with possible
production expansion will have no significant effect on bald eagles or

peregrine falcons
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7/ United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Portland Field Office

Portland OR 97232

December 1986

1-7-87-1-32

Rose Hayden
Bonneville Power Administration

Box 3621

Portland Oregon 97208-3621

Dear Ms Hayden

This is in response to your November 26 1986 letter that was received by us

on November 28 1986 requesting reinitiation of informal consultation on

Bonneville Power Administrations proposed Umatilla Fish Hatchery in Morrow

County Oregon

We have reviewed the summary of impacts provided with your November 26 1986

letter and April Biological Assessment of the impacts on bald eagles and the

peregrine falcon Based upon your summary of impacts the expansion and new

upstream preferred site do not appear to be major modifications which would

significantly alter anticipated impacts to bald eagle and peregrine falcon

We therefore concur with your finding of no effect to the bald eagle and

peregrine falcon

The requirements under Section 7a2 and 7c of the Endangered Species Act

of 1973 as amended have been met thereby concluding the consultation

process

We appreciate your concern for listed species

Sincerely

Russell Peterson

Field Supervisor

cc FWE-SE
ODFW Nongame
ONHP

PFOES

CONCUR DH.ZEDDISK311/05/86
E-2
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Departmentof Transportation

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
VICTOR ATIVEH Parks and Recreation Division

__________ 525 TRADE STREET S.E SALEM OREGON 97310

July 1986

Rose Hayden

Bonneville Power Administration PGC

P.O Box 3621

Portland OR 97208

Dear Ms Hayden

RE Proposed Umatilla Fish Hatchery

Eastern Washington University Report 100-53
Morrow County

This letter is in response to the cultural resource survey carried

out to assess impact of the abovementioned project on historic and

archeological sites

After careful review of the cultural resource survey carried out

within the project area our office can offer the following
coimients We feel that no cultural resources of National Register

potential have been identified which are likely to be impacted by
this project We therefore feel that Public Law 89-665 and

ExecutlveOr4er 11593 have been complied with and the project may go
forward

ps
planned

Thank yu for youpt cooperation and concern If you have any

quetiq1s plas1
call Leland Gilsen at 3785001

$5Ar$9 11

DeputySHPO

DWP/LGlr

0507D

F-2





DECISION NOTICE
and

FINDINGS OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

ANADROMOUS FISH HABITAT EANCENT
ON THE UMATILLA NATIONAL FOREST PORTION OF THE UMATILLA RIVER DRAINAGE

USDA Forest Service

Umatilla National Forest

An environmental assessment discussing proposed enhancement of anadromous fish

habitat on National Forest administered lands in the Umatilla River drainage is

available for review at Forest Service offices in Pendleton Oregon and Walla

Walla Wasbington

The proposed enhancement area is located on National Forest lands in Umatilla

County State of Oregon approximately 25 miles east of Pendleton Oregon
Most of stream reaches proposed for enhancement activity are within the

following townships

Township Range 36 Willamette Meridan

ft flU ft

37n

Based on the analysis described in the Environmental Assessment for this

proposed action have selected Alternative Alternative produces

the best benefitcost ratio 7.71 with only minimal shortterm effects on the

drainages water quality Longterm water quality for the drainage will be

improved due to stabilization of existing cutbanks

Based ozi the environmental analysis and assessment find that this is not

major Federal action that would significantly affect the quality of the human

environment therefore an environmental impact statement is not required

Implementation of this project may take place after 30 days of signature and

date of this Decision Notice

This deoiaion is subject to administrataive review appeal pursuant to 36 CFR

211.19 notice of appeal must be filed with the Forest Supervisor within 145

days of the date of this Decision Notice

JUN 1985

Date

Forest Servisor
2517 S.W Bailey Avenue

Pendleton OR 97801
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FOR

ANADROMOUS FISH HABITAT ENHANCEMENT

ON THE UMATILLA NATIONAL FOREST PORTION OF THE UMATILLA RIVER DRAINAGE

discinarTeam

Rod Johnson Wildlife Biologist Umatilla National Forest

John Andrews Fisheries Biologist Umatilla National Forest

Gary James Fish Biologist Confederated Tribes of the

Umatilla Indian Reservation

Reeoend Date

Wa la Dstrict Ranger

//

North Fork District Ranger



ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

FOR

ANADROMOIJS FISH HABITAT ENHANCEMENT

ON THE UMATILLA NATIONAL FOREST PORTION OF THE UMATILLA RIVER DRAINAGE

INTRODUCTION

AAction
Placement of inchannel pool creating structures bank protection

structures replacement of stream shading vegetation and

repair/replacement of existing inchannel structures in those stream

reaches within the proclaimed boundary of the Umatilla National Forest

accessible to anadromous fish

Over the next ten 10 calendar year period enhance anadromous

chinook salmon Qrhnchus ycha and steelhead trout Salmo

gnrj habitat on that portion of nonWilderness National Forest

administered lands in the Umatilla River drainage

Habitat capacity for anadromous steelhead trout and chinook salmon in

the drainage is significantly limited by the lack of pool area to

hold returning adult fish and rear juvenile fish

The type and number of structures that will best improve the

anadromous fish habitat capability of the drainage considering the

expected costs and impacts on other resouce values

ndInforaon
The analysis area is located primarily on the Walla Walla Ranger

District Umatilla National Forest small portion of the area is

also located on the North Fork of the John Day Ranger District of the

Umatilla National Forest The entire area is within the Umatilla

River drainage in Umatilla County State of Oregon

For the specific location of the analysis area refer to Figures and

in the Appendix



All stream reaches being considered in the proposed action with the

exception of Pearson Creek are within the Umatilla National Forests

Elgin Planning Unit The Pearson Creek reach is in the Forests

Desolation Planning Unit Current resource management direction for

the analysis area is presented in these approved management plans

12
Anadromous steelhead trout are currently present in approximately 78

miles of stream reach in the analysis area Approximately 58

miles of this are National Forest administered lands.5

In addition to the existing steelhead trout habitat approximately 15

miles of habitat for anadromous chinook salmon exists within

the analysis area 14 Approximately 7.0 miles of this

habitat are on National Forest administered lands

For additional specifics refer to Appendix and II

The Northwest Power Planning Act requires the Bonneville Power

Administration to mitigate losses of fish and wildlife habitat values

resulting from construction and maintenance of hydroelectric dams on

the Columbia River The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

ODFW and Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

CTUIR have proposed that portion of this mitigation take the form

of offsite enhancement of existing anadromous fish steelbead
habitat in the Umatilla River drainage 14

The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation desire

re.establishment of spring and/or fall chinook salmon runs in the

Umatilla River 14 It has been proposed that BPA mitigation funds

also be used to enhance habitat for this species in the Umatilla River

drainage 14

The optimum poolriffle ratio for steelhead trout and chiæok salmon

is 5050 and 6040 respectively At the present time the

over.all poolriffle ratio for those streams capable of supporting

both steelhead trout and chinook salmon is approximately 1090
The poolriffle ratio for those stream reaches capable of supporting

only steelbead trout is approximately 1288.8

The optimum level of stream surface shading is judged to be 80%
While stream surface shading is generally more than this on most

stream reaches in the analysis area it is significantly less along

the lower reach of the South Fork of the Umatilla River below Thomas

Creek and the main stem reach of Meacham Creek and On

the main stem reach of Meacham Creek warm midsummer water

temperatures appear to be limiting survival of rearing steelhead



To varying degrees recreation angling for native trout takes place in

all reaches within the drainage This angling use is not judged to

be detrimental to rearing anadromous fish species

The short period of time when instream operation of equipment can

take place without significant detrimental impacts to spawning and/or

early rearing anadromous fish may affect the availability of con

tractors annual work accomplishment and project administration

The proposed action will be cooperativly funded by the Bonneville

Power Administration BPA and USDA Forest Service USFS Project

work will be accomplished under direction of the USFS

ICOs

The proposed activity will not have significant effect on the

following issues and/or concerns and they are therefore judged to be

nonpivotal to the decision

Proposed activities will not change land classification

Wt3n
Proposed activities will be within the intent of Executive

Order 11990

lains
Proposed activities will meet the intent of Executive Order

11988 regarding floodplains

neredSecies
There are no known Federal or State of Oregon classified

Endangered Threatened and/or Sensitive plant or animal

species present in the area After preconstruction

inventory if any are identified activities will be

modified to comply with existing laws and regulations

All activities will meet the Umatilla Forests Visual

Management Plan and USDA Forest Service Handbook No 462

Chapter



Cultural Resource

There are few known cultural sites and/or ticklers on the

Analysis Area Appendix XX Current and cumulative

listings on the National Register of Historic Places have

been consulted No cultural resources listed or eligible

for the Register fall within the limits of the proposed

activity of FR Vols z414_17 special clause will be

included in all contracts awarded to protect previously

undetected cultural resources Compliance with 36 CFR 800

will be documented

alit
All action alternatives will have only extremely minor
short term effects on air quality There will be no

longterm effects

Julit
No action alternative will have longterm effect on water

quality Instream construction activity will have

significant shortterm effect on water silt loading

immediately below the site All proposed project work in

any action alternative will be designed to mitigate this

effect instream construction activity during low flow

periods etc. Beyond the expected shortterm effects
State of Oregon water quality standards will be met by all

action alternativesgSOt5
Rearing anadromous fish will pot be of legal size during the

trout season and the estimated loss to anglers is expected

to be quite small

10

All Federal contracts contain standard nondiscrimination

requirements Federal regulations also require the

providing of an adequate share of advertised contracts to

small business concerns

The proposed activity will have significant impact on the following

concerns and they are therefore judged to be pivotal to the decision

Benefits adult spawners derived from the enhanced anadromous

fish habitat will not justify the costs



Construction of the Proposed Bear Creek Darn North Fork of

of Meacham Creek will submerge recently constructed steel

head trout habitat enhancement project work

II ALTERNATIVES

1. No Action

Enhancement of steelhead trout and chinook salmon habitat in all

nonWilderness suitable stream reaches

Enhancement of steelhead trout and chinook salmon habitat in all

nonWilderness suitable stream reaches those in the North

Fork of Meacham Creek above the proposed darn site

All action alternatives will meet the following criteria

Locations where access with large mechanized equipment is

very difficult will either be avoided or considered only for

nonmechanized activity i.e hand labor with only small

power equipment

Existing habitat improvement structures will either be

repaired to an effective condition or removed

Riparian vegetation disturbed during project activity will

be rehabilitated

Structures will be located designed and installed with the

primary objectives being to retain enhance or create

anadromous fish spawning rearing and/or adult resting

habitat

Based on cost effectiveness and biotic potential highest

priority reaches will normally be treated first Improvement/

enhancement activity in some stream reaches may not take place

if the beneftcost ratio is less than 11 Specific actions

and decisions will be coordinated with the Oregon Department

of Fish and Wildlife and Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla

Indian Reservation

.5



Each proposed construction site will be evaluated by District

personnel Forest Fisheries Biologist and/or Forest Hydro

logist during the design phase to determine what type of

structures if any will be constructed

Inchannel activity will not occur outside of the July

through August 31 period in chinook/steelhead streams

and July through November in steelhead only streams 10

Streams within the recently established North Fork Umatilla

Wilderness will not be considered for enhancement project

work

Project monitoring will be accomplished as coordinated

effort between the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation and

USDA Forest Service Fish population studies will be

conducted by the Department and monitoring of habitat

improvement structure effectiveness/condition by the Forest

Service

III EFFECTS OF IMPLEMENTATION

Alternative no action

Direct Effet

As this is the ncaction alternative there would be no direct

effects of implementation on the issues concerns and opportun
ities judged pivotal to decision Steelhead and reintroduced

chinook salmon runs would be permitted to develop to the capacity

of the available habitat Existing bank erosion would continue

at natural rate

The indirect effects of this noaction alternative is that

future steelhead and chinook salmon runs will be smaller than

they could be if habitat was enhanced

Cumulative EffeQ

None



Alternative enhancement of all nonWilderness anadromous streams

ctEfects

The estimated benefitcost ratio for full enhancement without

construction of the proposed Bear Creek Dam in the North Fork of

Meacham Creek would be 6.7 There would be intermittent

shortterm increases in instream siltation due to construction

activity at low flow periods but annual spring high flows would

flush the silt from the system Longterm siltation would be

decreased due to repair of existing streambank cutting

If the dam was constructed and steelhead trout access to the

enhanced habitat above the site lost the benefitcost ratio

would decline to 6.5 With the darn in place the drainage

above the site would be lost to anadromous fish production

Native fish populations rainbow trout Dolly Vardon char etc
would benefit significantly from the enhancement of anadromous

fish habitat values

tieEts
As habitat enhancement work

takes place through the ten

10 year period the populat
ion of anadromous fish and
native trout/char would in
crease The effects of

minor shortterm siltation

resulting from inchannel

construction activity will

be eliminated by annual spring

flushing The longterm

siltation level in the streams

would decline somewhat due to

repair of existing streambank

cutting

fl HL

Benefit ratio to base of ____________
idi al re UMATLIA RIVER MEACHAM CREEK

the Analysis Area refer to

XIX for addition details



Alternative enhancement of all nonWilderness anadromous fish

streams except the North Fork of Meacham Creek

Direct Effects

The estimated beriefiteost ratio for enhancement would be

7.7 The ratio is higher than for Alternative with the

darn because Enhancement work will not be done above the darn

and then fish access blocked by the dam and several of the

streams in the area above the darn have benefitcost ratio of

less than 11

Indirect Effet

Native trout would also benefit from the enhancement of

anadromous fish habitat but to lesser degree than for

Alternative without construction of the darn

tiveEfets
Essentially the same as Alternative with the darn

IV LIST OF REFERENCES USED

The following individuals and/or groups were consulted during the course of

this analysis process

Dale Wondercheck former Resource Assistant North Fork John Day

Ranger District Urnatilla National Forest Ukiah Oregon

Jim Phelps Fish Biologist Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

Pendleton Oregon

Antone Minthorn Chairman of the General Council Confederated

Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation Mission Oregon

.8



APPENDIX



OCVCL

r_

20 0012

lIt 1dTAOOp

Vnoo
Two

It

Pool An
TO o0lt06

21
00

na
000 70

Ht

02

02 11 OH

QOHMUII
An

OH

20

Abeo0 10

tAO 101

00000
oh

As

20000

OHIO

HO

00

10

Aaa to

SOT
oa

0a\

10

30 WooS

PORT 6020

Ia
_Tl0

02 70

ApO0 at

AR 0202 0l
97

Lone

tOy

22

TI 20

20

RooT

10

00

OH

HA

000
02 000 AIr

00 rIo 00

oo
01

Po

tOoT

00 OOA0 to

1o
HO

MTH

07 OH

00

lOU

GAL

NRTHE 014



FGURE

L1
J_ ftr

kJ jr jLoo1n

LI LL iV
\iJ ic

f-

k\ji-t -1- u_ i44f\
/dowi J\ 91T -t-

ç\

___L
Cl AJ

rn Ht _cP rn rnO0 Ldf

R37



APPENDIX

UMATILLA RIVER DRAINAGE ANADROMOUS FISH HABITAT OWNERSHIP

WITHIN THE UMATrLLA NATIONAL FOREST BOUNDARY

all fcures represent miles

PRIVATE LAND NATIONAL FOREST TOTAL

DRAINAGE Stream CH/ST ST Total CH/ST ST Total OH/ST ST Total

kI1 Mair Stem O9 O9 O6 O6 L5 L5

Ryan O9 O9 46 46 55 55
North Forkl L1 51 62 LI 62

Coyote O5 O5 O5 O5
Johnson O5 O5 O5 O5
Woodward O4 O4 O4 O4

South Fork 35i 22 57 22 5J
Buck L5 L5 L5
Thomas 4O 4O 4O 4O

Spring O7 O7 O7 O7
ShimmieI

horn Li Li Li Li
Pearson 48 48 48 48

-----1
Subtotas O9 O9 LB 52 254 3O6 61 263 324

1---- I------

MEACHAM 7OI 7OI L8I LBI 88 88
Boston LI L1 11 Li
Camp O4 O4 L6 L6 2O 2O

North Forkl 32 32 63 63 95 95
Bear 35 35 35 35
Hoskinsl O2I O2I O2I O2
Pot 3O 3O 3O 38

Trap LO LO LO
ISouth ForkI 5O 5O IO7 iOJ

Butcher 23 23 OB O8 3I 3d
East Fork O4 O4 O8 OB L2 L2

Owsley Li Li Li L1

Sub-totals 7O 1L3 183 LB 25d 269 B8 364 452

GRAND TOTALS 79 122 20d 7O 5O5 575 i49 626 776



APPENDIX II

DESIGNATION OF NATIONAL FOREST ANADRONOUS FISH STREANS

L1ERE ENHANCEMENT ACTiVITY IS PROPOSED

all figures represent miles

Total OnForest Stream Reaches Proposed for Enhancement Activity
Forest Anadramous Streams North Fork Umatilla

Appendix Wilderness ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE

Drainaael Stream CM/ST ST Total CH/ST ST Total CH/St ST Total CM/ST ST Total

UMATILLAfliainStem 0.6 06 06 0.6 0.6 0.6

Ryan I4.61 46 14.6 46 146 4.6

NorthFork 1.115.11 6.2 11.0 51I 61 01 0.11 0.1 01
Coyote 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Johnson 0.5 0.5 0.5 05
Woodard 0.4 04 0.4 04

ISouthFork 3.512.21571 3.52.2I 5.71 35 12.2 57
Buck 1.5 15 14 1.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

Thomas 4.0 40 4.0 40 4.0 40
Spring 1.51 1.5 1.51 1.5 1.51 1.5

ShimieharnI 11.11111 1111 1.11 I111 11
Pearson 48 48 48 48 48 48

Subtotals 52 254 30.6 10 79 8.9 42 17.5 21.7 42 175 21.7

EACHAM ain stem 1.8 1.8 1.81 18 1.8 1.8

Boston 1.11 11 111 1.1 1.1 11
Camp 1.61 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.61 1.6

North Fork 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3

Bear 35 3.5 35 35
Hoskins 0.21 0.2 0.2 0.2

Pot 3.0 30 3.0 30
Trap 10 10 1.01 1.0

ISouthFork 571 571 15.71 5.71 1571 57
IButcher 1081 081 1081 081 10.81 08

East Fork 0.8 0.8 08 08 0.8 08
Owsley 1.1 1.1 1.11 1.1 11I 1.1

Subtotals 1.8 25.1 26.9 01 18125.11 26.9 18 11111 129

GRAND TOTALS 70 150.51 575 1.0 79 89 6.01426 48.6 6.0 28.5 34.6



APPENDX III

PROPOSED ENHANCEMENT STREAM REACH DESCRIPTIONS

Length Fish Species

Drainage Stream Reach mi Present Reach Description

1LLLA Main Stern 06 CH/ST Private land boundary to North Fork junction
Ryan Cr 46 ST Private land boundary to end of steelhead

North Fork 01 CH/ST Mouth to Wilderness boundary of steelhead

South Fork 06 CH/ST Mouth to junction with Buck Creek

29 CH/ST Mouth of Buck Creek to mouth of Thomas Creek

13 ST Mouth of Thomas Creek to the mouth of Shimmiehorn Creek

09 ST Mouth of Shimmiehorn Creek to end of steelhead

Suck 01 ST Mouth to Wilderness boundary

Thomas 25 ST Mouth to junction with Soring Creek

15 ST Junction with Spring Creek to end steelhead

Spring 15 ST Mouth to end steelhead

Shmmiehorn 11 ST Mouth to end of steeihead

pearson 48 ST Forest boundary to end of steelhead distribution

Subtotais 217

MEACHAM Main Stern 18 CH/ST Forest land between Forest boundary and mouth of the North Fork

Boston 11 ST Mouth to end of steelhead

Camp 16 ST Mouth to end of steelhead

North Fork 18 ST Junction with Bear Creek to Junction with Pot Creek

45 ST Junction with Pot Creek to to end of steelhead

Bear Creek 35 ST Mouth to end of steelhead

Hoskins Creek 02 ST Mouth to end of steelhead

Pot Creek 30 ST Mouth to end of steelhead

Trap Creek 10 ST Mouth to end of steelhead

South Fork 18 ST Junction with North Fork to private land boundary

26 ST Remainder of channel to Forest boundary

13 ST Isolated National Forest section

Butcher 08 ST Private land boundary to end of steelhead

East Fork 01 ST Private land boundary to junction with Owsley Creek

07 ST Junction with Owsiey Creek to end of steelhead

Owaley 11 ST Mouth to end of steelhead

Subtotal 269

GRAND TOTAL 486



APPENDIX IV

EXISTiNG/ENHANCED POOL HABITAT LEVELS IN ENHANCED ANADROMOIJS FISH STREAMS

Fish Enhanced Pool Area Reqd

Length Ave Surface Species Objective Enhanced Existing To Reach the

DRAINAGE Stream Reach M4 FL Width Area Present P/P Ratio Pool Area Pool Area Enhanced Level

UMATILLA Main Stem 06 3200 15 48000 CH/ST 6040 28800 3700 25100

Ryan 46 24290 194300 ST 5050 97150 9700 87450
North Fork 01 530 20 10560 CH/ST 6040 6340 1060 5280
South Fork 06 3200 15 48000 CH/ST 5050 24000 3700 20300

29 15200 14 212800 CR/ST 5050 106400 27200 79200
L3 6600 12 79200 ST 3070 23760 14000 9760
09 5100 35700 ST 2080 7140 3800 3340

Buck 01 530 2120 ST 5050 1060 1060
Thomas 25 21100 84400 ST 5050 42200 8400 33800

L5 79201 23760 ST 5050 11980 1200 10680

Spring 07 3450 17250 ST 5050 8620 5280 3345
Shimmihornl L1 6750 40500 ST 2080 8100 5000 3100
Pearson 48 23340 152000 ST 5050 760001 15200 60800

Subtotais N/A 2L7 121210 N/A 948590 N/A N/A 441450 99300 342155

MEACHAM Main Stem LB 9500 20 190000 CR/ST 5050 95000 9500 85500
Boston 11 5800 29000 ST 2080 5800 1160 4640
Camp L6 8440 59140 ST 5050 29570 20690 8880

North Fork L8 9500 10 95000 ST 5050 47500 16630 30870

45 23760 118880 ST 2080 23760 14280 9500
Bear 35 19480 739201 ST 2080 14780 11100 3680
HoskinsI 02 1060 3170 ST 5050 1580 200 1580
Pot 30 15840 95040 ST 2080 19000 9500 9500
Trap LO 5280 15840 ST 5050 7920 1110 6810

South Fork L8 9510 10 95100 ST 5050 47550 28530 19020
26 13730 123570 ST 5050 61790 3090 58700
L3 8860 48020 ST 5050 24010 2400 21610

Butcher 08 4250 17000 ST 2080 3400 1460 1940
East Fork 01 530 4240 ST 5050 2120 320 1800

07 3670 22020 ST 2080 4400 990 3410

Owsley LI 5800 29000 ST 3070 8700 4380 4340

Subtotals N/A I269 142010 N/A 1018940 N/A N/A 396880 125300 221780

GRAND TOTALS N/A I486 263220 N/A 11967530 N/A 4357 538330 224600 813935

1/ ndicates Oreoon Department of Fish and Wiidl ife stream
survey data 1968s

indicates recent US Forest Service stream
survey data 1984

indicates combination of the two sources of stream survey data



APPENDIX

PLACED BOULDER/STRUCTURE POOL SIZE ASSUMPTIONS

all fiqures from source citation

The
following assumptions were used to estimate the size of pool created by placement of boulders defined

as solid rock feet or greater in size and other structures

boulder placed in the various streams within the analysis area creates the following average
sized pool

Umatilla River main stem 40
square feet of surface areas

South Fork of the Umatilla River Reach

Meacha Creek main stem

Thocas Creek Reach 30 square feet of surface area

Pearson Creek

South Fork of Meacham Creek Reach

All other streams and reaches 20
square feet of surface area

large sized structure creates 1600
square foot pooh

medium sized structure creates 410 square foot pooh

small sized structure creates 80
square foot pooh

Large medium and small sized structures will be placed only where access for large motorized

equipment is possible Only small sized structures will be placed where access for large motorized

equipment is either not possible or exceedingly difficult



APPENDIX VI

STRUCTURES/BOULDERS PROPOSED TO REACH ENHANCEMENT POOL HABITAT OBJECTIVE

TYPE PHYSICAL IMPROVEMENT

Laroe Structure Med iu Structure Saii Structure Boulder PERCENT

ENHANCED ENHANCED

Square Feet Square Feet Square Feet Square Feet POOL POOL

Created Poofl Created Pool Created Pooll Created Pool HABITAT HABITAT

Dranael Stream Reach NoAppendix NoIAppendix VI No Append VI No Appendix VI ACCOMPLISHED OBJECTIVE 1/

UMATILLAINain Stem 1600 36 14760 12 960 180 7200 24520 973
Ryan 146 18860 46 3860 1460 9200 31920 363 2/

orthForkA1 1600 101 013 240150 1500 3340 6333/
ISouth Fork 1600 3280 18 1440 300 12000 18320 902

6400 75 30750 87 6960 870 34800 78910 996
26 2880 130 2600 4680 480 2/

10 400120 400 1620 4852/
Buck lAb 101 010 1000

Thomas 1251 10250 100 8000 375 11250 29500 873 4/

601 4800 1150 3000 7800 730 4/

Spring A0 10 0114 1120170 1400 2520 753/
Shmnhorrd 11 880 880 284 2/

earson 150 20500 144 11520 1960 28800 60820 1080

HI
Subtota1s N/A 71 11200 1240 99220 526 47080 135651 112150 264830 770

MEACHAM Main Steel 31 4800 180 32800 60 4800 1900 36080 78400 917
EostonlAIQI 10 0122 1760110 2200 3960 853/
Camp IA0 101 0132 25601160 3200 5760 6496/

North Fork 120 8280 301 2400 1380 6000 16600 538 6/

101 BOO 400 8000 8800 926 6/

Bear 10 800 60 1200 2000 543 6/

Hoskinel 488 10 200 600 380 6/

Pot 38 2400 50 1000 3400 35B 6/

Trap 20 1600 20 480 2800 294 6/

South Fork 10 4100 541 4320 354 10620 19040 1080

75 30750 100 8000 11080 20000 58750 1000

22 9820 22 1760 220 4400 15180 700 2/

IButcherlA0 10 0116 12B0180I 1600 2880 7916/
iEastForkAIO 10 8110 880120 488 1200 6676/

18101 18 0114 112010 1120 3286/
Oweley 01 22 1760 1130 2680 4360 1000

II
Subtota1s N/A 4B08 1207 84878 455 36560 13714 97820 223450 714

ORAND TOTALS IN/A 10 16000 1447 184090 981 83640 17279 209970 488288 800
1/ As shown in Appendix IV

2/ Physical access to channel restricted along significant portion of the reach

3/ Physical access and visual problems along significant portion of the reach

4/ Lack of suitable sites and visual problems along significant portion of the reach

Physical access difficult lack of suitable sites and/or visual problems along significant portion of the reach
hvsicaI access difficult and lack of suitable sites along significant portion of the reach



APPENDIX VII

METHOD USED TO ESTIMATE THE NUMBER OF SMOLTS AND SPAWNERS

FOR THE ENHANCED HABITAT SITUATION 1/

This process makes the following assumptians

chinook salmon srawner will produce 160 viable smolt w/smolt to adult rate of 125X
steeihead trout spawner will produce 150 viable smolt Iw/smoit to adult rate of i33X
SMALL PLACED BOULDER 20 sq ft pool will produce rearing habitat far 15 salmon and

steel head smolt or steel head smelt if in steelhead only stream

MEDIUM PLACED BOULDER 30 sq ft pool will produce rearing habitat for 25 salmon and

steeihead smolt or steelhead smolt if in steelhead only stream

LARGE PLACED BOULDER 40 sq ft pool will produc rearing habitat for 35 salmon and

steslhead smolt or 12 stemlhead smolt if in steelhead only stream

SMALL STRUCTURE 80 sq ft pool will produce rearing habitat for 50 salmon and 12 steelhead

smolt or 20 steelhead solt if in steelhead only stream

MEDIUM STRUCTURE 410 sq ft pool will produce rearing habitat for 75 salmon and 25 steelhead

smelt or 45 steelhead smolt in steelbead only stream

LARGE STRUCTURE 1600 sq ft pool will produce rearing habitat for 200 salmon and 60

steelhead smoit

Downstream passage problems Columbia and Umatilla River dams etc are solved and habitat is

fully seeded with spawning adult fish

Existing fish numbers for the respective streams were provided by Forest Service IFS and Oregon

Department of Fish and Wildlife ODFW Fisheries Biologists

Enhancement smelt increases were estimated in the following manner

Multiply the estimated number of boulders by size class to be placed in stream reach

Appendix Vi by the number of smolts for CH and ST produced for each size class placed
boulder as shown above

Multiply the estimated number of structures by size class to be placed in stream reach

Appendix VI by the number of smolts for CH and ST produced for each size class

structure as shown above

Sum the figures resulting from Steps and for Ch and ST to obtain the estimated number

of smolts resulting from habitat enhancement

The number of adult spawners for each species it will take to produce this number of smolts is

determined by dividing the number of smolt far the species by the estimated number of smelts

spawner will produce 160 for CH and 150 for ST

1/ Specifics from source reference t8



APPENDIX VIII

SMOLT PRODUCTION RESULTING FROM HABITAT ENHANCEMENT

Laroe Medium Small Placed

Structure Structure Structure Boulder

e--------l--------H-------I----HTOTAL

Smolt Smolt Smolt Smolt ENHANCED SMOLT

NoProductior 2/I NolProduction 2/i NoJ Production 2/ No Production 2/ PRODUCTiON

ATArE 5tm 1/ CI ST 1/I CH ST 1/ CH ST 1/ CH CI ST

UMATILLA Main Stem 200 60 361 2700 900 12 144 2401 180 6300 1440 9344 2640

Ryan IA 81 461 20701 461 20701 4601 23001 6440
North Fork 200 601 01 01 150 361 501 125 251 475 121

South Fork 11 200 601 81 600 2001 181 900 2161 3001 10500 24001 12200 2876

800 2401 75 5625 18751 871 4350 1044 870 30450 69601 41225 10119
Ct 01 01 26 520 130 6501 1170

ID 01 51 1001 20 1001 200

Buck IAI 01 01 01

Thomas 01 25 1125 100 2080 375 3800 6125
60 12001 1501 750 1950

Spring IA 01 14 280 70 140 420

5himiehorn 111 220 01 01 220

Pearsor 501 2250 144 2888 9601 76801 12810

Subtotals IN/Al 11400 4201 240 8925 8420 5261 5544 1080635651 47375 25445 63244 45091II
MEACHAM Main Step 600 180 801 6000 2000 601 3000 720 900 31500 7200 41100 10100

Boston 01 01 01 22 440 10 200 640

Caffip 32 6401 160 800 1440
North Fork 81 20 9001 30 600 300 1500 2700

81 01 01 18 208 400 2000 2200
Bear 01 101 2081 601 3001 500

Hoskins 01 51 1001 10 58 50

Pot 01 01 301 600 50 250 250

Trap 20 800 20 108 500

South Fork 10 450 54 10881 354 1770 3300
181 01 75 33751 1001 2000I1000I 5000 10375
ICIOI 0122 09901221 44012201 1100 2530

Butcher 161 320 80 4501 770

East Fork 101 208 20 100 300

12 2401 01 240

Owsley 01 01 221 448 130 6501 1090
H--I---- I---- 1-I 1----

Subtotals IN/A 600 1801 2071 6080 77151 455 3000 8620137141 31500 21470 41100 36985

GRAND TOTALS IN/Al 1012008 6001 447114925 161351 981 8544 19426172791 78875 46915 104344 82076

1/ Numbers obtained from Appenthx VL
2/ Numbers obtained from assumptions and process in Appendix VL



ADULT SPAWNER PRODUCTION RESULTING FROM HABITAT ENHANCEMENT

let

SMOLTS 1/ ADULT SPAWNERS 2/

Ic

DRAINAGE Stream CH ST CM ST

U1ATILLA Main Stem 9344 2640 584 i76

Ryan 6440 00 429

Northrork Al 475 121 30 08
South Fork 12220 2875 764 92

41225 10119 2S78 675

1170 00 78
lOt 200 O0 13

Buck 0O 00
Thomas 6125 0O 4OB

1950 0O 130

Spring 420 00 28
Shimmihorn 220 00 15
Pearson 12810 O0 854

iI
SUBTOTALS n/ai 63244 45091 3956 3006

NEACHAM Main Stem 41000 10100 2569 673

Boston 640 00 43
ICamp IA 1440 00 96

North Fork 2700 00 180

2200 00 14J

Bear 500 00 33
Hoskins 50 O0 03
Pot 250 00 17

Trap 500 00 33
South Fork 3300 00 220

10375 00 692

2530 00 169
Butcher 770 00 Sd
East Fork 300 00 20

240 00
Owsley 1090 00 73

II
SubtotaIs tn/al 41000 36985 2569 2496

GRAND TOTALS 104344 82076 6525 5472

1/ Fioures taken from Appendix VIII Total Enhanced Smolt Production

2/ Derived using smolts/spawring adult figures of 160 for OH and 150 for ST



APPEMOIX

ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS USED

Structure Cost Assuestions

Based on Forest eperience with other similiar improvement projects the estimated cost of various habitat enhancement

structures is as follows

LARGE STRUCTURE C1600 square foot pool 3500

MEDIUM STRUCTURE 410 scuare foot pool 1000

SMALL STRUCTURE 80 square fact pool 400

LARGE BOULDER 40 sauare foot pool 100

MEDIUM BOULDER 30 square foot pool 80

SMALL BOULDER 20 square foot pool 60

ish Values taken from reference

Fish values used far the following economic analysis are as follows

Chinook salmon spawner 550

Steelhead trout spawner 359

ijyffi
The Accessibility Coefficient AC is numerical value ranging from hO to 20 The coefficient value reflects an

estimate of the impact difficult accessibility has on enhancement structure construction cast travel time availability

of natural construction materials adjacent to the site etc generalized description of the range in values used

in this document is as follows

AC value of hO

Developed road adjacent to stream reach and all natural materials required rock logs etc available along

the the entire reach

AC value of 20
No developed road adjacent to stream reach either crosscountry travel to the reach or along the reach

channel and/ar most of the natural materials needed will have to be hauled to the site from significant

distance

The specific nurnber assigned to reach reflects judgement decision based on familiarity with the specific reach being

considered

Present Net Value and BenefitCost Ratio

The assumptions used in the calculation of present net value and benefitcost ratios are

Project work will be accomplished over ten 10 year period

Projects have average effective life span of 30 years

The discount rate is 40 percent

The discounting formula is _L Note midpoint of the

year group
104

Year group discounting percentages are as follows

110 year period year midpoint 082Z

1120 year period 15 year midpoint 056Z

2130 year period 25 year midpoint 038%



APPENDIX XI

STRUCTURE/COST SUMMARY

IR STRUCTURES BOULDERS
eI

lAccess Large Medium Small Larae Medium Small

ICoeffi Estimated

DRAINAGE Stream 1/ No Cost No Cost No Cost No Cost No Cost No Cost Total Cost 3/

UMATILLA Main Stem 1.3 11 3500 36 36000 12 4800 1901 18000 80990
Ryan 1.8 46 46000 46 18400 460 27600 165600
North Fork 1.1 3500 1200 501 4000 9570
South pork 1.1 II 3500 90001 18 72001 300 30000 53570

1.1 14000 75 75000 87 34808 870 87.000 231880

1.4 26 18400 130 7800 25480

Dl LB 2000 20 1200 5760
IBuck lAIn/al

Thomas 1.0 25 125000 100 10000 375 30000 65000
ho 60 6000 150 9000 15000

Spring LB 14 5600 70 4200 17640
Shimmihorn IA 2.0 11 4400 8800
Pearson hO 50 150000 144 57600 960 76800 184400

Subtotals n/a n/a 124500 240 1190000 526 210400I13501135000I13851108001 830 49800 863698

MEACHAM Main Stem 1.0 80 80000 60 24000 900 908001 204500
Boston 1.6 22 8800 ior 608 15040

Camp 1.3 32 12800 160 96001 29120
North Fork 1.7 20 200001 30 12000 300 18000 95000

BI2.OI 11014000 1400124000 56000
Bear 1.7 10 48801 60 3600 12920
Haskins 2.0 2000 10 600 5200
Pot 2.0 30112000 SQl 3000 30000

Trap 1.9 20 8800 20 1200 17480
South Fork IA 1.0 10 18000 54121600 3541 28320 59920

1.0 75 75000 100 40000 1000I 60000 175000
1.0 22 22000 22 8800 220 13200 44000

Butcher 1.5 16 6400 801 4600 16800
East Fork 1.2 10 40001 20 1200 6240

2.0 14 5600 11200
Owsley 1.5 22 8800 130 7800 24900

Sub-totals in/a n/a 1105001 207 1207000 455 11828001 900 900001 3541 28320I24601147600 793320

GRAND TOTALS In/al n/a 10 350001 447 13970001 981 I39320012200i225000II739I13912OI3290I1974001657o1o

Explained in Appendix

2/ Costs per structure class taken from Appendix

3/ Sum of total costs multiplied by the Access Coefficient



APPENDIX XII

ALTERNATIVE SMOLT PRODUCTION RESULTING FROM HABITAT ENHANCEMENT

same as Appendix VIII

Larce Medium Small Placed

Structure Structure Structure Boulder

TOTAL

Smalt Smolt Smolt Smolt ENHANCED SMOLT

NoiProduction 2/I NoiProduction 2/I Noi Production 2/ NoJ Production 2/ PRODUCTION

DRAINAGE Stream IhI 1/I CH STI i/I CH ST11/ CH 5111/I CH ST CH ST

UMATILLA ham Stem 200 601 361 2700 900 121 144 2401 1801 6300 14401 9344 2640

Ryan 461 20701 46 2070 4601 2300 6440
lNorthFork IA 200 60 0131150 36150 125 25 475 121

South Fork 200 60 600 200 18 900 216 300 10500 2400 12200 2875
18 BOO 240 75 5625 1875 87 4350 1044 870 30450 6960 41225 10119
IC 26 520 130 650 1170
ID 100 20 100 200

Buck IA 01

Thomas IA 01 25 11251 108 2080 375 3000 6125

60 12001 150 750 1950

Spring 14 280 70 140 420

Shimmiehorn IA 11 220 220

Pearson 50 2250 144 2880 960 7680 12810

Subtotais tN/A 711400 420 240 8925 8420 526 5544 1080613565 47375 25445 63244 45090HHI
MEACHAM IMam Stem 600 180 80 6000 2000 60 3000 728 900 31500 7200 41180 10100

Boston 22 440 10 2001 640

Camp 32 640 160 800 1440
North Fork 20 908 30 680 300 1580 2700

181 18 200 400 2000 2200
Bear 01 10 200 60 300 500

Hoskins IA 01 100 10 50 50

Pot IA 30 608 50 250 250

Trap 20 400 20 1001 500

South Fork 10 450 54 10881 354 1770 3300
181 81 75 3375 100 200811008 5000 1O3Th

22 990 22 440 228 1100 2530
Ettcher 161 328 801 450 778

East Fork 101 208 20 180 300

18 12 240 240

Owsley 221 448 130 6S0 1090

Subtotals 688 1881 287 6800 7715 455 3800 862813714 31500 21470 41100 36985

GRAND TOTALS IN/Al 10 2000 600 447114925 16135 981 8544 19426172791 78875 46915 104344 82075

1/ Numbers obtained from Appendix VI
2/ Numbers obtained from assumptions and process in Appendix VI



APPENDIX XIII

ALTERNATIVE SMOLT PRODUCTION RESULTING FROM HABiTAT ENHANCEMENT

Large Medium Small Placed

Structure Structure Structure Boulder

TOTAL
Smolt Smolt Smolt Smolt ENHANCED SMOLT

NoProductjon 2/I NoProduction 2/I No Production 2/ NoJ Production 2/ PRODUCTION
DRAINAGE Stream 1/I CH ST 1/I CH ST 1/ CH ST 1/ CH ST CM ST

JMATILLA Main Stem 200 601 36 2700 900 12 144 240 180 6300 1440 9354 2640
Ryan IA 461 2070 46 2070 4601 2300 6440
North Fork 200 60 150 36 50 125 251 475 121

South Fork 200 60 600 200 181 900 216 300 10500 2400 12200 2875
800 240 751 5625 1875 87 4350 1044 870 30450 6960 41225 10119

26 520 130 650 1170
DI 100 20 100 200

Buck IA 01 01

Thomas 251 1i25I 100 2000I375 3000 6125IS 01 60 1200 150 750 1950
Spring IA 01 14 280 70 140 420
Shimmiehorn 01 01 11 220 220
Pearson 50 2250 144 28901 960 7680 12810HI iI

Subtotais IN/A 1400 420 240 8925 8420 526 5544 1080613565 47375 25445 63244 45091HI HI
MEACHAM Main Stem 600 180 80 6000 2000 60 3000 720 900 31500 7200 41100 10100

Boston 01 22 440 10 2001 640
Camp 01 01 32 640 160 800 1440
South Fork 10 450 54 1080 354 1770 3300

01 75 33751 100 2000I1000 5000 10375
22 9901 22 440 220 1100 2530

Butcher 01 16 320 801 4501 770
East Fork

01 10 200 20 1001 300
18 12 2401 01 240

Oweley 22 440 130 650 1090

Sub-totals 600 180 187 6000 68151 350 3000 6520128741 31500 17270 41100 30785

GRAND TOTALS IN/Al 10 2000 6001 427114925 15235 876 8544 17326164391 78875 427151 104344 75876

1/ Numbero from Appendix Vi with Fk Meacham deleated
2/ Numbers from Appendix XIL



APPENDIX XIV

ADULT SPAWNER PRODUCTION RESULTIND FROM HABITAT ENHANCEMENT
FOR ALTrRNATIVrS and

ALTERNATIVE
ALTERNATIVEsame as Appendix IX

SMOLTS
ADULT SPAWNERS 2/ SMOLTS II ADULT SPAWNERS

DR4INAGEI Stream lhl CH ST CH ST CH ST CH ST
JATILLA Main Stem 9344 3640 58.4 17.6 9344 2640 584 17.6Ryan

6440 0.0 42.9
6440 0.0 42.9North Fork

475 121 3.0 0.8 475 121 3.0 0.8South Fork 12220 2875 76.4 19.2 12220 2875 76.4 19.281 41224 10119 257.8 67.5 41224 10119 257.8 67.51170 0.0 7.8
1170 0.0 7.9ID 200

0.0 1.3
200 0.0 1.3Buck

00 0.0
0.0 0.0Thomas

6125 0.0 40.8
6125 0.0 40.81950 00 13.0
1950 0.0 130Spring

420 0.0 2.8
420 00 2.8

Shimmiehorn
220 0.0 1.5

220 0.0 15Pearson IA
12810 0.0 85.4

12810 0.0 854II
Sub-totals IN/Al 63244 45091 395.6 300.6 63245 45090 395.6 300.6__

MEACHAN Main Stem
41100 10100 256.9 67.3 41100 10100 2569 67.3

Boston
640 0.0 43

640 0.0 4.3Camp IA
1440 0.0 96

1440 00 9.6North Fork
2700 0.0 18.0

0.0 0.0181
2200 00 14.7

0.0 0.0
Bear IA 500 0.0 3.3

00 0.0Hoskjns IA
50 00 0.3

0.0 0.0
Pot IA

850 0.0 57
00 00Trap

250 0.0 1.7
00 0.0

South Fork
3300 0.0 22.0

3300 0.0 22010375 0.0 69.2
10375 00 69.22530 0.0 169

2530 0.0 16.9
Butcher

770 0.0 5.1
770 00 5.1

East Fork
300 0.0 2.2

308 00 2.2181
240 00 1.6

240 0.0 1.6Owsley IA
1090 00 7.3

1090 00 7.3II
Subtotals IN/Al 41100 36985 256.9 249.2 41100 30785 256.9 249.2

GRAND TOTALS
104344 92076 652.5 549.8 104345 75875 652.5 549.8

1/ Fisures taken from Appendix VIII Total Enhanced Smolt Production2/ Calcultaed usn smoits/adult spawner figures shown in Appendix VII



APPENDIX XV

ADULT SPAWNER VALUES RESULTING FROM HABITAT ENHANCEMENT

8R ATRNATlVS and

L1L

ADULT ESTiMATED ADULT ESTIMATED

SPAWNERS 1/1 VALUE 2/ SPAWNERS l/t VALUE 2/

DRAINAGEI Stream CH ST CH ST CH ST CH ST

UtATILLAt Main Stem 58 18 31900 6462 58 18 31900 8462
Ryan 43 15437 431 15437

North Fork 1650 359 1650 359

South Fork 76 19 41800 6821 76 19 41800 6821
258 68 141900 24412 258 68 141900 24412

2872 2872
359 11 359

Buck tAt 01 01 01 01 01
IThomas IAI 411 01 14719 411 01 14719

lB 13 4667 13 4667
Spring 1077 1077
Shimmihorn 718 21 718

Pearson 85 30515 85 30515
Hi

Subtotals 395 301 217250 108059 395 301 217250 108059

HI
MEACHAM Main Stem 257 67 141350 24053 257 67 141350 24053

Boston 1436 41 1436

Camp 10 3590 10 3590
INorthForklAl 181 01 64621 01 01

181 151 DI 53851 01 01
iBear tAt 31 01 10771 01 DI

Hosk ins 359

Pot 2154 DI

Trap 718

South Fork 22 7898 221 7898
69 24771 69 24771
17 6103 17 8103

Butcher 1795 1795
East pork IA 718 21 718

718 718

Owsley 2513 2513
HI

Sub-totals 257 247 141350 88673 257 205 141350 73595

GRAND TOTALS 652 547 358600 196732 652 506 358600 181654

11 Figures from Appendix IX

Derived using figures in Appendix



APPENDIX XVI

STRUCTURE/BOULDER COST SUMMARY FOR ALTERNATIVES and

ALTERNATIVE
ALTERNATIVE

same as Apoerdix XI
lal

Ic
DRAINAGE Stream Structures Boulders Total Cost 1/ Structures Boulders Total Cast 1/

UNATILLA Main Stern 57590 23400 80990 57590 23400 80990
Ryan 115920 49680 165600 115920 49680 165600
North Fork 5170 4400 9570 5170 4400 9570
South Fork 20570 33000 53570 20570 33000 53570

136180 95700 231880 136180 95700 231880
14560 10920 25480 14560 10920 25480
3600 2160 5760 3600 2160 5780

iBuck IA 01 01 01
Thomas 35000 30000 65000 35000 30000 65000

6000 9000 15000 6000 9000 15000
Spring 10080 7760 17640 10080 7760 17840
Shmmiharn IA 8800 8800 8800 8800
Pearson 107600 76800 184400 107600 76800 184400

Sub-totals 521070 342620 863690 521070 342620 863690II
MEACHAM Main Stern 114500 90000 204500 114500 90000 204500

Boston 14080 960 15040 14080 960 15040
Camp 16640 12480 29120 16640 12480 29120
North Fork 54400 30600 85000

8000 48000 56000
Bear 6800 6120 12920
Haskins 4000 1200 5200
Pot IA 24000 6000 30000

Trap 15200 2280 17480
South Fork 31600 28320 59920 31600 28320 59920

115000 60000 175000 115000 60000 175000
IC 30800 13200 44000 30800 13200 44000

Butcher 9600 7200 16800 9600 7200 16800
East Fork IA 4800 1440 6240 4800 1440 6240

181 11200 11200 11200 11200
Owsley 13200 11700 24900 13200 11700 24900

Sub-totals 473820 319500 793320 361420 225300 586720

GRAND TOTALS 994890 662120 1657010 882490 567920 1450410

Calculated using economic assumption shown in Appendix and estimated total costs contained in

Appendix XI structure costs multiplied by Accessibility Coefficient



APPENDIX XV

SENEFFtCOST ANALYSIS FOR ALTERNATIVE without das

Discounted Benefit Value 1/ Discounted

Enhancement SENEFIT COST PRESENT

DRAINAGE Streas OH ST TOTAL Cost 2/ RATIO NET VALUE

UATILLA Main Stem 5614201 113731 675151 66412 102 608739

Ryan IA 01 2716921 2716921 135792 20 135900
arth Fork 290401 6318 35358 78471 4S 27511
South Fork 576840 120050 696890 43927 159 652963

11958220 429651 2387871 190142 126 12197729
CI 50547 505471 20894 24 29653

6318 6318 4723 13 1595

Buck 141 01 01 01 01 n/a n/a

Thomas 01 259054 259054 53300 49 205754
181 01 821391 821391 123001 671 69839

Spring 01 18955 18955 14465 13 4490
Shimmiharn Al 12637 126371 7216 18 5421
Pearson 537064 537064 151208 36 385856

Subtotals 13125520 1908156 5033676 707926 71 4325450

MEACHAM Main Stem 2487760 423333 2911093 167690 174 12743403
Boston 01 25274 25274 12333 2i 12941

Camp IA 01 631841 631841 231201 27 40064
North Fork 01 113731 113731 69700 16 44031

01 94776 94776 459201 21 48856
Bear 01 189561 IB9561 105781 18 8378

IHoskins Al 01 18951 18951 42641 041 2369
Pot IAI 01 379101 379101 246001 151 13310

Trap 12637 12637 14334 09 1697
South Fork 01 139005 139005 49134 28 89871

435970 435970 143500 30 292470
01 107413 107413 36080 30 71333

Butcher 31592 31592 13776 23 17816
East Fork 01 12637 12637 5117 25 7520

01 12637 126371 91841 L4 3453

IOwsley lAl 01 442291 442291 20418 221 238121
IH

Subtotals 1248776011575179 4062939 649274 63 3413191

GRAND TOTALS 561328013483335 9096615 1358748 6J 7738641

1/ Calculated from estimated values contained in Appendix XV discounted over 30 period expected life of

enhancement structures Discount factors used for each 10 year period are shown in Appendix

2/ Calculated from estimated casts contained in Appendix XI discounted over 30 year period expected
life of structures Discount factors used for each 10 year period are shown in Appendix



APPENDIX XVIII

8ENEFITCOST C8MPARISON FOR ALTERNATIVE with dam

IR
let

Discounted Benefit Value If Discounted

Enhancement BENEFIT COST PRESENT
DRAINADE Stream CH ST TOTAL Cast 2/ RATIO NET VALUE

UMATILLA Main Stem 561420 113731 675151 66412 1O2 608739
Ryan IA 271692 271692 135792 20 135900
North Fork 29040 8318 35358 7847 45 27511
South Fork 576840 120850 696890 43927 159 652963

1958220 429651 2387871 190142 126 2197729
50547 50547 20894 24 29653

101 01 83181 83181 47231 13 1595
IBuck IAI 01 01 01 DI n/a n/a

Thomas 259054 259054 53300 49 285754
181 01 82139 82139 12300 87 89839

Spring IA 189551 1895 144651 13 4490
Shimmihorn Al 01 12637 126371 72161 18 5421
Pearson IA 537064 537064 151208 36 385856HI

Subtotals 3125520 11908158 5033676 707926 7J 43254501H
MEACHAM Main Stem 2487760 423333 2911093 187690 174 2743403

Sostan 01 25274 25274 12333 21 12941
Camp IA 63184 63184 23120 27 40064
North Fork

69708 n/a n/a

45920 n/a n/a
Beor 01 10578 n/a n/a

Hosk ins 4264 n/a n/a

Pot 01 Di 24600 n/a n/a

Trap 01 14334 n/a n/a
South Fork DI 139005 139005 49134 28 89871

435970 435970 143500 38 292470
IC 01 107413 107413 36080 30 71333

Butcher 01 31592 31592 13776 23 17816
East Fork IA 01 126371 128371 51171 251 7520

12637 12637 9184 14 3453
sley 44229 44229 20418 22 23812I_i

Subtotals 12487760 1295274 3783034 649274 58 3133760

GRAND TOTALS 5613280 13203430 8816710 1358748 65 7457962

Calculated from estimated values contained in Appendix XV discounted over 30
year period expected

life of enhancement structures Discount factors used for each 10 year period shown in Appendix

2/ Calculated from estimated casts contained in Appendix XI discounted over 30 year period expected
life of structures Discount factors used for each 10 year period shown in Appendix



APPENDIX XIX

BENEFITCOST COMPARISON FOR ALTERNATIVE

tel

Discounted Benefit Value 1/ Discountedt

Enhancement BENEFIT COST PRESENT

DRAINAGE Stream CII ST TOTAL Cost 2/ RATiO NET VALUE

UMATILLA Main Stem 561420 113731 675151 66412 102 608739

Ryan 271692 271692 135792 20 135900

North Fork 29040 6318 35358 7847 45 27511
South Fork 576840 120050 696890 43927 159 652963

11958220 429651 2387871 190142 126 2197729

50547 50547 20894 24 29653
ID 6318 6318 4723 h3 1595

01 01 01 DI n/a n/a

Thomas 259054 259054 53300 43 205754

01 821391 821391 123001 631 69839
01 18955 189551 14465 L3 4490

Shmmihorn IA DI 12637 126371 72161 L8 5421
Pearson DI 537064 537064 151208 36 385856

Subtotals 3125520 11908156 5033676 707926 71

MEACHAM Main Stem 12487760 423333 2911093 167690 l74
Boston 01 25274 25274 12333 21 12941

Camp 63184 63184 23120 23 40064
Fork DI n/a n/a

01 01 01 01 n/a n/a

01 01 01 01 n/a n/a

Hosk ins 01 n/a n/a

Pot Dl 01 01 n/a n/a

IAI DI DI 01 01 n/a r/a
Fork 01 139005 139005 49134 28 89871

181 01 435970 435970 143500 30 292470
01 107413 107413 36080 30 71333

Butcher 31592 31592 13776 23 17816
East Fork DI 12637 12837 5117 25 7520

12637 12637 9184 L4 3453
Owsley 44229 44229 20418 22 238121

II
Subtatals 1295274 3783034 480352 73 3302682

GRAND TOTALS 5613280 134833351 9096615 1188278 73 7908337

1/ Calculated from estimated values contained in Appendix XV discounted over 30 year period eected
life of enhancement structures Discount factors used for each 10 year period shown in Appendix

2/ Calculated from estimated casts contained in Appendix XI discounted over 30 year period expected
life of enhancement structures Discount factors used for each 10

year period shown in Appendix



APPENDIX XX

Umatilla River Anadromous Fish Habitat Improvement

search of maps and files in the Supervisors Office indicate um4ous
sites and ticklers Ticklers are portions of information regardig the location
of possible cultural resources from archives informants and other literature
sources

For brief description of the sites and ticklers see belrurae
recorded by township range section number present within
district Approximate locations of ticklers and site
enclosed maps

Thimbleberry Mountain 1N37.3OlW is an unknown structureiea
corral constructed under special use permit in 1908

Mecbam lN35351W is an abanded collapsed railroad
1882 and 1945 This is recorded site

Ps
Duncan 1S368lW is also on the Northwestern portion of

Quad It is homestead filed in 1905 consisting of log house4Æ
1N3691W is the Duncan Ranger Station and/or painted five
either the SW or SE bank of Camp Creek 1N3692W is homeste1UW
consisting of box house and log barn 2N36 12W is part of an old -ifld1i
trail system and is also shown on Gibbon and Bingbam Springs maps

Gibbon 2N3612W is described above 3N36.3141W is homestead filed in
1902 consisting of log house lumber house and log chicken house

Bingham Springs 2N3612W see Duncan for description 3N37221W is two
cabins on the East side of the river 3N37222W built in 1939 by CCC may
actually be one of cabins of 3N37221W 3M37223W is two unknown structures
2N37171W is corral constructed by ES Wilbur in 1908 under special use
permit

Huron 2N 35361W is portion of the trail traveled by Marcus and
Narcissa Whitman 1S36.81W see Duncan for description

NOTE Specific maps of the above
locations are on file at the t/J7-
Walla Walla Ranger District

Barbara Ann White
S0 Archaeologist

November 1984
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

PROPOSED FISH PASSAGE IMPROVEMENTS

AT

THREE MILE FALLS DIVERSION DAM

UMATILLA RIVER OREGON

Prepared by the

Bureau of Reclamation
Pacific Northwest Region

Boise Idaho

PN FONSI 862

In Cooperation with
Bonneville Power Administration

Department of Energy

DOE FONSI 0278

The Bureau of Reclamation proposes to administer the construction of fish

passage and protective facilities at Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam on the

Umatilla River in Oregon to increase the numbers of anadromous fish The
Bonneville Power Administration BPA proposes to provide funding for the

project These agencies actions would implement section O4d of the
Northwest Power Planning Councils Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife

Program which addresses the provision of offsite enhancement to compensate for

fish and wildlife losses caused by hydroelectric project development and opera
tions throughout the Columbia River Basin This Finding of No Significant
Impact FONSI is the National Environmental Policy Act NEPA decision
document for both agencies

Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam currently includes fish ladders on both the left

and right ends of the structure They are however inadequate by todays
standards to effectively aid in passage of fish Problem areas include poor
ladder entrance and exit conditions inappropriate design to direct flows in

way that will attract the fish to the ladders and debris accumulation in the

tailrace area The provision of adequate fish passage and protective facili
ties at Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam would be very important step in

reestablishing the historically large chinook salmon runs and enhancing
steelhead runs in the Umatilla basin

The proposed action would improve both upstream and downstream passage by

providing new right bank ladder on Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam modifying
the existing left bank ladder and installing rotary drum fish screens and

related structures on the adjacent West Extension Irrigation District WElD
Canal Four other alternatives are considered in the environmental assessment

EA concrete apron plus left bank ladder cap on the crest of the dam

plus left bank ladder dam removal and no action

The EA was distributed for review and comment to approximately 300 individuals

organizations and Government agencies The eighteen letters of comment

received along with the Bureaus responses to specific comments are enclosed

in this document following the EA



The proposed fish passage improvements would have effects on the anadromous

and resident fish populations which viewed in the context of the Umatilla

River basin would be beneficial Resident fish would receive incidental

benefits from reduced mortalities at the diversion structures However given
the regional context as specified in the Northwest Power Planning Council

Fish and Wildlife Program in which the proposed passage improvements would be

implemented and the large increase in anadromous fish production necessary to

restore historical population levels the proposed actions are not considered

to have significant environmental impacts Information from the enclosed EA

which supports that determination is summarized in the following paragraphs

Due to the nature of the project there are no practicable alternatives to

modifying the existing dam and fish passage facilities in flood plain area

of the Umatilla River All practicable measures to minimize harm to or within

the flood plain are included in the proposal The project will be consistent

with the policies set forth in Executive Order 11988Floodplain Management
All facilities proposed for construction in the flood plain will be designed
to withstand flooding none of the projects will involve an adverse impact of

floods on human safety health or welfare because they will not diminish

channel discharge capacity or contribute hazardous wastes to the flood waters
and the program will restore and enhance the natural and beneficial values of

flood plains by restoring and enhancing component of the flood plain

ecosystem--the fish population

The construction site presently has only minimal vegetation due to activities

associated with the existing diversion Care will be taken during construction

activity to minimize the destruction of riparian vegetation Also any dis
turbed areas not needed for permanent facilities will be landscaped and

revegetated as soon as possible after construction is completed As with flood

plains the proposed program will restore and enhance beneficial component

of the riparian wetland ecosystem by restoring and enhancing the fish popula
tion Therefore the proposed program will be consistent with Executive Order

11990Protection of Wetlands

The activities to be included in the proposed action and the other action

alternatives will be within very confined area which contains no known cul
tural or historical sites The State Historic Preservation Officer SHPO has

verified that no sites are located in the affected area An on-the-ground

survey will be conducted prior to initiation of construction activities The

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regulations 36 CFR 800 will he

followed if sites are found

Construction and modification of the fish ladders and the fish screens will

cause occasional and shortterm increases in river turbidity During construc

tion contractors will be required to use all available procedures for control

of water pollution to assure that turbidity levels do not exceed Oregon water

quality standards These measures will include the use of clean gravel or

driven sheet pile to construct cofferdams for dewatering the fish ladder

construction areas and the timing of the construction to coincide with low

flow periods see EA pages 27 and 28

The program proposal was evaluated with respect to current legislation

affecting Federal projects and has been found to comply with the applicable

laws and regulations Also see the cited pages in the EA for discussions on



why this program in conjunction with the stipulated mitigating measures would
have insignificant effects on the following areas of concern air quality
ER pages 3132 noise ER page 32 wildlife ER pages 28 and 29
and threatened and endangered species ER page 29

According to Federal and State sources there are no Wild and Scenic Rivers
National Trails or designated or proposed wilderness areas in the immediate

project vicinity The various alternatives will not change the existing land

use which is diversion of water for agricultural purposes The proposed

project will be consistent with existing State and local land use plans and

has been coordinated with the appropriate Federal State and local governmen
tal agencies and interested parties No farmlands will be converted to other

uses or be indirectly affected by the various alternatives None of the
alternatives involve the treatment storage or disposal of solid or hazardous

wastes or pesticides Other documents that have been prepared by various

governmental agencies and discuss proposed enhancements of the Umatilla basin

and associated environmental impacts are cited in section I.C of the ER

Copies of the Finding of No Significant Impact including the EA and letters

of comment are being sent to persons and agencies named in the mailing list

ER section IVC Additional copies are available upon request from the

Bureau of Reclamation Attention 150 Box 043 550 West Fort Street Boise
Idaho 83724 telephone 2083341207

Based on thorough review of the comments received and analysis of the
environmental impacts as presented in the ER the Bureau has concluded that

implementation of the proposed action would not have significant effect on
the quality of the human environment This Finding of No Significant Impact
has therefore been prepared and is submitted to document environmental review

and evaluation in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of

1969

Recommended

Regi al Planning Officer Date Regional Director Date

JEronmental
Officer



atinAenc

Department of Energy Bonneville Power Administration

The EA has been reviewed with respect to BPAs involvement in proposed action
The EA presents an adequate assessment of the environmental effects associated
with the proposed action and accordingly the Department of Energy is

adopting the EA

Based on the information contained in the EA and the results of the public
review the Department of Energy is determining that BPAs proposed action is

not major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human

environment within the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act
Therefore an environmental impact statement is not required

Assistant Secretary for Date

Environment Safety and Health
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PURPOSE AND NEED

Need for Action

alHistor and Nature of Passa problem

Historically the Umatilla River produced large numbers of summer
steelhead and fall and spring chinook salmon No actual population estimates
are available prior to the construction of Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam in

1914 but reports of thousands and thousands of salmon being caught from

spring to fall the lower Umatilla River by both Indians and nonIndians are
documented

The construction of Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam eliminated all chinook
salmon and drastically reduced runs of summer steelhead on the Umatilla River
Present runs of steelhead have averaged less than 2000 returning adults for
the past 14 years Additional causes for the reduced runs include hydro
electric project built in 1910 on the Umatilla River and dams on the main stem

of the Columbia

The Umatilla River basin has an abundance of spawning gravel and potential
habitat for both steelhead and spring and fall chinook The primary factors

limiting populations in the basin are low flows exacerbated by irrigation
withdrawals and inadequate passage over irrigation diversion dams

Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam currently includes fish ladders on both the

left and right ends of the structure They are however inadequate by

todays standards to effectively aid in passage of fish Problem areas
include poor ladder entrance and exit conditions inappropriate design to
direct flows in way which will attract the fish to the ladders and debris
accumulation in the tailrace area The provision of adequate fish passage and

protective facilities at Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam would be very impor
tant step in reestablishing chinook salmon runs and enhancing steelhead runs
in the Umatilla basin These measures are top priority of the Confederated
Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation CTUIR and the State and Federal

fish and wildlife agencies

The proposed improvements were included among the priority actions

presented in the Northwest Power Planning Councils Fish and Wildlife Program
To implement them the Bonneville Power Administration BPA proposes to fund

design and construction of the needed facilities The Bureau of Reclamation
would prepare the designs and oversee the construction activities

icPassaeNeeds

Steelhead

Adult steelhead enter the Umatilla River in the late fall when the

irrigation season has ended and natural flows bgin increasing As runoff

increases to medium to high flows about 500 ft /s or greater higher

number in parentheses refers to the number of the reference in the

Literature Cited section



percentage of water spills over the crest of the dam and attraction flows at

both ladders become smaller portion of the total flow This creates false

attraction problem for steelhead in the tailrace area The resulting migration

delay creates increased stress and mortality when fish jump and become trapped
in the open bays beneath the dam An estimated 20 percent of the 198283
steelhead return was lost because of these conditions at Three Mile Falls

Diversion Dam

The existing left bank ladder is well designed for steelhead passage but

lacks adequate attraction flows at the entrance during medium to high river

flows The right bank ladder is not adequately designed by todays standards

It has poor entrance conditions poor turn pool conditions poor exit condi
tions and is not selfregulating It also lacks adequate attraction water at

all flow levels Sediment naturally accumulates above the east side of the

dam and restricts flow into the right bank ladder thus impeding fish passage
There are no trapping or counting facilities at the right bank ladder and only

marginal opportunities at the left bank ladder

Debris hanging over the dam crest and accumulating in the tailrace area

impedes lateral movement of steelhead along the base of the dam This

situation combined with insufficient attraction flows at the ladder entrances
also creates migration delay and stress Accumulation of debris above the east

side of the dam restricts the amount of flow entering the right bank ladder

Failure to maintain control of debris above and below the right bank ladder may

cause stranding of adult steelhead

Juvenile steelhead migrate downstream past Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam

by passing over the crest through the fish ladders or through the smolt

bypass pipe on the west side The bypass pipe drops fish 20 feet into the

tailrace area below the dam This may cause injury stress and possible

mortality to smolts especially during low flow conditions when the bedrock

area below the pipe does not contain adequate pool depths This condition is

even worse for those smolts passing over the crest of the dam

Fall Chinook

Adequate flows assumed to be 200 ft3/s or greater for adult fish passage

to Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam can occur during the October through December

migration period During this period all the passage problems listed for

adult steelhead would be common to fall chinook These include false attrac
tion flows below the dam lack of adequate attraction to the ladder entrances

and debris and/or sediment above and below the dam In addition to these

problems the overflow weir design of the right bank ladder does not promote

chinook passage as would the vertical slot design submerged orifice or

vertical slot is especially important for the ladder entrance Migration

delays are generally more harmful for fall chinook than for steelhead due to

the relatively short period of time between migration and spawning

During flow periods that could provide adequate fish passage movement

through the left bank ladder could be satisfactory However counting

trapping and holding facilities are poor During periods of extreme low

flows passage would be reduced or eliminated Water temperature and swimming

duration are not expected to cause passage problems



Chinook downstream migrants would experience similar problems with injury
stress and possible mortality from the juvenile bypass system as discussed

for steelhead Fall chinook subyearling migrants would experience higher

mortality at the existing facilities than do steelhead smolts

Chinook
Medium to high flows often occur during the April and early May spring

chinook migration period With these conditions problems listed for steel

head and fall chinook at Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam would also be common

for spring chinookfalse attraction flows below the darn lack of adequate

attraction to the ladder entrances and/or sediment obstruction above and

below the dam In addition to these problems the overflow weir design of the

right bank ladder does not promote chinook passage as would vertical slot

design submerged orifice or vertical slot is especially important for the

ladder entrance

In late May and into June flows can rapidly decrease to very low flow

conditions because of irrigation diversions Passage during these periods

could be significantly reduced or even eliminated Migration delays for

spring chinook would have very serious implications because upstream passage

to holding and spawning areas would be impossible later in the spring and into

summer This would especially be problem during late May and early June for

late arriving adults During periods of adequate flows movement through the

left bank ladder could be satisfactory However existing counting trapping
and holding facilities are inadequate Temperature conditions and/or swimming

duration are not expected to cause passage problems

Spring chinook downstream migrants are expected to be yearling smolts

Spring chinook downstream migrants would experience the problems from injury

stress and mortality with the juvenile bypass system similar to those listed

earlier for steelhead and fall chinook

onandGeneralDescrition

Purpose and Function of Dam

Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam is located on the Umatilla River approx

imately miles south of Umatilla Oregon The dam headworks and right bank

fish ladder were constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation in 1914 as an

integral part of the Umatilla Project It diverts water to the service area

of the West Extension Irrigation District WElD through 27-mile-long main

canal The diverted water is used to irrigate about 7000 acres of farmland

shipOperation and Maintenance Responsibility

Title to Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam is held by the United States The

Bureau of Reclamation initially operated and maintained the works until

April 27 1926 when the WElD assumed operation maintenance and replacement

responsibility for the structure under contract with the Bureau of Reclamation

Existing fish passage facilities at Three Mile Falls Diversion Darn include

the original pooland-weir ladder on the right bank which was reopened in



1984 after being out of service for 20 years vertical slot ladder on the
left bank and louver screen mounted at the intake of the WElD canal The
left bank ladder is used to trap and count fish by partially dewatering it and

dipnetting individual fish and passing them over the dam The Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife ODFW has responsibility for this activity
and about 50 man-days year are expended in its accomplishment

Specific operation and maintenance responsibilities and funding sources
have not been identified Estimated annual operation and maintenance costs for
the facilities outlined in the recommended plan are about $72000 The Bureau
of Reclamation has no authority to provide operation and maintenance funding
for fish facilities at the dam and has asked BPA to pursue the possibility of
their funding operation and maintenance of new fish passage facilities at Three

Mile Falls Diversion Dam It is assumed that Reclamation would be responsible
for overseeing operation and maintenance activities One possibility under
consideration is to include the operation and maintenance function in the

Yakima fish passage facilities program since Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam is

reasonably close to the Yakima Project

The WElD is responsible for debris removal along the face of the dam and

from the louvers The district has no responsibility for operation and mainte
nance activities at the right bank ladder Estimated annual operation and

maintenance expenses borne by WElD are $10500 which includes $9000 per year
for labor wages and $1500 for minor and ordinary maintenance and repairs on

gates louver screens and other structures About once every to 10 years
the district removes silt from just upstream of the east abutment and snags
from the dam crest at an estimated cost of $4000 The louvers were construc
ted by the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries now National Marine Fisheries

Service Funding for annual maintenance and repair is passed to ODFW

from NMFS in program that includes fish screens throughout the Columbia

Basin No funding estimates are available specifically for Three Mile Falls

Diversion Dam louvers

3aracteristics
Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam is concrete buttress dam with maximum

height of 24 feet and crest length of 915 feet The canal eadworks at the

diversion dam has capacity of 375 cubic feet per second ft /s The canal

capacity is 310 ft Is and the historic peak diversion is 305 ft Is3 Actual

average monthly diversions for the period 193578 are 145 to 170 ft Is between

April and September

The buttress dam was designed to function as an overflow weir along its

entire crest During the normal irrigation season AprilOctober the WElD

diverts available river water to meet its demands and passes any remainder

over the dam crest During periods of low flow all the aailable water is

diverted up to the canal capacity except for about 20 ft Is released through

the downstream migrant pipe The fish ladder is operated3during periods of

upstream steelhead migrations and requires about 20-40 ft Is for ladder

operation

During the nonirrigation season all the riverflows in excess of the fish

ladder and bypass pipe capacity are passed over the dam As the flows

increase over the dam the proportion of total flow at the ladder entrance



decreases The average flow conditions in the Umatilla River below the dam
over the 44-year period 1935-78 are shown on page of the Biological
Assessment Appendix

inFishPassaeFacilities

jankLadderDuring its initial construction the dam
was equipped with low fish ladder on the right abutment east bank
Additional weirs were constructed at the toe of the dam as part of the ladder
in 1963 The right bank ladder is an overflow weir type containing 13 con
crete pools each feet by feet by feet in size This series of pools
contain vertical drops ranging from inches to foot This ladder was taken
out of service in 1964 by backfilling it with earth It was replaced by new
ladder on the west bank However in 1984 the right bank ladder was reopened
by group of volunteers and

sucessful passage of steelhead occurred when
riverflows exceeded about 500 ft /s Primary problems associated with the

right bank ladder include false attraction flows along the face of the dam

just west of the ladder entrance obstructions in the channel below the

entrance to the ladder and sedimentation along the upstream face of the dam

near the exit upstream end of the ladder Also the ladder does not contain

trapping holding or counting facilities No additional attraction water is

provided to the ladder entrance

Left Bank Ladder The left bank ladder on the west abutment

of the dam is vertical slot-type structure which was completed in August
1964 It was built by the state of Oregon under contract with the Bureau of

Reclamation and the WElD It has twenty-one 8-foot by 10-foot rectangular
concrete pools The floor slopes and the slots in the pools extend to the

floor The ladder is operated during3periods of upstream anadromous fish

migrations and uses about 20 to 40 ft /s for ladder operation depending upon
forebay depths When there is difference of 20 feet between the forebay and

tailwater the ladder will operate with about 1foot difference in water level

between pools 12-inchdiameter pipe routes water from inside3the upper
pool through diffuser in the lower pool to provide about 15 ft Is of

additional attraction flows for adult anadromous fish

The ladder is not designed for trapping counting and holding of adult

anadromous fish An electronic counter operated at the head of the left bank

ladder for several years but has not been used recently This counter was

difficult to calibrate and gave inconsistent results Consequently tempor
ary conduit fyketype trap is used in the upper four pools of the ladder for

annual counting of summer steelhead The pools are then partially dewatered
and the fish are individually dipnetted counted and passed over the dam
Steelhead brood stock selection for the juvenile supplemental outplanting

program also occurs in this manner Downstream juvenile migrants are passed
either over the crest of the dam or through bypass pipe that collects those

fish which have been screened from the canal entrance

Louver --A louver screen is mounted at the intake of the WElD

canal at the left abutment of the dam The louver is approximately 30 feet

long and consists of series of fixed metal slats spaced about to inches

apart It prevents most steelhead smolts from entering the canal and directs

them to the entrance of the bypass pipe



1984 modifications

were made to the Umatilla River channel below Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam

to improve upstream fish passage This work which was funded by BPA and

designed and constructed by the Corps of Engineers and Oregon Department of

Fish and Wildlife ODFW was about 90-percent complete at the end of the con
struction season in late 1984 An environmental assessment EA and finding

of no significant impact FONSI were completed by BPA for this work in 1983

research project will be conducted in 1985 to monitor the success of this

project over range of flows According to ODFW the river channel below

the dam was observed to be barrie to upstream passage of adlt salmon and

steelhead at flows less than 200 ft Is and flows up to 300 ft Is were3assumed
to limit passage With channel work near completion flow of 100 ft Is was

assumed to be the minimum flow needed for adult passage However even with

channel work it is estimated that flows up to 150 ft Is will limit passage
Fish passage studies to be conducted in late 1985 should yield more information

on optimum passage flow levels

Other Related Actions and Activities

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation Salmon and

Steelhead Enhancement Plan

Steelhead.An implementation plan for enhancement of Umatilla

River steelhead has been developed by the CTUIR and ODFW Long-term

escapement goals presented in this plan for summer steelhead in the basin are

5400 hatcheryproduced adult fish and 1881 naturally produced adult fish

under existing flows

Hatchery production goals will be achieved through annual releases of

200000 steelhead smolts at the existing Bonifer facility and the Minthorn

acclimation facility currently under construction The proposed Umatilla

hatchery near Irrigon in the predesign phase will produce these fish The

60000 smolts that are currently being reared at existing ODFW facilities and

released at Bonifer will continue at least until the Umatilla hatchery comes

online Any excess brood stock returning to the Bonifer and Minthorn

facilities will be used for enhancement of natural production by reseeding

adult or egg outplanting in underutilized habitat BPA undertook NEPA

compliance activities on the funding of the Bonifer Springs facility in 1983

and wrote an environmental assessment/finding of no significant impact on

funding of the Minthorn Springs facility in 1984

Riparian and instream habitat improvement needs were identified in the

CTUIR Umatilla River basin report of January 1984 These projects were

submitted to the Northwest Power Planning Council in November 1983 as proposed

amendments to the Fish and Wildlife Program of the Northwest Power Planning

and Conservation Act of 1980 There is an excellent opportunity to vastly

improve the natural production of anadromous fish habitat throughout the

Umatilla basin through riparian and instream habitat improvements BPA is

considering funding fish enhancement projects recommended for the Umatilla

basin in the Northwest Power Planning Councils Fish and Wildlife Program

Fall Chinook.The Umatilla Basin Implementation Plan

cites long-term escapement goals of 10000 hatchery-produced and

11097 naturally produced fall chinook salmon under existing flows



225000 yearlings are programmed for acclimation and release at the Bonifer
and Minthorn facilities through 1987 Based upon the results of ongoing
studies at Bonneville hatchery the most cost-effective program for juvenile
releases will be used This may include yearling releases fall reared smolts
or fingerlings Based upon available data return of about 2500 adult fish

would result from either program Returning adult fall chinook will be used

as brood stock for hatchery production and to foster natural production in the

system

Spring ChinookPotential spring chinook spawning habitat

exists in the upper main stem lower North Fork and South Fork Umatilla River

and in Meacham Creek The CTUIR and ODFW have plans for reestablishment of

spring chinook in the Umatilla basin Escapement goals are 10000 hatchery
produced fish and 582 naturally produced fish under existing flows

However poor spring passage conditions and lack of deep holding pools for

adults could limit the production of these fish To avoid or reduce potential

passage problems brood stock would be selected for early arrival of adults to

avoid low streamflows When introduced adults would enter the Umatilla River
in April and May and migrate to upstream resting pools near spawning grounds
Adults would hold over in these pools until spawning commenced in late August
and September Most juveniles would rear for year prior to migration in

April May and June Additional spring chinook holding pools would be

provided if it is determined that they would improve use of productive spawning
and rearing areas

Bureau of Reclamation Umatilla Basin Project

The Bureau of Reclamation recently completed preliminary draft of

Planning Report/Environmental Statement on the Umatilla Project This

proposal emphasizes flow enhancement to help restore chinook runs and enhance

steelhead runs in the Umatilla River basin The proposals major feature and

recommended plan of development includes improving streamflows by importingt
water from the neighboring Columbia River The Report/EIS will present the

effects of comprehensive basin development for public review and comment

The recommended plan under the Umatilla Basin Project includes program
to pump water from the Columbia into Cold Springs Reservoir for distribution

to irrigators Use of this imported water by irrigators would permit Umatilla

River water which is now diverted or stored for irrigation use to remain in

the Umatilla River to improve flow conditions in the lower basin Structural

features include major pumping plant on the Columbia River Lake Wallula
relift pumping station and carriage facilities Increased streamflow in the

lower Umatilla River in conjunction with improved fish passage at Three Mile

Falls Diversion Dam would optimize passage conditions at the dam

In addition to the pumping feature the first development plan proposes

improvements to fish passage facilities and installation of protective screens

at some existing irrigation diversions significant plan feature is post
construction monitoring program which would fine tune flow improvements and

other measures in meeting fishery enhancement objectives This monitoring

program now expected to extend over 12-year period would aid project

operators and fishery experts in adjusting operations or proposing additional

measures to meet fishery restoration goals



Anticipated fishery benefits from the proposed basin plan include an

increased natural escapement of about 11300 fall chinook 3400 steelhead
and 700 spring chinook

GenerationProosal--WEID

The WElD has been issued preliminary permit by the Federal Energy

Regulatory Commission FERC to study the feasibility of installing power-

plant in the town of Umatilla Oregon Water to run the proposed generator
would be diverted at Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam through the WElD canal

The powerplant would be operated primarily during the winter and spring and

could create potential for icing of the new screens during cold weather

periods The final designs and specifications for the proposed powerplant

should include thorough consideration of winter operating constraints and

procedures to assure appropriate cold weather operation of the screens as well

as minimum flows in the Umatilla River channel below Three Mile Falls Diversion

Dam

Permits

Prior to any construction the Bureau of Reclamation will submit joint

Application for Permit to both the Army Corps of Engineers and State of Oregon

Division of Lands This will comply with both section 404 of the Clean Water

Act and appropriate State regulations for removal or filling of materials in

waterways

As part of this process Reclamation will also comply with any local

regulations governing alterations and/or development within flood plainS



II ALTERNATIVE IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

The study considered several potential measures which are discussed below
These include two fish ladders concrete apron plus improvements to the

existing left bank ladder cap on the crest of the dam plus improvements to

the left bank ladder dam removal and no action

Two Fish Ladders PROPOSED ACTION

tionofFacilities

arik Ladder --The main feature of this alternative
would be the construction of new right bank ladder to improve fish passage
In addition this alternative includes modifications to the existing left bank

ladder and the installation of rotary drum fish screens and related structures
in the WElD canal

The right bank fish ladder would be located just left of the existing

pool-andweir fish ladder which is inadequately designed by todays standards

and would become inoperable second ladder of adequate design at the dam

would prevent stranding and delay of adult migrants that would make their way
to the right side due to attraction flows over the dam The new ladder would

be vertical slot design with 15inchslot opening and 101 sloping

floor Ten pools would be needed with pools being feet wide and 10 feet

long The overall length of the structure would be about 100 feet with about

75 feet extending downstream from the crest of the dam see figure

An entrance pool would be excavated in the rock in front of the entrance

structure The entrance structure would have two gates one for low flow

conditions and one for high flow conditions However only one gate would be

operated at any one time Improved channels would be excavated downstream and

along the toe of the dam leading to the two entrance gates and secondary
channels and potholes would be capped to facilitate better access to the

entrance structure

Auxiliary water to the entrance structure would be supplied by an overflow

gate The water would spill over the gate into separate pool through

baffle structure and then through diffuser grate before entering the

entrance structure

The exit structure would have viewing station for viewing and counting

fish fish crowder and trapping and sampling facility The exit would be

approximately 60 feet left of the exit for the existing pool-and-weir ladder

which would help minimize the amount of silt accumulation retaining wall

would extend upstream of the exit structure for ease of maintaining an open

exit channel Silt removal in the exit channel and debris removal from the

dam crest and channels immediately downstream are essential maintenance tasks

necessary to keep the fish ladder functional

Adult fish could be trapped as they pass through the exit channel just

beyond the viewing station Fish would be diverted into separate holding
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pool instead of being allowed to pass into the river This would be done by

controlling set of hydraulically operated slide gates Once in the holding

pool the fish would be moved into portable tank by crowding mechanism

The tank would then be lifted from the holding pool by an elevator system and

raised high enough to sluice the fish from the portable tank into fish trans

port trucks Generally the fish would be trapped and hauled to upstream

spawning areas when instream flows above Three Mile Dam are too low for fish

passage Fish could also be hauled to hatchery facilities to be used for

brood stock The system is designed for flexibility and the number of fish

and frequency of hauling depends on the degree of success of the current

efforts to reestablish chinook salmon runs

Grating over the structures as well as chain link fence around the entire

facility would oe provided to prevent poaching and vandalism

Left Bank Ladder Modifications -The left bank ladder

modifications would include new entrance structure improved auxiliary water

supply viewing and counting station fish crowder and trapping and

sampling facility The vertical slot ladder itself would not be changed
since it meets current state-ofthe-art design criteria

In order to modify the existing fishway exit and entrance the top of one

of the arch buttresses would be removed The old auxiliary water supply pipe

and existing bypass pipe would be removed as well Much of the existing

entrance and exit would be renovated Trashracks would be required across the

exit to the fishway and the entrance to the auxiliary water supply Mew

trashracks would replace existing ones across the canal entrance see
figure

The trapping and sampling facility would operate in similar manner as

the facility on the right bank ladder However tank trucks would not be able

to park adjacent to the structure Tank trucks would load from location

just downstream of the gatehouse which avoids the use of the canal bridge

long sluice system would be used to transfer fish from the elevated portable

tank to the trucks

Grating would be placed across open structures to prevent poaching

Access is limited to this side by existing locked gates on the canal access

road so additional chain link fence is not required

Silt removal would be required to keep the fish ladder operational as well

as debris removal from the exit entrance and immediate channels downstream

WElD Canal Fish Screens --A new fish screen structure would

be located on the WElD canal just downstream of the existing gatehouse The

existing louver screens in the canal entrance would be removed since they

would no longer be needed The new facility would include seven rotary drum

fish screens each 10 feet in diameter and 12 feet long oriented at an

angle of 25 to the canal flows see figure The total length of the fish

screen structur would be 110 feet The screens would be designed to handle

flows of 310 ft Is which the design capacity of the canal Since actual

usage averages only 210 ft Is during the3peak
month of the irrigation season

and the existing capacity is only 270 ft Is due to settlement of the canal

new lower design flow may be chosen before the final design stage

11
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The screening facilities would include single entrance vertical slot

bypass structure with pumpback system to return large portion of the

bypass water back to the canal This is needed especially during low flows to

optimize water usage juvenile sampling structure would be located between

the bypass structure and the Umatilla River

Construction and Maintenance Access --Access to both sides of

the dam would be via existing roads paved highway passes by the right

east side of the dam providing access for the right bank ladder dirt

road along the WElD canal provides access for left west bank activities

The lands immediately surrounding Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam are under

Reclamation withdrawal

in Plan

The ideal operating flow for each ladder would be 85 ft3/s That

condition would provide the desired fish attraction
veocities through the

entrance gate This flow would be made up of 45-60 ft Is from the ladder

depending on flows over the crest and the remaining flow from the auxiliary

water suply system The ladders would be designed to operate at flows up to

6000 ft Is passing the dam During low flows over the crest when not enough

water is available to operate two ladders satisfactorily only the right bank

ladder would be in operation If no flows are going over the crest then only

the left bank ladder would be operational provided there would be enough

water to attract the fish and pass them up to the dam from downsream Both

ladders would successfully pass fish at flows of less than 85 ft Is

The fish sreen structure would handle 310 ft3ls at velocities of 05 feet

per second ft Is however historical irrigation usage has been an average
of 21 ft Is in any month The bypass structure would take approximately
65 ft Is under normal coditions however the pumpback system would be

capable of pumping 62 ft Is back into the canal if needed Only or ft Is

would be required to operate the sampling structure and to pass juveniles to

the river However additional water from the dam or ladders would be needed

to safely carry the juveniles downstream unless they were trapped and hauled

by truck

Costs

The construction costs for the new right bank ladder the left bank ladder

modifications and the fish screen facilities are estimated to be $3510000
This includes $1070000 for the right bank fish ladder $610000 for the left

bank ladder modifications and $1830000 for the fish screen facilities

Annual operation and maintenance costs would be $23000 for the right bank

ladder $27000 for the left bank ladder and $22000 for the fish screen

facilities--a total of $72000

Construction and annual operation and maintenance costs are based on an

October 1985 price level

13



Bank Ladder

itionofFacilities

This alternative would consist of training wall barrier and apron
constructed downstream of the dam modifications to the left bank ladder and

new screens and related structures in the WElD canal see figure

The barrier would consist of 46O-foot-long 4-foothigh concrete wall

with 15-footwide concrete apron constructed along the interface of the

river channel and the overflow area downstream of the dam The barrier would

train upstream migrating adult fish toward the entrance to the fish ladder on

the left bank and would prevent fish from reaching the east side of the da
where they are subject to injury stranding and poaching The upstream area

would be filled with rock and capped with concrete to eliminate fish resting

areas and to reduce trash accumulation In order for the barrier to function

properly the barrier fill and cut areas would have to be kept clear of

deori

The concrete barrier wall would be equipped with an aeration piping

system This would reduce the differential pressure created beneath the

overflowing nappe The fill area would have drain pipes to reduce uplift

pressures and steel anchors to reduce erosion of the fill rock

The left bank ladder modifications and the fish screen structures would be

the same as described under the two-ladder alternative

in Plan

The barrier and apron would operate effectively under range of flow

conditions However the structure was designed suh that velocities on the

apron would be about 16 ft Is at flow of 3000 ft Is This velocity would

make it difficult for fish to get on the apron Those fish that did get on

the apron would have to continue to swim against the high velocity to the

upstream end of the apron Here they would find it difficult to jump the

4foot-high wall since flow depth on the apron would be too shallow for them

to obtain vertical acceleration At any time if fish would turn broadside

to the flow it would be swept off the apron Any fish managing to pass the

barrier would eventually be swept back into the main river channel since the

area between the barrier and the toe of the dam would be filled to eliminate

holes and oools where fish could rest

Only the left bank ladder would be operational under this scenario The

operation of the left bank ladder and fish screens would be the same as

described under the two-ladder alternative

Costs

The construction costs for the fish barrier and apron the left bank

ladder modifications and the fish screen facilities are estimated to be

$3600000 This includes $1160000 for the barrier and apron $610000 for

the left bank modifications and $1830000 for the fish screen facilities

14
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Annual operation and maintenance costs would be $8000 for the barrier and

apron $27000 for the left bank ladder and $22000 for the fish screen

facilities-a total of $57000

Construction and annual operation and maintenance costs are based on an

October 1985 price level

-CrestP1 us Left Bank Ladder

Description of Facilities

cap on the east and center portions of the dam would be the key features

in this alternative Other features would include modifications to the left

bank ladder and new fish screens and related structures in the WElD Canal see
figure
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25-foot-high cap would be constructed on the dam crest for 300foot
length starting from the east right side center section would have
175-foot cap for another 300 feet The west 200 feet of the dam would be
left without cap During low flow conditions generally from July through
February fish attraction waters would be directed to the left bank fish

ladder Water cresting the dam would spill into an entrance pool which would
be constructed along the face of the dam for the entire 200 feet of the

uncapped section new channel would be constructed from the east end of the

pool Old channels would be filled in and capped with concrete to prevent
stranding and delaying of upstream migrants

Debris removal from the dam crest left bank fish ladder entrance and

exit and the canal entrance would be essential for proper operation of all

facilities Also this alternative would result in an approximate onehalf
foot increase in the maximum pool elevation behind the dam Flood routing
studies would be required to determine whether the WElD canal headworks and

the left fish ladder exit would need to be raised Core samples of the dam

would be necessary to determine if the cap proposed in this alternative would

require additional structural support for the dam

The operation of the left bank ladder and fish screens would be the

same as described under the twoladder alternative The existing right bank

pool-and-weir ladder would be inoperable under this alternative

in Plan

With the cap on the crest flows would be directed to the west portion of

the dam during low flow
conditions3

The noncapped section of the dam would be

able to handle flows3up to 1528 ft Is nd with the middle section flows could

increase to 3251 ft Is Above 3251 ft Is flows
wou3d start cresting the

eastcapped section of the dam as well At 15600 ft Is the cap would raise

the water surface behind the dam by 0.5 feet over current conditions

Te left bank ish ladder and bypass structures would require up to

85 ft Is and 65 ft Is respectively as described under the twoladder

alternati ye

Costs

The construction cost for the cap-on-crest the left bank fish ladder

modifications and the fish screen facilities are estimated to be $3020000
This includes $580000 for the cap on the darn $610000 for the left bank

modifications and $1830000 for the fish screen facilities

Annual operation and maintenance costs would be $11000 for the capon
crest $27000 for the left bank ladder and $22000 for the fish screen

facilities-a total of $60000

Construction and annual operation and maintenance costs are based on an

October 1985 price level
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Darn Removal

tionof Facilities

This alternative would require the construction of new pumping plant at

the mouth of the Umatilla River to supply water to the WElD Canal Fish

passage in the river would be improved by restoring the river channel to

predam conditions This would require the removal of portion of the dam and

bedrock and/or silt removal behind the dam No fish ladders would be

required and the canal headworks would be abandoned Water normally diverted

at the dam for irrigation would he allowed to pass downstream for improved
fish flows particularly during low flow conditions and high fish migration
Water for the WElD Canal would be supplied by the pumping plant

new pumping plant would be constructed near the mouth of the Urnatilla

River at the present pumping site Existing features are obsolete and would

be entirely replaced The new pant would have capacity of 6500 horsepower
and would be able to lift 270 ft Is present canal capacity 150 feet to the

existing canal structure The forebay channel would need to be deepened

discharge lines replaced and new outlet structure built

Approximately onethird of the dam would have to be removed to restore the

channel to predam conditions The other portions of the dam and related

structures would be left in place and abandoned Some of the silt behind the

reservoir would be removed to prevent environmental problems downstream The

quantity of silt that would be removed and the amount left to flush downstream

are not known at this time

tin Plan

WElD would obtain all its water supply from pumping from the mouth of the

Umatilla River portion of this supply would have to be pumped back toward

Three Mile Falls Diversion Darn However most of the needs are downsream
from this point The maximum capacity of the pumping plant is 270 ft /s
which is more than current supply however less than existing water rights

Water normally diverted for irrigation at Three Mile Falls Diversion Darn

would be allowed to pass downstream to improve fish passage flows in the river

Costs

The construction costs for the pumping plant and dam removal are estimated

to be 8360000 This includes $7980000 for the pumping plant and related

structures and $380000 for removal of portion of Three Mile Falls Diversion

Dam This includes limited amount of silt removal

Annual operation and maintenance costs were not calculated for this

alternative Construction costs are based on an October 1985 price level

comparative summary of the action alternatives is found in table
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Table h--Comparative Summary of Plans

eteApron Cap-on-crest
Item Two Fish Ladders Plus West Ladder Plus West Ladder Dam Removal

Advantages Technology proven on Facilitates debris Least costly alterna Would provide most

ladder design removal from face of tive natural conditions
dam for fish passage

Reduces stranding of Would only require which would cause
fish Would only require operation and mainten least stress on fish

operation and main enance on one ladder assuming adequate

Offers most versatility tenance on one ladder flows in river and

for operation trapping Improved attraction to channelization in

and counting Addition of counting right bank ladder reservoir area if

trapping facilities needed

Improved attraction in right bank ladder Addition of counting
water to both ladders trapping facilities in

Canal screens right bank ladder

Improved passage to included

and through left Canal screens included

bank ladder

Canal screens included

Disadvantages High operation and Hydra lics of barrier Potential for excessive Most expensive alter
maintenance debris and unknown without model debris problem at canal native

silt potential on left testing headworks

bank ladder Pumping costs may

Debris or unfavorable Possible safety of dams increase in future

hydraulics may create problem

pockets of false Loss of trapping
attraction flows Canal headworks would counting opportunities

resulting in adult need to be raised at Three Mile Falls

migration delay due to raise in maximum Diversion Dam

reservoir water surface

Environmental impacts

more severe than other

alternatives

Total construc

tion costs $3510000 $3600000 $3020000 $8360000

Operation

ma ntenance

replacement and

power costs $72000 $57000 $60000 Not calculated

No Action

If passage improvement measures are not implemented at Three Mile Falls

Diversion Dam the existing passage facilities would be operated and

maintained as they are now The low passage efficiencies for both upstream

migrating adults and downstream migrating juveniles would remain the same
The louvers in front of the WElD canal entrance would be ineffective in

screening juvenile salmon which are much smaller than the steelhead smolts

the louvers were designed for Efforts by the CTUIR and ODFW to enhance

steelhead runs and reintroduce chinook runs would be made much more difficult

under this option

Other Plans Considered

Three other alternatives were considered in the earlier stages of this

study but were eliminated for various reasons These alternatives were

right bank ladder only ladder at new location i.e middle of dam
and center caponcrest with silltype ladder on east side The right

bank ladder only alternative was eliminated because it would abandon the best

left bank existing ladder and it was thought that single ladder was not

sufficient to meet fish passage problems The middle ladder alternative was

eliminated because of access and maintenance difficulties particularly when

trapping and counting fish middle ladder would require more water to
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operate and would be more costly than bank ladder due to additional heights

and strength requirements The silltype ladder was omitted because it is

more difficult to regulate flow debris in the ladder would be major

problem and trapping and sampling facilities would not be available
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III AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section provides consideration of those resources which would most

likely be affected by completion of the proposed activities The resource
areas listed immediately below are not measurably affected and are provided to
note that they were considered in the process of preparing this assessment

Recreation Resources There are no Wild and Scenic Rivers National

Trails or designated or proposed wilderness areas in the immediate project

vicinity

Land Use The various alternatives would not change the existing land

use which is diversion of water for agricultural purposes The proposed
project would be consistent with existing State and local land use plans and

has been coordinated with Federal State and local governmental agencies and
interested parties No farmlands will be converted to other uses or be

indirectly affected by the various alternatives

Solid or Hazardous Wastes None of the alternatives involve the

treatment storage or disposal of solid or hazardous wastes or pesticides

Flood Plains/Wetlands Due to the nature of the proposed activity there

are no practicable alternatives to modify the existing dam and fish passage
facilities in the flood plain The project would be consistent with the

policies set forth in Executive Order 11988Floodplain Management May 24
1977 all facilities proposed for construction in the flood plain would be

designed to withstand flooding none of the projects would involve an adverse

impact of floods on human safety health or welfare because they would not

diminish channel discharge capacity and the program would restore and enhance
the natural and beneficial values of flood plains by restoring and enhancing

component of the flood plain ecosystem-the fish population

The proposed program would also be consistent with Executive Order

1199OProtection of Wetlands May 24 1977 The construction site presently
has only minimal vegetation due to activities associated with the existing

diversions Care would be taken during construction activity to minimize the

destruction of riparian vegetation Also any disturbed areas not needed for

permanent facilities would be landscaped and revegetated as soon as possible
after construction is completed As with flood plains the proposed program
would restore and enhance beneficial component of the riparian wetland

ecosystem by restoring and enhancing the fish population

rResources

Affected Environment

Summer Steelhead Summer steelhead is the primary anadromous

fish species in the basin Annual run sizes past Three Mile Falls Diversion

Dam have fluctuated widely from 700 to 2500 with 14year average of 1880
returning adult spawners

Adult steelhead use the lower main stem Umatilla River primarily as

migration corridor to headwater areas Adult steelhead begin migrating
uostream in October or November depending on flow conditions and peak
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migration occurs between November and March Most steelhead spawn in Umatilla

River tributaries in April and May

The steelhead run has declined in recent years In the last years of

record an average of 1122 fish have migrated to spawning beds in the upper
basin This compares to an average of 1880 fish during the 14 years of

count Fishery biologists estimate the present steelhead escapement adult
fish that survive to spawn in the entire Umatilla River drainage at about

1000 naturally spawning fish

Marginal survival of juveniles is probably the main factor limiting the

basins steelhead population To compensate for poor juvenile survival the

State has been releasing hatcheryreared smolts into the river since 1981 It

is hoped that this program will ultimately result in an additional 1000 to

1500 adult steelhead returning to the basin each year

Egg incubation from naturally spawning fish occurs in the basin from April

through July Most rearing takes place in the same tributary streams where

spawning was completed and juveniles typically spend years rearing in fresh
water before migrating to the Pacific Ocean as smolts An estimated 50000-
100000 native smolts migrate from the basin annually and return as adults

after an average of years in the ocean

Steelhead sport fishing provides an important recreational activity with

most activity downstream of Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam Records indicate

that an average of over 700 fish are harvested each year

Fall Chinook-A selfsustaining run of fall chinook has not

existed in the system since shortly after the construction of Three Mile Falls

Diversion Dam However an abundance of potential fall chinook habitat exists

in the Umatilla system above the dam

The Umatilla Basin Implementation Plan cites longterm escapement goals

of 10000 hatcheryproduced and 11097 naturally produced fall chinook salmon

Approximately 225000 yearlings are programmed for acclimation and release at

the Bonifer and Minthorn facilities through 1987 Based upon the results of

ongoing studies at Bonneville hatchery the most cost-effective program for

juvenile releases will be used This may include yearling releases fall

reared smolts or fingerlings Based upon available data return of

1125 fall chinook is anticipated from this release assuming 0.5 percent

smolt-adult survival Returning adult fall chinook will be used as brood

stock for hatchery production and to foster natural production in the system

rig Chin2ok.Potential spring chinook spawning habitat

exists in the upper main stem lower North Fork and South Fork Umatilla

River and in Meacham Creek The CTUIR and ODFW have plans for reestablishment

of spring chinook in the Umatilla basin Escapement goals are 10000 hatchery-

produced fish and 582 naturally produced fish However poor spring passage

conditions and lack of deep holding pools for adults could limit the production

of these fish To avoid or reduce potential passage problems brood stock

would be selected for early arrival of adults to avoid low stream flows When

introduced adults would enter the Umatilla River in April and may and migrate

to upstream resting pools near spawning grounds Adults would hold over in

these pools until spawning commenced in late August and September Most
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juveniles would rear for year prior to migration in April May and June
Holding pools are proposed in the Umatilla rehabilitation plan

onmentalConseuences

Alternative A--PROPOSED ACTION--Provision of adequate

upstream adult fish passage and protection of downstream juvenile migrants
would enhance summer steelhead and fall and spring chinook salmon in the

Umatilla River basin The following table summarizes assumed passage
conditions at Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam with improved passage

Table 2.-Assumed Passage Conditions Expressed as Percentage
of Fish Passing Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam

Two Ladders

Plus Screens

Passage Conditions No Action in WElD Canal

Without flow enhancement

Steel head

Adults 75 95

Juveniles 75 90

Fall chinook

Adults 38 45

Juveniles 50 90

Spring chinook

Adults 48 60

Juveniles 60 90

With flow enhancement-

Steel head

Adults 80 95

Juveniles 75 95

Fall chinook

Adults 90 95

Juveniles 50 95

Spring chinook

Adults 80 95

Juveniles 75 95

1/ flow enhancement project is currently under study

by the Bureau of Reclamation and is described in

reference

The ODFW estimated numbers of returning adults under variety of

scenarios Under existing conditions they anticipate average runs of

714 steelhead fall chinook and 41 spring chinook Under existing flow

conditions they anticipate ultimate returns of 2894 summer steelhead

3905 fall chinook and 551 spring chinook if upstream and downstream passage

iiiprovements are made at all diversion structures on the Umatilla River under

existing flow conditions and habitat improvements are completed in Meacham

Creek Under this scenario it is assumed that fish would be trapped at Three

Mile Falls Diversion Dam and trucked to spawning areas and smolts would be

trapped and trucked downstream during periods of low flow
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Provision of adequate fish passage over Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam is

key step in rehabilitating anadromous fish runs in the Umatilla basin Even

if no other measures are taken to improve habit conditions or passage upstream
in the basin the fishery management agencies would be able to pass adult fish

over the dam during adequate flow periods and trap and haul adults to suitable

spawning sites or hatcheries when flows were too low Similarly downstream

migrants would be adequately protected by screening of the WElD canal and

could be trapped and hauled if necessary

The proposed fish passage improvements would have effects on anadromous

and resident fish populations which viewed in the context of the Umatilla

River basin would be very beneficial The primary purpose of projects

included in the Northwest Power Planning Counci1s Columbia River Basin Fish

and Wildlife Program was to achieve such beneficial effects However the

Fish and Wildlife Program includes number of other problem areas e.g
artificial production flows etc and number of other projects within the

natural propagation activity In the regional context in which the proposed

passage improvements program would be implemented the effect of the proposed

program would be small relative to the overall effect of implementing the

entire Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program Beneficial and adverse

effects of those other activities and projects will be addressed in their own

environmental review documents as independent parts of the overall Fish and

Wildlife Program

Alternatives and Both alternatives would be expected to

potentially provide the same passage efficiency for both upstream migrating

adults and downstream migrating juveniles as the Recommended Plan

Alternative D.-Upstream adult migration efficiency would be

increased under this alternative as shown in the following table

Table 3.Assumed Passage Conditions Expressed as Percentage

of Fish Passing Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam

onditionsDamRemoval
Without flow enhancement

Steelhead Adults 95

Juveniles 95

Fall chinook Adults 50

Juveniles 95

Spring chinook Adults 55

Juveniles 95

With flow enhancement

Steelhead Adults 100

Juveniles 100

Fall chinook Adults 100

Juveniles 100

Spring chinook Adults 100

Juveniles 100
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No Action --The problems associated with fish passage at

Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam would be magnified in the future under the no
action alternative because of an aggressive salmon and steelhead restoration

program within the Umatilla basin There would be diminished ability for the
CTUIR and ODFW to meet salmon and steelhead production goals and anadromous
fish benefits anticipated from other rehabilitation efforts would be reduced
The options for achieving compliance with Federal treaty obligations in

manner mutually acceptable to the Confederated Tribes and to nonIndian users
of basin resources would also be severely limited Because of the number of

fishery improvement proposals for the basin it is not possible to accurately
predict future anadromous fishery conditions Table lists those measures
which have been set forth in the ODFW fishery rehabilitation plan for the
Umatilla basin

Table 4-Umatilla River Fishery Rehabilitation Plan

Fiscal Year 198690--Prjorjtjes and Schedules
For Implementation Investigations OConstruction Starts

FiveYear Schedule

Fiscal Year

FWProgram
Reference Project 1986 1987 1q88 1989 iggo

Fishery Rehabilitation Projects

704i1 Hatchery facility for 200K

summer steelhead

704q2 Spring chinook reintroduction

and broodstock development
704d1 Three Mile Falls upstream and

Table downstream passage improvement

Adult and smolt trapping/trucking

program

Westland upstream and downstream

passaqe improvement and smolt

trapping facility
Cold Springs upstream and down
stream passage improvement

Maxwell and Stanfield upstream

and downstream passage improvement
Small diversions downstream

passage improvement

Brownell and Dillon

Umatilla River unscreened

diversions

Birch Creek unscreened

diversions 11
Habitat improvement

Meacham and North Fork

Meacham Creeks

South Fork Umatilla River

Thomas Creek

Mainstem Umatilla River

Meacham Creek to Forks
North Fork Umatilla River

Squaw Creek

Birch and East and West

Fork Birch Creeks

Flow Erhancernent Projects

2112 Vaj Soraoe lan
Bureau of Reclarnations CRP or

CPP/eacharn Darn Plans
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Affected Environment

Water quality of the Umatilla River is adequate for most uses In the

Blue Mountains headwaters the water is cool clear low in pollutants and

high in dissolved oxygen After it flows past Pendleton and through dryland
and irrigated agricultural areas to the Columbia River its character is

degraded as result of waste discharges and land management practices The

water carries heavy sediment loads at times has high bacterial levels
lowered dissolved oxygen levels and some algal growths in the main stem river

from Pendleton downstream

As relatively shallow fast moving stream the Umatilla has large

capacity for accepting atmospheric oxygen In the past waste loads have not

driven oxygen levels down excessively with measured dissolved oxygen levels

consistently exceeding milligrams per liter mg/l Several measurements in

the lower reaches show significant supersaturated levels indicating

considerable algal activity in the summer and fall months

The stream temperatures usually reach their highest levels in July and

August In the upper reaches above Meacham Creek maximum temperatures of

74 have been recorded during August The average August maximum

temperature is around 69 Downstream near Umatilla stream temperatures
are substantially higher with 85 the highest recorded measurement August

temperatures normally range in the middle 70s Small irrigation diversion

dams in the lower Umatilla River cause water to build up behind them and this

results in an increase in water temperature These dams also check the flow

of sediment to the Columbia River

Concentrations of nitrates NO3 and phosphates PU4 have been quite

high Above Pendleton average measurements by the Department of

Environmental Quality have been about onethird of those below Pendleton

indicating that the Pendleton waste load is major source of nutrients

Pendleton waste effluent and the cattle feedlots at Rieth exert the

primary effect upon bacteriological quality Above Pendleton coliform

bacteria levels are generally below 1000 most probable number MPN per
100 milliliterml The median measurement has been 230 MPN per 100 ml
Below Pendleton measurements are normally above 6000 with median of

7000 MPN per 100 ml By the time the river reaches Umatilla recorded levels

have decreased to the range of 45 to 7000 with median of 700 MPN per
100 ml

The Umatilla River and its tributaries normally yield large amounts of

sediments Peak levels occur during periods of high streamflows caused by

rainstorms or rapid snowmelt Most of the sediment is derived from the

agricultural lands below the mouth of Meacham Creek These lands alternate

annually between wheat and fallow fields Less than 20 percent of the fallow

fields are kept in stubble mulch the remainder being barren and particularly

susceptible to erosion forces

The Umatilla River generally has low flows from July through February and

moderate to high flows during March through June Diversions are high during
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the irrigation season and result in low streamflw in the rivers lower

reaches Table summarizes monthly flows in ft Is for 44 years of record

193578

Table 5--Monthly Flows in the Umatilla River

for 44 Years of Record 1935-78

Umatilla River below

Three Mile Falls

Month Diversion Dam West Extension Canal

ft3/s ft3/s

October 70 91

November 224

December 552

January 693

February 845

March 954 45

April 1095 156

May 548 168

June 108 164

July 23 166

August 26 169

Sptemher 34 145

onmentalonseuences

Alternative AConstruction of the new right bank ladder and

channel modifications below Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam would result in

minor short-term turbidity in the Umatilla River below Three Mile Falls

Diversion Dam Since the area below the dam is bedrock the amount of turbid

ity generated by channel work should be quite low Construction of the retain

ing wall and the fish viewing and trapping facilities would necessitate the

removal of sediment along the right bank immediately behind the dam Coffer
dams would be built on the upstream side of the dam to dewater the two ladder

construction sites These activities would be scheduled to occur during low

flow periods mid-to-late summer so downstream turbidity if any would be

of short duration and minimal impact

Sediment deposition in the canal immediately above the new WElD screens

could create major maintenance problem the degree of which is unknown at

this time This sediment would have to be removed at least once annually

Both of the new screens are designed to operate at 85 ft3/s However

they would efficiently pass fish at much lower flows During periods of

extreme low flow one ladder would be shut down and all fish would pass

through one ladder

The bypass structure at the WElD Canal screens would require ft3/s to

operate However the pumpback system is capable of pumping 62 ft Is back

27



into the canal if needed Only 4-5 ft3/s would be required to operate the

fish sampling structure and to pass juveniles to the river However

additional water in the river channel would be necessary to transport the

juveniles downstream

This plan would have no effect on overall water quantity in the Umatilla

River above or below Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam There would be no effect

on drinking water

Alternative and C--Construction of either of these

alternatives would result in minor shortterm impacts to water quality below

the dam Construction of the concrete apron would require some blasting and

other work in the channel area immediately below the dam However since this

area is almost entirely bedrock the contribution of sediment into the river

channel would be minimal Construction of the capon-crest alternative would

result in little or no impact to water quality

The impacts associated with operation of the WElD Canal screens would be

identical to those described under Alternative

Alternative D.--The pool behind Three Mile Falls Diversion

Dam is filled with sediment the quantity of which is unknown Removal of

portion of the dam would result in large quantity of sediment being flushed

downstream for an unknown period of time Even if portion of the sediment

is removed before dam removal large quantity would likely be transported

downstream Since the channel downstream of the dam contains no spawning

habitat the primary potential impact from this activity would be to fish

passage

Also there is potential for significant sediment deposition to occur

at the mouth of the Umatilla River in Lake Umatilla Since the new pumping

plant included in this alternative is located in the same area sediment

removal would likely be needed at this location also

This plan would have no effect on overall water quantity in the Umatilla

River above or below Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam

No ActionWater quality conditions are not expected to

change in the future Future flows in the Umatilla River would remain

essentially unchanged unless the Bureau of Reclamations Umatilla Basin

Project is constructed The project would result in essentially higher late

summer-early fall flows in the lower Umatilla River detailed discussion of

this proposal is found in the Umatilla Basin Project Planning Report/Draft

Environmental Statement

Wildlife Resources

Affected Environment

Riparian vegetation along the lower Umatilla River consists primarily of

cottonwood Russian olive willow grasses sedges and cattail This

habitat supports variety of wildlife species

Several furbearers utilize this riparian habitat including beaver

muskrat mink and raccoon Common upland game species include ring-necked
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pheasant chukar valley quail and mourning dove Big game is scarce but
few mule deer utilize the riparian zone Other mammals include coyotes
porcupines rabbits weasels and variety of rodents Numerous species of

songbirds shorebirds and raptors also utilize the area

Waterfowl are abundant within the area The lower Umatilla River is

utilized as winter resting area by mallards American wigeon pintail and

green-winged teal Mallards and teal use the area for nesting The U.S Fish
and Wildlife Service FWS estimates 20 nesting pairs of ducks use the lower

miles of the Umatilla River

The bald eagle listed as threatened within Oregon is fall migrant
and winters within the Umatilla basin According to FWS AMidJanuary
surveys conducted since 1980 show the Umatilla basin supports no more than
12 bald eagles during any one year This includes surveys conducted at Cold

Springs National Wildlife Refuge and the adjacent banks of the Columbia River
maximum of two bald eagles have been observed along the Umatilla River dur

ing these counts Incidental sightings of one or two adult birds have been
recorded during the fall season No bald eagles nest in the Umatilla basin

The U.S Fish and Wildlife Service FWS has been consulted regarding
potential effects of the proposed activities on the bald eagle see
appendix

onmentalConseuences

Alternatives and During construction disturbance
to habitat along the right bank adjacent to Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam
would be minor The increased activity during the construction period would

likely displace small numbers of wildlife However the short- and long-term
impacts associated with this would be negligible

There would be little or no change in flows in the Umatilla River flows
with any of the alternatives The caponcrest alternative would slightly
raise the elevation of the pool behind Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam but no

changes in wildlife habitat composition or quantity are anticipated

None of the alternatives would adversely affect the bald eagle nor modify
any critical habitat as documented through consultation with the FWS on

March 1985 According to FWS efforts to enhance anadromous fish runs in

the Umatilla basin may promote the conservation of the species by providing
food source during the winter months Section correspondence is

appended to this report

Alternative Under this plan the pool behind the dam

would be replaced by freeflowing river This would result in gradual

shifting of the riparian zone toward the river However no significant

changes in species composition or quantity are anticipated

Activities associated with dam removal would likely temporarily disolace
wildlife in the immediate vicinity of the dam No longterm impacts are

anticipated however

No Action--No significant changes in wildlife habitat are

anticipated to occur in the project area
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Social and Economic Factors

Affected Environment

The Umatilla Indian Reservation is located within the Umatilla River

basin One of the tribes highest values is maintenance of their traditional

culture The complete loss of salmon runs and reduced steelhead runs have

severely impacted the cultural ties of the Indians to the anadromous fish

resource

Salmon and steelhead runs within the Columbia Basin regardless of their

location contribute to the commercial and sport fishery ranging from the

Columbia River to the Pacific Ocean as far north as Alaska and south to

northern California

nseuences
Alternatives ADProvision of adequate fish passage and

protective facilities at Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam would be key

component in the effort to rehabilitate salmon and steelhead runs in the

basin This would positively affect the cultural concerns of the Umatilla

tribes and the anadromous fish-related economy of the Pacific Northwest

No Action.-Pressure from the Umatilla Indians to improve

fish passage at Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam would likely continue

se
Affected Environment

The present operation of Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam requires very

little electricity All headgates and other features are operated manually

onmentalConseuences

Alternative AElectricity would be required to operate the

fish screens and pumpback facility associated with the screens Operation of

the screens would require an estimated 31300 kilowatthours kwh per year

while the pumphack would require 223800 kWh per year

Lighting for the fish ladder would require an estimated 3000 kWh per

year for each of the two ladders

Alternatives and CThe same power requirements described

under Alternative for the fish screens pumpback system and left bank fish

ladder would be needed for both the concrete apron and cap-oncrest

alternatives Since there would he no new right bank ladder under either of

these alternatives there would be no power needs

Alternative D-The pumping station that would replace Three

Mile Falls Diversion Dam would use an estimated 85 million kWh per year

Power requirements for each of the action alternatives are found in

table
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No Action-The present operation described under 11Affected
Environment would remain the same

Table --Estimated Power Requirements for Alternative Action Plans
Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam Oregon

rsensotannua
Fish Pumping Energyuse

Alternative

two fish ladders 31300 223800 6000 251100

Alternative

concrete apron

plus West Ladder 31300 223800 3000 258100

Alternative

caponc rest

plus West Ladder 31300 223800 3000 258100

Alternative

rlm removal -- 8500000 8500000

alit
Affected Environment

Air quality in Oregon is monitored by the Oregon Department of

Environmental Quality The project area is located within the Eastern Oregon
Air Quality Control Region Both the Federal Government and the State of

Oregon have developed standards for allowable levels of certain air pollu
tants Air quality in the project area is considered good by the Department
of Environmental Quality As with most other areas in Oregon State studies

along with Federal guidelines place Umatilla County in an air quality status

of class II PSD prevention of significant deterioration Class II areas
allow for moderate degradation of air quality within controlled permit

guidelines Presently air quality conditions are not major constraint on

development within the county

There are occasional air quality problems in the Umatilla basin
Windblown dust particulates is seasonal problem occurring during the warmer
dry months spring through summer Several times each year strong westerly
winds or local thunderstorms can create duststorms causing loss of topsoil in

lower basin areas where fallow dryland wheatfields are located The density
of dust particulates during these high wind periods can disrupt vehicular

traffic on highways and cause irritation and discomfort to individuals with

respiratory conditions Another problem is associated with occasional

wintertime temperature inversions that prevent the normal dispersal of local

pollutants The recent popularity of home woodstove use has created an

increasing winter problem of wood smoke pollution-particularly in the

Pendleton area This usually occurs in January and February and when wood

smoke is combined with inversion-trapped automobile hydrocarbon emissions

poor air quality prevails until winds develop to blow pollutants out
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Alternatives AD-Construction activities associated with

any of the alternatives would result in very minor short-term and localized

increases in air pollution This would occur as vehicle exhaust emission and

particulate matter dust These activities would not cause any violation of

the Federal and 0rego air quality standards
for particulates of 60 micrograms

per cubic meter ug/m or 150 ug/m in 24hour period

No Action.It is anticipated that windblown dust particu
lates will be continuing natural occurrence in the basin under dryland

farming practices Some deterioration of basin air quality conditions can be

expected in the future as result of population growth and related urban and

suburban expansion The 1980 Umatilla County population was about 59000
Population estimates for the year 2000 range from about 74300 to about

124000

Noise

Affected Environment

Ambient noise levels have not been measured in the vicinity of Three Mile

Falls Diversion Dam Primary sources of noise in the project area include

vehicular traffic on the highway adjacent to the east side of the dam water

falling over the dam and farm machinery on nearby farms

ronmentalConseuences

Alternatives and C-Construction activities would

generate temporary and short-term increases in noise levels in the project

vicinity Since there are no residences in the immediate project vicinity
this noise should cause no disturbance Construction specifications would

require contractors to comply with all Federal State and local regulations

concerning the control of noise levels This would include the proper
installation and maintenance of muffling devices on equipment

Alternative DMinor and temporary noise disruptions would

occur during construction of the new pumping plant located within the town of

Umatilla The site is among existing operating pumps and is near several

residences Construction noise could be source of annoyance to some

residents This would be short term and construction activities could be

restricted to daytime work shifts to coincide with normal higher noise levels

occurring then The incremental increase in pump operation noise levels is

unknown

No Action-Future noise levels are not expected to change

significantly

Cultural Resources

Affected Environment

Cultural resource refers to any building site district structure or

object with historical architectural cultural or scientific importance
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Federal legislation requires consideration of cultural resources during
project planning Cultural resources must be identified and evaluated to
determine if they are listed in or eligible for listing in the National

Register of Historic Places National Register Federal agencies must

attempt to avoid impacts to National Register properties or if adverse

impacts are unavoidable properly mitigate the impacts through scientific

study architectural recording or some other appropriate treatment The

activities to be included in the proposed action and the action alternatives
would be within very confined area which contains no known cultural or
historical sites The State Historic Preservation Officer SHPO has been

consulted and indicates that no sites are located in the affected area

ronmentalConseuences

An onthe-ground survey would be conducted prior to initiation of

construction activities The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Regulations 36 CFR 800 would be followed if sites are found
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IV CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

Coordination with Others

The Bonneville Power Administration served as cooperating agency in the
environmental analysis of the alternatives and the preparation of the
environmental assessment The following organizations provided information or
otherwise participated in the studies

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
U.S Fish and Wildlife Service

National Marine Fisheries Service

Columbia River Intertribal Fish Commission
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Corps of Engineers
West Extension irrigation District

Bonneville Power Administration

The biological assessment was prepared by an interagency team comprised
of the FWS National Marine Fisheries Service ODFW Confederated Tribes of

the Umatilla Indian Reservation and the Columbia River Intertribal Fish

Commission Designs for fish ladders and screens were developed by
Reclamation in close consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service
and ODFW The Bonneville Power Administration provided funding for the design
work
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The environmental assessment has been mailed to the following

organizations and individuals for their review and comment

John Lowe Fisheries Biologist

Forest Supervisor Forest Service

Urnatilla National Forest Malheur National Forest
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Forest Supervisor Michael Fox

Malheur National Forest Environmental Coordinator
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Forest Service

P.O Box 3623 Leon Murphy

Portland OR 97208 Forest Service

P.O Box 3623

Regional Forester and Area Director Portland OR 97208

Forest Service

319 SW Pine Street John Andrews

Portland OR 97208 Fisheries Biologist

Forest Service

John McCluskey Umatilla National Forest

Forest Service 2517 SW Hailey Avenue

Umatilla National Forest Pendleton OR 97801

2517 Hailey Avenue

Pendleton OR 97801 Regional Director

Fish and Wildlife Service

Ernie Felix Hydrologist 500 NE Multnomah Street Suite 1692

Forest Service Portland OR 97232

Umatilla National Forest

2517 Hailey Avenue Curt Burley

Pendleton OR 97801 Fish and Wildlife Service

Fisheries Assistance Office

Roger Baker 9317 Highway 99 Suite

Forest Service Vancouver WA 98665

Umatilla National Forest

2517 Hailey Avenue Field Supervisor

Pendleton OR 97801 Fish and Wildlife Service

727 NE 24th Avenue

District Ranger Portland OR 97232

Forest Service

Ukiah Ranger District Umatilla National Wildlife Refuge

Ukiah OR 97880 Post Office Building

timatilla OR 97882
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Jim Escn District Manager
National Marine Fisheries Service Baker District Office

847 NE 19th Avenue Suite 350 Bureau of Land Management
Portland OR 97232 P.O Box 987

Baker OR 97814

Dale Evans

National Marine Fisheries Service District Manager
847 NE 19th Avenue Suite 350 Vale District Office

Portland OR 97232 Bureau of Land Management

Vale OR 97850

Merritt Tuttle

National Marine Fisheries Service State Director

847 NE 19th Avenue Suite 350 Bureau of Land Management
Portland OR 97232 P.O Box 2965

Portland OR 97208

Ted Albert

Bureau of Indian Affairs Kenneth St Mary Chief

P.O Box 3785 Water Power Classification Staff

Portland OR 97208 Oregon State Office

Bureau of Land Management
Area Director P.O Box 2965

Bureau of Indian Affairs Portland OR 97208

P.O Box 3785

Portland OR 97208 Chief Plan Formulation Section

Portland District Corps of Engineers
Area Hydrologist Attention Ken Johnson

Land Services P.O Box 2946

Bureau of Indian Affairs Portland OR 97208
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Portland OR 97208 District Engineer
Attention Bob Gifford

Jerry Lauer Corps of Engineers
Bureau of Indian Affairs Walla Walla District

Box 520 City-County Airport Building 602

Pendleton OR 97801 Walla Walla WA 99362

Dale Lingle Ray Oligher Chief

Natural Resources Office Fish and Wildlife

Bureau of Indian Affairs Corps of Engineers

Pendleton OR 97801 Walla Walla District

CityCounty Airport Building 602

Les McConnell Walla Walla WA 99362

Natural Resource Specialist

Bureau of Indian Affairs Arthur Gerlach

P.O Box 3785 Corps of Engineers
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Umatilla Agency
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P.O Box 520 Environmental Research Branch
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Division of Ecological Services

Portland Field Office

727 24th Avenue

Reference RGnim Portland Oregon 97232

July 1984

Recipient

This is the final biological assessment of anadromous fish passage problems

at Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam Umatilla River Umatilla County
Oregon The assessment describes existing and future anadromous fish

resources of the Umatilla Basin current fish passage facilities and

passage problems at Three Mile Dam and eight alternative actions under

two flow conditions present and future Future flow conditions are those

that would exist with two potential flow enhancement projects-one by the

Corps of Engineers and one by the Bureau of Reclamation These projects

are briefly described as they relate to flow conditions at Three Mile Dam

The purpose of the assessment is to provide the biological aspects of fish

passage problems under the above conditions This information is being

provided to the Bureau of Reclamation for its use in development of

structural feasibility/preliminary design study of passage problems and

solutions at Three Mile Dam The study will also include engineering and

economic information and will be submitted to the Bonneville Power

Administration for possible funding under the Northwest Power Planning and

Conservation Act The assessment is in outline form to assist the Bureau

in preparation of its study

Both written and/or verbal comments were received from the Oregon

Department of Fish and Wildlife National Marine Fisheries Service
Confederated Tribes of the Uniatilla Indian Reservation and the Bureau of

Reclamation The final assessment has been refined and updated as result

of internal review and comments on the draft assessment

We look forward to your continued interest and cooperation in protecting

and restoring anadromous fish resources in the Umatilla River Basin

Sincerely

Russell Peterson

Field Supervisor



BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT FISH PASSAGE AT

THREE MILE FALLS DIVERSION DAM UMATILLA RIVER

Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam

Purpose and Function of Dam

Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam is located on the Umatilla

River approximately miles south of Umatilla Oregon The

structure is concrete buttress dam with maximum height of

24 feet hydraulic height of 23 feet and crest length of

915 feet The dam was constructed by the U.S Bureau of

Reclamation BR in 1914 as an integral part of the Umatilla

Project It diverts water to the service area of the West

Extension Irrigation District WElD through 27milelong

main canal The canal headworks capacity is 375 cubic feet

per second cfs and the canal capacity is 310 cfs The

historic peak diversion has been 305 cfs with maximum canal

flows averaging about 210 cfs over the past 50 years The

diverted water is used to irrigate about 7000 acres of

farmland

Ownership Operation and Maintenance Responsibility

The dam is owned by the BR with operation and maintenance

responsibilities being handled by the WElD Provisions for

operation and maintenance are handled under contract between

the two agencies

Diversion Dam Design and Flow Characteristics

The dam was designed to function as an overflow weir along its

entire crest During the normal irrigation season April

through October the WElD diverts available river water to

meet their demand and passes the remainder over the dam

crest During periods of low flow all the available water is

diverted up to the canal capacity except for about 15 to 20

cfs released through the downstream migrant bypass pipe for

downstream diversion at the Brownell site When river flow is

inadequate to meet irrigation requirements additional water

can be pumped into the canal from the Columbia River This

has not been done in the last few years because of the pumping

costs

During the nonirrigation season all river flow in excess of

fish ladder and bypass pipe capacity is passed over the dam

As the flows increase over the dam the proportion of total



flow at the ladder entrance decreases Figure depicts the

average flow conditions in the Umatilla River below Three Mile

Dam over the 44year period 1935 to 1978 The photo on

page shows the design and operation of the diversion dam

with flows overtopping the crest along most of its length

Existing Fish Passage Facilities

West Ladder Trap and Counting Facilities

The West Ladder on the left abutment of the dam is

verticalslot type structure which was completed in

August 1964 It has 21 foot by 10 foot rectangular

concrete pools The floor slopes and the slots in the

pools go clear to the floor The ladder is operated

during periods of upstream anadromous fish migrations and

utilizes about 20 to 40 cfs for ladder operation

depending upon forebay depths When there is diff

erence of 20 feet between the forebay and tailwater the

ladder will operate with about foot difference in water

level between pools 12inch diameter pipe routes

water from inside the upper pool through diffuser in

the lower pool to provide additional attraction flows

about 15 cfs for adult anadromous fish

The ladder is not designed for trapping counting and

holding adult anadromous fish An electronic counter

operated at the head of the West Ladder for several years

but has nott been used recently This counter was

difficult to calibrate and gave inconsistent results

consequently temporary conduit fyketype trap is used

in the upper four pools of the ladder for annual counting

of summer steelhead The pools are then partially

dewatered and the fish are individually dipnetted

counted and passed over the dam Steelhead broodstock

selection for the juvenile supplemental outplanting

program also occurs in this manner Downstream juvenile

migrants are passed either over the crest of the dam or

through bypass pipe that collects those fish which have

been screened from the canal entrance The bottom

photo on page shows the juvenile bypass pipe existing

in the tailrace and the West Ladder entrance

West Extension Irrigation District Louver

The louver is mounted at the intake of the WElD Canal at

the west end of Three Mile Dam It is approximatelY 30

feet long and consists of series of fixed metal slats

spaced about to inches apart It prevents most

steelhead smolts from entering the canal and directs them

to the entrance of the bypass pipe The top photo on

page shows the louver system



Figure Avere ttnthly Flpressed in cf Bekw Three Mile rm
for 44 Yeers of 19351978

1935 13 390 322 316 188 974 11 15 14 18 195.6

1936 84 106 88 365 289 1082 1513 176 13 12 10 13 303.8

1937 31 84 79 51 198 578 126 375 50 10 26 48 28 .2
1938 33 110 161 391 275 393 1041 1181 95 39 25 15 27 13 393.2

1939 16 79 137 174 168 283 1560 692 48 18 38 14 21 261.3

1940 17 105 100 110 105 987 1391 774 17 15 22 13 13 16 392.5

1941 13 128 268 484 319 117 321 11 36 211 15 41 49 68 152.7

1942 210 30 867 733 545 892 739 992 855 445 148 28 81 35 514.0

1943 14 138 356 1280 1273 1663 1181 2023 957 395 54 63 52 51 752.1

1944 98 188 115 122 95 22 743 1037 148 26 22 21 40 14 223.7

1945 80 101 138 115 332 946 1000 1267 855 91 26 32 58 42 405.4

1946 43 135 618 803 749 488 1457 1409 535 99 48 45 151 97 515.0

1947 130 163 637 1571 82 779 832 588 15 66 35 24 32 51 440.7

1948 76 645 1030 974 888 1066 991 2120 3360 551 41 56 141 77 921.6

1949 138 128 217 450 1584 1963 1872 652 31 19 35 31 43 590.9

1950 44 113 157 171 521 1462 1490 1363 797 804 11 51 65 45 568.0

1951 140 358 325 795 127 1815 1439 1054 217 140 32 21 33 19 593.7

1952 171 181 38 344 371 882 1501 430 22 26 19 37 25 399.6

1953 36 72 128 117 1007 1369 1123 1481 726 417 26 68 80 71 538.8

1954 92 139 167 562 436 689 456 560 13 22 24 35 46 67 271.1

1955 40 207 126 131 132 189 122 737 1478 116 27 45 52 34 269.6

1956 39 184 536 1215 1309 742 1703 1376 1107 44 14 44 28 19 666.4

1957 69 221 165 583 116 833 1499 1407 914 39 12 36 24 12 474.4

1958 161 176 210 635 715 1875 688 3055 980 11 45 47 11 688.6

1959 51 262 362 948 1378 910 894 981 318 35 19 25 111 123 497.1

1960 311 192 567 160 306 587 1132 640 726 34 17 66 65 26 366.2

1961 14 152 639 215 205 1477 1338 405 218 24 12 25 46 17 355.4

1962 15 118 176 274 513 398 699 891 441 33 19 10 27 17 280.1

1963 127 146 282 452 221 1367 440 941 332 19 11 336.9

1964 31 155 164 165 32 331 423 936 378 66 15 12 239.7

1965 26 62 116 1887 2316 2254 559 1167 176 52 34 12 706.2

1966 39 73 103 103 131 139 584 289 10 117.0

1967 11 155 48 489 810 610 241 188 619 257.0

1968 50 122 107 502 260 1074 164 176.5

1969 74 256 413 456 1331 591 854 2188 604 54 26 12 17 50 5450

1970 127 145 115 147 1931 1051 1106 942 839 25 71 19 5277

1971 118 172 286 241 1141 916 628 602 250 198 24 18 85 35 3654

1972 85 209 307 775 866 1636 3677 1023 795 42 17 16 22 24 7654

1973 108 151 120 486 548 160 28 141.3

1974 16 466 640 1898 210 1301 1388 2800 1255 396 21 12 17 961.8

1975 66 138 153 1580 842 1324 996 1271 59 15 12 10 14 546.0

1976 99 196 28 1392 1492 763 751 1922 645 12 10 17 608.8

1977 36 107 97 96 109 77 134 268 69.1

1978 164 448 1177 757 727 1031 784 344 10 24 33 15 13 433.6

A.G 70 168 279 552 693 845 954 1095 548 108 23 26 39 39 4282



View of Threemile Dam from above east ladder looking west Note Attracti

flow over the dam and deb is accumulation
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East Ladder

The East Ladder on the right abutment of the dam was

constructed in 1914 in conjunction with Three Mile Dam
Additional weirs were constructed at the toe of the dam

as part of this ladder in 1963 The ladder is an over

flow weir type containing 13 concrete pools each foot

by foot by foot in size This series of pools

contain vertical drops ranging from inches to foot

Because of sedimention problems and access difficulties

this ladder has been used only recently since the West

Ladder was completed in 1964 These access problems are

the result of sediment buildups and obstructions in the

river near the ladder entrance In 1984 the ladder was

reopened and successful passage of steelhead occurred

when river flows exceeded about 500 cfs The ladder does

not contain trapping holding or counting facilities

No additional attraction water is provided to the ladder

entrance The photos on page show this ladder in

operation from both the upstream and downstream side

II Existing and Future Fishery Resources

Historically the Umatilla River System produced large numbers

of summer steelhead and fall and spring chinook salmon The

largest run of chinook salmon within the memory of white man

occurred in 1914 Van Cleve and Ting 1960 In that year
Indians and non-Indians caught thousands upon thousands of

salmon from spring to fall at the site of West Extension Canal

and Hermiston Light and Power Company DamS It was reported

that significant declines in the numbers of salmon and steel

head followed that year with the completion of Three Mile Dam

Steelhead

Present Situation

The average number of native Umatilla River summer steel

head based on longterm electronic counts and recent

manual counts passing over Three Mile Dam for the last

14 years has been 1886 fish

Adult steelhead use the lower mainstem Umatilla River

primarily as migration corridor Upstream migration

begins as early as October depending on flows with the

peak occurring between November and March Most spawning

occurs in April and May in the upper Urnatilla River and

its tributaries Estimated distribution of Umatilla

summer steelhead spawning is as follows
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Stream Percent

Meacham Creek 40

South Fork Umatilla River 17.0

North Fork Umatilla River 10

Mainstem Umatilla River 10

Squaw Creek
Birch Creek 15.0

Other Tributaries 3.0

Egg incubation occurs from April through July Most

rearing takes place in the same tributary streams where

spawning occurs The juveniles typically spend years

in freshwater before migrating to sea as srnolts The

estimated annual outmigration of summer steelhead smolts

is 50000 to 100000 native fish This occurs during the

period of April through June Major periods of summer

steelhead use of the Umatilla River Basin are as follows

Upstream Adult Migration October May

Spawning April May

Egg Incubation April July

Rearing January December

Downstream Smolt Migration April June

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife ODFW began

supplemental hatchery outplanting of juvenile steelhead

in 1980 Since the program began ODFW has released

19000 steelhead smolts in 1981 50000 in 1982 and

60000 in both 1983 and 1984 The outplanted smolts are

progeny of native adult fish trapped at Three Mile Dam

Future Enhancement

An implementation plan for enhancement of Umatilla River

steelhead has been developed by ODFW and the Confederated

Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation CTUIR The

elements of this plan are presented in their joint Uma

tilla River Basin Report 1984 Longterm escapement

goals for summer steelhead in the Basin are 4000 hatch

ery produced adult fish and 5000 naturally produced

adult fish

Hatchery production goals will be achieved through annual

releases of 200000 steelhead smolts at the existing

Bonifer facility and the Minthorn acclimation facility



currently in final design phase The proposed Umatilla

Hatchery near Irrigon in the predesign phase will pro
duce these fish The 60000 smolts that are currently

being reared at existing ODFW facilities and released at

Bonifer will continue at least until the Umatilla

Hatchery comes online Any excess broodstock returning

to the Bonifer and Minthorn facilities will be used for

enhancement of natural production by reseeding adult or

egg outplanting in underutilized habitat

Riparian and instream habitat improvement needs were

identified in the Umatilla River Basin Report of January

1984 These projects were submited to the Power

planning Council in November 1983 as proposed amendments

to the Fish and Wildlife Program of the Northwest Power

Planning and Conservation Act NPPCA of 1980 Some of

these improvements are being implemented in Squaw and

Meacham Creek with Bureau of Indian Affairs and Union

pacific Railroad funds There is an excellent oppor
tunity to vastly improve the natural production of

anadromous fish habitat throughout the Umatilla Basin

Fall Chinook

present Situation

self-sustaining run of fall chinook has not existed in

the Umatilla River since shortly after the construction

of Three Mile Dam However an abundance of potential

spawning habitat is found throughout the Mainstem

Umatilla River In addition Meacham Creek up to the

North Fork also has potential for fall chinook spawning

Under fish release program developed by CTUIR and ODFW

juvenile fall chinook have been liberated in the Umatilla

River since 1982 at the following rates

Year of

Release No of Fish Size Stock

1982 million 90/lb Tule stock

1983 100000 9/lb Upriver
bright stock

1984 225000 9/lb Upriver
bright stock

ApproximatelY 20000 and 50000 fall chinook yearlings

were acclimated and released at Bonifer Pond in 1983 and



1984 respectively The remaining smolts were released

in upper Meacham Creek few year old minijacks
probably fewer than 100 from the 1983 release returned

to the Umatilla River in the fall of 1983 Jacks are

also expected to arrive in the fall of 1984

Adult fall chinook will enter the Umatilla River in

October through December with most spawning expected to

occur in November and December Egg incubation will take

place from December to midMarch with rearing between

February and the end of May Fingerlings will migrate

downstream to the Columbia River in March through June

The major time periods that fall chinook are expected to

utilize Umatilla River Basin waters are as follows

Upstream Adult Migration October December

Spawning November December

Egg Incubation November March

Rearing February May

Downstream Smolt Migration March June

Future Enhancement

The Umatilla Basin Implementation Plan 1984 cites

longterm escapement goals of 10000 hatchery produced

and 12000 naturally produced fall chinook salmon

Approximately 225000 yearling are programed for acclima

tion and release at the Bonifer and Minthorn facilities

through 1987 Based upon the results of ongoing studies

at Bonneville Hatchery the most cost effective program

for juvenile releases will be used This may include

yearling releases fall reared smolts or 90/lb fish

Based upon available data return of about 2500 adult

fish would result from either program Returning adult

fall chinook will be used as brood stock for hatchery

production and to foster natural production in the

system

The capability of present flows in the Umatilla River to

support selfsustaining run of naturally produced fall

chinook is doubtful The Fish and Wildlife Service FWS
1984 evaluated the potential benefits of flow enhance

ment as part of Corps of Engineers project to provide

flows for anadromous fish from Three Mile Dam downstream

to the mouth of the Umatilla River Channel improvement

below Three Mile Dam was also part of that project
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The channel work is scheduled for completion this year by

the Corps with funding from the Bonneville Power Adminis

tration EPA under the NPPCA The Fish and Wildlife

Service FWS National Marine Fisheries Service NMFS
and ODFW are currently analyzing potential flow

enhancement project being planned by the BR to improve

flows for anadrouins fish in the Umatilla River Basin

The effect of these two flow projects as they relate to

passage at Three Mile Dam are discussed in the last

section Item IV and of this report

Future fisheries projects identified in the Umatilla

River Basin Report 1984 and included in the Fish and

Wildlife Program will also enhance fall chinook runs

These projects include the acquisition of 6000 acrefeet

of McKay Reservoir storage for fish flows modification

or replacement of Umatilla River irrigation screens and

adult passage improvement at Maxwell and Cold Springs

diversions

Spring Chinook

Present Situation

Large numbers of spring chinook salmon existed in the

Umatilla Basin prior to construction of Three Mile Dam

The ODFW reported small numbers of spring chinook in the

System into the 1960s but none have been observed

since

Future

potential spring chinook spawning habitat exists in the

upper Mainstelu lower North Fork and South Fork Umatilla

River and in Meacham Creek The CTUIR and ODFW have

plans for reestablishment of spring chinook in the

Umatilla Basin Escapement goals are 10000 hatchery

produced fish and 1000 naturally produced fish How

ever poor spring passage conditions and lack of deep

holding OOl5 for adults could limit the production of

these fish To avoid or reduce potential passage prob

lems broodstock would be selected for early arrival of

adults to avoid low stream flows When introduced

adults would enter the Umatilla River in April and May

and migrate to upstream resting pools near spawning

grounds Adults would hold over in these pools until

spawning commenced in late August and September Most

juveniles would rear for year prior to migration in

April May and June

11



Projected time periods of spring chinook use of the

Umatilla River Basin are as follows

Upstream Adult Migration April June

Spawning August September

Egg Incubation August December

Rearing November April
Downstream Smolt Migration April June

III Fish Passage Problems Caused by Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam

Steelhead

Upstream Adult

Adult steelhead enter the Umatilla River in the late fall

when the irrigation season has ended and natural flows

begin increasing Figure page 13 As runoff

increases to medium to high flows about 500 cfs or

greater higher percentage of water spills over the

crest of the dam and attraction flows at both ladders

become smaller portion of the total flow This creates

false attraction problem for steelhead in the tailrace

area The resulting migration delay creates increased

stress and mortality when fish jump and become trapped

in the open bays beneath the dam An estimated 20

percent of the 198283 steelhead return was lost because

of these conditions at Three Mile Dam

The West Ladder is well designed for steelhead passage

but lacks adequate attraction flows at the entrance

during medium to high flows The East Ladder is not ade

quately designed by todays standards It has poor

entrance conditions poor turn poo1 conditions poor exit

conditions and is not self regulating It also lacks

adequate attraction water at all flow levels Sediment

naturally accumulates above the east side of the dam and

restricts flow into the East Ladder thus impeding fish

passage There are no trapping or counting facilities at

the East Ladder and only marginal opportunities at the

West Ladder

Debris hanging over the dam crest and accumulating in the

tailrace area impedes lateral movement of steelhead along

the base of the dam see photo on page This

situation combined with insufficient attraction flows at

the ladder entrances also creates migration delay and

stress Accumulation of debris above the east side of

12



the dam restricts the amount of flow entering the East

Ladder Failure to maintain control of debris above and

below the East Ladder may cause stranding of adult

steelhead

Downstream Juveniles

Juvenile steelhead migrate past Three Mile Dam by passing

over the crest through the fish ladders or through the

smolt bypass pipe on the west side The bypass pipe

drops fish 20 feet into the tailrace area below the dam
This may cause injury stress and possible mortality to

smolts especially during low flow conditions when the

bedrock area below the pipe does not contain adequate

pool depths This condition is even worse for those

smolts passing over the crest of the dam Smolts

encounter the louver system at the intake of WElD Canal
NMFS study 1981 indicates that the passage efficency

of this type louver system for steelhead smolts under

ideal flow conditions is 70 to 95 percent Passage con
ditions at Three Mile Dam are probably near the low end

of this range because of problems with the approach

velocities nonlaminar flows and bypass slot veloci
ties This efficiency does not meet NMFS criteria for

screening facility design which requires successful

passage of all fish

summary of the current passage conditions for steel

head expressed as percentage of adult and juvenile

fish passing Three Mile Dam is provided in Table

This information is listed under the No Action Plan

assuming no flow improvements Future steelhead passage

conditions again assuming no flow enhancement with the

present facilities at Three Mile Dam would not change
However greater numbers of fish would be impacted as the

benefits of the combined CTUIR/ODFW enhancement program

are realized

Fall Chinook

Upstream Adult

As indicated in Figure Page adequate flows

200 cfs or greater for adult fish passage to Three Mile

Dam can occur during the October through December migra
tion period During these periods all the passage

problems listed for adult steelhead would be common to

fall chinook These include false attraction flows

below the dam lack of adequate attraction to the

ladder entrances and debris and/or sediment

13
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above and below the dam In addition to these problems
the overflow weir design of the East Ladder does not pro
mote chinook passage as would the vertical slot design

submerged orifice or vertical slot is especially impor

tant for the ladder entrance

Migration delays for fall chinook are generally more

harmful than for steelhead due to the relatively short

period of time between migration and spawning

During flow periods that could provide adequate fish

passage movement through the West Ladder could be satis

factory However counting trapping and holding

facilities are poor During periods of extreme low

flows passage would be reduced or eliminated Tempera
ture and swimming duration are not expected to cause

passage problems

Downstream Juveniles

The NMFS study 1981 indicates that the passage

efficiency of louvers for fall chinook migrants under

ideal flow conditions varies from 40 to 90 percent The

larger sized yearling chinook smolt presently being

released would likely be near the upper end of this

range Future outmigratiOnS of natural and hatchery fry

and fingerling would likely experience efficiencies near

the lower end of this range The same problems with

velocities and nonlaminar flows affecting louver

efficiency for steelhead would be more of problem for

the smaller fall chinook NMFS policy has been to pass

100 percent of the fish thus passage criteria would not

be met in either case Chinook downstream migrants would

also experience the same problem with injury stress and

possible mortality from the juvenile bypass system as

discussed for steelhead

summary of the current passage conditions for fall

chinook expressed as percentage of adult and juvenile

fish passing Three Mile Dam is provided in Table

Page 14 This information is listed under the No

Action Plan assuming no flow improvements Future fall

chinook passage conditions again assuming no flow

enhancement with the present facilities at Three Mile

Dam would not change However greater numbers of fish

would be impacted as the benefits of the combined

CTUIR/ODFW enhancement program are realized
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Spring Chinook

Upstream Adult

Medium to high flows often occur during April and early

May of the migration period With these conditions

problems listed for steelhead and fall chinook at Three

Mile Dam would also be common for spring chinook These

include false attraction flows below the dam
lack of adequate attraction to the ladder entrances and

debris and/or sediment obstruction above and below the

dam In addition to these problems the overflow weir

design of the East Ladder does not promote chinook

passage as would vertical slot design submerged

orifice or vertical slot is especially important for the

ladder entrance

In late May and into June flows can rapidly decrease to

very low flow conditions because of irrigation diver
sions Figure Page Passage during these periods

could be significantly reduced or even eliminated

Migration delays for spring chinook would have very

serious implications because upstream passage to holding

and spawning areas would be impossible later in the

spring and into summer This would especially be

problem during late May and early June for late arriving

adults During periods of adequate flows movement

through the West Ladder could be satisfactory However

counting trapping and holding facilities are poor
Temperature conditions and/or swimming duration are not

expected to cause passage problems

Downstream Juvenile

Spring chinook downstream migrants are expected to be

yearling smolts The NMFS study 1981 indicates that

the passage efficiency of louvers for spring chinook

smolts under ideal flow conditions varies from 60 to 90

percent The previously discussed problems with velo

cities and nonlaminar flows affecting louver efficiency

for steelhead would also affect spring chinook NMFS

policy has been to pass all of the fish Therefore NMFS

passage criteria would not be met Spring chinook down

stream migrants would also experience the same problems

from injury stress and mortality with the juvenile

bypass system as those listed earlier for steelhead and

fall chinook

summary of the current passage conditions for spring

chinook expressed as percentage of adult and juvenile

fish passing Three Mile Dam is provided in Table
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This information is listed under the No Action Plan
assuming no flow improvements Future spring chinook

passage conditions again assuming no flow enhancement

with the present facilities at Three Mile Darn would not

change However greater numbers of fish would be

impacted as the benefits of the combined CTUIR/ODFW

enhancement program are realized.

IV Conceptual Actions

No Action

This alternative would maintain the existing passage

facilities at Three Mile Dam Existing management and opera
tions would continue as in the past Passage conditions would

not change at Three Mile Dam It is assumed that passage con
ditions below Three Mile Dam would improve This would be the

result of channel improvements planned at several locations in

the three miles of river below the dam This work is

scheduled for completion this year 1984 by the Corps of

Engineers The downstream channel improvement work is assumed

to be condition of all the conceptual actions discussed

herein

Dam Removal

This concept would involve three major features These are

removal of the darn bedrock and/or silt removal if

required and construction of new screen facility and

bypass system at the future location of the WElD Canal

entrance

Under this concept the dam would be removed down to bedrock to

allow the river to pass unimpeded at all flow levels

Specific flow characteristics velocities depth channel

characteristics drops and sediment conditions that would

exist with this action need additional engineering study The

specific channel design through the area should provide

passage conditions consistent with accepted adult salmon and

steelhead passage criteria The opportunity for trapping and

counting at this location would be foregone with this plan

The need to replace flows to the WElD Canal with this plan

also should be considered It is unlikely that adequate

conditions would exist to provide for this need at Three Mile

Dam Alternatives include pumping water from the Columbia

River or providing new low head diversion futher upstream

in the Umatilla River new diversion dam should have appro

priate passage facilities to insure that existing problems are
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not just being moved upstream Any new source of water should

be screened to insure safe passage of juvenile fish

East Ladder Only

This concept would involve six major features These are

improve or rebuild the East Ladder with vertical slots or

other stateof-theart facilities addition of trapping

and counting facilities improved attraction water

improved fish access to the ladder maintenance of the

forebay and tailrace and construction of new screen and

bypass facility at the WElD Canal

To improve passage through the East Ladder the overflow weir

design of the steps would be changed to submerged orifice

vertical slots or other more acceptable design Construction

of trapping and counting facilities at the ladder would be

required The West Ladder would be nonfunctional under this

concept

With this plan additional attraction water would be provided

at the ladder During periods of higher flows 500 cfs this

would be achieved by removal of debris upstream from the point

of inflow allowing greater volumes of flow to enter the

ladder During low flows appropriate features would be

designed to assure that sufficient amount of water for

attraction flows could be diverted through the ladder

An improved channel would have to be constructed through the

bedrock at the face of the dam At higher flows this would

induce fish attracted by spill to cross the channel and enter

the ladder

To assure access to the ladder the forebay and tailrace would

have to be maintained This would include removal of debris

and sediment which could physically block or hinder fish move

ment

To increase smolt survival it would be necessary to replace

the louver and bypass pipe at the WElD Canal headgate The

new screens and bypass facility would comply with ODFW NMFS

and FWS criteria

Two Ladders No Apron

This concept would involve seven major features These are

improved attraction water to the West and East Ladders

addition of trapping and counting facilities at both ladders

convert the overflow type design in the East Ladder to
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type that would improve passage of steelhead and chinook

salmon improved fish access to the East Ladder but not

to the West Ladder maintenance of the forebay and tail
race at the East Ladder modify both ladders so they can
be shut off to prevent any flowthrough and construction

of new screen and bypass facility at the WElD Canal

Under this concept additional attraction water would be

provided at both ladders During periods of higher flows

500 cfs this would be achieved by removal of debris up
stream from the point of inflow This would allow greater
volumes of flow to enter the ladders During low flows one of

the ladders could be shut off and flow would go through the

other ladder

To improve chinook passage through the East Ladder the

overflow weir design of the steps would be changed to sub
merged orifice vertical slots or other more acceptable

design Construction of trapping and counting facilities at

both ladders would be required

An improved channel would have to be constructed through the

bedrock at the face of the dam leading to the East Ladder At

higher flows this would induce fish attracted by spill to

cross the channel and enter the ladder

To assure access to the East Ladder the forebay and tailrace

would have to be maintained This would include removal of

debris and sediment which could physically block or hinder

fish movement

During low flow periods there may be insufficient water to

keep both ladders operational To maximize the potential for

upstream migration one of the ladders may have to be shut off

at the upstream end This would result in all passage flows

entering the other ladder and would improve passage
conditions Associated features would be designed to assure

that the water would be diverted efficiently and that the

shut off ladder and approaches would be completely drained
This would prevent stranding of fish

To increase smolt survival it would be necessary to replace
the louver and bypass pipe at the WElD Canal headgate The

new screens and bypass facility would comply with ODFW NMFS
and FWS criteria
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Cap on Crest West Ladder

This concept would involve four major features These are

improved attraction water to the West Ladder addition

of trapping and counting facilities addition of cap on

the crest of the dam beginning at the east bank and

construction of new screen and bypass facility at the WElD

Canal

Under this concept additional attraction water would be

provided at the West Ladder During periods of higher flows

500 cfs this would be achieved by removal of debris up
stream from the point of inflow Also the cap would allow

greater volumes of water to enter the ladder during low

flows The cap would be designed to assure that sufficient

amount of water for adequate attraction flows could be pro
vided at the ladder entrance The East Ladder would be

nonfunctional with this plan In addition construction of

trapping and counting facilities at the West Ladder would be

required

The addition of cap on the existing facility would help

direct flows near the west bank and eliminate the false

attraction flows over the crest of the dam This flow concen

tration would also likely reduce the debris problem which

exists upstream of the dam

To increase smolt survival it would be necessary to replace

the louver and bypass pipe at the WElD Canal headgate The

new screens and bypass facility would comply with ODFW NMFS

and FWS criteria

Ladder At New Location i.e Middle of Dam

This concept would involve four major features These are

construct new ladder at an optimum location insure

adequate attraction water to the ladder addition of

trapping and counting facilities and construct new

screen and bypass facility at the WElD Canal

The construction of new fish ladder located approximately in

the middle of the existing facility could be used alone or in

conjunction with the West Ladder It would be designed with

submerged orifice vertical slots or other acceptable state

oftheart features

Under this concept additional attraction water would be

provided at the ladder During periods of higher flows 500
cfs this would be achieved by removal of debris upstream from

the point of inflow During low flows appropriate features
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would be designed to assure that sufficient amount of water

for adequate attraction flows could be provided at the ladder

entrances

Construction of trapping and counting facilities at the new

ladder would be required Access to the ladder must also be

provided

To increase smolt survival it would be necessary to replace

the louver and bypass pipe at the WElD Canal headgate The

new screens and bypass facility would comply with ODFW NMFS
and FWS criteria

Concrete Apron Plus West Ladder

This concept would involve four major features These are

improved attraction water to the West Ladder addition

of trapping and counting facilities at both ladders
concrete apron in the tailrace of the dam east side only

and construction of new screen and bypass facility at

the WElD Canal

Under this concept additional attraction water would be

provided at the West Ladder The East Ladder would be

accessible and useable only during high flows This would be

achieved by the concrete apron acting as velocity barrier to

direct both fish and flows in the tailrace to the West

Ladder Flows across the apron would be shallow and swift
thus sweeping any fish off the apron while at the same time

directing them towards the West Ladder At high flows fish

could negotiate the apron and use the East Ladder in its

existing condition The concrete apron would have to be

constructed through and on the bedrock at the east face of the

dam over to the existing main channel below the west side of

the dam Construction of trapping and counting facilities at

the West Ladder would be required

To increase smolt survival it would be necessary to replace

the louver and bypass pipe at the WElD Canal headgate The

new screens and bypass facility would comply with ODFW NMFS

and FWS criteria

Center Cap On Crest with SillType Ladder on East Side

This concept would involve six major features These are

construct small cap across the center crest of the dam
construct sillladder improved attraction water to

the sillladder improved fish access to the sillladder

addition of trapping and counting facilities and con

struct new screen and bypass facility at the WElD Canal
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Under this concept small cap would be constructed across the

center section of the dam with lower portions remaining on

both sides The gap on the west side would be slightly higher

than the east side gap This would be designed to direct low

flows over the east side of the dam

silltype ladder with several large steps would be

constructed on the east side where the present ladder is now

located These would act as ladder with vertical drops

between each sill The sills would create resting pools and

would be deep enough for fish to negotiate vertical jumps

Under this concept additional attraction water would be

provided at the sills by concentrating all low flows at one

location Moderate flows would also pass through the existing

West Ladder or over the crest on the west side as result of

the gap on the west side of the dam Thus low to medium

flows would pass only over each end of the dam but not over

the center The peak high could pass over the center section

of the dam however this would be an infrequent occurrence

and spread smaller portion of the total flows over large

enough area that false attraction flows should not be

problem

An improved channel would have to be constructed through the

bedrock at the face of the dam to the sillladder At lower

flows this would induce fish attracted by the spill to cross

the channel and enter the East Ladder

The forebay and tailrace would have to be maintained to assure

access to the East Ladder This would include removal of

debris and sediment which could physically block fish

movement Construction of trapping and counting facilities at

the West Ladder would be required

To increase smolt survival it would be necessary to replace

the louver and bypass pipe at the WElD Canal headgate The

new screens and bypass facility would comply with ODFW NMFS

and FWS criteria

Summary

Effect of Conceptual Actions Under Present Flow

Conditions

Adult and juvenile anadroinouS fish that reach Three Mile Dam

during upstream and downstream migration are confronted with

variety of passage problems These include outdated

facility design inadequate attraction flows at the
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ladders inadequate flow through the East Ladder at

certain times sediment and/or debris barriers and
channel conditions which prevent access to the ladders at

some flows These problems would persist under the No

Action Plan detailed description of these existing

problems is provided in Section III above

The structural improvements for ladder design and for

location dam modification or removal and upstream or down

stream channel improvements would increase upstream passage

of adult fish by about 10 to 20 percent It is assumed that

the dam removal alternative would increase adult passage

when compared to the other alternatives because of small

percentage of fish which would not negotiate the structure

even with stateoftheart designed passage facilities The

opportunity for trapping and counting would be improved with

all plans except for dam removal and broodstock selection

would be available at the dam Trapping and counting

facilities would also allow for CTUIR terminal fishery at

Three Mile Dam total counts by species to evaluate the

habitat improvement measures of the ODFW/CTUIR implementa
tion plan and trapping and hauling of adult salmon to other

areas in the basin where suitable spawning habitat may

exist The lack of these facilities without the dam is not

considered to be as important as the improved passage that

would result from this alternative Dam removal would also

eliminate expenditures of time and funds required to operate

and maintain facilities installed at the dam With improved

design of the juvenile bypass system and more efficient

screening downstream migrant survival would increase by

about 15 to 40 percent comparison of each plans

improvements for both adult and juvenile fish is provided

in Table Page 14

Lack of adequate flows at certain critical times would

continue to be the major passage problem for all three

anadromous fish species Table Fall chinook adults

would be the most seriously affected because of low flow

conditions in September October and November Spring

chinook passage would be similarly affected but to lesser

degree because of low flow periods in May and June Both

early and late returning adult steelhead could experience

passage problems during these low flow periods but the

biggest percentage of these fish return during the December

through March period when flows are normally adequate

Downstream migrants of all species could experience passage

problems because of low flows in May and June This would

require trucking of these smolts during periods of extreme

low flow as is presently done during such periods at the

Westland Diversion Dam river mile 27 on the Mainstem

Umatilla River
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Effect of Conceptual Actions Under Reclamation Flow

Enhancement

The BR plan BR 1982 basically entails pumping facility

to exchange water from the Columbia River for some natural

flow rights in the Umatilla River and some McKay Reservoir

storage presently diverted for irrigation Also included is

water storage reservoir on Bear Creek tributary to

Meacham Creek This plan would significantly improve

streamfiow and water quality conditions in Meacham Creek and

79 miles of the Mainstem Umatilla River Steelhead produc
tivity would be enhanced and salmon runs would be restored

on sustained basis

The plan provides the following minimum streamflows cfs
for steelhead trout and chinook salmon in the Umatilla River

downstream from the Three Mile Dam

Jan Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec

115/1630 11 5/1630
250 250 250 250 250 250 0/250 300 300/250 250

Flow enhancement without structural modifications would not

eliminate passage problems associated with false

attraction below the dam lack of adequate attraction

flows at ladder entrances debris and/or sediment

obstructions and channel problems in the tailrace

However with the flow improvements shortages during criti

cal periods would be eliminated and passage conditions

would improve The combination of structural improvements

plans to plus flows would eliminate all major passage

problems The dam removal alternative with flows provides

for 100 percent passage of anadromous fish while the

structural plans are assumed to impact small percentage of

fish that would not successfully pass the structure

Compared to the existing passage problems without flow

enhancement improvements would range from about 20 to 55

percent for adult fish to about 25 to 45 percent for

juvenile fish comparison of each plans improvements with

BR flows for both adult and juvenile fish is provided in

Table Page 14
Effect of Conceptual Actions Under Corps Flow

Enhancement

The Corps of Engineers plan Corps 1981 entails use of an

existing pumping plant to transport water from near the

mouth of the Umatilla River up to Three Mile Diversion Dam
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The pumped water would be added to the WElD Canal to ensure

adequate water for irrigation uses This would allow Uma
tilla River water to be bypassed as the minimum flows for

fishery enhancement This proposal only provides flows from

Three Mile Dam downstream and has no provisions for flow

related improvements upstream from the dam

The Corps plan would provide the following minimum stream

flows cfs for steelhead trout and chinook salmon in the

Umatilla River downstream from Three Mile Dam

Jan Feb Mar May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec

200 200 200 200 100 100 20 200 200 200

Flow enhancement without structural modifications would not

eliminate passage problems associated with false

attraction below the dam lack of adequate attraction

flows at ladder entrances debris and/or sediment

obstructions and channel problems in the tailrace

However with the flow improvements shortages during some

critical periods would be eliminated and passage conditions

would improve

In comparing the Corps flow enhancement project with the BR

project the two major differences are the amount of

water provided during the months of September May and June

and water with the Corps project would be provided only

at Three Mile Dam while the BR project provides water up
stream from Three Mile Dam In terms of fish passage the

May and June flows with the Corps project 100 cfs versus

250 cfs with BR are not considered adequate for upstream

passage of adult spring chinook Also because May and June

do have periods of low to no flows as result of irrigation

withdrawals water provided at Three Mile Dam would not

eliminate the need to truck outmigrating smolts that would

otherwise be stranded at upstream diversions The flow

differences in September would impact early returning adult

fall chinook However this should be very small portion

of the run when compared to adults that would return during

the October through December period comparison of each

plans improvements with the Corps flow enhancement for

both adult and juvenile fish is provided in Table

Page 14
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March 18 1985

Bob Actair Endangered Species Coordinator

Section Endangered Species Act Fish Passage Improvements at Three Mile

Falls Diversion Dam Umatilla River Oregon

Regional Environmental Officer

On March 1985 Bill Mullins and phoned Jay Gore Endangered Species

Project Leader In Boise to discuss the need for consultation under the

Endangered Species Act for the subject project

The subject project was one part of the lJmatilla project and biological

assessment was submitted to the Fish and Wildlife Service Endangered Species
Office in Boise on May 17 1984 concerning the listed bald eagle On

September 27 1984 we received the Fish and Wildlife Services Biological

Opinion which stated that the Umatilla project would promote the conservation

of the species bald eagle

Based on the Umatilla project assessment and biological opinion Jay Gore told

us on the phone that no further consultation was necessary for the Three Mile

Falls Diversion Dam Fish Passage Improvements project



Oned States Fish and Wildlife Service

DearntroLt1e Interior Lloyd 500 Building Suke 1692

Portland Oregon 97232

In Reply Refer To Your Referetu

AFASE l-484F56

1964

MEMORANDUM

TO JohnKeysAssistaReg4Oflal Director Bureau of Reclamation

Federal Bulding and U.S Courthouse Boise ID 83724

Regional Director Federal Assistance USFWS

Region Portland OR AFASE

SUBJECT Umatilla Basin Project Formal Section Consultation

Dear Mr Keys

This is the U.S Fish and Wildlife Servics FWS biological opinion prepared

in response to your July 25 1984 request for formal consultation regarding

the effects on the bald eagle jjjetu leuc2cehalus of implementing the

Umatjlla Basin Project to enhance the anadromous fishery The FWS has examined

the proposed action in accordance with Section 7a2 of the Endangered

Species Act of 1973 ESA as amended

On September 20 1984 we completed our review of the Umatilla Basin Project

the documents you provided with your consultation request and information in

our files In the course of this review the following people were contacted

and contributed additional information used in this opinion

Rick Prang Bureau of Reclamation

Ron Garst U.S Fish and Wildlife Service

Charles Craig U.S Fish and Wildlife Service

Gary James Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

Jerry Lauer Bureau of Indian Affairs

icalOinion

It is our biological opinion that the proposed action will promote the conser

vation of the bald eagle This conclusion is based on the following account

of the proposed activities

ctDescrition

The Umatilla River basin is one of Oregons important agricultural cornmer

cial and educational areas Pendleton Hermiston Umatilla Stanfield and

other communities are located here and make the area the most populous in the

eastern part of the state The Federal Umatilla Reclamation project managed



John Keys ARD Bureau of Reclamation Boise ID l484-F-56
Page two

by the Bureau of Reclamation BR is primary feature of the basins develop
ment The project with McKay and Cold Springs Reservoirs and other facilities

serves about 30000 acres in Hermiston West Extension Standfield and West-

land Irrigation Districts There are over 700 farm units within the project

supporting population in excess of 12000 people Gross crop value from

the project totaled $6.6 million in 1981

The homeland of the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

CTUIR is located here The tribes entered into treaty with the United

States in 1855 which formed trust relationship between the tribes and the

Federal Government and established the 250square-mile Umatilla Indian Reser

vation as permanent homeland for the tribes

The Bureaus study is being conducted in close consultation with representa

tives of the tribes irrigation districts and other key entities The study

has reached point where Preferred Plan has been identified The plan

concept addresses the tribal objectives of restoring salmon and steelhead

runs The BR Preferred Plan study is viewed by the tribes and irrigators as

the only means short of confrontation and litigation to identify and carry

into implementation water development program to achieve tribal fishery

restoration objectives and meet other tribal water needs without seriously

impacting existing non-Indian water uses

The Preferred Plan is basically fishery enhancement plan and includes an

exchange program which would pump water from the Columbia River which borders

the basin in the north into existing irrigation storage and distribution

facilities serving irrigation districts within the Federal Umatilla Project

This imported water supply would permit Umatilla River water which is now

diverted or stored for irrigation use to remain in the Umatilla River to im

prove flow conditions for salmon and steelhead migration spawning and rearing

The second key feature of the development is construction of storage reser

voir in the basins headwaters at the Bear Creek site which would improve flow

conditions in key tributary and in the Umatilla River as it passes through

the reservation The added water supply needed for salmon and steelhead jj9jjrestoration under the tribes reserved treaty rights would be pro
vided at critical periods of the year and in critical stream reaches These

flow levels would result in desirable level of steelhead fall chinook

and spring chinook escapement One hundred per
cent of the fall chinook 96 percent of the steelhead and 70 percent of the

spring chinook tribal natural production goals would be met with this develop

ment

The Umatilla River has historically supported runs of chinook salmon The

largest run within memory of white men occurred in 1914 when it is reported

that thousands upon thousands of salmon from spring to fall were caught at

the site of the West Extension Canal and Hermiston Light and Power Company

Dams Today these runs no longer exist and their restoration is primary

objective of the CTUIR State and Federal fishery agencies and large seg

ment of the public Potential chinook spawning and rearing areas within the

basin are shown on the Anadromous Fish Spawning and Rearing Areas Map
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This consultation specifically addresses the fall chinook fishery resource that

would be established as result of the implementation of the Preferred Plan
There will be an estimated escapement of 12000 fall chinook which would use

natural spawning gravels in the Umatilla system U.S.D.C 1984 These fish

would enter the Umatilla River Basin in September thru mid-November to spawn
and eventually die

es Account

The bald eagle is listed as endangered in 43 of the 48 conterminous United

States The population found in Oregon is one of five states where it is

listed as threatened Fall migration of bald eagles through the Northwest

generally occurs from September through late December Within their migra
tory and winter ranges eagles tend to congregate in large numbers at sites

where food is abundant and to occur singly or in small groups where it is

more limited Salmon spawning runs have attracted bald eagles for centuries
Because all Pacific salmon entering the Columbia River die after spawning
they provide food source to which eagles and other wildlife are drawn For

example Dawson and Bowles 1909 wrote Fifty years ago bald eagles existed

on Puget Sound and along the banks of the Columbia in almost incredible num
bers They could obtain all the fish they wanted Significant concentra
tions of bald eagles still occur at natural salmon runs along several north
western rivers including the Skagit Nooksack Fraser and most notably the

Chilkat in southeastern Alaska where more than 2800 eagles have been counted

at the autumn concentration Boeker et al 1980

In contrast more than half of the habitat in the Columbia River watershed

orginally accessible to salmon is no longer available One can only imagine

the numbers of bald eagles drifting in from northern latitudes to the Umatilla

River basin during the fall prior to the 1900s Their primary attraction

being the moribund fall chinook beached on gravel bars and along the river

banks MidJanuary surveys conducted since 1980 show the Umatilla Basin sup
ports no more than 12 bald eagles during any one year This includes surveys

conducted at Cold Springs National Wildlife Refuge and the adjacent banks of

the Columbia River maximum of two bald eagles have been observed along

the Umatilla River during these counts Incidental sightings of one or two

adult birds have been recorded during the fall season No bald eagles nest

in the Umatilla Basin

isofImacts
With the implementation of BRts Preferred Plan for the enhancement of the

fishery in the Umatilla River Basin particularly the fall chinook salmon

we predict that bald eagles will be attracted in numbers well above what are

presently found there This is based on four basic requirements that serve

to attract bald eagles an available food source found in abundance

day perch sites protection from human activities and night roosting

sites
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Available Food Source With respect to the first requirement of food
that bald eagle needs the equivalent of 1.1

pounds of salmon per day to meet minimum energy requirements Assuming ade
quate passage and flows the National Marine Fisheries Service NMFS esti
mates that between 10000 and 12000 spawning adult fall chinook could be

accommodated in the Umatilla River U.S.D.C 1984 The greatest potential
for natural production of fall chinook lies between Pendelton River Mile

549 and Squaw Creek River Mile 749 where total of 86285 square yards

of spawning area are available Map At 18.75 pounds/fish U.S.D.C 1984
and using the higher estimated return of adult fish 12000 we calculate

that potential of 225000 pounds of salmon could be available to bald eagles

during the months of September through November This renewed food source

would provide another area in the northwest for eagles to use during fall

migration Competition for food would be less for each eagle which should

allow for improved physical condition Breeding eagles should return to their

nesting territory in well nourished state Productivity would tend to be

higher than for breeding eagles less well fed Similar feeding opportunities

during fall migration have been provided at Glacier National Park where land
locked Kokanee salmon jQ nchus nerka were introduced by man McClelland

1982

Within the PendeltonSquaw Creek reach of

the river there is predominance of mature cottonwood jjsp with

an understory of willow jjjx sp. Even though railroad and highway

parallels this reach there are isolated gravel bars and groves of mature

cottonwood that will provide for feeding opportunities and protection from

human activities during the day

Ni ht Roostin Sites Potential habitat for night roosting is present above

Meacham Creek River Mile 77.1 where ponderosa pine becomes

the dominant species The area is less developed and provides protection from

winds which is one of the most important features of roosting habitat This

habitat is similar in-structure to the Upper Columbia River in Washington de
scribed by Allen 1979 where minimum of 60 bald eagles are known to winter

oical0inion

Based on the information provided in the BRs Biological Assessment data in

our files and the behavior of migrating bald eagles at Glacier National Park
Montana the Skagit River and other rivers of the northwest it is our biolog
ical opinion that implemention of the Preferred Plan of the Umatilla Basin

Project will promote the conservation of bald eagles by providing renewed

food source for migrating and wintering eagles
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Incidental Take

Section of the ESA prohibits any taking harm harassment mortality etc
of listed species without special exemption Under the terms of Section 7b
4iii and 72 taking that is incidental to and not intended as part of the

agency action is not considered taking within the bounds of the Act provided

that such taking is in compliance with the terms and conditions of this Bio
logical Opinion We here-by establish such terms and conditions on incidental

take If an individuals of the listed species discussed in this opinion

dies or is injured as result of subject project the BR shall require that

the causitive action of such action cease immediately and shall reinitiate

formal consultation and/or seek authorization under Section 1Oa1b prior

to proceeding with the action the BR will take necessary measures to pre
serve or enhance the existing riparian habitat mentioned in this consultation

all dead or injured individuals shall be retrieved and turned over to the

Regional Director FWS or his representative BR shall immediately tele

phone the Endangered Species Office of this Service in Boise Idaho if inci
dental take occurs and prepare written report which shall include the date
location and circumstances surrounding the taking and the dispositions of

the individuals taken Written and telephone reports should be directed

to James Gore at our Endangered Species Office in Boise 208 334-1806

or FTS 554-1806

The proposed action presented in this opinion will contribute to the conser

vation of the bald eagle In turn the BR would be utilizing their author

ity to implement program for the enhancement of listed species as required

under Sections 2c and 7ai of the ESA

This concludes formal consultation on the Preferred Plan action If the proj
ect is significantly modified in manner that would change the impacts dis
cussed in the opinion if new information becomes available on this species

that could change the conclusion of the opinion or if species located in

this area is added to the endangered species list formal consultation should

be reinitiated

Sincerely

William Shake

Assistant Regional Director

Federal Assistance
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_eaeZ An alternative similar to the one proposed was considered early in the plan
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___------- formulation process It was not considered further because there would be no

_______
opportunity to count and trap fish under this alternative State and Federal

____________
/1/ _i__ fishery managers consider the ability to count and trap fish in the lower_Lei---- Umatilla River essential to fishery management goals and objectives Also

this alternative would be quite expensive because of the costs associated with

extending the WElD canal and pumping The need for fish screens at the new

canal headworks would add further to the costs

________ Thank you for your review and comments
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OREGON TRAILS TOURISM COUNCIL

P.O Box 185

Echo Orejon 97838

503 376-8411

20 November 1985

Regional Director

Bureau of Reclamation Attn 150

Box 043 55 West Fort St
Boise Idaho 83724

Subject Comments on Fish Passage Improvements at ThreeMile
Falls Diversion Dam Umatilla River Oregon

Dear Sir

The Oregon Trail Tourism Council is an informal association of concerned individuals
interested in developing the tourism/recreational/historical and educational
potential of this area by developing our unique manmade natural and historical
resources Attached as enclosures to this letter are copies of newspaper articles
and other documents which generally cover our concerns and proposed plans for the The materials attached to the letter of comment from the Ore on aldevelopment of the lower Umatilla River area from flermiston to Umatilla as Council have not been included in this document but may be viewed at th
recreational area and exploitation of its potential attractions such as the dam Bureau of Reclamation

regional office in Boi
We have no objection to any of the fish passage proposals for the dam and fully
support all efforts to improve the fish population of the river because such an
accomplishment would in itself create another attraction of observing the fish
runs

We do feel however that your assessment did not take into account the factors out
lined in the enclosures Incorporation of them into your plan would aid us in our
developmental efforts In general we feel that any changes at the dam should
include on the right bank public parking area public access to view points
near the fish ladder and an interpretative display pertaining to the history of
the dam i.e reason for construction impact on areas growth negative impact
on fisheries and changes made to reverse the negative impact We would also like
to see hiking trail segment along the river bank above and below the dam
established which could eventually tie into the river hiking trail proposed in
the City of Umatillas urban growth boundary plan This plan covers the river
from Umatilla to Bensel Road just of the dam

The Bureau of Reclamation supports the concept of the Oregon Trails TourismCouncil to construct parking and interpretive facilities at Three Mile FallsThe use of excess excavated material to create and improve offroad parking areas Diversion Dam Reclamation would be willing to cooperate with the Council inalong the river south to the City of Umatilla would also be beneficial such project but is not in position to provide funding

Further information can be obtained from Diane Berry Secretary OTT.C and
Mr Hart Seeger City Administrator Umatilla Oregon

Thank you for your review and conarients

Respectfully

John Bennett

JAB/mE

End



Department of Transportation

vcQ TRANSPORTA11ON BULDNG SALEM OREGON 97310

November 22 1985

Regional Director

Bureau of Reclamation

Attention 150

Box 043 550 West Fort Street

Boise ID 83724

SUBJECT Environmental Assessment

Proposed Fish Passage Improvement at

Three Nile Falls Diversion Dam

Umatilla River Oregon

The Oregon State Highway Division has no comments to offer on the

subject environmental assessment because no stateowned highway

facilities are affected by the proposed improvements We do wish lhnk you for your review

you the best in advancing this important project to completion

Sincerely

Cam Gilmour Manager

Environmental Section

Oregon State Highway Division

324 Capitol Street N.E
Salem OR 97310

leb
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Water Resources Department

3850 PORTLAND ROAD NE SALEM OREGON 97310 PHONE 7331

November 22 1985

Regional Director

Bureau of Reclamation
Attention 150

Box O43...550 West Fort St
Boise ID 83724

The Oregon Water Resources Department reviewed the
Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Fish PassageImprovements at Three Nile Falls Diversion Dam Umatilla RiverOregon We found the document to be helpful in understandingthe fishery effects of the existing structure and flow
patterns it also did good job of explaining anadronious
fishery goals and the effect of alternative actions with andwithout streamflow improvements

There were three areas where clarification would be helpful andthese
may relate more to alternative project costs than

environmental effects The areas are listed below

The comparative summary of alternatives in Table does not
make it clear why the two fish ladder option would be
selected over the west ladder and apron option

The two fish ladder option Alternative was selected as the proposed action
Construction costs are nearly equal Operation and over the west ladder and apron option Alternative because the effectivenessmaintenance was lower on the latter option Is there of the first is more certain There were sone concerns among biologists andexpected to be difference in the success of the engineers involved in the design of the fish passage facilities that thefacilities in passing fish Are other uncertainties barrier might not perform as expected and that debris or unfavorable hydraulic

conditions would create pockets of false attraction flows which in turn would

environmental effects or intangibles the main reason for
impede adult migration The only way to provefl the effectiveness of the

the preference If so the reasons should be stated more
apron would be through the development of physical model to test the design

clearly because it appears an economic decision could
adding significant time and cost to this alternative Please refer to Table

favor option

Disadvantages under Concrete Apron Plus West adder on page 19 of this
environmental assessment EAIt does not seem that the costs and effects optionremoval of Threemile Dam and pumping from downstream

location to West Extension Canal have been
properlydistributed This option helps accomplish two objectivesrather than just passage According to the assessment inTable with flow augmentation it would eliminate

anybarrier to passage The figures in Table indicate
average total floa at Threemile Falls would be sufficientfor passage nearly all of the time because the diversion



point for West Extension would be moved downstream Since

the pumping plant for West Extension is the primary cost

element of the alternative the cost reflects both passage

and flow benefits for this section of the river The other

options only remove passage barriers comparable

analysis would either subtract the flow augmentation

pumping plant costs from dam removal or change the cost

analysis of other options to include similar flow

augmentation costs and benefits For example if the dam

were removed the cost of some other form of screened The comparisons in the EA are valid Tables and on pages 23 and 24 provide

diversion at the Threemile site under could be added and comparison of the passage conditions and recognizes that dam removal and

pumpings costs could be subtracted On the other hand if downstream pumping would be somewhat more effective than the other options

the pumping station in the Umatilla or Columbia River is
The improvement in passage conditions from the dam to the mouth is an inciden

likely to replace Threemile Dam diversion for West
tal benefit The cost of dam removal would be the same whether passage is

Extension water as flow augmentation measure anyway then
improved or no

fish screens at West Extension Canal would be unnecessary

under options and The cost of screens could be

substracted from those options and the cost of pumping be

added to compare these options with the dam removal and

pumping costs in this report The final environmental

impact statement should attempt to separate passage and

flow augmentation factors

The final comment pertains an implication in the

Environmental Consequences to Fishery Resources The

statement in question is in paragraph of page 24

The cumulative effect of the proposed program would be

small relative to the overall effect of implementing the

entire Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program

other activities and projects will be addressed in their

own environmental review documents because they are

mdc endent arts of the overall Fish and Wildlife

Program emphasis added

This paragraph suggests that the Umatilla Project is some way

more cumulative and less independent than other aspects of the

Fish and Uildlife Program If this is true the cumulative This cited paragraph has been revised in the EA for clarification Reclamation

effect should be more fully described This may just be does not mean to imply that the Umatilla Project Is more cumulative and less

poor choice of words however the meaning of cumulative independent than other elements of the Fish and Wildlife Program The point

effects or cumulative impacts is currently subject to to be considered is that the proposed project is but one small but important

nationwide review for hydroelectric projects In nearly all part of much bigger picture encompassed by the Fish and Wildlife Program

instances it has been used to describe negative aspects of
and each activity under this program is to be examined separately

several development activities that exceed the sum of the

negative effects from each independent part It is unclear

what cumulative beneficial effect would be If the Umatilla

passage improvements are an independent part of the overall

Fish and Wildlife Program then its costs and benefits should

be compared with costs and benefits of other independent

parts or with the total costs and total benefits of

implementing the entire Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife

Program



The present wording casts negative tone on the benefits of

this proposal that the analysis has not established
Thank you for your reytew and comments

hope these comments will assist the Bureau of Reclamation in

completing the final Environmental Impact Statement

Sincerely

ii

frw_7
WILLIPM YOUNG

Director

WHY jt

13850



1ri_e
Dam removal was considered as an alternative page 18 In the EA It Is

however the most expensive alternative costing over twice as much as the

proposed action Pumping from the Umatilla River would be needed to replace

water now diverted by the dam Pumping costs are high and may increase In the

future The opportunity for fish trapping/counting facilities would also be

foregone The large quantity of sediment whIch has accumulated behind the dam

jyyc2L 4w 4.Dii f6 would have to be removed to avoid severe environmental problems downstream

Thank you for your review and letter of comment



Regional Director Decenhar L95
Bureau of Reclamation Atten 150
Box 043 550 West Fort St
Boise Id 83724

Dear Sir
have read your pamplet on proposed fish passage i4nprovmentat Three Mile Falls dam on the Umatilla river and am heàPtTlylT

favor of any plan that would improve the river from the dam down toUmatilla have no official status and my primary interest is to
promote the scenic attraction and availability to public view of the
area

Of pl posmd wish to recommend plan since
it would require annual removal of the unsightly logs and trash that
now disfigure the area Second choioe would be plan 13

Conceimg plans to improve river flow below the dam by pumping
Plans to improve flows in the Umatilla River are being developed underwater out of the Columbia river have not seen any mention of
Reclamations Umatilla Basin Project which is separate project This planpumping from above Mc Nary dam and piping water across the valley
proposes water exchange under which the West Extension Irrigation Districtto the Weid Canal Initial costs would be higherbut yearly costs would forego diverting water at Three Mile Falls Dam allowing water to bewould be much lessThis plan would also allow water from the pipe used for fish flows in the river below the dam This water would be replacedline to be used to replace water now taken by the Brownell diversion by pumping from the Columbia River into their canal Under second proposaldarnwhich has been taking nearly every drop of water out of the the Stanfield and Ilermiston Irrigation Districts would forego diversion

of3lower reach of the river during dry months natural flows in the Umatilla River when streamflow drops below 250-300 ft /s
Thank ou for takinff time to read this Stanfield ID storage in McKay Reservoir would be used for fish flows this

water would be replaced by pumping from the Columbia River above McNary Darn

planning report/draft environmental statement describing these proposals willYours Bincerly
be available to the public during spring 1g86

Bert Rozema

Thank you for your review and comnents



Department of Transportation

STATE HSTORC PRESERVA1ON OFACE
VCTOVE Parks and Recreation Division

525 TRADE STREET SALEM OREGON 97310

December 1985

Douqlas James

Bureau of Reclamation

Federal Building and

US Courthouse

Box O4355O West Fort St
Boise ID 83724

RE Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam

Proposed Fish Passage Improvements

Umatilla County

Dear Mr James

We have reviewed th. Environmental Assessment for the oronosed fish

passage improvements at Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam on the

Umatilla River in Orenon As have noted previously we have no

record of any sites around the Three Mile Falls Diversion works
There are no known sites along the irrigatioi canel and the

proposed pumping station area has been surveyed for cultural

resources with negative result

There are number of major sites at the mouth of the Umatilla

River and one site in section 17 on the river away from the

proposed project area As long as the proposed project is confined
to those ar-eas as identified uithin the Env ronmental Assessment

Thank you for your review and comment
there sh ld he no impact IF you have any questions you can
cont ct Leland Gilsen at 378-5023

Si r1y1

DW Powes III Deputy

State Historic Preservation Officer

DIIP in

8585C



Department of Transportation

PARKS AND RECREATION DIVSION
525 TRADE STREET SE SALEM OREGON 97310

December 1985

Regional Director

Bureau of Reclamation

150 Box 043-550

West Fort St
Boise ID 83724

RE Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam

Umatilla Oregon

The State Parks and Recreation Division has reviewed the
environmental assessment for the proposal to provide fish

passage at

Three Mile Falls diversion on the Umatilla River The Parks
Division at this time has no cosment reoarding this project As in

the past we appreciate the opportunity to be involved in the
Bureaus planning activities

Please keep us advised of the progress made toward the

implementation of this project Thank you for your review and comment

Sincerely yours

Alan ook Manager

Planning and Grants

Pu

8594



IRETAJITiiJTIEADER5
CONSERVATION ORGANIZATION

P0 Box 1375 Walla WaUa Wahingon 99362

December 10 1985

Regional Director

Bureau of Reclamation

Attentin 150

Box 043-550 West Fort Street

Boise Idaho 83724

Dear Sirs

As regional conservation organization located in Walla Walla
which is fifty miles distant from the Umatilla River we are highly
in favor of the project to mitigate damages to the anandramous fishery
caused by the installation and operation of Three Wile Falls Dam

The Umatilia River provides great potential spawning and

rearing environment if made accessible to the returning spawners
We favor replacement of the fish ladder on the east bank and modifi
cation of the west bank ladder at Three Mile Dam

would appreciate the inclusion of our group onto your mailing
list of both draft revi ews and final statements concerning the Umati 11 Your orani zation has been added to those nal 11 ny lists Thank you for yourRiver mitigation projects review and connect

Sincerely

rl2k
President

LZ/ps

FISHING FUN FUR EVERYONE



United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Baker Resource Area Headquarters

Box 987 Baker Oregon 97814

5O35236391 Ext 324

1792
Dec 10 1985

Regional Director Bureau of Reclamation
Pacific Northwest Region
Federal Building
Box 43 550 West Fort Street

Boise Idaho 83724

To the Regional Director

We have reviewed the Environmental Assessment on Proposed Fish Passage
Improvements at Three Nile Falls Diversion Dath Umatilla River Oregon

We commend and support your efforts to correct the situation to improvefish passage on the Umatilla River

Thank you for your review and commentThank you for allowing us to comment

Sincerely yours

/1Jck AlbrighL
Area Manager



fV UIWTED STATES DEPARTMENTOF COMMERCE
Natana Oceanic and Atmtephric Admniatraurn
NATIONAL MARINC FISHERIES SEBVIC

ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNICAL SERVICE9 DIVISI
547 NE 191h AVENUE SUITE 350

PORTLAND OREGON 97232 2279

5031 230 5400

December 10 1985 FfNWR58l

Mr Douglas James

Bureau of Reclamation

Federal Building and U.S Courthouse

Box 043-550 West Fort Street

Boise Idaho 83724

Dear Mr James

The National Marine Fisheries Service NMFS has reviewed the

Environmental Assessment EA for proposed fish passage
improvements at Three Mile Dam on the Umatilla River Oregon We

offer the following comments

NMFS favors the proposed action of two fish ladders and new fish

screens in the West Extention Irrigation District canal We feel

this plan would optimize adult and juvenile fish passage past
Three Mile Dam Additionally operation and maintenance 0tH
costs have been noted in the EA but source for funding has not Prior to construction an 0M agreement will be developed between Reclamation

been identified We suggest source for OM funds be identified and the Bonneville Power Administration BPA This agreement will identify

prior to construction of fish passage improvements the source of 0M funding

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project NMFS
Thank you for your review and colmnent

has been an active participant in the development of fish passage

improvements at Three Mile Dam and hopes to continue

participating throughout the design phase Please direct further

information or questions to Randy Lee at FTS 4295411 or

commercial 503 2305411

Sincerely

Dale Evans

Division Chief

cc ODFW Portland and Pendleton

PPC

USFWS Portland

CTU

EPA



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMYf1
PORTLAND DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS

POHTLAD OREGON 72O

December 16 1985

Planning Division PLNREQ

Regional Director

Bureau of Reclamation

ATTN 150

Box 043550 West Fort Street

Boise Idaho 83724

Dear Sir

The Portland Districts Corps of Engineers has reviewed the Environ
mental Assessment for the proposed fish passage improvements at Three Mile
Falls Diversion Dam Umatilla River Oregon and has the following comments

The proposed construction of the right bank ladder appears to involve
inwater fill It will be necessary to apply for Corps of Engineers pemmit

Section 404b permit will be appfled for as soon as plans are finalized andprior to project construction in order to comply with the requirements
prior to any construction activitiesof Section 404b of the Clean Water Act

Please contact our Regulatory Branch at the above address ATTN
NPPOPR telephone 503 2216995 for additional information

concerning
permit requirements

Thank you for your review and comment
Thank you for the opportunity to review this Environmental Assessment

Sincerely

d4J



REV RtFR

Fish and Wildlife

Umted States Department of the Interior

B1JREAUOFINDAN AFFAIRS

Post Office Box 520

Pendleton OR 978010520

DEC17 1985

Regional Director

Bureau of Reclamation

Attention 150

Box 043-550 West Fort St

Boise Idaho 83724

Dear Sir

In response to your request to review the Environmental Assessmentfo the

Proposed Fish Passage Improvements at Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam Umatilla

River Oregon we are providing the following comments They are provided on

technical assistance basis only and do not necessarily represent the posi
tion of the Secretary of Interior

We support the proposed action Alternative as the best means of solving

anadromous fish passage problems at Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam Passage

improvements for anadromous fish at this dam are critical to the success of

the Confederated Tribes/Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife Umatilla Basin

salmon and steelhead restoration program Even though the proposed actions

construction operation and maintenance costs are higher than some of the other

alternatives it seems to offer the most versatility for operation trapping

and counting

Specific comments follow

Page Paragraph An early hydroelectric project on the Umatilla River con
structed in 1910 probably adversely impacted salmon In addition mainstem

Columbia River hydroelectric dams have known chronic impact on steelhead This information has been incorporated in the paragraph citd

Page Paragraph We concur with the Confoderated Tribes position that the

intent if not the letter of the Northwest Power Planning Councils Columbia
Please refer to earlier response to similar comment inthe National Marine

River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program mandates that BPA fund construction and
Fisheries Service letter

operation and maintenance of fish passage improvements on the Umatilla River

Specific rationale for this position include

Early hydropower development on the Umatilla River adversely impacted

salmon and steelhead

Mainstem Columbia River hydropower projects have since 1938 annually

impacted Umatilla steelhead



Page

Hydropower proects en the Columbia and Snake Rivers have eliminated for
ever tribal fishing opportunities in the Malheur Burnt and Powder River
drainages and severely reduced such opportunities in the Imnaha Tucannon
Grande Ronde and John Day drainages The reservoirs created by the dams
on the Columbia and Snake Rivers also inundated traditional fishing sites

The proposed Umatilla River rehabilitation program is the least-cost
alternative available to begin addressing the federal governments respon
sibilities to the tribes under the 1855 treaty and BPAs responsibility
under the power act

Umatilla Basin irrigation districts built and maintain the fish passage
facilities required of them by the state They should not be required to
build or maintain facilities designed to mitigate for hydropower impacts

The irrigation districts should be required to continue to pay steelhead
at the present level but that all other costs would be picked up

by the ratepayers as partial mitigation for impacts of construction and
operation of the federal Columbia River power system FCRPS

Page Paragraph Additional spring chinook holding pools will be provided
if determined to be limiting factor in utilization of productive spawning

This information has been added to the paragraph citedand rearing areas

Page 22 Paragrpah Ibid

The paragraph cited on page 22 refers to steelhead
Page 25 Item Consequences of no action include

Diminished ability of the Confederated Tribes and Oregon Department of Fish
These consequences have been incorporated in the paragraph citedand Wildlife to meet salmon and steelhead production goals

Reduce benefits for anadromous fish accruing from other Umatilla River re
habilitation measures

Increased Indian nonIndian tension and potential for legal conflict given
lack of alternative ways of complying with the federal governments treaty
obligations

Page 30 Paragraph The proposed action is critical feature in the Confed
erated Tribes/Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife Umatilla Basin salmon and
steelhead restoration program that will

Significantly increase benefits of other Umatilla Basin rehabilitation
measures

Begin to address the obligation end pay small portion of the fed/ral

governmonts and regions ratopayers debt to the tribes and other fish
ermen impacted by the FCRPS



Page

Contribute to Indian and non-Indian fisheries from the headwaters of the

Umatilla to Southeast Alaska

Reduce socially destructive tension between Indian and nonIndian people

of the tjmatilla River Basin and contribute to lessening of tension between

Indian and non-Indian fishermen regionwide

Create the opportunity for tribal ceremonial and subsistence fisheries and

fishrelated employment and economic development

Stimulate badly needed nonIndian economic diversity i.e. recreation and
The issues cited are considered important elements of the need for fish passage

tourism by creating major salmon and steelhead runs in the heart of eastern
improvements at Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam

Oregons most populous country

Thank you for your review and connnents

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document

Sincerely

Superintendent

cc Area Director



GENERAL COUNCS

aiid

BOARDof TRUSTEES

ofthe

P0 Box 638

PENDLETON OREGON 97801

Area Code 503 Phone 276 3165

Douq las James

Bureau of Rec lariat ion
Federal Bldq Courthouse
Box 043550 Fort St

Boise ID B37J4

Dear Mr James

The fol lowinq are comments of the Confederated Tribes of the
Umat ii rid ian Reservat or reqar-d rio the eriv ronment
atsessmerit of proposed fish passaqe improvements at Three Nile
Dam Falls Diversion Darii

qeneral cismriient we suopori the said mod ficat iins arid

favor the proposed teoladder alter-native as riG cated ifl our
March 15 1985 letter to you Timely corilpietiori of this high
priority project is crit ical to the success of the Tribal/State
Uriat la Basin salmon arid stee.thsad restoration program We
concur that iriiplementat ion of the proposed act ion mill have
iris gri

if cant rieqot ye env ronimenit mpac is The mod cat ons
are indeed desiqreo to result in posit ive environmental
consequences which wi 11 enhance fishery resources in the Umat 11

Basin

It seems somewhat ironic to examine the environmental
impacts of improving structure which has probably baa the most
niqst ivo impact on fjhpr irs res urces ever in the Umat Ia
Basin Its unfortunate that this level ci envronimenta analysis
w-rs riot conduct cii pr-i or to const i-u ct on oF Three rult Dam

Specific trihal coriruenits follow

Pope para Pdd stat oment On early hvilr pri iect or
the Uriuacilla River cnstr-uuctcoo in lJhu was also probable Please see response to similar coent on the first page of the letter fromso liii Yi Iruicoct arid stee lhad hye alas beer affected by max the Bureau of Indian Affairs
star Co uifruD li car lvii 00 or oct

TREATY JUNE 1855 CAYUSE UMATftLA AND WALLAWALLA TRiBES



Douq as James coat

Paqe para Fall chinook subyearl mg iii grants would The paragraph cited has been modified accordingly

experience higher mortality at the existing louver than

would streihead sniolts
Earlier discussions did include fall chinook and the reference has been

Pq pam Omit and fall chin at end cf retained but modified slightly

sort once

Paqe para Plthouqh operat ion and maintenance issue

is stated as unresolved the Tribe feels the intent of this

measure in the Fish and Wildlife is clear EIPP would fund

construct ion and of fish passage improvements on the
Umat ii la River The rationale for EIPFI fundinqs includes Please refer to earlier response to similar coenent in the National Marine

Fisheries Service letternidem iti the 11 wmni

Early hydropower development cr the Umatilla River

adversely impacted salmon and stoelhead

Mainstem inbj Rivei hydi wem pm jects have since
l132 annually iripactcd Una illa steelhead

Ma instem Co umb River hydropower prcioct have

eliminated mevei ti ihIl fihmnq pp ituinity in the

Malhuti Emumi at arid dmm Rivem dmamnuqes Elmnimated

ii the mesee-uble ttuut in the Inraha clnr

Grrude Rondmi and John Day drai napes El mmmi riatod

ti ld it al fishing sites the nairusteri lunbia and
Onakm Rivers

The proposed Uruiat ii la River rehabi itat icr pronrarum is

the least--cost alternative available to begin

addressing the federal governmmnt resporusibi lit ies to
thu Tribes undur the 1B55 Treaty arid BPP
respnmi bi ity under the Power Pct

Uuttillu DI in iii iqIti dicti icts milt arid namnutain

the ni pu ipo fasilito mequimed hem by the

State Thiey should act he required to build or
naim tair ficilities desiqrcd miitigate hydi mci

mpact

It is iii view thit thr clitm icts sh uld be mequimed
coat mum to pay steelhaad at the present level
but that all other costs would be piclued up by the
rat opsyrms as pert ii it at ca for is cf

rtm mcI arid pci -it ri i- th Feciem al imbia

RI vcer Power Syst em FCRPS

mqc pm Truu ullit ud nhar rum mt al ins mom

pci itmvm ly di id pemi by Lhm Tm ibes aid UEFIJ Paragraph has been revised to note Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

ODFW participation



Douglas James cont

Conanent incorporated in the cited paragraphPage pare ddit ional sprinq chinook holding and

rearing pools will he created as part of the ongoing BPP
inst recta habit at improvement program

The consent has not been added here because it was added earlier in the text

Page 22 pare sacs comment preceding comment and the material on page 22 does not discuss specific
details of CTIJIR fish rehabilitation efforts

Papa 25 Item ci delete evnrythinq after second sentence
and add Table 24 from the ODFW comprehensive plan see
at tachmenU for list of project to be implemented in the The list of probable measures on page 23 has been replaced with the suggestedUmatilla Basin table

Page 27 pare The first priority for screen construct ion is

ci tecti juvsnile wnstt pan nigi arts it vet designirq
jr esceas of protective needs is not desiracle because of Final design for the screens has not yet been selected Undrologic studies
potential silt deposition problems To iiininue deposition indicate that this capacity will be between 150 and 210 ft/s The selected
the Tribe suggests the screens be sired for actual water capacity will represent near maximum diversions under the present operation
usage during peak irrigation months or design operational scenario The screen structure would be built in such way that it can be

vurnatility so that some screens could be sectioned off expanded to accommodate higher flows if the District choses to exercise its

thus the number of working screens would be in accordance
full water right at future date Siltation would likely be problem in any
case and would probably require annual removalwith flows present-

Pige 31 para -- Rdd statement The proposed act ion is

ci i- ical fp it in the Vet all eh itat plan that The benefits cited have not been incorporated in the ER text but are important

11 aspects of the need for fish passage improvements at Three Mile Falls DiversionSi
Dam Please refer to the earlier response to similar consent in the Bureau of

Indian Affairs letter
Significantly increase benefits of other Umatilla Basin
rehabi itat ion raeasures

Begin addiess the bliqati srd pay snll its ri

of the federal governments and regions ratepayers
debt to the tribes and other fishermen impacted by the
FCRPS

Contribute to Indian arid ronIndian fisneries from the
headaicters of the Umatilla to SE Rlaska

Reduns rially dc-ti irtive tersi between Irdiar ard
nonIndian people of the Umatilla River Basin and
contribute lessening of tension between Indian arid

non--I rid at-i fi sherrieni req ions ide

Erects the op port un it for tribal cereriini arid

subs isterice fisheries arid shre lated emp loymerit arid

ecrirn Ic development

St mutate badly needed non id an econrm diversity
i-ecreat ion arid tour am by creat

rip mair sal riiori

and st sri lhead ri.int in the heart of east era Oregon
scat populous court



Douglas Jasins cont

In sumnvry we agree that ins qn if cant negat vs
envir nhsc9ntcsl irspacts would result from the Three Mile Dam
rsdi ficat in project We urge the Bureau cf Reciamat ion to wrap
up thn env ronrient process and quickly move waras comp let ion
oF the final designs and iraplenientat ion The first salmon runs
hove already returned to the Uriat ii and wore are exeected in
the years to come

Thank you for your review and conenentsThank you For the opportunity to comment

Sincere

hen jo Cho rrlan

Bord of Trustees

Pt acheent

cony to Fish and Wildlife Corsraittae

Boyce Phelps UDFW

Dompier CRITFC

Table 24 Unatilla River fishery rehabilitation plan FY 198698

priorities and schedules for eplenentation

FineYear Schedule

Fiscal Year

FWPrograso

Reference Project 1988 1987 1988 1989 199y

704i1 Hatchery facility for 200K

summer steelhead

704q2 Spring chinook reintroduction

end broodstock developnent

704dl Three Mile Fulls upstream and

Table doonstrean passage inpr000ent

Adult and molt trapping/truck log

progr an

Westland upstream and dovnstmnan

passage Improvement and smolt

trapping facility

Cold Springs upstreum and doan
stream passage improvement

Faaaell and Stanfeld upstream

and doanstrean passage naproveonot

Small diversions doanstreun

passage improvement

Rrovnell and Oillon

Lhatilla River unscrnesed

diversions

birch Creek unscreened

diversions 11
Habitat improvement

Moachan and horth Fork

Ileacham Creeks

Sovth Fork Ijoatilla River

Thomas Creek

Mainsten Jmatilla River

machoo Creek to Forks
iorth Fork Unatilla River

Suna Creek

Birch and Fast and West

Fork birch Crceos

Flu fhveemevt ojects

70id2 Kay Storace Plan

bureau of eclsnations COP or

CY/ehv Plans



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
WALLA WALLA OSTRCT CORPS OF ENGEERSWOT

January 1986

ATTENTION OF

Planning Division

Mr Douglas James

Acting Regional Environmental Director

Bureau of Reclamation

Pacific Northwest Region

Federal Building and U.S Courthouse

Box 043-550 West Fort Street

Boise Idaho 83724

Dear Mr James

This letter is in response to your Draft Environmental Impact Statement

DEIS concerning the Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam project that you sent
to our District The document was forwarded to the Environmental Resources
Branch for review This letter also reflects the previous discussion between

you and Mr McDonald concerning this proposal

We have reviewed the DEIS for the Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam project
near Umatilla Oregon Our review does not reveal any effects on navigation
or hydropower development Moreover we have reviewed the project for flood

control and hydrologic concerns and found no inadequacies

In regard to Section 404 permits you have indicated that you will be

coordinating with our Regulatory Functions Branch to insure compliance with

permit procedures We will provide the necessary information concerning
Section 404b permit will be applied for as soon as plans are finalized and

the permitting procedures as the application is processed prior to any construction activities

We look forward to working with you as cooperating agency Should

you need any additional information please contact Mr McDonald at Thank you for your review and comment509 522-6627 or FTS 434-6627

Sincerely

f1
Armacost

Chief Planning Division



Department of Fish and Wild/if

506 SW MILL STREET P.O BOX 59 PORTLAND OREGON 9720k

January 1986

Mr Douglas James

Bureau of Reclamation

Federal Bldg and US Courthouse

Attention 150 Box 043-550

West Fort Street

Boise ID 83724

Dear Mr James

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife has reviewed the EA for fish pas
sage improvements at Three Mile Falls Dam and submits the following comments
Our primary concern involves design criteria for fish screens for the West

Extension Irrigation District WElD Canal
Please refer to the earlier response to similar comment in the Confederated

Design criteria should be modified to accommodate 130 cfs which is the Tribe
of the Umatilla Indian Reservation CTUIR letter fourth comment on

average flow in the canal 1974-83 during April-June the peak months of

downstream migration

Rotary drum screens should be designed to operate at all flows during These criteria are standard practice and will be incorporated into the design

AprilJune with 2/3 to 3/4 submergence of screens

Orientation of screens in the canal should not exceed 15g
The angle of screen orientation in the canal will be selected to provide proper

hydraulic relationships
These design modifications will achieve Optimum fish bypass efficiencies

during peak outmigration periods and will result in reduced trash accumu

lation problems and reduced need for bypass and pumpback water capacity

In the event average flows into the canal are greatly increased for

hydroelectric or other development after the BR renovates the facility
the developer will be responsible for constructing screens appropriate

for any changed conditions

Other comments on the project are listed below

Page

Need to state that the tribes and fish and wildlife agencies have given

improvements at Three Mile Dam top priority in the Umatilla Rehabilita
tion Plan

This information has been added to page in the fourth paragraph



Mr Douglas James

January 1986

Page

The WElD Canal louver poses the greatest danger to fall chinook Fall Please refer to the earlier response to similar comment in the Bureau of

chinook will be migrating at smaller fingerling size and migrations
ian airs etter

may extend well into the stjiimer low flow period when high percentage of

juveniles would be diverted into the canal

Please refer to response to the similar comment in the National Marine

We agree with the NMFS letter of December 10 1985 that the source of Fisheries Service letter

funding for operation and maintenance 0M must be identified Since

this project is offsite mitigation for hydroelectric impacts we believe

that the federal government is responsible for providing 0M as it has
The original design capaity

of the 1EID canal was about 370 ft3/s Present
been in all previous mitigation efforts

capacity is about 210 ft Is due to some obstructions at certain points in the

canal These could be repaired and capacity increased if the need arises for

Capacity of the WElD Canal is 210 cfs and average use April-June peak higher diversions Daily diversion records for the last 15 to 20 years are

months of downstream migration is only 130 cfs based on data for the being reviewed to determine appropriate design capacities Please refer to

last 10 years the earlier response to similar comnent in the CTUIR letter

Results of passage studies in the lower Umatilla River channel are now

available Contact ODFW Columbia River Research in the lower lJmatilla River will be utilized

Should update all fishery escapement objectives with figures appearing in

the June 1985 draft of the Umatilla Rehabilitation Plan final draft will
Appropriate changes have been made in the EA

be available early in 1986

13 We assume the bypass would incorporate vertical slot design This should Appropriate changes have been made in the EA

be specified

During low river flows the ladders will be operated to provide the best
13 Explanation on operation of ladders at low flows is unclear Suggested passage conditions possible This will require using only one ladder under

revision During low flows when there is insufficient flows to operate certain flow conditions The decision on which ladder to operate at any one

both ladders satisfactorily and the spill over the crest causes fish to time would be made in the field based on observed flow characteristics and

be attracted to the right east ladder only the right bank ladder will fish movement It was the desire of the fishery agencies in choosing the two-

be operational If there is no flow over the crest only the left west ladder option to maintain degree of flexibility in the management of fish

bank ladder will be operational
passage at Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam

22 Fall and spring chinook production objectives again update using

figures in June 1985 Draft Umatilla Rehabilitation Plan
Appropriate changes have been made in the EA

22 return of 1125 fall chinook is anticipated from release of 225000

smolts assuming 05% smolt-adult survival
Appropriate changes have been made in the EA

22 Holding pools for spring chinook are proposed in the Rehabilitation

Plan Even with these pools the potential for sustaining natural popu
lations of spring chinook is limited we estimated production capacities Appropriate changes have been made in the EA

of 582-1166 adults depending on flow due to low late summer flows in

the upper Umatilla



Mr Douglas James

January 1986

Page

23 Ultimate production figures should be updated with revised estimates in

the June 1985 draft Rehabilitation Plan Also these estimates assume

completion of habitat improvements in Meacham Creek and trucking of

smolts during years of low flow Appropriate changes have been made in the EA

25 Items listed under No Action should be modified

0DFW/Tribes will continue release of 225000 yearling brights from
Please refer to earlier response to similar comment in CTUIRs letter

Bonifer

Minthorn Springs facility was completed in 1985

Site investigations for the 200 summer steelhead hatchery were

completed early in 1985

Fish screens will also be installed on four unscreened diversions on

the main stem Umatilla under the Columbia River Fisheries Develop
ment Program CRFDP Also Brownell and Dillon screens will be

replaced under CRFDP

All instream and riparian habitat improvements proposed for the

basin see Table 16 in June 1985 Rehabilitation Plan will be

completed

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project
Thank you for your review and letter of comment

Sincerely

Harry Wagner

Chief of Fisheries

rw

James CTUIR
Esch NMFS
Garst FWS
Chancy
Korn

Willis

Boyce

Sch umacher

Carnegie

Phelps

Fredd

Faast



OREGON INTERGOVERNMENTAL PROJECT REVIEW

State Clearinghouse
Intergovernmental Relations DivisIon

155 Cottage Street

STATE AGENCY REVIEW

Project NumbxR 85 1202 00 Return

To Agency Addressed If you intend to comment but cannot respond by

the return date please notify us immediately If no response Is

received by the due date It will be assumed that you have no comment

and the file will be closed

PROGRAM REVIEW AND COMMENT

TO STATE CLEARINGHOUSE We have reviewed the subject Notice and have

reached the following conclusions on its relationship to our plans and

programs

It has no adverse effect

We have no comment

Effects although measurable would be acceptable

It has adverse effects Explain in Remarks Section

We are Interested but require more information to evaluate the

proposal Explain in Remarks Section

Additional comments for project improvement Attach If

necessary

II
REMARKS Please type or print legibly

The proposed fish passage improvements at Three Mile Falls Dam will
require removal permit from the Diviioni of State Lands if over

Bureau will prepare the Information necessary and obtain required permits

S1JE 50 cubic yards of niataoial are removed or altered within the Umatilla
prior to any construction activity

River We would like to offer our support and cooperation in improv
ing and restoring the anadromous fish resources In Umatilla River

Thank you for your review and comment

Ag enyoyZ
IPR 12 Phone Number



Department of Fish and
Vlldllfe

506 SW MILL STREET P0 BOX 59 PORTLAND OREGON 9707

January 17 1986

Mr Douglas James

Bureau of Reclamation

Federal Bldg and US Courthouse

Attention 150 Box 043550
West Fort Street

Boise ID 83724

Dear Mr James

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife would like to submit the following
convnents which supplement our previous comments January letter on the EA
for fish passage improvements at Three Mile Falls Darn We feel the project at

Three Mile Falls Dam should include specifications and costs of fish hauling
The Bureau of Reclamations responsibility has been to coordinate the planning

equi pment to truck adults from the dam The reason for including this equip
design and construction of fish passage improvements at Three Mile Falls

Diversion Dam The purchase of fish hauling equipment as proposed in thisment in the Three Mile Falls Project is adults may have to be trucked from the
letter would not appear to be an appropri ate action for the Bureau to undertakedam when the project is completed FY 1988 At projected releases of 225000 within those responsiblities Additional fishery management needs such as

yearling and million subyearl ng spring and fall release fall chinook and proposed here by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildli fe that are deter
400000 subyearling spring and fall release spring chinook beginning in mined to be essential by the fishery management entities within the basin
FY 1986 over 3500 salmon could return to the Umatilla during FY 1988 If Confederated Tribes Federal agencies ODFW etc would need to be presented
low fall or spring flows predominate we may need to truck substantial for separate funding
number of these fish from Three Mile Falls to above Stanfield Dam As shown
in the June 1985 draft of the Urnatilla Rehabilitation Plan see Table 018 we
estimate that only about 40% of fall chinook and 70% of spring chinook would
survive between Three Mile Falls and Stanfield Dams under present flow condi
tions without trucking Fewer would survive during drought years The 365

gallon units currently used in the Umatilla to transport smolts and small num
bers of adults would not be adequate under these circumstances

We have determined see June 1985 draft of the Umatilla Plan that 2500
gallon unit will be needed to haul present and future numbers of adults from
Three Mile Falls Dam We recommend that it is similar in design to the fish
truck recently purchased by ODFW for Willamette River hatcheries The unit
has 4compartment stainless steel tank that is mounted on the bed of

dieselpowered truck The unit has refrigeration system an oxygen system
replacement main motor pump and an auxiliary pump to provide safe transport

of fish Adults could be easily loaded into the truck with the trapping
loading facilities designed for the East and West ladders Capital cost of
the unit is $130000 and annual 0M is $14100



Mr Douglas James

January 17 1986

Page

The immediate need for the 2500 gallon unit is to haul adults from Three Mile
Dam Eventually this unit will also be used to haul smolts from Bonneville
and Umatilla River Summer Steelhead hatcheries and to haul smolts from the Thank you for your addittonal comments

proposed trapping facility at Westland during years of low flow

Larry Korn 229-5439 or 229-5440 would be happy to answer any questions

you may have

Si ncerely

Harry Wagner

Chief of Fisheries

rw

James CTUIR
Esch Rainey NMFS
Garst FWS
Chaney
Korn

Willis

Boyce
Sch umacher

Carnegie

Phelps

Fredd

aas



US Department of Energy

Bonneville Power Administration

Nici Howland ECN x4090 5th Floor 1500 Bldg P0 Box 3621
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