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In 2 lsreh 29, 1975 telephone conversation with Columbia County
Commissisner Vernon. Marll, Col. Nelsan P. Csnover of thes U. S, Army
Corps of Enmineers promised to publicly respond to camplaints which
the Columbis County Bosrd of Commissioners hes regerding the propossed
Lower Snake River mitigation plan. Therefore, the Soarc hes prepsred
this open letter to Col. Conover defining its opposition - to the plan,

I. THY DRAFT EIS CONTAINS SERINUS ERRORS AHD JMISSIONS WRICH
REMDFR IT IRVALID. :

This Board has been sdvised that sn environmental impact state-
ment (EIS) which contains seriosus errors snd omissions is invelid, The
dreft EIS discusséd herein contains numerous serious errors snd omis-
sions. For exsmple, the draft EIS seeks suthority to obtein easecments
over approximately 33,000 acres of privstely owned lenc a2nd purchase fleoe
title to sn sdditionsl 700 scres. Col. Conover, however, has informed
this 8osrd thset the Corps only intends to scquire essements over 23,000
scres of land snd purchase fee title to an additionsl 600 acres. This
Board regsrds the fesilure of the drzft EI5 to comply with the ststed in-
tent of tke Corps 8s & serious error which-renders the drsft EIS invelid.
A serisus omission exists in the draft EIS in its fsilure to consider pro-
l1ific increases in bird and wildlife populations in the thousends of
scres of newly created irrigated land. The dreft EIS does not discuss
the difficulties which the mitigation plsn creates for locel governmsnt
by reducing the tsx basis and impeiring locsl land use planning progrsams.
The draft EIS slso fails to consider the negstive impect which the miti-
gation plan will hsve on present and future privete lendowners, Private
lsndowners with ressansble prudent plans to construct homes or capins or
to engege in subdivision ectivity will be prevented from such beneficisal
uses of their lands which are subjected to the mitigetion casements,

This Boerd firmly believes that eny one of 'the pbove mentioned erprors
end omissions is of such & seriosus nature es ta render the draft EIS
petently invalid. : - '



Cal. lels>n Conover .pape 2
IT. TER DL ET RIS YINLATES NEPA AND SFE2A IN THAT 10 WAS Pﬁﬁ?hﬁﬁa
YITEAUT TER BFNEFIT OF 2UBLTS HREARINGS. : '

The Nstionsl Environmental Policy Act (HEPA) end the Steote Environ-
mental Policy Act (SFPA) intend thst environmental decisions be made in
ere lifpht »f public scrutiny. 115 CIHG. REC, 40.416 (DATLY ed. Dec. 20,
1969) (fiemspks of Sen, Jackson). The environmental decisiona -detoiled
in the dreft EIS are entirely devoid of such scrutiny since the Corps
tras not held and does not plan to hold &ny public hesrings on the draft
¥I8. UMearinga were held in 1973 on @ proposed mitigation plen, oput the
droft =IS contains concepts which significently differ from those dis-
cussed in 1973. Such differences include changes in the number af pro-
posed game refuges ancd the role wrhich the State Game Depsrtment 1z to play
in negotisting reel estete transactions end administering the plan. Since
there will be no public hearings on the draft EIS in its own rigtt, this
Shard contends that the drzft EIS is unlawful under the above mentioned
statutes. '

I1I. THZ DRAFT EIS FIRTHER VIOLATES NEPA AND SEpPA 8Y FAILIHG TO
PROPTRIY TRANSMIT INPUT FROM LJCAL GOVERHMENT.

NEPA 8né SFPA contsin similar languasge directing respoonsible offi-
cisls to compile detsiled statements for proposed actions .8ignificantly
effecting the environment. Each statute continues by steating that, prior
to making tre requisite detsiled ststement the off'icials shall consult
with ond obtain comments »f eny public agency which has jurisdiction by
lavw or special expertise with respect to any environmentel impact in-
volved. Comments received from local agencies and locsl governments are
ta be forwardec to prescribed sgencies slong with the detailed state-
ment. This Board has sttempted to provide the Corps with input and in-
formation regerding the mitigation plan. These statements snd documents
sre published snd are on file with the Corps. However, the Corps has
railed to trensmit such informstion, thus violsting the sbove mentioned
lews. Since the draft EIS has been conceived without due regsrd for
lawfully defined procedures, this Board feels that the draft EIS and the
mitigation plen espoused therein sre cleerly unlawful,

I¥. TEE CNRPS CANNOT LOGICALLY JUSTIFY ACQUIRING PRIVATE LAND FOR
MITIAATION UNTIL TEE LAND WRICH IT PRESENTLY 2WNS IS SUBJECTED TO
MITISATION PROGRAKS. ‘ '

Tre Corps presently owns over 25,000 acres of project lends, some
of which has been under Corps control far over ten yesrs. Appendix VI
of the drzft EIS establishes that those lands sre not presently under-
going any significant development aimed at enhancing wildlife potentisl
thereby helping to mitigete slleged wildlife losses, Although the Corps
stetes that it genersally possesses such msnagement suthority, such a
program is subject to officisl Corps approval and funding procedures,
In view of these facts, it is entirely incongrusus for Lhe Corps to now
seek the scquisition of privaete lands Tor wildlife mitigation. Until
such time 8s 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 beliesve thot further land scquisition by the Corps for
mitigation is entirely unjustified. '

s,



Draft Environmental |mpact Sfatement Lower Snake River Fish and Wildlife

Compensation

Page -2, Ifeﬁ (d), Third sentence: If level of hafchery compensation

is T6 be reviewed before actual design, adverse effects of construction '
of three additional powerhouse units at each dam and effects of peaking
operations should be considered as well as beneficial effects of
screening and hauling. Such additional adveEsé effects wére'nof included
in the original study by the fisheries agencies since iT was Though*

that lafér beneficial actions (screening and bypassing or screening and
hauling) Qould.balance ouf iater advérseveffecfs (increased powerhouse
size and increased -peaking operations), and since ho information was

available to evaluate some of these actions.

Part Vi-6: a. Fish Management (as an alternate to compensation)

I+ is hard to understand how management of fisheries can compensate for
ioss to the fishefies due To the dam consfﬁucfion program on the Lower
Snakg River. Eveh if we eliminated the fisheries totally, there is
abundant evidence that without hatchery supﬁlemenfaflon, wfld runs of
salmon and sfee{head cSnno+ reproduce themse|ves and'fhereforg wiil be

eliminéfed.

Pzrt VI-8: c¢. Genetic Aiferation of fHe Fish

Genetic selection may havé already had some infiuence on salmon and
steelhead passing dams. - However, fo infer that spawning in reservoirs
coﬁld resuit in any significant productjon is contrary to known biological
requiremenfs of the species concerned. Sdckeye (which are not involved

in the current éompensaﬂon program) do spawn in some lakes but ualldef'
conditioﬁs quite differenf from Thosé found in the Léwer Snake River

reservoirs,



4,

insofar as wildlife are concerned, we concur with the comménfs of fhé
Washington Game and ldaho Fish and Game Deparfmeﬁfé for both the Special

Report and draft Epvironmental lmpact Statement.

cc Corps of Engineers, Norfh Paciflc Divislon
Corps of Engineers, Walla Walla District
ldaho Fish and Game Department ‘
National Marine Fisheries Service - Columbia River Program Office,
- Portland
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Washington Depariment of Fisheries
Washington Department of Game



partially offset warm water fishery and wildlife losses, which is
defined as mltlgatlon. Therefore, “compensation' was misused in
the title aind throughout the text when referring to losses other than
anadromous £lsh, aud may nislead the reader. '

’ ResEonse:

The words "compensate" and ''compensation" were used throughout

the report and EIS by mutual agreement and request of Northwest
Federal and state fish and game agencies. The Corps had "mitigation”
in original draft and changed it because of this request.

Comment :

The discussion of the "National Register of Historic Places"
contains information that is out of date. Current information may
be obtained by consulting the National Register as published in the
February 10, 1976, and subsequent issues of the Federal Register.
This information should be discussed in the final statement.

ResEonse:

We have added to the statement a list of additional historic
places located within the study bounddry. Supplemental statements
will cover the impact on hlstorlc places as each progect gsite is
established.

Comment:

We believe the statement adequately describes the propesal's
impact on outdoor recreation and the related environment.

Response:
Noted.
Comment ;

Page 4-3: The discussion of geology fails to describe or evalu-
ate natural foundations for the proposed facilities or to indicate
whether slopes or active faults are known in the project .area.

Response:

, The project area has a seismic risk of approximately intensity
VII on the Modified Mercalli Scale. Earthquake in this range would
result in moderate damage. Faults and slopes are found in the project
area; however, we will discuss the seismic risk in the supplemental
statements as hatchery sites are confirmed.

alos



Comment:

‘'We find a brief mention on this page (4-3) of local ground-
water impacts, resulting from increased recharge. However, there
is no analysis of ground-water impacts. The revised statement also
declares that the type and system of sanitary facilities have not

yet been determined, but that "water—quality standards" will be met
(page 4-4). Further, we note that your response to U.S, Geological
Survey comments made during preliminary review, that most ground-
water impacts, such as water—level changes, pollution by sewage, and
contamination by leakage through settling-basin bottoms or by ac-
cidently spills, would be considered in supplemental environmental
statements (page A-18, 19). This does not, in fact, appear to be
‘the case. The discussion of ground-water related impacts in the
reyised draft statement is still inadequate.

Response:

The supplemental enyironmental statements will discuss the ground-
water impacts of hatchery or wildlife development as prqject sites are
confirmed. To date, the locations of these sites have not been deter-
mined. ‘ '

- Comment:

Page 4-15; This section should include other benefits to natural
resources that would accrue from the wildlife habitat development.
Wise environmental management of land and water resources will benefit
the total ecosystem, not just one aspect of it.

Response:

The section indicates: '"The habitat development project would
be directed at game species; however, any habitat development project
would supply many additional niches for non-game species' and, "The
major factor is the development of the primary productivity of the
land." The overall productivity of the ecogystems will, of course,
be transfered up the trophic level as the basic plant productivity
is increased in the habitat area. We feel that mentioning the in-
crease in the non-game species conveys this to the general public.

- Comment 3

Page 5-1, paragraph 5: We do not agree that implementation of
the plan would result in increased vandalism and habitat destruction
over pre-project conditions, In fact, intemsified management should
reduce such adverse impacts from recreational use,

Response:

We have experienced increases in wandalism and plant destruction
in an area as we. develop access to it. Although only a small per-—

‘Al-4



centage of visitors cause problems, we believe that they tend to do-
damage at sites that are more easily accessible. Thus, we feel that
where we establish access, we will have increased vandallsm and
habitat destruction. :

Comment;

Pages A-5 to A-7: These pages contain the Corps' response to
an earlier Bureau of Indian Affairs comment suggesting that the Tribes
. in the project area should receive communications ¢on project planning
related to the Snake River and its tributaries. While the response
- was favorable, indicating the Corps would make an effort to advise
‘the Tribes, we feel the Corps' commitment should be more specific.

The Corps should ascertain existing Indian rights in the projgct
area and communicate with the affected Tribes on all planning and
implementation of actioms.

We feel that athis should certainly apply to deyelopment of specific
plans, such as hatcheries and fishery enhancement plans. For instance,
siting, design and operation of hatcheries should be developed with
tribal knowledge and allow them the opportunity to provide input in
. planning, if they do desire.

Response:

The Bureau of Indian Affairs has been notified of the project.
The affected tribes will have to contact the States' Fish.and Game
Departments concerning the planning of hatchery locations. Although
the Corps is engineering hatchery design and operational lead fun-—
ctions, the Columbia Basin Fishing Technical Committee is preparing
recommendations on siting.

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Comment ;

As pointed out in our comments on the draft enyironmental impact
statement dated February 1975, prepared by the Walla Walla District
Engineer, we feel strongly that the use of a $9.00 value for an angler=
day for anadromous fish results in a substantdally underestimated value
of this important resource, We recommend that the Corps of Engineers
recognize within their final envirommental impact statement that the
$28 per angler—day figure is consistent with the Watér Resource Council's
"Establishment of Principles and Standards for Planning." Pages 51 and
52 of the Principles and Standards (as printed in the Federal Register,
September 10, 1974) provides three methods for evaluating recreational
benefits. Those methods area:

Al—5



1. Analytical approach relating travel costs to distance.

2. Other approaches.

3. Simulated prices per recreation day.

It is our understanding that the third approach, "Simulated prices
per recreation day", is regarded as a last resort, has little justifica-
tion scientifically, and should be used only if economic studies are
unavailable under the first and second approaches. The $28.00 per angler
day falls under approach No. 2 and is developed through the use of
questionnaires. At the present time’ the Corps of Engineers is using
these values in regard to Calapooia Dam and Reservoir Project in Oregon.
We recognize that to change all of the economic data within the Lower
Snake Compensation Plan would be a monumental task at this time. However,
we recommend, as a minimum, that the Corps of Engineers acknowledge that
the monetary values for the anadromous fish resources as presented in the
envirommental statement are grossly underestimated.

Response!

Acknowledged. We concur that if the report were prepared today, the
$28.00 value would be used. :

Comment:

The term "willing seller" used throughout the revised draft environ-
mental impact statement should be defined in the Glossary and discussed
in an appropriate place. The documented landowner opposition to the
project makes it appear that offers to buy may not easily be refused.

The buy-sell procedure to be followed in acquiring lands should be
spelled out in detail.

Response!:

The willing seller concept will be used to the fullest extent
possible to acquire necessary lands for fish and wildlife. The authority
to condemn will be used only when other methods have failed to produce
adequate lands to fulfill compensation objectives established by Congress.

Comment:

Page 1-2, paragraph d. This paragraph, concerning the funding of
the hatcheries, includes the statement that: "Operation and maintenance
would be funded through future appropriations to the U. §. Fish and
Wildlife Service or National Marine Fisheries Service."” It is our
strong view that the operation and maintenance of these facilities should
be funded through appropriations to the Corps of Engineers. In this
manner, the costs stemming from the effects of these dams on the fish
resource would be closely associated with other costs for these dams.




Resgonse:

Please refer to the response to the Pacific Northwest Regional
Commission's comment on the same subject, page A -1.

Comment :

Page 5-2, 3rd paragraph. You state that the acquisition of lands
(easement or fee) for wildlife habitat and hunting or streambank fish-
ing access would be on a "willing seller" basis; therefore, the effect
on the landowner is not considered to be adverse. - In view of the
anticipated need for condemnation proceedings to provide lands for
fish hatcheries (page A-32, line 3; page A-42, bottom line; page A-66,
line 1), it is expected that there may be "unwilling sellers," also.
This situation should be addressed as an adverse impact in the final
environmental impact statement.

Response:

Because there are many possible locations which could satisfy
the wildlife requirements the "willing-seller" concept can be used.
Fish hatchery siting has very rigid requirements which severely limit
the potential locations. For this reason, and since only small acre-
ages are involved, we believe condemmation proceedings should be author-
ized to assure that the necessary sites are acquired. Every effort
will be made to acquire these sites by willing-seller method first be-
fore condemnation is used. Section V contains a discussion of the
adverse impacts of condemnation procedures.

Comment :

Page 6-9, last paragraph. As stated in our comments on the
draft environmental impact statement dated February 1975, we feel
that it is most unlikely that strains of salmon and steelhead can be
developed "that will flourish under the conditions of the series of
reservoirs." '

Response:

The genetic alteration of fish is not a heavily researched area;
however, considering the operational time of the project (approximately
1,000.years), advances in genetic engineering may develop a strain of
salmon and/or steelhead that can spawn in stock water. In the im—
mediate future, it does not appear likely without massive reasearch
program.



OREGON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

Comment:

Revised Environmental Impact Statement

Comments provided on the initial February 25, 1975, draft Environ-

mental Impact Statement adequately express our thoughts on the revised

EIS draft.

Response: .

Noted.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Comment:

The report and the revised draft environmental impact statement
call for the acquisition of 23,000 acres of land in easement, 750 acres
of land in easement or fee, and 610 acres in fee, all to be acquired
on a willing seller - willing buyer concept. It is our understanding
that this is the way the plan was described in the public hearings.
However, General Gribble, in the letter of transmittal to the Secretary
of the Army, recommends that the Corps of Engineers "acquire all lands
and interests of lands required for fish and wildlife purposes in
accordance with usual acquisition préocedures'". These lands would then
be transferred to appropriate states of agencies with deed restrictions
on future use.  This could mean outright purchase of about 24,000
acres and possible use of condemnation. As such, this would contra-
dict the report recommendations. It is unknown if any farmland in—
cluded in this acquisition would continue to be used for crop produc-
tion since no arrangements have been made with the sponsors.

Response:

Except for the 610 acres acqulred for intensive wildlife habitat
development, most easement lands could remain in crop production or -
grazing use. o '

Comment : - .

-We do not believe the enyironmental impact statement addresses
the impacts of General Gribble's recommended alterative. Sufficient
information is lacking to properly consider the trade-offs between ag-
ricultural production and fish and wildlife production, between public

ownership and the option for private ownership, and the impacts on the
ocal agricultural economy.

al.g



Response:

The land removed from agricultural production would only amount to
approximately 610 acres. This would not dmount to a substantial loss of
agrlculturaI productivity. Of these 51tes, 210 acres of land may not be
situated in grain crop producing areas.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Comment :

Thank you for your request concerning our response to the Upper
Baker Project, Skagit River Basin, Washington, and the Lower Snake River
Fish and Wildlife Compensation Plan, Lower Snake River, Washington. The
Department has not reviewed these documents and, to my knowledge, does
not plan to review them. .

Response:

Noted.

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

Comment :

The Federal Power Commission’ expressed a desire to be kept informed
of the Corp's fishery development.

Response:

The Federal Power Commission will be kept informed of the further
planning of the Lower Snake River Fish and Wildlife Compensation Plan,

(LETTERS OF COMMENT FOLLOW)



PACIFIC NORTHWEST REGIONAL COMMISSION

1205 Washingion Sirsat ‘ TP
Vancouver, Wasting:on 525580 ) \

~Junsz 28, 1976

The Hounorable Donald H. Rumsield

Secreta

ry of Defense

The Pentagon

~

Washington, D.C. 2030L%
Dear Mr. Rumsfeld: N
Wa, the (ovarnoss of the Colimbi asin Sta , endorse the Lower Snake Ri

Fisly an

urge tr

iz B State
d Wildlife Compensation Plar as submit
ansmittal of the plan to Congress for

]
tad by the Division Epgineer and
funding as soon as possible.

PR AR e L 5 6%6-2331
oul T Lt

ver

The four Lower Snake River dams have had a disastrous 9fI°Ct upon Snake River

salmon

and steelitead runs. This has requirad the states to prehibit

the

taking of spring and summer chinook and summer steelhead by the many interested
citizens including sport anglers, commercial fisnermen and treaty Indians.

Wa do take exception to thres of General Gribble's comments on the plan and

requast

L.

your consideration of those issues.

In this particular plan, acquisition of fish and wildiife lahds
by condemnaticn in lieu of from willing sellers will creatz con-

troversy and add to project costs. The Washington Departmeat
of Game has demonstrated that tha raequired replaczment habita

r

can be acquired on a willing seller basis with less controversy

‘and at a lower cost than by condemnation. We ‘concur that

hatchery sites should be obtained by whatever method nacessary

in order to assure successful implementaciod of the plan.

The states have demonstratad competence in fish propagationm
and have operated other hatcheriss efficiently. TFish propaga
planting and harvest management considearation, as well as the
legal responsibijities for thesa funccions make it imparative
that the state be designatad as the operator.

The proposal that operation and maintenance funding for fish
hatcheries should be from the budget of the Departmeant of
Interior is insecure. We believe the nitigation of damage to
fisheries is 2 Corps rasponsibility and z continuing obliga-
tion of that agaacy. '

tiomn,
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The Honorzble Donald H. Rumsfeld
June 28, 1976 : | |
Paga 2 - : : : T N

‘The long delay in implementation of the Fish and Wildlife Compeasation plan
has jeopardizad resources zond caused much hardship for residents of the
three states. :

/]

e commend tha Corps for working with the states i o
compensation program and urge you and the Congress to implament it as rapidly
as possible.

Respectfully,

Governor of Washinzton

f?%;;@ ?iwéfiﬁg;&%ztzzzzizlm*~

Coverrr af Urcgon

e Y

™ 4
o ::}_;.—- ;3*:"'-\'-.1"“—""«.__‘. o4
Governor ol ILduaao

ce: Congrassional Delegations



REPLY TO
ATIN OF:

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY -
| REGION X . |

7 . 1200 SIXTH AVENUE

z : .

w SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101
T

10FA = M/S 623

June 21, 1976 -

Colonel Melson P. Conover, CE

District Engineer

Department of the Army

Walla Walla District, Corps of Engineers
Building 602, City~County Airport

Walla Walla, Washington 99362

Dear Colonel Conover:

be have completed review of the revised draft environmental impact
statement on the Lower Snake River Fish and Wildlife Compensation
Plan. Our review of the revised document shows that the questions
raised regarding mitigating costs, omission of non-hatchery mitigation
and treatment of hatchery waste in our April 9, 1975, lefter have been
adequately answered.

The Environmental Protection Agency has recently received several letters
addressing the question of eminent-domain. Your transmittal letter

“accompanying the revised draft EIS indicates that you are aware of the

deep concern of local land owners regarding this matter.

Our comments on this statement have been classified L0O-1, LO (Lack of
Objections) 1 (Adequate Information). The classification and the date
of the Environmental Protection Agency's comments will be published

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, as awmended.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft statement.

Sincerely,

(A)QJHE@/ D, \A14f4£aazw

Walter D. Jaspers
Directoy - ,
Office of Federal Affairs




DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION =
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD  UsS. coast suand (G-WS/’is)

WASHINGTON

PHONE: (202) 426"2262

» 21 July 1976

Lieutenant General W. C. Grlbble, Jr.
Chief of Engineers

Department of the Army

Washington, D. C. 20314

Dear General Gribble:

This is in response to your letter of 27 April 1976 addressed to
Secretary Coleman concerning a revised draft environmental impact
statement on Special Report — Lower Snake River Fish and Wildlife
Compensation Plan, Washington and ldaho.

The concerned opérating administrations and staff of the Department
of Transportation have reviewed the material submitted. We have no
comments to offer nor do we have any objection to this report.

The opportunity to review this draft statement is appreciated.

Sincerely,
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FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D,C. 20426
IN REPLY REFER TO:

 Aug 16 1976

Lieutenant General John W. Morris
Chief of Engineers

Department of the Army
Washington, D.C. 20314

Reference: DAEN-CWP-A

‘Dear General Morris:

This is in reply to General Gribble's letter of April 27, 1976,
inviting comments by the Commission relative to the proposed special
report of the Chief of Engineers, and to the reports of the District
and Division Engineers, on the Lower Snake River Fish and Wildlife _
Compensation Plan, Washington and Idaho. A revised draft environmental
impact statement accompanied the reports. : o

The proposed plan is intended to compensate for fish and wildlife
losses occasioned by construction of the Ice Harbor, Lower Monumental,

- LittTe Goose, and Lower Granite Lock and Dam projects. Elements-of

the plan include fish hatcheries and associated facilities, game bird
stocking, wildlife habitat development, and provision for fisherman

and hunter access. The estimated Federal first cost is $45,788,000 for
construction and $2,951,000 annuaily for operation, maintenance, and
replacement, based on 1974 price levels. ‘

~ The total costs of the plan would be allocated equally among the
four projects and then further allocated between the power and navigation
purposes. Since it was considered that the losses to anadromous fish
were caused primarily by fish passing through the hydroelectric turbines,
the cost of hatcheries was considered to be a separable power cost
chargeable directly to power. Based on preliminary cost allocations,
$44,281,000 of capital costs and $2,919,000 of annual operation,
maintenance, and replacement costs would be allocated to power and
reimbursed from power revenues. -

O\MTION,
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Lieutenant General John W. Morris  -2-

The Commission staff has reviewed the reports of your Department to
determine the effect on matters of concern to the Commission. The staff
notes that there are a number of licensed hydroelectric projects on the
Snake River upstream from the four Corps of Engineers' projects. The
operation of these non-Federal hydroelectric developments would not
appear to be directly affected by the fish mitigation facilities proposed
by the Corps. However, any impact on the anadromous fish resources down-
stream could affect the anadromous fish resources in the areéa of the
licensed non-Federal hydroelectric developments. Thus, the anadromous
fish resources of the Snake River are of concern to the Commission.
Therefore, it would appreciate being kept informed of any further
planning of the Corps' fishery development program.

The staff notes also that the suggested allocation of the costs of
the proposed measures among the four projects and between the navigation
and power purposes is preliminary. It points out that the responsibility
for making the final allocation of costs of the four projects has been
assigned by law to the Federal Power Commission. The Commission has
already made an allocation of costs for the Ice Harbor project. Allocations
for the remaining three projects are pending. .

Based on its consideration of the reports of your Department and the
studies of its own staff, the Comnmission concludes that the proposed Fish
and Wildlife Compensation Plan apparently would not directly affect any
hydroelectric developments licensed by the Commission. It observes that
the costs of the proposed measures would affect the project cost allocations
for which the Commission has responsibility, and that the resulting allocation
of costs to power would affect the Bonneville Power Administration’s power
rates for which the Commission has approval responsibility.

Sincerely yours,

A o
’ - .
/ s ey 2
4 Y e of oo
Sl o % / TN -

Richard L. Dunham
Chairman -



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20z

19 August 1976

Lieutenant General John W, Morris
Chief of Engineers

U.S5. Army Corps of Englneers
Forrestal Building

Washington, D.C. 20314

Dear General Morris:

Thank you for your request concerning our response to the
Upper Baker Project, Skagit River Basin, Washington and
the Lower Snake River Fish and Wildlife Compensation Plan,
Lower Snake River, Washington. The Department has not
reviewed these documents and, to my knowledge, does not
plan to review them.

‘Acting Director
Office of Environmental Affairs



-/ ‘ QFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
S WASHINGTON, D. C. 20250

is %a ¥ DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
b e .

4 August 1976

Lieutenant General J. W. Morris
Chief of Engineers

Office of the Chief of Engineers
Army Corps of Engineers

U. S. Department of the Army

Dear General Morris:

In accordance with General Gribble's letter of April 27, 1976, we have

- reviewed the Special Report - Lower Snake River Fish and Wildlife
Compensation Plan, Lower Snake River, Washington and Idaho, and the
revised draft environmental impact statement. '

The report and the revised draft environmental impact statement call

for the acquisition of 23,000 acres of land in easement, 750 acres of

land in easement or fee, and 610 acres in fee, all to be acquired on a

willing seller - willing buyer concept. It is our understanding that

this is the way the plan was described in the public hearings. However,

General Gribble, in the letter of transmittal to the Secretary of the Army,

recommends that the Corps of Engineers "acquire all lands and interests

of lands required for fish and wildlife purposes in accordance with

usual acquisition procedures". These lands would then be transferred

to appropriate states or agencies with deed restrictions on future use.

This could mean outright purchase of about 24,000 acres and possible

use of condemnation. As such, this would contradict the report recom-

mendations. It is unknown if any farmland included in this acquisition
~would continue to be used for crop production since no arrangements

have been made with the sponsors.

We do not believe the environmental impact statement addresses the
impacts of General Gribble's recommended alternative. Sufficient
information is lacking to properly consider the trade-offs between
agricultural production and fish and wildlife production, between
public ownership and the option for private ownership, and the impacts
on the local agricultural economy.

The report does not indicate that General Gribble's recommendation for
acquisition of lands required for fish and wildlife purposes has been
approved by local governments and interests. We beljeve that the Corps'
position in this regard should be clarified and resolved with the appro-
priate state agencies and the affected landowners before it is sent
forward for authorization.



Lieutenant General J. W. Morris - 2

The report indicates present wildlife population on the existing
25,000 acres of federal land surrounding the reservoirs is approx-
imately 56 percent of the preproject level. Planned habitat develop-
ment onh these lands is expected to increase this population to about
70 to 80 percent of preproject numbers in 10 to 15 years. In view of
the current and projected importance of agricultural production, we
do not see the need for hunting compensation as sufficiently critical
in this case to justify the condemnation of 23,610 acres of agricul-
tural land for this purpose. We believe the Secretary of the Army
should favor the recommendation of the District and Division Engineers
for_acquisitigh on a willing buyer-willing seller basis.
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- Chairman . S,q CS
Mr. James Sexson, Director {
FRANK POZZIL . X ’;
 Vice Chairmen Water Resources DeparTmenT 0
wes. aucn sareman | |78 Chemeketa Street NE - “Goy, “Eay
member  Salem, Oregon 97310 '
" JOHN BOYER
Membar Dear Jim:

WALTER H. LOFGREN ] ’ )
Member The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife has reviewed the Corps!
M“iimif”“ . Special Report on the Lower Snake River Fish and Wiidlife Compen-

. sation Plan, the revised draft Environmentsl Impact Statement on
P emter  the plan, and tne report of the Chief of Engineers concurring
, with the special report and transmitting it to the Secretary of
JO”ﬁ;ﬁ:ﬁ“AN the Army for submission to Congress.

e Our staff has worked ciosely with the Corps in the last several

: years in development of this plan and is very knowledgeable of
the details. Immediate imolementation of tha plan is urgent if
some of the most valuable runs of salmon and steelhead in .the
Columbia River system are to be maintained. #e, therefore, strongly
support authorization of the plan by Congress in the current session.

Our comments on the three documents mentioned above are as follows:

Special Report

Page 92, Compensation of Fishery Losses, |tem d, second sentence
states that operation and maintenance costs of the salmon and _
steelhead hatcheries would be funded *hrough future appropriations
of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service or iational Marine Fisheries
Service. The compensation is for continuing damage to our fish
from Corps of Engineers' actions. Consequently, it is an obliga-
tion of that agency and snould not be subject to the budgetary

ups and downs of ths Dapartments of Interior or Commerce, which

are not responsible for the damaqe. ‘e recommend that the Corps
budget for all operation and maintenance costs.



Mr. James Sexson
June {4, 1376
Page 2

i

Page 92, Compensation of Fishery Losses, item d, last sentence
infers that there could be a delay in construction of the hatcheries
to review The effects of fish protective devices and powerhouse
additions on the net fishery loss. Considering that the projects
have damaged the runs for aimost |5 years and the present condition
of these runs is serious, any such further delay would be intolerable.
Clearly, the extent of the required hatchery development is suffi-
ciently great that if it started immediately, as it should, there
would be plenty of time to make such evaluation long before any
overcompensation could occur. Actually, the losses to downstream
migrants and returning aduits that have occurred in the last two

or three years are so large that it is highly unlikely that the
‘Total mitigative package, with full development of the hatchery

plan as.recomnended, could result in overcomnensation.

Revised Environmental |mpact Statement

Comments provided on the initial February 25, 1975 draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement adequately express our thoughts on the
revised EIS draft.

Chief of Engingers' Report

Page 3, item 4. The Chief of Engineers essentially states that
the appropriate agency to operate the fish propagation facilities
and to carry operation and maintenance costs on their budget is
the Department of the Interior. \le have already commented on

the inadvisability of tying the operation and maintenance costs

to any federal agency other than thé Corps of Enqineers (see first
comments on District Engineers! report). Further, we recommend
that the option be left open for either the state or federal
agencies to operate a given hatchery depending upon which is

most appropriate. To do otherwise would be srovincial.

Page 3, item 3. The Chief of Engineers exoresses concern that

the Division Engineers recommended willing seller-willing buyer
approach to acquisition of lands will not achieve the full wild-
tife compensation. It appears to us more likely that the reverse
is true and that use of the usual acquisition procedure to acquire

" property could provoke a land owner dispute. |+, therefore, is _
recommended that acquisition of wildliife and fishing access lands be

by the states using the willing seller concent erh costs to be
reimbursed by the Corps of Enginears. :
A0

otncereiy,

-2522’ ///;//22“:41

e ,John'? HMcKean
/7 Director
. 'j
/o evk
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cc Govarnor Robert Straud
Hon. Mark 0. Hatfield
Hon. Bob Packwood
Hon. Al Ul lman
Hon. Robert Duncan
Hon. James ‘leaver
Hon. Les AuCoin :
Columoia Basin Fishery Technical Committee Agencies



V. UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Page 5-2, 3rd paragraph. You state that the acquisition of
lands (easement or fee) for wildlife habitdt and hunting

or streambank fishing access would be on a "willing seller"
basis; therefore, the effect on the landowner is not considered
to be adverse. 1In view of the anticipated need for condemnation
proceedings to provide lands for fish hatcheries (page A-32

line 3; page A-42, bottom 11ne page A-66, line 1), it is
expected that there may be unw1111ng sellers," also. This
situation should be addressed as an adverse impact in the .
final env1ronmental impact statement. ‘

VI. ALTERNATIVES

c¢. GCompensation or Ménagement Alternatives

Management Methods

c. Genetic Altefation of the Fish

Page 6-9, last paragraph., As stated in our comments on the
draft environmental impact statement dated February . 1975, we
feel that it is most unlikely that strains of salmon and
steelhead can be developed '"that will flourlsh under the
conditions of the series of reservoirs.

Thank you for giving us an opportunity to prov1de these comments,
which we hope will be of assistance to you. We would appreciate
receiving eight copies of the. final statement.

" Sincerely,
oy (Gt
1dney7R llef

Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Environmental Affairs



ROBERT W, STRAUB
GOVERNOR

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
BTATE CAPITOL
SALEM, OREGON #7310

July 26, 1976

General John W. Morris
Chief of Engineers
Department of the Army
office of the Chief of
Engineers
Washington, D.C. 20314

Reference: DAEN - CWP - A

Dear General Morris:
The State of Oregon, through the Pacific Northwest
Regional Commission, responded to the Lower Snake River

Mitigation Plan on July 2, 1976. The letter was sent to the
Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld, Secretary of Defense.

7 The letter did not include the specific comments of
the Fish and Wildlife Department. I am now enclosing these
comments for your use. . )

Sincerely,
Governor

RWS/JJS:mst

Enclosure



UNITED STATES DEPAIiTMENT OF COMMERCE

The Assistant Secretary for Sclenc. and Tochnology
Washlngtun D.C. 20230

July 19, 1976

Lieutenant General W. C. Gribble, Jr.
Qffice of the Chief of Engineers
Department of the Army

Washington, D. C. 20314

Dear General Gribble:

The revised draft environmental impact statement 'Lower
Snake River Fish and Wildlife Compensation," and "Special
Report, Lower Snake River Fish and Wildlife Compensation
Plan, Lower Snake River, Washington and Idaho,” which
accompanled your letter of April 27, 1976, has been received
by the Department of Commerce for review and comment. The
statement has been reviewed and the following comments are
offered for your consideration.

GENERAL COMMENTS

As pointed out in our comments on the draft environmental impact
statement dated February 1975, prepared by the Walla Walla District
Engineer, we feel strongly_that the use of a $9.00 value for an
angler-day for anadromous fish results in a substantially under-
estimated value of this important resource. We recommend that
the Corps of Engineers recognize within their final environmental
impact statement that the $28 per angler~-day figure is consistent
with the Water Resource Counc1l s "Establishment of ‘Principles
and Standards for Planning." Pages 51 and 52 of the Principles
and Standards (as printed in the Federal Register, September 10,
1974) provides three methods for evaluating recreatlonal
benefits. Those methods are:

1. Analytical approach relating travel costs to
distance.

2, Other approaches.

3. Simulated priceé per recreation day.



it is our understanding that the third approach, 'Simulated
prices per recreation day," is regarded as a last resort, has
little -justification scientifically, and should be used only
if economic studies are unavailable under the first and
second approach. The $28 per angler-day falls under approach
No. 2 and is developed through the use of questionnaires. At
the present time the Corps of Engineers is using these values
in regard to Calapooia Dam and Reservoir Project and the Days
Creek Dam and Reservoir Project in Oregon. We recognize that
to change all of the economic data within the Lower Snake
Compensation Plan would be a monumental task at this time.
However, we recommend, as a minimum, that the Corps of
Engineers acknowledge that the monetary values for the anadromous -
fish resources as presented in the enviromnmental statement are
grossly underestimated.

The term "willing seller" used throughout the revised draft
environmental impact statement should be defined in the Glossary
and discussed in an appropriate place. The documented landowner
opposition to the project makes it appear that offers to buy

may not easily be refused. The buy~sell procedure to be followed
in acquiring lands should be spelled out in detail.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

I. TDESCRIPTION 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 maintenance would be funded through future appropriations
to the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service or National Marine
Fisheries Service." It is our strong view that the operation
and maintenance of these facilities should be funded thwough
appropriations to the Corps of Engineers. In this manner, the
costs stemming from the effects of these dams on the fish _
resource would be closely associated with other costs for these
dams. ' :




We believe the statement adequately describes the proposal's
impact on outdoor recreation and the related environment.

Spe01flc Comments

Page 4-3: The discussion of geology fails to descrlbe or
evaluate natural foundations for the proposed faCllltles or
to .indicate whether slopes or active faults are known in
the pr03ect area.

We find a brief mention on this page of local ground-water
impacts, resulting from increased recharge. However, there
is no analysis of ground-water impacts. The revised state-
ment also declares that the type and system of sanitary
facilities have not yet been determined, but that "water-
quality standards" will be met (page U4~ u) Further, we note
that your response to U.S. Geological Survey comments made
during preliminary review, that most ground-water impacts,
such as water-level changes, pollution by sewage, and con-
tamination by leakage through settling-basin bottoms or by
accidental spills, would be considered in supplemental
environmental statements (page A-18, 19). This does not,
in fact, appear to be the case. The discussion of ground-
water related impacts in the revised draft statement is
still inadequate.

Page 4-15: This section should include other benefits to
natural resources that would accrue from the wildlife
habitat development. Wise environmental management of

- land and water resources will benefit the total ecosystem,
not just one aspect of it.

Page 5-1, paragraph 5: We do not agree that implementatiocn
of the plan would result in increased vandalism and habitat
destruction over pre-project conditions. In fact,
intensified management should reduce such adverse impacts
from recreatlonal use.

Pages A-5 to A-7: These pages contain the Corps' response

to an earlier Bureau of Indian Affairs comment suggesting

that the Tribes in the project area should receive communi-
‘cations on project planning related to the Snake River and

its tributaries. While the response was favorable,

indicating the Corps would make an effort to advise the
Tribes, we feel the Corps' commitment should be more specific.



The Corps should.aécertain existing Indian rights in the
project area and communicate with the affected Tribes on
all planning and implementation of actions.

We feel that this should certainly apply to development

of specific plans, such as hatcheries and fishery enhance-
ment plans. For instance, siting, design and operation of
hatcheries should be developed with tribal knowledge and
allow them the opportunlty to provide input in planning,
if they so desire.

We hope these comments will be useful in your rev1ew of
these documents. -

Sincerely yours,

ﬁput? Assistanl  Seopetary Of the Interior

J. W. Morris

Lieutenant General., USA
Chief of Engineers
Department of the Army
Washington, D. C. 20314

Enclosure



United States Department of the Interior

Lreprr _ OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
e : WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

ER-76/424 | _ 14 July- 1976

Dear General Morris:

Thank you for the letter of April 27, 1976, reguesting our
views and comments on the Special Report and the revised
draft environmental impact statement for Lower Sndke River
Fish and Wildlife Compensation Plan, Washington and Idaho.
We have the following comments for. your consideration.

Special Report

General Comments

We fully support the essential recommendation of the report
that "additional measures be authorized for development to

compensate for losses incurred at the existing projects on

the Lower Snake River." These measures would significantly
reduce the losses, and we appreciate the Corps' efforts in

this matter. The measures are urgently needed, and We hope
they can be implemented in the near future.

Some minor fish and wildlife problems remain to be worked
out, but there should be no difficulty in resolving them
if the present exemplary level of field coordination is
continued. ' However, we do have some disagreement with the
report's recommendations concerning which agencies should
fund for operation, maintenance and repair (OMER) of lands
and facilities included in the fish and wildlife
mitigation/compensation measures. :

Specific Comments '

Page 3, paragraph 4 of the Chief of Engineers' Report:

Qur Department's Fish and Wildlife Service has the expertise
to manage and operate the fish propagation facilities and
would be willing to accept this responsibility. The
decision of whether the facilities should be turned over

in title to this Department should be determined through
agreement between the Corps-and the Fish and Wildlife
Service. A - : '

CONSERVE
AMERICA'S
ENERGY

Save Energy and You Serve America!



The question of which agency should have funding responsibility
for annual OMSR costs of hatcheries (particularly for anadro-
mous fish) is presently being evaluated by the Corps, the Fish
and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service and the
Office of Management and Budget. Until this policy matter 1is
resolved, the Corps should continue the current practice of
funding OMSR for these facilities, particularly since the
hatcheries are being constructed for compensation/mitigation

of project-caused fishery losses.

Page 3, paragraph 5 of the Chief of Engineers' Report: We

agree that normal Federal acquisition procedures should be used
wherever necessary to ensure that lands requirved for mitigation
of fish and wildlife losses will be obtained within a reasonable
time frame. It would be desirable from the public viewpolnt if
initial efforts were directed, to the extent possible, toward
obtaining lands of suitable quallty, quantlty and location from
w1lllng sellers; but the right of condemnation must be retained
in case the willing seller concept is ineffective.

Further, while we support the recommendation that the States
should manage the wildlife lands, it is our position that the
Corps should retain funding responsibility for annual OMER.
The Fish and Wildlife Service views on OMER funding for wild-
1fe mitigation lands were stated in a letter to the Corps
concerning the Dworshak Dam and Reservoir, Idaho, dated

April 29, 1976. We have enclosed a copy of that letter for
your ready reference.

Env1ronmental Statement

General Comments

We wish to reiterate a concern previously expressed by the
Fish and Wildlife Service. The proposed fish and wildlife
measures will not "compensate" for project-caused losses.
The measures will only partially offset warm water fishery
and wildlife losses, which 1s defined as '"mitigation."
Therefore, "compensation!" was misused in the title and
throughout the text when referrlng to lésses other than
anadromous fish, and may mislead the reader.

The discussion of the "National Register of Historic Places"
contains information that is out of date. Current informa-
tion may be obtaihed by consulting the National Register as
published in the February 10, 1976, and subsequent issues

of the Federal Register. This information should be
discussed in the final statement.

o



