35, JOE ABBEY

Comment :

After reviewing the. Draft Envirommental Tmpact Statement on
Lower Snake River Fish and Wildlife Compensaion, I feel very
strongly in opposition to the proposed cost estimate of $47,000
plus for spending for lands. 1 am more in favor of directing the
efforts toward the lands that are already under Corps control,

rather than acquiring more.

Response:

The Corps is developing the existing Federally controlled land
adjacent to the river. The on-project program may supply more than
half the needed wildlife compensation with the development of over
1,000 acres of intensive wildlife habitat. The habitat potential of
the existing project land has been considered in planning the total
compensation program.

36. MR. & MRS. WILFORD THORN

Comment :

The mitigation proposal involving land acquisition, discussed
in the February 1975 Draft Environmental Impact Statement, is im—
practical, unreasonable, and highly unsuitable in these times.

It seems very pleasing to fish and wildlife departments,
specialists in these narrow fields, environmentalists, and sports-
men——although one real sportsman said at one of the hearings, "Don't
give me all this easy access and hatchery-raised fish and coddled
game~-1'd like some challenge left."” How very unfair to go to the
"centers of population" for the preliminary hearings, when it is
the private possession of land and homes of rural people which is
involved. (Yes, we are grateful that you granted two additional
hearings, two months later upon demand of rural folk.) How very
unfair, too, to "alert appropriate conservation groups to support
this report," as urged in the preliminary report. How very
biased to include the many pictures glorifying hunting and fishing——
and to omit the more-readily available pictures of 1) the Monday
morning mess of beer bottles, papers, cardboard boxes, cans, gates,
broken and trampled fragile ground-cover (the "multiple use concept”
in action); and of 2) old people being harassed by.goverpment men
pushing them to become "willing séllers."” The willing-seller con-~
cept is much too easily subject to human abuse.
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Response:

The revised draft environmmental statement has indicated some
of the problems with littering and vandalism that occur on public
access lands by those people who may abuse the opportunity. It
is expected that the willing seller would not be abused.

Comment :

We encourage further carefully made but simple and inexpensive
plans for development of the already-federally-owned project lands
(continuous strips on both sides of this 150-mile stretch of river!)
as given in Appendix VI, pp. 18-106 (but advise correction of ref-
erence to non—existent "page 125"). We deplore failure to mention
the number of those already-federally-owned project acres along
the river, however, feeling that this was a purpogseful omission; we
understand that it approaches 25,000 acres, which figure would
tend to diminish the alleged need for more land. We deplore, also,
failure to indicate on the maps the expensive camping facilities
already developed on project lands, here again because these
eélaborate facilities would diminish alleged need for more land and
noney.

Response:

The acreage of project lands is mentioned on page 3-2 of
_this statement. Camping facilities do not provide for wildlife
habitat, except as a few songbirds may use the trees which are
planted in camping areas.

Comment :

Potential for expansion is terrifying. On pP. 18-22 repeated
reference to "control of grazing on adjacent lands" is finally dis-
missed as. "beyond the scope of this report.../but/ may be considered
in the future." (Colomnel Conover, you have promised to strike any
reference to control of adjacent lands, but you will move on and be
succeeded by Corps personnel not bound by your personal promise.)
There is a stated intention on p. I-3 to ask for initial funding
for so-many acres with authorization to acquire more acres later.
The "grasping" ramifications dre unbelievable: although the Walla
Walla River is not a tributary of the Snake, pictures and other
references to the Walla Walla clearly include it as part of the
"project area"; in repeated references to the states of Idaho,
Oregon, and Washington (such as on Ppp. T1-37 and II-38) those
entire three states become synonymous with and are used inter-
changeably with "project area."
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Response:

The discussion on control of grazing referred to has been
deleted from AppendixG. While it may be desirable from a wild-
1ife point of view, comtrol of grazing along the Snake River canyon
on adjacent lands is not planned by the Corps. Proposed wildlife
watering devices (guzzlers) on 1/10-acre sites along the canyon rim
may be fenced, after, such sites would be acquired from willing-
sellers. The reason for the deseription of the wide area is that
hatchery and wildlife land has not been specifically indicated at
this time; therefore, three states are covered. As indicated in
Appendix I, the hatcheries could be located over a broad area.

Comment :

Potential for expense expansion is also terrifying: estimdted
cost in the 1973 draft was $40,264,000 with annual O&M of $2,534,500;
estimated cost in the '75 draft is $47,972,319, with annual O&M of
$3,071,000.

We've all lost, with the building of the dams~-fish and game
and scenery and farmland--but no one speaks on a 100-vear compensa-
tory program for the farmer's lost income potential on now-inundated
land and homesteads and powerline infested fields. The entire
mitigation concept is untenable--simply because it has no end! ...
True, we've gained the needed power, but all of us have gained, and
that includes the sportsman.

Response:

National economic inflation has been responsible for the
increased cost of development. Sportsmen benefited from the
establishment of power generators from the Lower Snake River Project;
however, the Corps is not allowed to write off as compensation power
production for hunting or fishing recreation days. Farmers were paid
the market price for their land prior to its inundation. '

Comment :

We know that you, Colonel Conover, would homor your courteous
responses made at the Columbia County Commissioners' hearing this
spring. Should this entire proposal be endorsed by Congress, three
of your commitments could mitigate a few great hurts, to a tiny
degree, at least: striking reference to control of adjoining lands,
obtaining approval of county planners before making major land
purchases, and granting satisfactory waterhole access to Ben

Dickinson and many other cattlemen in like situations.

Response:

Every effort would be made to insure that the project implemen— )
tation would follow such provisions. _ {
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37. ESTHER EAGER

Comment :

I am Esther Eager, native of Columbia County. I am pleased to
be able to submit once more, my objection to being mollified or
appeased or given compensation, Or as mitigation, for fish and
wildlife losses by the creation of the Lower Snake River Project.
That is the four locks and dams. Really we don't need mitigation,
since the creation of the dams, we have more and better access to
the river than we have ever known. Because a greatl many people
travel to the Snake River to look and look at the beauty of the area,
it won't be the same if .those beautiful coves and draws are cluttered

~with your fences which you say will protect watering places. Really

there is more than enough water in the river for all wildlife.

Response:

It is true that the fencing will have an esthetic effect; how-
ever, to a certain extent it will blend in with terrain and habitat
plantings. The availability of river water for both livestock and
wildlife is not the problem. It is the cattle grazing uncontrolled
along the project shoreland that destroys the food and cover vegeta-
tion which is needed for wildlife to survive. Restricting the
cattle watering and grazing to defined watering corridors allows
this vegetation to grow. Because the banks of the reservoirs are
riprapped with large boulders, the water in the Snake River is
inaccessible for many forms of wildlife.

Comment :

How many of the fish return to the ocean will escape the
Russian and Japanese nets? Who net so mear our coastline. Also
how can one know that the dams have caused a great loss of fish?

There was no way of knowing how many there were before the dams
were made and supplied their fish.ladders and counting areas.

Response:

Indications are that Columbia River salmon are not harvested

. right now by the Russian and Japanese fishing fleets. The fish

agencies have conducted extensive studies on the fish runs and
feel that they come, up with sufficient pre-project information to
justify the indicated loss estimates.
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Comment :

Tt is a great waste of money trying to outguess a goose as to
where it wants to nest. The oil cans and the baled straw were not
acceptable. Let the goose be the judge. If there is paucity of
good nesting in omne area, leave it to the goose, it will find one
‘to its liking.

Response:

Tests would be made of the floating goose nésting devices
before extensive funds are spent on these items. People who have
studied geese for several decades believe that this device could
be the best for inducing goose nesting on an artificial structure.
Recause the Lower Smake River Project flooded many goose nesting

islands in the Lower Smake River, there 3s need for compensation.
Comment :

If all the money being spent on wildlife was used instead to
police the vandals the wildlife could take care of its self. And
what of the land being taken out of production.for food? I find
no place where you discuss the difficulties which mitigation causes
local government by reducing the tax base and impairing adjacent
jand use. It seems that you have gone ahead with your plans, with
utter disregard as to input you received from the landowners that
was given you at the two meetings of 1973, held in Dayton and
Colfax July 24 and 26. These meetings were extremely well attended.
And you are trying to please only the sportsmen with whom you met in
Richland Washington May 22 and Lewiston Idaho May 24. Page IX-1
and page IX-2 quote, these above meetings which were public, caused
the noted fish and wildlife authorities to review the plans, the
same reviewing was done by the Department of Game. But? Again the
property owner was not considered. And gquote, on page 1 you wrote
Draft ————— Final enviromnmental statement. Final? I hope not.

Response:

The establishment of hunting easements would enable the game
department to keep a closer eye on hunters using the area, and
thereby possibly reduce the indiscriminate shooting and vandalism
caused by a small percentage of hunters.

: Discussion has been added concerning the tax base and the effect
of wildlife habitat on adjacent land use. Plans have been adjusted
in response to views expressed by landowners with acreage reductions.
Game Department (no condemnation) acquisition, etc. The statement
referred to was a draft statement and the fact that it says "draft"
and "final" is part of the required format. The word draft was
marked with an (X) to signify the draft status.
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Comment:
\

The draft environmental impact statement on the Lower Snake
River has I must say very attractive pictures, I would call them
before pictures what of after pictures? I can see the after picture,
the happy looking sportsman gone, the ground littered with food
wrappers of any kind small enough for the pocket. And if he comes
upon a fence to private land and climbs the wires? That is the
cause of loose wire result, see opposite page IV-21. Picture of
deer caught in loose wire. In trespassing onto private land the
sportsman scatters weed seed that have clung to his clothing,
which he picked up in your weed areas, which you call fine ground
cover. Or he cripples your livestock and sometimes kills them.
What ever mood he is in. All these things have happened to us.

Don't disregard the property ‘owner who has productive land,
remember he feeds the nation even government workers.

Response:

The Corps is aware of the problems of private landowners with
regard to hunters' abuse. Efforts can be made to create feelings
of respect between sportsman and the landowner. We realize the
great value of farm output for the nation. Indiscriminate shooting
and littering has been mentioned in this revised draft environ-
mental statement.

38. WESLEY L. EAGER

Comment :

I am Wesley L. Eager, property owner and native of Columbia
County, State of Washington. The February 1975, draft environ-
mental impact statement or Lower Snake River Fish and Wildlife
Compensation, has disregarded the input from local government and
local property owners and citizens.

. The 1973 hearings were held in Lewiston Idaho and Richland,
Washington seemingly for the benefit of the sportsman and recrea-
tionist who are not the property owners and tax payers in this
area. Due to this, the 1973 hearings had to be reopened, to hold
hearings in Dayton, Washington and Colfax, Washington for you to
hear from property owners and tax payers bordering the Snake River.
These meeting hearings were well attended and lasted until midnight.
The Corps should have, but did not use the input from these last
two 1973 hearings. Why have you turned a deaf ear to these two
hearings???? And cooperate only with the sportsman????
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Response:

The Corps of Engineers has not disregarded the input from
local government and local property owners and citizens as voiced
in the 1973 public meetings held in Daytom and Colfax. Some
"adjustments in the proposed plan and the methods of implementation
have been made. The Corps is aware of the opposition to any
Gavernment purchase of land in certain sections of the Stdte of
Washington; however, it.is still obligated by law to evaluate and
compensate for fish and wildlife losses.

Comment :

Private citizens have held this land since the settlement of
the Lower Snake lands. Now the sportsmen have lobbied and operated
in devious ways to swing the pendulum to have this area developed
for nothing more than their sheer pleasure. '

Response:

Because of diminishing wildlife habitat areas, wildlife
populations and associated recreational opportunities are shrinking,
while the increasing human population causes overcrowding at
existing parks and other recreation areas. These factors, coupled
with a growing energy, recreation, and food requirement, have led
to the evaluation of land use programs and potentials in all areas
of the nation. The proposed fish and wildlife compensation plan
will not decrease substantially the productivity of the southeastern
Washington agricultural areas. The proposed plan is to develop
Weore" wildlife habitat zones to be used for hunting, fishing, or
non-harvest use. These areas would be located near watercourses in
narrow strips which should not greatly interfere with current
agricultural practices. :

Creation of the four lower Snake River dams has resulted in
the need for fish and wildlife compensation. This compensation
would involve increased hunter use of some existing agricultural
lands. On the other hand, the dam projects have made possible
(by power availability and reduced punping head), new irrigation
and substantially increased agricultural production on many acres
of land in southeastern Washington that were previously of little
or no use for farming. In considering overall trade-offs in
resource use, the lower Snake projects (including other compensa-
tion programs) would still result in a net gain for agriculture,
even though different farmers or ranchers may be involved.
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Comment :

I am opposed to your mitigation plan, and due to the omissions
of the input in 1973, I consider this 1975 draft invalid. Page one
in the EIS draft, quote..ANOTHER ALTERNATIVE, AT LEAST IN CONCEPT,
1S THE REMOVAL OF THE DAMS, end of quote. I consider this out of
place, utterly childish and perfectly ridiculous. : :

Response:

Input obtained at the 1973 public meetings was not omitted
from consideration. When examining the problem of mitigating for
fish apd wildlife losses, it is conceivable that removal of the
dams would return the river eventually to its pre-dam construction
state, and thereby return the fish and wildlife population to the
pre—-dam level. This would result in other effects such as loss of
power, water for irrigation, navigation, and flood control, but it
is an alternative for the mitigation of fish and wildlife losses.

39, MR. MORTON R. BRIGHAM

Comment :

I have been studying the progress of negotiations between the
Corps and the Fish and Game Department of Idaho relative to miti-
gation of wildlife losses caused by the Lower Granite project.

As usual in our dealings with the Corps, we appear about to
ilose some more of what we have had in the past. This sort of thing
has earned the Corps the name "Public Enemy Number One".

The Lower Granite project is an eyesore at best. Now it is
proposed to add wildlife losses to the horrible appearance of the
project, and to its horrendous loss of fisheries resources.

T have always wondered why the Corps insists on the ruination
of America. Is it something learned in one of our educational
jnstitutions? Can it be that all the Corps can do, as some of its
critics say, is to kill and destroy and ruin?

I have heard a lot of propaganda that indicates the Corps has
acquired a "New Look"; that it has finally become aware of its
responsibilities to the enviromment. Next, along comes the Lower
Granite mitigation fizzle and we are right back where we started
years ago.
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Response:

The Corps is working on the development of compensation
measures to increase population of steelhead, summer and spring
.chinook salmon, resident trout, and spiny ray fishery. The Corps
is making a serious effort to offset any fish and wildlife losses
caused by the Lower Snake River project system. '

40. MR. EDWARD NAUGHTON

Comment :

T believe in the dam pools tree stumps could be anchored in
bays and coves to improve the bass fishery. This is being done
by the Columbia Basin Bass Club with good success in several lakes
in the basin. Bass could be taken from several ponds in the McNary
wildlife project and transplanted to the pools behind the Snake dams.

Response:

The fish and wildlife compensation program would involve a
review of possible measures to increase the bass fishery on the
- lower Snake River as well as the Columbia River area. Even without
the compensation program, Corps biologists are interested in
improving the bass fishery.

Comment:

1 do not agree with the views of Dr. Buss WSU on game bird
stocking. My hunting the past 10 years has been on McNary and
Sunnyside Wildlife recreation area, Also hunt the areas plaﬁted
by the Washington Game Dept in the Hoover area below Finely and
Ringold. I have very enjoyable hunting at all these places. 1In
a year with a very poor .hatch of birds there is not very gddd hunting
even in areas of good cover with planted birds there are always birds
-for the weekend hunter. These areas are a little easiexr for hunters
without dogs. ' :

.BResponse:
Noted. Varying opinions exist on the validity of game bird

stocking. The proposed. compensation plan includes both habitat
~development and a period of bird stocking. '
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Comment :

Would like to see the eastern cottontail rabbit established
along the Snake River. I have found in the area from Prosser to
Sunnyside this cottontail provides bettexr and sportier shooting.
This animal is much larger than the small desert cottontail found
in the Columbia Basin and the area along the Snake and Columbia
Rivers.

Response:

Establishment of the Eastern Cottontail Rabbit within the
projéct area may come under conflict with the current programs
of the Washington State Department of Game inasmuch as it would
compete with the mountain cottontail and the desert cottontail
which are native to the region. However, your suggestion would
be taken into consideration if the Fish and Wildlife Compensation
program were implemented.

41. CHARLES H. THRONSON
ATTORNEY ¥OR ELMER DERUWE AND OTHERS

Comment :

This entire project is based upon assumed serious losses to.
fish and wildlife resources of the Lower Snake River Area
occasioned by the construction of four dams therein. While there
may have been some damage to these resources, the contemplated
reaction to the damage approaches the ridiculous.

Response:

The National Marine Fisheries Service, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, and the fish and game agencies of Washington,
Oregon, and Idaho helped in the preparation of the proposed
recommendation for fish and wildlife compensaticn, and it's their
recommendations on which this report is based. Two independent
consultants, one for the wildlife habitat development and ome for
the hatchery development program basically comcurred with the
recommendations of the Federal agencies in that the estimates
were indeed valid.

Comment :

An_analytical report has apparently been made by the Walla
Walla District of the Corps of Engineers which purports to measure
damage and recommend compensatory measures. This report has
ostensibly been held for public review; but, in effect, the prepar-

~ation of this report and recommendations therein included have
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been constructively concealed from the general public. While we may
concede that there has been some damage to the salmon and steelhead
runs of the Smake River due to building of these dams, we do not
concede that all the measures contemplated in this project are
appropriate for mitigation of the fish damage. As to any possible
damage to wildlifé, the basis of this project would seem to ask us
to believe that the existing game animals along the Snake River
simply stood in place and let the water rise arcund them and

drown them as the pools behind the dams were filled. All game
animals that were there before still exist. Not only is the wild-
life presently available for consumptive and non-consumptive use by
recreationists, but also it is now more accessible in that the
property wherein the game lives is now owned by the Federal
Covernment and open to public use. Obviocusly, before tle construc-—
tion of the dams and the condemnation of the property around the
pools, this property was held by private landowners and in some
instances closed to trespass. .

Response:

Four public meetings, several other group meetings, and a
public review of the draft environmental impact statement do not
indicate that the compensation planmning has been "concealed from
the general public." The majority of the loss of wildlife occurred
due to the elimination of critical winter habitat cover and regimes.
Therefore, even though animals moved up the canyon to the flat
ground, the next winter they weren't able to find adequate food
and/or shelter to prevent death. Some animals do remain in those
areas which were not flooded by the project, and these areas can
maintain some animals, but not to the extent of those estimated in
the pre—dam era. '

Comment :

Any damage to the migratory runs of steelhead and salmon may
be more easily and economically mitigated than the project contem-—
plated herein. Technology exists today to protect the migrating
smolts. Floating deflectors and revolving screens have been used
successfully to protect these young fish from the intake ducts of
the turbines.

Response:

Traveling screens are being used but they are still somewhat
in the developmental stage; however, this form of fish prote;tioh
does not compensate for the loss of spawning grounds in the 150
miles of Lower Smake River. Much of the fishery compensation
program is to compensate for loss of spawning grounds. Also, all
smolt cannot be directed from turbines by screens. Some go over
the spillways , too. Screening and hauling also has some inherent
mortality.
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Comment :

Where none existed before the development of the Lower Snake
River Project, extensive and expensive state and Federal parks
have been developed along the Snake River. These parks are the
direct result of the Lower Snake River Project and, do, in our
.view, mitigage any damage which may have been done to sport recrea-
tion in Southeastern Washington.

Response.:

It is true that the Corps has installed many high quality
recreational parks along the lower Snake River; however, these
parks cannot be used to compensate for fish and wildlife losses.
The parks do not significantly aid game bird populations or pro-
vide hunting opportunity because they are for a different form
of recreation.

Comment :

This entire project is placed upon a faulty premise of
extensive and serious losses to the fish and wildlife in the
Lower Snake River area. The question then logically emerges as
"Why, then, does this project exist?" There are subtle forces at
play which we feel are the real motivating factors behinds this
entire exercise. The local Department of Game has, by long
standing tradition, ineptly managed the game resources of this area
and insulted and affronted the local landowners. Over the years
this has resulted in the closure of private lands to trespass
in the name of recreation. Since the local Game Department has
no power to condemn private property and therefore perpetuate
their own ineptness, they have enlisted the help of the U.S.
Government. There are no willing sellers, or, at least, very Very
few, as contemplated in this ridiculous proposal.

‘Response:

‘This opinion is noted.
Comment :

The honest citizens and farmers who aré being subjected to this
defense activity against their own government then wonder if their

land will eventually be condemned simply to propagate the original
mistake that is being made by starting this Mitigation Project.

Respouse:

The Corps would not condemn ény land to be used in the wildlife
‘habitat development program, the hunter easement program or fishermen
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access and easement program. Land for hatchery sites will be con-
demned, if necessary, due to the necessity of placing the hatch-
eries in an appropriate locatiom.

Comment :

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not comply with
the National Environmental Policy Act or the State Environmental
Policy Act because of its lack of particularity. The National
Environmental Policy Act and the State Environmental Policy Act
contemplate and intend than an Fovironmental Impact Statement will
be prepared before any major governmental action is taken. The
intent and purpose of these acts is that the public shall be made
aware, in particularity, of the proposed action of the government,
especially in relation to any possible environmental impact of such
actions. The subjeéect statement is not sufficient to meet the intent
and purpose of the law in that it does not describe with particularity
the location of the proposed governmental action. ‘

Resgponse:

The draft environmental impact statement is appropriate for
a preauthorization type of statement. The development of hatcheries
will be described in supplenental environmental impact statements
in more specific detail.

Comment :

A reading of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for this
project points out its defect with clarity. As'to the project lands,
the Impac¢t Statement is definite and cleéar as to what the environ-
mental impact will be. Then the statement goes further to talk in
general terms of possible envirommental impacts to indefinite &and
unspecified property. The statement does not delineate which
rivers and which property on these rivers will be the subject of
this project. This vagueness and generality defeat the Impact
Statement. How can local or state governments oOr the local
citizenry be appraised or make intelligent conclusions in relation
to the environmental impacts of the major government action when
such parties camnnot know where, and under what circumstances this
action will take place.

Response:

Appendix G in the statement indicates the on—project site
development of wildlife habitat as well as the means and methods
supported for the establishment of such habitat. Appendix I
indicates some of the potemtial hatchery site locations. The actual
wildlife habitat development cannot be pointed out due to the fact
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that it is willing-seller and locations that are not established.
Wildlife lands may be identified over a tem-year period. Loecal
citizenry has been aware of the project and has supplied comments
both through public meetings and written statements. It is
believed that the impact statement is adequate to provide infor-
mation and comments on the overall proposal.

" Comment :

The vagueness and generality of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for this project is so deep and implicit within the
statement as to constitute a violation of due process of law as
contemplated by the above mentioned Environmental Act. Such viola-
tion of the intent and purpose of the laws renders the Impact
Statenent invalid and a continuation of these. activities affords
interested parties injuctive relief through the courts.

Regponse:

The Courts have not developed a standard by which to determine
the adequacy.of environmental statements. Court decisions vary
across the Nation. Administrative guidelines indicate that environ-
mental statements are to be prepared to match the scope of a par-
ticular project decision document, in this case, the compensation
report. As project studies and planning become progressively more
detailed, accompanying environmental impact statements are pre-
pared in more detail. The environmental impact statement process
includes provision for updating and/or preparing supplements. '
Supplements would be prepared for each hatchery after the program
is authorized and as hatchery sites are being determined.

42. *BONMEVILLE
POWER ADMINISTRATION

Comment :

We are greatly disturbed at the magnitude of the compensation
measures proposed by the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Corps
of Engineers, and the extent to which payment for such compensation
is intended to be allocated to power revenues. Our general

reaction is that while the documentation contains.a great deal of
detailed data, there are a number of areas where information

‘% Due to distribution difficulties, these comments were not
received in time for sequential arrangement.
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assessing compensatory needs is either unsubstantiated or totally ('
lacking. We believe that in view of the uncertainties involved a '
much more modest program would be appropriate, to be expanded only
if future data and events warrants. -

Response:

Admittedly, complete data on the total lesses to fish and wild-
life caused by the project (all four lower Snake River dams) are
not available. Sufficient data do exist, however, to verify that a
substantial loss has occurred and will continue to occur through
the 1ife of the project unless compensation is provided. Studies
conducted by the fish and wildlife agencies in recent years, under
contract with the Corps, have further refined the data beyond that-
which appeared in their basic report. We also retained two inde-
pendent consultants who are renowned in their fields to review the
fish and wildlife agencies' report, our draft report, and all
available data. These consultants agreed that much data were
lacking but that sufficient data did exist to verify that the claimed
losses were real and minimum and that the recommended compensation
measures were, at the time their reports were prepared,_the best
means according to present technology to replace these losses. Our
report provides for substantial reduction in off-project wildlife
compensation over that recommended by the fish and wildlife agencies
and also provides for an adjustment in the level of fishery compen-
sation to reflect the results of other programs such as juvenile
transportaticn, spillway deflectors, additional powerhouse con-—
struction, and power peaking. '

Commeht:

Even if we were to agree, which we do not, that the construction
costs and O&M costs cited by you in your letter of July 18 accurately
reflect the monies needed to compensate fish and wildlife losses in
the area, we would still have certain basic reservations. In the
first place, the construction costs allocable to the four Lower Snake
dams average slightly under 83.8 percent. Instead, the Corps has,
in addition to such allocation, added a specific cost to power as well
as the joint-use costs ascribable to navigation and power. This
questionable method, unsubstantiated in discussions with your staff,
results in a conclusion that 97.8 percent of the compensation costs
must be repaid by power revenues. Further, we understand that the
figures cited in your letter are based on 1974 prices. By the time
the plan is implemented, we may expect that the total costs will
increase significantly. Based on preliminary studies by the
Bonmeville staff, the annual costs projected in your report would
be equivalent to about 3-k percent of Bonneville's total revenues
last year. We estimate that your proposal would by itself necessitate
4 rate increase to Bonneville's customers of 2 to 3 percent.
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Response:

The allocations for the Lower Smnake projects, except for Ice
Harbor, are preliminary and subject to change. Preliminary indi-
cations are that the final allocation on the upper projects will
show a considerably higher percentage of joint-use costs allocated
to power than is shown in the present preliminary allocation. It
is anticipated that the new allocation of joint—use costs to power
will be in excess of 90 percent. With over 90 percent joint-use
costs allocated to power, there would be less than 10 percent
reduction in the actual power costs if the compensation for turbine
losses were not considered to be a separable power cost as praoposed.

Comment :

This raises an ancillary objection on our part, which is that
BPA's customers, namely, public agencies, investor-owned utilities,
and industries, spread over the entire Pacific Northwest, who are
most adversely affected by the proposed mitigation plan, were not
given an opportunity either to participate in the public meetings
held 2 years ago or to review the Special Report and the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement. We consider this deficiency serious

enough to cast a cloud on the adequacy of your EIS.

Response:

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was published and
listed as available in the Federal register. The EIS was advertised
through a public notice which was posted in Federal Post Qffices
as well as listed in newspapers. Bonneville Power employees
attended all four public meetings on the Compensation Report. The
meetings were publicized and any individual or agency that wished
to would have been able to attend. :

Comment :

We also have specific comments as follows:

We are concerned with the number of possible inaccuracies in
the estimates of fish losses from the dams reported in the Draft
Environmental Statement and related reports.

The additional compensation figures of $46 million plus
$3 million annual operation and maintenance expenditures are based
on a few key estimates concerning the fish runs in the Columbia

River and hatchery costs, a change in any one of which would alter
the compensation figures significantly.
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Response:

The estimates of fish losses are based on many years of fish
counting records, catch statistics, and research studies on the
extent and causes of losses at the dams. These losses were verified
by Dr. Salo, University of Washington, who was retained as a con-
sultant to review the data. The estimated cost of compensation
facilities was based on actual costs of hatchery facilities and
estimated land values at the 1974 price level. It is quite probable
that these costs will rise in accordance with future price increases
in materials and land values.

. Comment : -

In the following cases, these underlying estimates are subject
to question. Admittedly, these doubts are primarily due to the fact
that adequate data simply does not exist:

1. It was assumed that 15 percent of the downstream migrant anadromous

Ffish would be killed at each dam they passed. This accumulates to
48 percent of an initial run which could be killed passing through
the four dams in question.

2. The fish run, which was reduced by the four dams, was estimated
using the maximum number of fish passing McNary Dam between 1954
and 1972, multiplied by the first or second highest proportion
of the fish passing McNary Dam which passed Ice Harbor Dam between
1962 and 1967. The reason for using the first and second highest
runs was alledgedly due to the inadequacy of the counts. Since
fish rups are naturally subject to exteme annual variability,
this method of estimating the size of the run damaged by the four
dams should be investigated further. '

3. The estimated size of the hatchery facilities required to produce
replacement fish-are based on catch-to—escapement ratios and
return-to-spawner ratios, which are questionable.

4. The estimation of the angler—days lost, as a result of the re-
duced fish runs, was hazy and should be investigated further.
The number of angler—days should be offset by the number of other
types of recreation-days gained through use of the reservoirs for
other water—based recreation pursuits.

Response:

It is estimated that 15 percent of the downstream migrant anad-
romous fish would be killed at each dam they passed. Many studies
have been made on fish survival through the turbines and an accepted
value of 15 percent for each dam complex is thought to be reasonable.
Studies by National Marine Fisheries Service at Ice Harbor Dam indi-
cate a 30-percent mortality to cajmonid smolts passing through the
turbines including mortalities due to predation of stunned fish.
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Many studies have verified a direct mortality without predation

of 11 percent to turbines of the type in use in the Lower Snake
projects. Considering the fact that in the future, with the in-
creased number of turbines, most of the water will pass through the
turbines, an estimated total mortality of 15 percent per dam may

be conservative. In passing of the four—dam complex, this would
result in accumulative 48 percent loss of salmon smolt. Since
ocean mortality on salmonoids spending a year or more in salt water
are notlikely to be denmsity dependent, a 48-percent smolt kill can
be translated into a 48-percent reduction in returning adults.

Doctor Salo, who evaluated the report, adjusted the Fisheries
Service's estimates on the run accuracy concerning return-to-spawner
ratio. However, he didn't feel that there was enough variability
. involved to change the original estimate. The Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act (Section 602 (b)) also states that "Recommendations
of the Secretary of the Interior shall be as specific as is
practical with respect to features recommended for wildlife con-
servation and development, lands to be utilized or acquired for
such purposes, the result expected, and shall describe the damage
to the wildlife attributable to the project and the measures pro-
‘posed for mitigating or compensating for these damages. The
reporting officers in project reports of the Federal agencies
shall give full consideration to the report of the State agency
on the wildlife aspects of such projects, and the project plan
shall include such justifiable means and measures for wildlife
purposes as the reporting agency finds should be adopted to
obtain maximum overall project benefits". Data used by the fish
and wildlife agencies is adequate to meet the requirements of
the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. The lack of pre-dam
construction data severely limits the comprehension of the total
impact of the projects, but there is enough available to come up
with realistic appraisals of losses. In all but one instance,
the highest year count was used to calculate the loss. In this
case, the 1962 fall chinook count at Ice Harbor, the highest
count was so excessively higher than later counts that the base
figure_was reduced to the second highest year through negotiations
with the fishery agencies. This method of computing losses for
compensation purposes has been accepted by the Federal Power
Commission in determining the level of compensation to be pro-
vided by Idaho Power Company.

The estimation of angler days lost was provided by the fishery
agencies and was calculated in the same manner as angler-day
losses assigned to all other projects. These calculations present
the number of angler days prior to project construction and an
estimate of angler days after comstruction, both with and without
compensation. The use of other water—based recreation pursuits
cannot be substituted directly for angler day losses. The Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act states that figh and wildlife -
losses due to project construction or operation will be replaced
to the maximum extent practicable. '
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Comment :

The analysis presented should include calculations on the
sensitivity of the final compensation figures to variance in the
above underlying estimates.

Response:

Our preliminary analysis shows a direct relationship in sensi-
tivity between the number of fish to be mitigated and the size and
cost of hatchery construction.

Comment :

Your cost-benefit analysis incorporates the use of figures whose
origins have not been set forth. Specifically, while you do indicate
that the user—day values used in computing your benefit-cost ratios
are based on the Water Resources Council's "Establishment of Principles
and Standards for Planning," dated September 1973, no attempt has been
made to provide the reviewer with any justification for using these
particular figures. Why, for example, are consumptive uses such as
hunting given a user—day value of $9, while appreciative uses such as
photography or birdwatching are given a user-day value of §2.25.

These figures should be explained in this document. -It would seem
that, in view of the crucial importance of such figures ‘to ‘the
benefit-cost ratios subsequently derived, there is an implicit obli-
gation to provide reviewers with the logic originally employed in
developing these numbers. :

Response:

The user-day values were used in accordance with established
policy for Federal agencies. Section X, page 24788 of ‘the Federal
Register, 10 September 1973, states:

"These Principles for Planning Water and Land Resources -shall
be implemented by the Water Resources Council and -shall be applied
by river basin commissions, other Federal-State organizations, and
each of the Federal departments and agencies. .The Office of Manage-
ment and Budget; the Council on Environmental Quality, .and other
organizations in the Executive Office of ithe President will use
these Principles in their review of proposed project, basin, or
regional plans.” ' .

The Principles for Planning Water and Land Resources currently
allow a maximum value of $2.25 to be used for a general recreation
day i.e., birdwatching and photography, and they .allow a maximum
value of $9.00 to be used for aspecialized recreation day Ll.e.,
hunting and fishing. FPage 24804 of the above Federal Register dis-
cusses the restrictions on recreational day values.
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Comment :

In addition to the above concerns, there are several as-
sumptions contained within your cost-benefit analysis which we
believe seriously question the accuracy of the figures ultimately
arrived at, and which tend to bias the derived benefit-cost
ratios in favor of benefits.

Your cost figures for fishery compensation facilities and
wildlife compensation facilities appearing in tables 9, 14, and
15 include only the direct Federal cost attributable to the
facilities in question.

Response:

The benefits to be derived from the compensation efforts for
fish losses are of National and regional importance and have not
been assigned to individual projects. There are sufficient data to
show that the losses have been caused by the projects, however, so
it is appropriate that the costs of compensation should be charged
to the Lower Snake River benefit-cost studies. The recommended
compensation actions are required to replace project-caused losses
and return the resource to a level which existéd prior to project
construction, and are not benefits to the total project. The
benefit-cost ratios discussed only evaluate the efficiency of
moneys to be spent in relation to the value of the resource to be
replaced.

Tables 9 and 14 also show the operation and maintenance

.costs which are to be provided by the states.

Comment :

While you do not explicitly set forth, as we have mentioned
above, the justification behind the user-day values employed in
deriving the annual benefits resulting from the fishery and wild-
life compensation facilities, we assume that such values are de-
rived from the total average expenditure per day resulting from
a particular activity. For example, the user—-day value for hunting
would include not only the cost of a license, but also travel,
lodging, equipment, and other related expenses incurred in the
pursuit of that activity. In the interest of consistency, there-
fore, and accurate analysis, it is necessary that all costs
resulting from your proposal be included in your benefit-cost
analysis, not merely direct Federal costs of building and operating
the proposed compensation facilities. Costs which might warrant
consideration would be increased vandalism on the part of users,
greater danger of hunting accidents, and destruction due to
increased usage of off-road vehicles.
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Response:

The user—-day values used in deriving the benefit-cost ratios
for compensation facilities were first established by Senate
Document 97, later revised by Principles and Standards. These
values do not include travel, lodging, equipment, and other such
expenses. Lt is assumed that if hunting and fishing were not
available that these expenses would be spent on some other activity.
The $9.00~per-day value for hunting and fishing is termed a "net
value" or the value of being able to hunt and fish over and above
the secondary expenses. National Marine Fisheries Service has
attempted to evaluate direct secondary expenses and has estimated
that the value of a fisherman day for salmon and steelhead is as
high as $28.00 per day. Predicting exactly the additional cost of
increased vandalism and destruction cannot be made at this time,
or at least not to an extent that is reliable. An assessment of
these costs has been indirectly accounted for, however, in operation
and maintenance costs and cost of easements.

Comment :

Another assumption implicit in your analysis is that the wvaricus
uses identified and employed in arriving at the benefit figures and
benefit-cost ratios may not necessarily be additive. The maximum
utilization of a given area for hunting purposes may discourage
appreciative non-consumptive uses such as wildlife photography and
birdwatching. This acquires added importance in view of the fact
that many forms of appreciative use are on the increase both in
absolute terms and in relation to consumptive uses as you have noted
on pages 56-57 of the report.

Response:

The Corps' project lands will be opened for everyday use - in-
cluding those areas of intensive wildlife habitat development.
Corps' lands will be available all year and not just for the hunting
geason. Therefore, congsumptive - non-consumptive conflicts would
not occur to any great extent. ’

Coumment :

Your benefit-cost analysis is somewhat inconsistent with your
earlier assertions regarding the difficulty in prorating costs to
specific facilities. On page 25 of the Special Report, the point is
correctly made that it is impossible to accurately prorate total
fish losses (an external cost) to individual hydro projects due to
the nonavailability of sufficiently detailed data. A corollary to
this would be that it is at least equally impossible to accurately
prorate total benefits to the individual projects contained within
the Lower Snake River Fish and Wildlife Compensation Plan (Table 15).
This is especially true in view of the highly speculative nature
of the total anmnual benefit figure contained in Table 15.
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Resgonse:

Please refer to the first paragraph of the first response
on page A-73.

Comment :

_ The alternatives are shortsighted. The "no action'" alternative
doesn't really discuss the ultimate effects of this alternative,
e.g. "the no-action alternative would not increase the population

of game and non-game species to their previous levels." But there
is no discussion of the resultant effects--will hunters shoot some-
thing else, will the hunting industry suffer setbacks, etc.

There is no discussion of impacts of dam removal to the river,
Although this is unrealistic, it is nevertheless an altermative
which should be considered.

The report only briefly discusses transport of fish past the
dams by truck; there is no mention of other viable altermatives,
including:

(1) Partial mitigation, i.e., bringing the fish runs up to
50, 75, or 80 percent of the base level;

(2) Optimizing one or more kinds of fish, i.e., chinook to
the exclusion of steelhead; or :

(3) Ellmlnatlng parts of the proposal such as the pheasant
farms or fishing access,

This lack of alternatives probably stems from a vagueness in
defining objectives. It is not clear from the report whether the
objectives of the proposal are to return the fish and wildlife
associated with the Snake River to their original state (or as
close as possible), to compensate hunters and other recreationists
for loss of opportunity, or to return hunting and fishing activities
to approximately their original potential.

In any event, there is no clear record of fish and wildlife
situation prior to installation of the dams, thus making an accurate
mitigation estimate impossible.

Resgponse!

The alternatives section will be reworked and additional infor-
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mation will be used regarding the alternative actions. This will
all be available in the Final Envirommental Impact Statement and
the report. Partial mitigation, bringing the fish up to 50, 75,
or 80 percent of the base level, would not meet the requirements
as set forth in the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act which we are
obligated to do. Optimizing one kind of fish, that is chinook, to
the exclusion of steelhead would not replace the species in kind
which is the intent of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.
Elimination of such proposals as pheasant farms or fishing access
would not provide, as said before, the fullest extent of species
compensation as. well as opportunity availability as intended
through the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.

Comment :

During the past several years, much money and effort have been
expended to mitigate losses of fish runs; for instance, devices to
reduce supersaturation of nitrogen, fish ladders, transportation of
young fish by special truck, and fluctuation in streamflows. We
expect these efférts to continue. We, therefore, believe that these
mitigation efforts should be costed out and credited against the
compensation figures proposed in your reports.

Response:

The results of nitrogen supersaturation reductionm, juvenile
transportation and other measures have not been fully evaluated
because some of these are still under study or under construction.
If the Compensation Plan is authorized, a full accounting of the
benefits derived from these measures will be made before hatchery
construction is initiated. For the present, however, we believe
it is more proper to request the maximum compensation now rather
than to assume some level of success which may not ocenr which
would require further Congressionally authorized compensation
efforts. The present cost of construction of fish passage
facilities, spillway deflectors, traveling screens, operation and
maintenance of these facilitiés, and associated research is
$52,000,000. This is shown on page 8 of the Special Report.

Comment :

Tn addition to our comments, we would like to pose the following
questions which we believe the Corps should respond to in its reports:

1. What are the current total annual costs of proposed fish
and wildlife compensation measures?

9. What is the basis for allocating such annual costs?

3. Are the measures recommended in the Special Report adequate
by themselves to compensate for fish and wildlife losses?

4. Does the Corps plan to embark on a combination plan encom-
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passing measures proposed in the Special Report combined
with spillway deflectors and transportation? If so, the
combined beneficial effects as well as the combined costs
of such measures should- be analyzed in developing the
compensation plan.

5. What would be the annual costs and anticipated benefits
if an alternative of spillway deflectors and expanded
collection and transportation program were to be adopted?

6. What criteria does the Corps propose to use to ascertain
whether the construction of .facilities is in excess of a
compensatory measure? During discussion in August, the
Corps stated that facilities for enhancement of fish and
wildlife would not be allocated for power repayment.

7. Will wildlife development on Government lands tend to
diminish the need for off-project development?

Response:

1. The 1974 price level was $45,788,000 initial cost and
$2,951,000 for annual operation and maintenance. Updating these
to current levels, the costs are $49,987,000 initial cost and
$3,222,000 annual cost.

2. The costs will be allocated equally among the four projects
and then distributed to the power and navigation features based on
the project cost allocation. :

3. The measures recommended in the Special Report are expected
to fully compensate for fish and wildlife losses caused by the Lower
Snake River project.

4. The benefits derived from spillway deflectors and juvenile
transportation will be taken into account in sizing the final
hatchery construction, as will any adverse effects from additional
powerhouse construction and power peaking operation.

5. We cannot at this time provide an economic analysis of
the effects of spillway deflectors and expanded juvenile'fish
collection and transport since the full benefits will not be known
for a number of years yet. The results of these programs to date

are very encouraging but we do not anticipate that they, in themselves,

will negate the need for hatchery construction.

6. When a final decision is made on the number and size of
hatcheries to be constructed, it will contain an agreed-upon level
of production and return. The agreement with the operating agencies
will stipulate that if this level is exceeded then either production
will be reduced or a non-Federal agency 17ill assume the costs over
and above mitigation costs. )
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7. In our analysis we have attempted to seek the maximum ,
economically feasible amount of mitigation by development of project (
1lands. In so doing, we have reduced the amount of off-project lands
requested by the agencies. We do not believe it is economically:
possible to provide full wildlife compensation on project lands and
there will be a continuing need for developed of f-project lands.

Comment :

Finally, we would like to point out that under the Flooad Control
Act of 1944 and the Bonmeville Project Act of 1937 cost allocations of
Corps projects from which power is marketed by BPA must bé confirmed
by Federal Power Commission. The gquestion of whether the allocation
of power of 97.8 percent at the Lower Snake projects for fish and
wildlife compensation is one that should be considered by the FPC in
it confirmation of the Corps' proposed allocation.

Response:

All cost allocations for Corps' projects containing power as a
project purpose are approved by the Federal Power Commission (FPC).
Only Ice Harbor has a final approved cost allocation at this time.
Allocations for the other three projects will be submitted to the
FPC for approval and the costs of the proposed compensation measures
will be distributed between the authotrized purposes of power and
navigation based on the approved allocationm.

43. *WASHINGTON PUBLIC UTILITY
DISTRICTS' ASSOCIATION

Comment :

Certainly it is understandable that construction of dams does
have an effect on salmon and steelhead. Therefore, it has been an
accepted practice for hatcheries to be paid for by power users and
provided to offset any estimated supposed fisheries losses. What is
not understandable, however, has been the location of these hatcheries.
1f there is a continuing problem caused by passage of fish over or
around dams, then it would seem more logical to comnstruct any replace-
ment hatcheries below the dams on the Columbia/Snake Rivers' system
if our main purpeose is to maintain the Columbia River fisheries as

" a food source. Lt appears wasteful of funds to try to maintain up-

stream fisheries at a substantial cost to the many just to provide
recreational pleasure to a few.

% These comments were not received in time for sequential arrangement.

o~
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General Comments

We do not agree with the concept that proposed measures would compensate {(fully
offset) project incurred losses to fish and wildlife. Mitigate (lessen project

. incurred losses) is the appropriate term.

Project incurred wildlife losses in Idaho are not adequately addressed in the
preliminary draft Special Report fox Compensation of Fish and wildlife Losses
nor in the draft environmental statement. Conseguently, we believe the wildlife
compensation plan submitted by Idaho Department of Fish and Game has merit.

We appreciated the opportunity‘for early review of the draft statement and
preliminary fish and wildlife loss compensation report.

Sinecerely yours,

DONALD J. J;( -

Kebing Regional Director '




o _ . 1793 (911)
United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

OREGON STATE OFFICE
P.0. Box 2065 (729 N.E. Oregon Street)
Portiand, Oregon 97208

April 16, 1974

District Engineer
U. 8. Army Engineer District
Walla Walla, Washington 99362

Gentlemen:

We have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement and
special report on the Lower Snake River, Fish and wildlife
Compensation, Washington, Oregon and Idaho and offer the
following comment:

pages I-2, Section f., Pages I-3, Section a & b, Pages
Ir-1, Séction (1), and Pages I7-3, Section (2)

Acquisition of lands and easements - The BIM does not manage a
great deal of land adjacent to this part of the Snake River in
the project area. However, there are some National Resouzce
Lands along the lower Grande Ronde River in Washington and Oregon.
Some of the land and/or easement acquisitions contemplated in
implementing the Corps' Fish and Wildlife Compensaticn project
could be coordinated with BIM Lo possibly improve public access
to some of the N.R.L. tracts along the Grande Ronde River. Such
access would provide greater hunting and fishing opportunities
for the public and further the goals of this compensation project.

Sincerely yoyrs,

A il

N REPLY REFER TO!

Aszociates Director
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N Response:

The Corps could locate new hatcheries nearer the mouth of the
Columbia River. This would be a more efficient operation from the
standpoint of obtaining adult spawning stock and reducing project-—
caused losses to both adult and juvenile fish. It would not, however,
replace the loss in the upper river area where it occurred, nor would
the fish be available to the sport; commercial, or Indian fishery
from which they had been lost. Moreover, the increased demsity of
salmonid fish holding in the Lower Columbia may result in higher
incidence of disease, and these salmonids' contribution to the
ecological balance of the Snake River and Tributaries would be
greatly eliminated.

{ Comment :

It is beyond my comprehension how the raising of water along
the banks of the river, by means of a reservoir, changes the char-
acteristics of access for steelhead fishermen to such an extent that
you must acquire by fee extensive parcels of land from which they
may now wade or launch boats into the water. What did they do for
this access before the dams were built?

Response:

The river provided a steelhead fishery which was always ac-—
cessable by boat. The lower water levels allowed a much higher
potential for access to key fishing locations. The reservoir
eliminated these key fishing areas. Therefore, access to other
key fishing areas is necessary to compensate for lost opportunity.

Comment :

Certainly, development of wildlife habitat on project lands
is proper because all useful lands including project lands should
be available for such development.

Response:

The Corps is developing the project lands to the highest wild-
life use., This development has already substantially reduced_the '
amount of off-project land necessary for compensatiomn.

.
Comment :

i The reservoir may flood some of the existing draws, but surely
; the same draws are in the same relative position as regards public
roads as before construction of the dams. If hunters got to the
water before thé dams were built they should be able to get there
after the dams are built without extensive leasing of lands at a
- cost to the electric ratepayer.
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Response:

The easements in draws is basically to provide chukar hunting
opportunity. Other easements provide hunting oppertunity near the
intensive wildlife habitat area during the hunting season. Because
hunting will be concentrated in these habitat areas, eccess must be
assured and maintained to a much greater extent than before.

Comment :

Buying of lands for a "hunting preserve' is not justified.
Having been born and raised in woods and spending considerable time
in logging camps, L have found that Mother Mature éan make adjust-—
ments in the relocation of nests, feeding areas, ate., for wildlife
to a better extent and at considerable less cost than man. Land has
been inundated by reservoir water, but the wildlife has not been drowned
out to the extent where a special hunting preserve is justified.
Following the principles being proposed her, every city in this
Nation should require their taxpayers to furnish money to go out and
acquire game lands for every square foot of concrete whizh has been
poured for the "compensation of game animals and hunter opportunity
not provided on' city lands. The quote portion is from your letter.

Response:

The reports from State and Federal wildlife agencies as well as
confirmation from an independent consultant indicates that critical
wildlife habitat was lost. With the habitat, the wildlife was lost.
The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act i directly concerned with
compensating for the highly productive riparian land located near
water resource projects. The Corps' intensive wildlife habitat
development program will compensate for this lost riparian productivity.

Comment :

To require the electric ratepayer to fimance a game bird farm
to stock the 'compensation 1ands" referred to in item "e'" (above
comment) is outrightly unfaix.

Resgponse:

The fulfillment of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act requires
that the hunting opportunity also be compensated. The compensation
program requires around 20,000 pheasants per year. The Washington
State Department of Game believes that a game bird farm would be the
. best means to provide these birds. This compensation results from
the loss caused by the dam complex. The electrical power generation
is the dams' major function; therefore, those benefiting from the
projects should bear the compensation costs. :

(LETTERS OF COMMENT FOLLOW)
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IN REPLY REFER TO:

Land Operations

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
Northern Idaho Agency
Lapwal, Idaho B3540

April 8, 1875
Memoreandum

To: Aroi Director, Portland Area
Attention: Jack Hunt, Land Services

From: 'Buperintendent; Northern ldasho Agency

Subject: Review of Draft Invironmental Impact staiounnt, Lovwer
Snske River Fish and Wildlife Compensation

Due to the very short time belng allowed for review, it has heen im-—
possible to review in detail the contents of this Environmental Im-
pact Statement. Our office hes had only two days to review the
Statemsnt and has not been sble to review 1t with the Nsz Percsa Tribe.
We are sure the Tribe would definitely want to study the Statement

in depth. Our office will discuss the plam with the Tribe and give
them sn opportunity to review it and make their comments.

In reviewing the tables on "Hatchery Requirements to Produce Required
Number of Adult Chinook snd Steelbead,” we note that murvival from
eggs to smolts i’ fairly good, but survival of smolts te adults is
very low. Table 1, "Summary of Facilities and Costs of wildlife Com-
pensation Facilities, Lower Enake River Project,”" does not provide
for any money for s study to improve this survivael rete, Page VI-3
briefly mentions a study being conducted on truck transportation to
insure steelhesd survival,

Indian treaty rights concerning fishing are briefly discusmed under
"Management Methoda,” page VI-6. It would appear that with the

Court decisions already vrendered, the Tribes should be given a greater
opportunity to participate in the formulation of a plan involving
compensation for fish and wildlife lost with dam construction on the
Lower Snake River and on the Columbia River. -

Bill Bryen
Acting Superintendent
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FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

. REGIONAL OFFICE
555 BATTERY STREET, ROOM 415
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF. 94111

April 8, 1975

Colonel Nelson P. Conover

District Engineer

Walla Walla District, Corps of Engineers
Building 602, City-County Airpori

walla Walla, WA 99362

Dear Colonel Conover:

This is in response to your letter requesting our comnents on
your draft environmental statement for "Lower Sneske River Fish and
Wildlife Compensation,' of February 1975.

As described in your documents, the proposed action would consist
of construction of fish hatchery and associated facilities and acqui-
sition of lands for wildlife habitat improvement and access for fishing
and hunting. This would be done to compensate for adverse impacts on
fish and wildlife resources caused by the construction of the existing
four multiple-purpose projects on the Lower Snake River.

We have reviewed the draft to determine the effect on matters
affecting the Commission responsibilities. Such responsibilities
relate to the development of hydroelectric power and adegquacy of
electric services under the Federal Power Act, and the construction
and operation of natural gas pipelines under the Natural Gas Act.

Although the action indicated in your proposal would require
minimal smounts of power for pumping irrigation water and water for
use in irrigating certain portions of the wildlife habitat, it would
not have any measurable effect on any existing electric power or
natural gas facilities under the jurisdiction of the Federal Pover
Commission, nor does it appear to have any effect on the future develop-
ment of supplies and transmission of electric power or natural gas.

Sincerely yours,

R SPRT C A

M. Frank Thomas
Regional Engineer



United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE (

Pacific Northwest Region
Fourth and-Pike Building.

IN REPLY REFER T0: Seattle, Washington 98101
17619 April 11, 1975
(PNR) CAE _ '

Colonel Nelson P. Conover
District Engineer

Walla Walla, Corps of Engineers
Building 602, City-County Airport
Walla Walla, Washington 99362

Dear Colonel Conover:

We have reviewed the draft environmental statement and special report
on the Lower Snake River, Fish and Wildlife Compensation, Washington,
‘Oregon, and Idsho.

We suggest that you consult the State Historic Preservation Officers
of Washington, Idaho, and Oregon to determine if any sites eligible
for the "National Register of Historic Places" will be affected by
the proposed actions. The results of these consultations should be
reported and documented in the firnal statement.

Sincerely yours,

James 5. Rouse :
/" Acting Associate Regional Director,
L Cooperative Activities
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MW T T0RAOFA - M/S 623 April 9, 1975

Colonel Nelson P. Conover, CE

District Engineer

Department of the Army .
Walla Walla District, Corps of Engineer
Building 602, City-County Airport

Walla Walla, Washington 99362

Dear Colonel Conover:

. We have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement, "Lower
Snake River Fish and Wildlife Compensation for Fish and Wildlife Losses,
Washington and Idaho." _

The draft EIS implies that fish hatcheries alone will compensate
fish Tosses resulting from the construction of lower Snake River Tocks
and dams. It deals heavily therefore, with the impacts of hatchery
development on water quality and the environment. The capital cost
of the fishery mitigation program is estimated by the Corps to be
$42,250,000 and annual 0&M cost $2,950,000. Annual costs amortized
over a 100-year project life are estimated to total $2,770,265 in
1974 dollars. It is apparent that the Federal government will pay this
cost even though navigation and power interests are the major beneficiaries
of the river development.

In addition to the hatchery program, the EIS should address the entire
anadromous fish passage and survival program including plans for minimizing
dissolved gas supersaturation, providing minimum required stream flows and
preventing downstream migrant mortalities at each of the four dams. In
other words, all factors and alternatives associated with additional

" compensatory needs and with the continuation and improvement of mitigating
. operations throughout the lower Snake River, together with their impacts,
should be inciuded. ‘

The draft statement discusses hatchery waste in some detail indicating
that some type of treatment may be required at each of the four hatcheries.
Current effluent limitations for hatchery discharges under the NPDES
permit program now address suspended solids as the only parameter. for which



.controls will be required. Among the parameters discussed in the

statement however, suspended solids are not specifically mentioned.
Suspended solids limitations currently proposed for Best Practicable
Treatment Technology, Best Available Treatment Technology, and New ,
Source Performance are 15 mg/1 (maximum), 2.2 1bs/100 fish (average) and
2.9 1bs/100 fish (maximum daily). It is not clear in the draft statement
whether or not waste treatment facilities are included in the fish hatchery
program cost estimates.

Our comments on this draft statement have been classified ER-2,
ER {Environmental Reservations) 2 (Insufficient Information). The
classification and the date of the Environmental Protection Agency's
comments will be pubiished in the Federal Register in accordance with
our responsibility to inform the pubTic of our review on proposed
Federal actions under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft statement.
Sincerely,

S A/ i - .
/,(j‘/’[ LAt _{/;‘ J.(r{:;(m-’by

Walter D. Jaspers
Director
O0ffice of Federal Affairs

!. ™
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
1500 NLE. IRVING STREET
P.Q. BOX 3737
Reference: RB PORTLAND, OREGON 97208 april 11, 1975

Col. Nelson P. Conover

District Engineer

Walla Walla District, Corps of Engineers
Bldg. 602, City-County Airport

Walla Walla, Washington 99362

Dear Colonel Conover:

In accerdance with March 20 instructions from the Director of our Department’s
Office of Environmental Project Review, we have reviewed the draft environmental
impact statement and accompanying preliminary draft of a Special Report for
Compensation of Fish and Wildlife Losses, Lower Snake River, Washington.
-Comments are limited to those within our areas of jurisdiction and special
‘expertise and should not be construed as offieial Departmental comments.

We understand that Departmental comments will be provided following an
anticipated subsequent request from the Chief of Engineers to the Department

of the Interior.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Page 1, 3.a. Environmental Impacts. This statement should be gqualified. In-
creased populations will Eartially offset project incurred losses.

Page 1. 3.b. Adverse Environmental Impacts. We do not agree that problems in
excess of those otherwise incurred would result with the project plan. Hunting
and fishing would have exceeded that anticipated with the plan. "compensation"
as used throughout the statement is inappropriate. For example, terrestrial
habitat inundated can never be replaced or its loss fully offset.

Page I-2, sec, d. Operation and maintenance costs for hatcheries will not
hecessarily be funded through the U. S. Fish and wildlife Service, but possibly
through the National Marine Fisheries Service, or the appropriate State agency.

Page I-8, 2nd para., 3rd sen. The fish and wildlife agencies in the Special
-Lower Snake River Compensation Report recommended the Touchet and Walla Walla
rivers as areas for stocking rainbow trout as compensation for lost Snake
River resident sports fishing. However, due to irrigation withdrawals and
farming practices which cause low summer flows, high turbidity and high water
temperatures, these streams do not provide gquality fich habitat. The upper

reaches of these Streams do provide adeguate fish habitat but are already
stocked by State programs.

CONSERVE
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Reservoirs proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation could improve water gquality
in these rivers and enhance the fisheries. However, enhancement benefits
would be assigned to that project. Fish used to compensate Snake River losses
cannot also be assigned enhancement benefits.

Page II-37/38, Threatened Species of Wildlife. The spotted owl is found west
of the Cascade Mountains, not in the project area.

Page III-1, Wildlife Habitat Lands. It is stated that these lands would be
committed to wildlife use and inferred that only wildlife would benefit. all
land uses dependent on wise ecosystem management—-i.e. agriculture, water
supply, etc.——would also benefit,

Page IV-2, sec. -c., Compensation or Management Alternatives. Trapping and haul-
ing downstream migrant fish should be considered a temporary and not a final
solution to dam related mortalities.

Page VI-B, sec. c., Genetic Alteration of the Fish. While a few salmonid
species will spawn in lakes, all require graveled areas for sueccessful repro-
duction. Even if strains of reservoir spawning salmonids are developed through
selective breeding, gravel beaches will be required for successful spawning.

PRELIMINARY DRAFT SPECYAL REPORT FOR COMPENSATION OF FISH AND WILDLIFE LOSSES

Page 8, lst para., 2nd sen. At least one of the subimpoundments on LoweXr
Granite is blocked to public use because of the fenced railroad right-of-way.
The steep canyon wall behind the impoundment appears to preclude access from
any other direction. The goose nesting island upstream from Chief Timothy
Park may not be used due to the expected human activity at the park.

Page 18, lst para., last sen. Even though percentage of McNary fish passing
over Ice Harbor Dam has increased, actual numbers of fish have declined.

Page 25, Lower Snake River Resident Sport Fishery. Same comment as for Page
I-8, 2nd para., 3rd sen. in draft EIS.

Page 36, lst para., 3rd sen. Losses to downstream migrants due to turbines
is based on three installed turbines at each dam, not six,.

Page 39, 2nd para. Same resﬁonse as for Page 18, lst para., last sentence,

Page 68, para. 2. Weé suggest "substantial loss reduction" be substituted for
"Full compensation” since inundated wildlife lands can never be replaced.

Page 74, 2nd full para. The first sentence is inaccurate. We agree with
Washington Department of Game that with habitat development on project lands
it would still require control and management of substantial farm lands ad-
joining the project to significantly reduce project incurred lesses.

N

Patan



United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

PACIFIC NORTHWEST REGIONAL OFFICE
FEDERAL BUILDING & U.5. COURTHOUSE

IN REPLY BOX 043-550 WEST FORT STREET
REFERTO: 160 . BOISE, IDAHO 83724
120,1

apR1 51910

Colonel Nelson P. Gonover

District Engineer

Department of the Army

Walla Walla District, Corps of Engineers

Bldg. 602, City-County Airport

Walla Walla, Washington 99362

Dear Colonel Gonover:

The draft environmental statement and special report on the Lower
Snake River, Fish and Wildlife Compensation, Washington, Oregon,
and Idaho (ER 75/ 259) have been reviewed by appropriate personnel
in this Region and we have no specific comments to provide. Thank

you for the opportunity of reviewing the statement and report.

Sincerely yours,

/L'Z\ /@ /{’/a’ féuﬂ(—ﬁ/

/Regional Environmental Officer

cot Gommlssmner, Attn: 150
D1rector, Office of Envuonmental Project Review, USDI, WDC
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United States Department of the Interior
'BUREAU OF MINES |

EAST 315 MONTGOMERY AVENUE
SPOKANE, WASHINGTON 99207

Western Field Operation Center
March 31, 1975

Mr. Nelson P. Conover, Colonel, C.E.
District Engineer

Corps of Engineers

Building, 602

City-County Airport :

Walla Walla, Washington 99362

Dear Colonel Conover:

Personnel in this office have reyiewed the Draft Environmental
Statement and Special Report on the Lower Snake River, Fish and

Wildlife Compensation, Washington, Oregon, and. Idaho (ER-75/259).
The increase in fish and wildlife population and facilities to
implement this action will not adversely affect mineral development
in the Lower Snake River area.

Sincergly yours,

R. N. App1ing{|‘ .
Western Field Operation C



| UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF OUTDOOR RECREATION

NORTHWEST REGION

IN REPLY REFER TO:

'E3027 g
ER-75/259 - o015 seini .0 GdR 37990 APR 16 1975

e LR, WelileduYOE 93174

Department of the Army
Walla Halla District
Corps of Engineers
Building 602
City-County Airport

 Walla Yalla, Washington 00362

Attention: lelson P. Conover, District Engineer

Dear Mr. Conover: | |

Je have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Special
Report on the Lower Snaée River, Fish and 4ildlife Compensation Pro-
gramrfor Washington, Cregon, and Idaho and conclude that the docunients
adequately discuss the recreational and environmantal aspects and
impacts for which this office has furisdiction and review experiise.

e, therafors, have no substantive comnznis for your considzration

u}

in the preparation of subsequent documents relating to this prograui.
| prag

u
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD  Sovwancen(mep

THIRTEENTH ccmsl GUARD Dqs-rnif”""

SEATTLE, WASH. 58174

rrone- 442-5850

5922/19-1
Ser mep 0408
14 April 1975

Cdlonel Nelson P, Conover Re: (draft) EIS, Lower Snake
District Engineer River Fish and Wildlife
Corps of Engineers Compensation

Walla Walla District

Building 602, City-County Airport
Walla Walla, Washington 99362

Dear Colonel Conover:

We have reviewed this project and have no comments at this time; however, we
- would like the opportunity to review—specific site development proposals.

SL S, BE’CKl'J‘I"I'AH-U“‘L N

Captain, U. S. Coast Guard

Chief, Marine Safety Division

By direction of the District Commander

915 SECOND AVE. N



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE

1218 S. W. Washington Street, Portland, Oregon 97205

April 22, 1975

Col. Nelson P. Conover ;
Corps of Engineers, Walla Walla District
Building 602, City-County Airport

Walla Walla, Washington 99362

Dear Colonel Conover:

We have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement for the
Lower Shake River Fish and Wildlife Compensation Program.

We have no comments to offer.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this draft
statement.

Sincerely yours,

S

James W. Mitchell _\‘ Acting
State Conservationist

cC:

Washington, D. C. 20250
Administrator,. $CS, Washington, D. €. 20250

Coordinator of Environmental Activities, Office of the Secretary, USDA

Chairman, Council on Environmental Quality, 722 Jackson Place NW, Washington,

D.C. 20006 (5)



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE

Room 360 U.S. Courthouse, Spokane, Washington

Nelsen P, Conover

Colonel, CE

District Engineer

Department of the Army

Walla Walla District

Corps of Engineers

Bldg 602, City-County Airport
Walla Walla, Washington 99362

Dear Col. Conover:

99201

April 10, 1975

Your draft environmental impact statement for the Fish and Wildlife
Compensation Program has been reviewed by our field personnel and it
would appear the soil protection aspects have been adequately addressed.

We would, however, be interested in ascertaining if consideration has

been given to actually delineating the line between the public and private

lands to enable hunters to recognize these boundaries.
would be of great bemefit in maintaining better pub

landowners.

The opportunity to review your draft is appréciated. If we can be of

We believe this
li¢ relations with the

future assistance, please do not hesitate to call upon us.

Sincerely,

55LLu45?;i})m§\h;

Galen S. Bridge
State Conservationist

ACTING
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Land Seryicéé
United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
PORTLANO AREA OFFICE
POST OFFICE BOX 3785
FORTLAND, CREGON 97208

APR 29 1975

‘Co1one1, Nelson P. Conover

District Engineer

Walla Walla District

Corps of Engineers ,
Building 602, City-County Airport
Walla Walla, Washington 99362

Dear Colonel Conover:

This is in reference to your request for comments on the draft environ-
mental impact statement - "Lower Snake River Fish and wildlife Compen-
sation" dated February, 1975. (Department of Interior ER 75/259)

Attached for youf information is a memorandum from our Northern Idaho
Agency.

The lower Shake River dams included in the draft occur in ceded areas
of three Indian treaties.

1. Camp Stevens Treaty {Nez Perce} 12 Stat. 957
2. Camp Stevens Treaty (Yakima) 12 Stat. 951
3. Camp Stevens Treaty (Umatilla) 12 Stat. 945

Overlapping of usual and accustomed fishing places occurs betwaen Warm
Springs, Umatilla, Nez Perce, and Yakima Tribes. These sites have not
been adjudicated in the Columbia basin system except for on-reservation
sites. There are usual and accustomed fishing places in the area.

Considering the emphasis now being accorded Indian treaty fishing rights
and the proximity of the Nez Perce Tribe, it is suggested that the tribe
should receive communications related to Snake River and Snake River
tributaries planning. They should have the opportunity to provide input
and make their views known on alternate possibilities and have a greater
opportinity to participate in plan formulation.

OLUTION
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Page 2

The alternative mentioned in paragraph one, page:I-S (expanding.

existing hatcheries) may not respond to the needs of the tribes. If

downstream hatcheries are used, the returning salmon may not arrive
in areas where Indian fishermen can harvest--tribal benefit would
depend on hatchery location and related programs.

The flip 1ips (page IV-3, paragraph 3) should certainly reduce fish
loss if we understand the data correctly, but would it actually
eliminate the occurrence of nitrogen supersaturation as stated in.
the paragraph? '

In regards to the transportation of steelhead smolts, why is it
suggested that only 50% are to be transported? ’

There is concern on the effect of transporting juvenile salmonids
on their "Homing" instinct when they return as adults~-we do not
know that this system will function effectively.

We appreciate the extension of time that your office permitted in
order for us to develop comments on this draft. '

Sincerely yours,

.cting Assistant Area Director \Y
o {Economic Development)

Enclosure

r,a-.‘m_._\
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMIENT OF COMMERCE
The Assistant Secretary for Science and Technology
- Washington, 0.C. 20230

April 29, 1975

Colonel Nelsom P. Conover, CE .
District Engineer - Walla Walla District =
Corps of Engineers

U. S. Department of the Army -

Building 602, City-County Airport

Walla Walla, Washington 99362

Dear Colonel Conover:

The draft envirommental impact statement ''Lower Snake River
Fish and Wildlife Compensation,' which accompanied your
letter of March 5, 1975, has been received by the Depart-
ment of Commerce for review and comment. :

The statement has been reviewed and the following comments
are offered for your comsideration.

A number of geodetic contrel survey monuments are located
along the Snake River. If there is any planned activity
which will disturb or destroy these monuments, the Department
of Commerce, National Ocean Survey, of which the Natiomnal
Geodetic Survey is a part, requires not less than 90 days
notification in advance of such activity in order to plan

for their relocation. This Department also recommends that
funding for this project include the cost of any relocation
required for these monuments. We request that this advance
notification be given to: Director, National Geodetic Survey,
Room 304A - WSC # 1 6010 Executive Blvd., Rockville, Maryland
20952,

The Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service has worked
closely with the Corps of Engineers and the Federal and State
fishery agencies of Washington, Oregon, and Idaho in the
development of the compensatory measures for anadromous figh
proposed by the Corps of Engineers for its Lower Snake River
Project. The level of compensation proposed has been gener-
ally approved by the fishery agencies. Substantial work
remains to be done on hatchery site selection and design which
places a limitation on the degree of specificity with which
the Corps can deal with the envirommental impacts. L oWy
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Throughout the statement, $9.00 is used as the value of an
angler-day for anadromous fish. The National Marine Fisheries
Service has prepared a processed report entitled "Partial Net
Economic Values for Salmon and Steelhead for the Columbia
River System” by Merritt E. Tuttle, Jack A, Richards, and Roy
J. Wahle, dated January 1975 which uses a value of $28.00 per
angler-day for anadromous fish in the Columbia River System.
This value was developed on the basis of "Economic Evaluation
of the 1967 Sport Salmon Fisheries of Washington' by Mathews
and Brown who use techniques consistent with the Water Resources
Council's "Establishment of Principles and Standards for Plan-
ning." It is our understanding that the simulated $9.00 per
day value is considered as a last resort which is to be used
only when better values established by research do not exist.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

SUMMARY OF COMPENSATION MEASURES

Page 1-2, paragraph d. This paragraph, concerning the funding
of the hatcheries, includes the statement that: 'Operation and
maintenarice would be funded through future appropriations to the
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service.'" We suggest that this para-
graph be deleted. The matter of funding the operation and main-
tenance of compensatory hatcheries constructed by the Corps of
Engineers is currently under coordinated review by the Depart-
ments of Army, Commerce, and Interior. It would seem inappro-
priate to include a recommendation on this matter at this time.

In this same paragraph, reference is made to the possibility of
adjusting the level of .the hatchery compensation program. Since
future evaluations may require either a downward or an upward
adjustment, we suggest that the third sentence of this paragraph
be revised to read as follows: '"Prior to the actual design of
the facilities, the level of hatchery compensation will be re-
viewed, and possibly adjusted, taking into account such factors
as the success of the screening program in protecting juvenile
fish, adult returns from the transportation program, steelhead
propagation at Dworshak Hatchery and adverse factors resulting
from expanded powerhouses and increased peaking operations."”
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DISCUSSION

Page 1-7, paragraph 1. We suggest the addition of fish trapping
and fish transport facilities to the listing of facilities that
will be required.

Page 1-9, paragraph 1. We suggest the addition of the main stem
of the Snake River above the project area in the listing of
streams that will be considered for acquisition of streamside
lands for fisherman access. ‘

'COST ESTIMATE AND ANTICIPATED BENEFITS

Page 1-10, paragraph 4. Annual benefits are estimated to be
$11,885,715. One of the factors used in calculating this figure
is a $9.00 value for an angler-day for anadromous fish. As
indicated in our comments above, the National Marine Fisheries
Service is using $28.00 per angler-day. We suggest that recog-
nition be given to this. The use of $28.00 would obviously
result in a substantially higher benefit figure,

ITI ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Page 2-1. paragraph 1. We suggest that this paragraph be expanded
to include reference to the wider range of impacts of the fishery
compensation program. The national and intermational aspects are
reflected by the following quotation from the report of the
National Marine Fisheries Service and the Fish and Wildlife
Service entitled "A Special Report on the Lower Snake River Dams,
Ice Harbor, Lower Monumental, Little Goose, Lower Granite,' dated
September 1972:

"The Snake River Basin is one of the most important fish
producing systems in the United States. It supports large
populations of anadromous and resident £f£ish. Anadromous
fish from the Snake River, particularly chinook salmon,
contribute substantially to commercial and sport fisheries
in the Pacific Ocean from California to Alaska. Steelhead
trout support a huge sport fishery throughout the lower
Columbia and Snake River and its tributaries. Most of the
adult chinook salmon and steelhead trout that migrate up-
stream in Columbia River past McNary Dam enter Snake  River.
The sport fishery for anadromous, as well as resident
species has developed substantially in the lower Snake
River within the past decade.”
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The addition of this information would assist the uninformed in
understanding the importance of the fishery, including an under-
standing of the fishery values presented in the section on
Socioeconomics on page 2-42.

THE REGION

1. LAND ACQUISITION FOR FISHERY COMPENSATION

Page 2-1, paragraph &. We suggest inclusion  of the main stem
of the Snake River above the project area’in the listing of
streams that will be considered for acquisition of streamside
lands for fisherman access.

d. WATER QUALITY

Page 2-22, paragraph 1. The uninformed reader might be led to
Telieve that all streams in the project area are of suitable
quality for hatchery water supplies. This could be misleading
since many of the streams are intermittent in flow, turbid, and
too warm for anadromous fish hatcheries.

k. SOCIQOECONOMICS

Page 2-43, Table 5, footnote 4/. We suggest the use of $28,00
for the value of an angler-day for anadromous fish., (See our
comments above).

4, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF PROPCSED ACTION

d. WATER QUALITY

2. HATCHERY OPERATION

Page 4-4, paragraph 2, Presumably the hatcheries would be
designed so as to meet the State and Federal water quality
standards and waste discharge permit requirements. It might be
well to include a statement to this effect.

Page 4-4, paragraph 3. This paragraph and Table 7 are based on
the assumption that the hatcheries will be operated on re-use
systems. Actually it is anticipated that at least some of the
hatcheries will be operated on a single pass basis as indicated
for certain of the hatcheries in Appendix VIII. The reduction
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of 99 percent in ammonia indicated in the last sentence of
this paragraph is much higher than has been experienced at
existing biofilter systems. '

£f. AQUATIC ORGANISMS

EFFECT OF HATCHERY OPERATION

Page 4-10, paragraph 2. At the end of the first sentence of

this paragraph we suggest addition of the following: "and can
result in significant quantities of undesirable solids being
deposited in the streambed at the hatchery outfall."

Page 4-10, paragraph 3. The first portion of this paragraph
assumes that the hatcheries will be operated on re-use systems.
It is anticipated that at least some of the hatcheries will be
operated on a single pass basis as indicated for certain of
the hatcheries in Appendix VIITI, ' ’

k, SOCIOECONOMIC

Pages 4-25 through 4-28. In the analysis of the values of the
sport fishery in this section of the report, we suggest the use
of $28.00 for the value of an angler-day for anadromous fish,
(See our comments above). '

6. _AETERNATIVES

c. COMPENSATiON OR MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES

MANAGEMENT METHODS

a. FISH MANAGEMENT

Page 6-6, paragraph 1., Further reduction of the commercial and
sport fishery harvests is not a viable alternative action. For
example, the summer chinook fisheries have been practically
eliminated, yet the runs in the Snake River have all butdisap-
peared, -

b, EXPANSION OF EXISTING HATCHERLES
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Page 6-6, paragraph 4. While it may be possible to expand certain
existing hatcheries to fulfill some of the compensation program,
there is mo possibility of fulfilling all the program in this
manner as indicated in the first sentence of this paragraph.

c. GENETIC ALTERATION OF THE FISH

Page 6-8, paragraph 2. We feel that this paragraph is very mis-
leading. While it is conceivable that salmon and steelhead may
adapt to spawning in limited areas immediately below the dams,
the reservoirs for the most part are entirely unsuitable for
salmon and steelhead spawning, and it is most unlikely that
strains of these fish can be developed "that will flourish under
the conditions of the series of reservoirs,”

7. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORY-TERM USES OF MAN'S
ENVIRONMENT AND MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM
PRODUCTIVITY

Page 7-1, paragraph 2, The statement is made that an additional
18,300 fall chinook, 58,700 spring and summer chinook, and
55,100 summer steelhead could also be available for the fishery.
This may be misleading to the uninformed, with the conclusion
drawn that these numbers represent the contribution to the
fisheries. These are the numbers of fish to be returned to the
Snake River, either to or above the project area. While it is
true that a portion of these fish would contribute to the sport
fisheries in loecal waters, a large contribution would be made

to the sport, commercial, and Indian fisheries dowmstream.

We understand that Natiomal Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration, National Marine Fisheries Service, is proposing to
send comments on the Draft Special Report for Compensation of
Fish and Wildlife Losses directly to the Walla Walla District
Fngineer, as a response to the Corps of Engineers under the
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. These comments are not
included herein because the Draft Special Report is mot a part
of the draft environmental impact statement.
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Thank you for giviﬁg us an opportunity to provide these .
comments, which we hope will be of assistance to you. We
would appreciate receiving two copies of the final state-
ment. -

Sincérely,

Sidney R. éalle

Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Environmental Affairs

Attachment



PARTTAL NET ECONOMIC VALUES FOR SATMON AND STEELHEAD

FOR THE COLUMBIA RIVER SYSTEM

by

Merritt E. Tuttle
Jack. A. Richards -
Roy J. Wahle

U. S. DEPARTMENT' OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
" Hational Marine Fisheries Service

January 1975
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A SPECIAL REPQORT
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LOWER MONUMENTAL
LITTLE GOOSE
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WASHINGTON AND IDAHO

SEPTEMBER 1872



- WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES
Technical Report MNo. 2

ECONOMIC EVALUATION OF THE 1967 SPORT SALHON FISHERTES
| OF WASHINGTON |

Stephen B. Mathews
Biometrician
Department of Fisheries
Gardner ' S. Brown

Assistant Professor, Ecoromics
University of Washington

April 1970



United States Department of the Interior

GEOLOGICAIL SURVEY
RESTON, VIRGINIA 22092

GFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

ER-75/259 APR 2 2 175

Colonel Nelson P. Conover

District Engineer, Walla Walla District
Corps of Engingers

Building 602, City-County Airport
Walla Walla, Washington 99362

Dear Colonel Conover:

We have reviewed the draft environmental statement and special report
on the Lower Snake River fish and wildlife compensation, Washington,
Oregon, and Idaho, as you requested in a letter of farch 5 to the Office
of Environmental Project Review. We offer the following commernts for
your consideration.

The regional geology of the Columbian Plateau, the Blue Mountains, the
Northern Rocky Mountains, and the Snake River Plateau, as described on
pages IT-16 through II-21, is at best of little value in evaluating en-
vironmental impacts of the propesed hatcheries and wildlife areas. The
landforms, slopes, geology, seismology, and engineering geology of the
sites of the proposed facilities would be much more likely to reveal
any geology hazards such as potentials for unstable slopes or natural
foundations which may be damaging and costly to the facilities or may
present dangers to the people using them.

We find the documents te be generally adequate and accurate in their de-

scription of the impact of the proposed hatcheries on the water resources

of the local areas. However, we suggest that in Section IV.d, "Water

Quality," some recognition be made of the possibility of ground-water

impact. If ground water is used to supplement surface water (perhaps

for temperature control), water-level declines in the areas of withdrawal
_may occur. If the hatcheries use septic tanks for domestic sewage, the

CONSERVE
AMERICA'S
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potential for ground-water contamination exists. GroundéwaterAcOntéminaw
tion may also occur from leakage through settling-basin bottoms, from

wastewater runoff from sludge drying beds, or from accidental spills of
liquids used in connection with hatchery operations.

We thank you for the oppornunity'to review and comment on these documents.

Sincerely yours,

53t1n5 Director



_ DANIEL J. EVANS

STATE OF WASHINGTON
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
OFFICE OF PROGRAM PLANNING AND FISCAL MANAGEMENT

HOI:JSE OFFICE BUILDING
- . E M. BUFFINGTORN
OLYMFIA, WASHINGTON 98504 R

- GOVERNOR May 2, 1975 206.793-5450

Colonel Nelson P. Conover
District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers -
Building 602, City-County Airport
Walla Walla, ‘Washington 99362

Dear Colonel Conover:

Review of the draft environmental impact statement for the Lower Snake
River Fish and Wildlife Compensation Program has been completed by agencies
of the State of Washington. The review process was coordinated by the’
Office of Program Planning and Fiscal Management, acting in its role as the
state clearinghouse.

Comments received from the Department of Ecology, Department of Fisheries,
Department of Game, Department of Highways, Parks and Recreation Commission,
and the Department of Natural Resources are attached for your consideration
in preparing the final statement.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the statement. [ hope you will
find these comments useful in preparing the final statement.

Sincerely,
STATE PLANNING DIVISI

\tLQLQQMﬂ“

icholas D. Lewis
Assistant Director

NDL :d¢
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April .23, 1975

Mr, Mike Mills

State Planning Division

Office of Program Planning and Fiscal Management
House Office Building

Olympia, Washington 98504

Corps of Engineers

Lower Snake River Fish and Wildlife Compensation

Draft Environmental Statement
Dear Mr. M:Llls:_

fteference is made to your letter of March 12, 1875, requesting our review of the
draft environmental statement for the above project.

Ve have completed our review and offer the following comments:

The possibility of increased traffic loads due to necreationists and t:ourists
has been acknowledged, however, the statement should indicate that this may im-
pose a premature financial burden on the Department of Highways.

Should the Corps elect to lease or deslgnate lands abutting state highways for
recreation use a potential conflict may arise, should the highway facilities
require revisions which would utilize additional right of way.

We would encourage the Corps to give thorough consideration to compatible uses

for those lands, particularly recreational, that abut highways. It is hoped that

this may minimize future criticism relating to highway generated noilse, exhaust

emission and assoclated vehicular effects. )

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this information.
Sincerely, '

G. H. ANDREWS
Director of Highways

Assistant Director for
Planning, Research and State Aid

GHA:nj
HRG )

cc: T. G. Gray - District 5



April 10, 1975

State of
Washingion

Departent
ol Erology

Office of Program Planning
and Fiscal Management
State Planning Division
101 House Office Building
O0lympia, Washington 98504

Attn: Mike Mills

‘Re: Draft EIS: Corps - Lower Snake River
Fish and Wildlife Compensation.

Dear Mr. Mi]];:

As you have requested, representatives of the Department of Ecology
have reviewed this impact statement. Daming of the Lower Snake has
placed tremendous stresses on the natural systems (particularly an-
adromous fish runs) which use the river. Fish and Wildlife com-
pensation is an admirable goal and this EIS appears to contain a
reasonably complete assessment of the proposed project,

We have been made aware, however, of local government concerns
relating to the acquisition of land. The attached letter is for-
warded for your information.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document. The Depart-
ment of Ecology is vitally concerned with the preservation of our
States' bountiful natural amenities. We hope that any problems
invoived in the Lower Snake project can be resolved in order that
its laudable objectives can be.realized.

Sincerely, - _
T. L./Elwell
Environmental Review Section

TLE: je

CC: Department of.Gaﬁe
‘Department of Fisheries

Enclosure

Caniel J. Evans, Goverror  John A Biggs. Drrector.  Olympia, Washingion 98502 Telephane. (2086) 753-2800



VERNOMN MARLL
Cusirici No, 1

LAWRENCE TURNER QOFFICE OF
Daanrict Mo, -
ertio.2 BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
PRESTON STEDMAN .

CaltictNo 2

CAYTON, WASHINGTOMN 99325

TO: AN OPEN LETTER T2 COLONEL MNELSON P. CONDVER,
U. S. ARKMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

FROM : COLUMBIA COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

RE: DRAFT FNVIR?NWFVTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
LOWER SNAKE RIVER FISE AND WILDLIFE MITIGATION PLAN

DATE: APRIL 7, 1975

In 8 March 29, 1975 telephone conversetion with Columbis County
Commissioner Vernon Marll, Col. Nelson P. Conover of the U. 5. Army
Corps of Engineers promised to publicly respond to complaints which
the Columbia County Bosrd of Commissioners hass regerding the proposed
Lower Snake River mitigation plan., Therefore, the Board hes prepared
this open letter to Col. Conover .defining its opposition to the plan.

I. THE DRAFT EIS GINTAINS SERINUS ERRIRS AWD OMISSIONS WHICH
RENDFR IT INVALID. ‘

This Board has been sdvised that sn environmental impact state-
ment (EIS) which contains serious errors and omissiosns is invelid. The
dreft EIS discussed herein contains numerous seriosus errars and omis-
sions, For example, the draft EIS seeks suthority to obtsin easements
over approximately 33,000 acres of privately owned lsnd and purchase fee
title to &an sdditional 700 scres. Col. Conover, however, has informed
this Boserd that the Corps only intends to scquire easements over 23,000
acres of land and purchase fee title to an additiosnsl 600 acres. This
Board regards the failure of the draft EIS to comply with the stated in-
tent of thke’ Corps as a serinus error which renders the dreft EIS invalid,
A serious osmission exists in the draft EIS in its failure to consider pro-
1ific increzses in bird and wildlife populations in the thoussnds of
scres of newly created irrigsted land. The draft EIS does not discuss
the difficulties which the mltlgatlon plen creates for locel government
by reducing the tsx basis and impeiring locsl land use planning progranms,
The draft EIS slso fails to consider the negative impasct whkich the miti-

gation plan will have on present and future private lsndowners. Private
" landswners with reasonsble . prudent plans to construct homes or capins or
to engsge in subdivision sctivity will be prevented from such beneficisl
uses of their lands which are subjected to the mitigetion easements.,
This Board flrmly believes that any one of the sbove mentiosned errors
end omissiosns is of such & serisus nature as to render the draft EIS8
patently invalid. :
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II. THE DRAFT RIS VIOLATES NEPA AND SEPA IN THAT I¥ WAS PREPARED
WITPAUT TEE BENEFIT OF PUBLIC HRARINGS.

The National Environmental Policy Act (N2PA) and the Stete Environ-
mental Policy Act (SFPA) intend that environmental declisions be mede in
the light of public scrutiny. 115 CANG. REC. 40.416 (DAILY ed. Dec. 20,
1969) (Remarks of Sen, Jackson). The envirosnmentsel decisions detailed
in the draft EIS are entirely devoid of such scrutiny since the Corps
ras not held and does not plan to hold any public hesrings on the dreflt
¥1S. FHesrings were held in 1973 on a proposed mitigation plen, but the
araft SIS contains concepts which significently differ from those dis-
cussed in 1973. . Such differences include changes in the number of pro-
posed game refuges end the role which the State Gume Depsrtment is to play
in negotisting resl estste transactions snd asdministering the plen., Since
there will be no public heasrings on the draft EIS in its own right, thkis
Basrd contends that the dreft EIS is unlawful under the sbove mentioned
statutes.

I1I. THE DRAFT EIS FURTEER VIOLATES NEPA AND SEPA BY FAItING TO
PROPTRLY TRANSMIT INPUT FROM LOCAL GOVERNMENT. .

NEPA end SEPA contsin similsr language directing responsible offi-
cials to compile detsiled statements for propdsed actions significantly
affecting the environment., Each stotute continues by stating that, prior -
to> making the requisite detailed statement the off'icisls shall consult
with asnd sbtain comments of any public agency which bkes jurisdiction by
law or special expertise with respect to any environmental impact in-
volved. Comments received from local sgencies and local governments are
t> be forwaerded to prescribed asgencies along with the detailed state-
ment. This Bosrd has attempted to provide the Corps with input and in-
formstiosn regerding the mitigation plan. These statements snd documents
sre published and dre on file with the Corps. However, the Corps hes
failed to trensmit such informestion, thus violating the above mentioned
jaws. Since the draft EIS has been conceived without due regard for
lawfully defined procedures, this Board feels that the draft EIS end the
mitigation plan espoused therein are clearly unlawflful, )

IV, TFE CORP3 CANNOT LOCICALLY JUSTIFY ACQUIRING PRIVATE LAND FOR
MITIGATION UNTIL TEE LAND WhICH IT PRESENTLY 2WNS IS SUBJECTED TO
MITINATION PROGRAMS. : :

The Corps presently owns over 25,000 acres of project lands, some
of which has been under. Corps contral far over ten years. Appendix VI
of the draft EIS establishes that those lands arc not presently under-
going any significent.development eimed st enhancing wildlife potential
thereby helping to mitigate alleged wildlife losses, Although the Corps
stetes that it generally possesses such management suthority, such a
program is subject to official Corps spproval and funding procedures.
In view »of these facts, it is entirely incongruosus for the Corps to now
seek the scquisition of private lands for wildlife mitigstion, Until
such time as the Corps cen demonstrate that its own land is under & mi-
tipation program, and the effects of such program analyzed, this Board
will continue to believe that further land scquisition by the Corps for
mitigatiosn is entirely unjustified.
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Y. THE CORPS IMPROPERLY SEWKS TO VEST A STATE AGENCY WITH
AUTEARITY TO ADMINISTER A FEDERAL PLAN.

The dreft EIS proposes to establish sutbority in the Washington
State Gsme Devartment to negotiste land trarssctions and administer the
plen. MNowhere, however, does the Corps explsin how it can effectively
vest such power in 8 state agency. 1t slso fails to describe how this
staste administrative structure is to be budgeted and how its funds will
be expended. This Board firmly believes that any plan failing to scco-
modete questisns dealing with authority and {inancing is simply too in-
eomplete to comprise a velid propossl, :

Vi. NO VIABLE MITIGATIIN PLAN CAN BE DEVELOPED UNTIL AN ACCURATE
APPRAISEMENT OF LOSSES IS COMPILED. :

Tkis Board feels thst the mitigetion propossls offered by the

Corps have been developed without the benefit of an Bccurats appraise=~
ment of wildlife populsations and habitst conditions in tke project area.
The Board is reinforced in this positisn by the sttached letter of Dir-
ector Carl N, Crouse of the Washington Stete Game Depsrtment. The fail-
ure of the Corps to sccumulste persuasive pre-dam constructisn and 