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Service Response to the American Kennel Club 
 
1.  We appreciate the comments you provided and the support that the 

AKC has given to the proposed action.  To address the AKC's 
concern about our not referring to dog walking as "wildlife-
dependent recreation," we have determined that dogs are not 
necessary for the safe, practical, and effective conduct of wildlife 
observation, a wildlife-dependent use, unless, for example, the dog is 
assisting a physically challenged individual.  For this reason, we have 
addressed dog walking as a use that is separate from wildlife 
observation, just as we have for horse riding, bicycling, and jogging.  
If you are seeking clarification on a national scale regarding the 
classification of dog walking as wildlife-dependent recreation, 
specifically wildlife observation, we suggest the AKC contact the 
NWRS Washington Office.   

 
2.  Wildlife-dependent and non-wildlife-dependent uses of a refuge 

must additionally be determined to be compatible before these uses 
are allowed.  For a use to be compatible, it must not materially 
interfere with the purpose(s) of the refuge or the mission of the 
Refuge System.  Leashed dogs will be allowed along the Dike Trial 
because this use was found compatible in Appendix K.  Again, thank 
you for your comments and suggestions. 
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original Land Protection Plan recommended that it be managed, in part, 
for the benefit of western Canada geese.  Conservation targets were 
additionally identified in pertinent existing plans.  Steigerwald Lake 
Refuge is mentioned in the Pacific Flyway Councils’ management plan 
for both cackling Canada geese and Canada goose agricultural 
depredation control.  Conservation Targets were also selected because 
they were a species of local interest or concern.  The geese wintering at 
Steigerwald Lake Refuge consist mostly of cackling Canada geese.  
Cackling Canada geese are not meeting population and distribution 
objectives as established by the Pacific Flyway Council, with recent 
population trends declining.  Alternative B represents an overall 
expansion and restoration of native lower Columbia River plant 
communities while maintaining sufficient managed grasslands to 
support the existing wintering goose population. 
 
 
3.  Uses of a national wildlife refuge are determined compatible when 
these uses do not materially interfere with or detract from the 
fulfillment of the National Wildlife Refuge System mission or the 
purposes of the national wildlife refuge.  The compatibility 
determination in Appendix K evaluated the compatibility of jogging, 
dog walking, and bicycling with the System mission and purposes for 
Steigerwald Lake Refuge, and determined that it was compatible with 
the stipulations identified.  Included were the requirements that Refuge 
staff and volunteers monitor uses to ensure compatibility, refine user 
estimates, and evaluate compliance to Refuge regulations.  The purpose 
of this monitoring is specifically intended to evaluate the impacts of the 
proposed uses to Refuge resources and the compatibility of these uses 
with Service mission and Refuge purpose. 

 

Service Response to Washington Audubon 
 

1.  Washington Aububon’s comments and support are appreciated.  The 
Service responded to requests to monitor and treat mosquitoes at Franz 
Lake Refuge by evaluating mosquito control, monitoring, and treatment 
in a compatibility determination signed in October 2002.  The 
compatibility determination identified potentially negative 
consequences of mosquito control to non-target invertebrates and their 
effects on the wetland food web, particularly the relationship of 
invertebrates as a food source for salmonids.  The Service has 
established stipulations to allow conditional treatment for mosquitoes 
in habitats physically isolated from salmon.  These activities are not 
expected to materially interfere with or detract from the purposes of the 
Franz Lake Refuge.  Additionally, the Service has initiated a study to 
determine the impacts of mosquito treatment on non-target 
invertebrates and fish.  The compatibility determination will be revised 
to reflect study results, other new information, and to comply with 
Service policy for mosquito management.  
 
2.  Comment noted.  The focus on goose and pasture management 
relates to the selection of Canada geese as a conservation target within 
this CCP.  Conservation targets were selected for the Gorge Refuges 
for multiple criteria.  Pastures and goose management were included 
because they were identified in the Refuge’s purposes and acquisition 
documents for both Steigerwald Lake and Pierce Refuges.  Steigerwald 
Lake Refuge was established for partial mitigation for habitat adversely 
affected by hydroelectric projects including 184 acres of pastures.  
Subsequent lands added to Steigerwald Lake Refuge were formerly 
assessed to determine mitigation credits.  Canada geese were among the 
wildlife species used to assess mitigated habitat.  At Pierce Refuge, the 
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 Service Response to Mt. St. Helens Chapter,  
Backcountry Horsemen of Washington 

 
Comment Noted:  Changes made to the Final CCP reflecting the 
correct name of your organization.  Appendix K addresses the 
compatibility of continued horseback riding along the Columbia 
River Dike Trail and current magnitude of use.  Chapters 3 and 4 
discuss resource concerns and other limitations for public use 
development, such as equestrian facilities, at both Franz Lake and 
Pierce Refuges.  Regional trails proposed by the revised Scenic 
Area Management Plan have been routed along the uplands around 
both Pierce and Franz Lake Refuges to avoid wildlife and natural 
resource impacts. 
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Service Response to the City of North Bonneville 
 

1.  We appreciate the comments you provided and the support that the 
City of North Bonneville has given to the CCP.  Opportunities to 
increase guided tours and to facilitate environmental education are 
explored in the CCP.  However, these activities will be limited and 
subject to restrictions set by the Refuge Manager relating to group size, 
event frequency/duration, event location, and seasonality to prevent 
negative resource impacts and ensure the compatibility of these uses 
with Refuge purposes.  As stated within the CCP, Pierce Refuge is 
small, with listed plant and animal resources which could be impacted 
by opening it to general public uses, including trails.  As proposed by 
Scenic Area’s Doetsch Ranch to North Bonneville Trail, recreational 
trails from North Bonneville may be accomplished by utilizing uplands 
away from the Columbia River.  Future trails adjacent to the Refuge 
may link recreation and urban areas while potentially offering 
interpretive spurs and overlooks of the Refuge without reducing 
Refuge natural resource values. 

 
 

2.  Achieving public outreach and environmental education objectives 
will require the resolution of safety concerns relative to crossing the 
railroad and merging with State Route 14.  We appreciate your support 
of facilitating safe access for compatible public uses from the City of 
North Bonneville.  The logistical and physical elements necessary to 
implement compatible public uses will be assessed within a future Site 
Design Plan for Pierce Refuge. 
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Service Response to Clark County, Endangered Species Program 
 
1.  Reestablishing access to the historic Steigerwald Lake for migrating 
salmonids is a major project that would require a separate planning 
process to the CCP.  The COE feasibility study at Steigerwald Lake 
(Appendix H) would examine opportunities to restore fish access to the 
historic lakebed.  Funding for this study is not currently available.  The 
Service submitted a proposal to the BPA for funding the study in their 
FY 2003-2005 budget.  Although it was ranked a “high priority”, the 
study was not funded.  The Service intends to continue to pursue 
funding and other technical support to examine the feasibility of 
restoring floodplain functions, including fish habitat, to Steigerwald 
Lake. 

1 

C
olum

bia G
orge R

efuges C
C

P

A
ppendix O

 - R
esponse to C

om
m

ents
9



 

1 

1

2

C
olum

bia G
orge R

efuges C
C

P

A
ppendix O

 - R
esponse to C

om
m

ents
10



 Service Response to Defenders of Wildlife 
 
1.   Comments noted.  We have investigated the possibility of using bat 

boxes to encourage the presence of bats and subsequent predation 
on mosquitos, and found that the general consensus in the 
scientific literature is that bats, purple martins, etc., cannot be 
counted on to provide an effective means of controlling mosquito 
populations.   Success in attracting bats to artifical roosts is highest 
in areas where bats are already using human-made structures such 
as barns, old buildings and bridges.  These are not present in the 
vicinity of Franz Lake.   More importantly, many species that use a 
bat house primarily eat moths and beetles. In addition, the majority 
of the female mosquitos along the Columbia River (including 
Franz Lake) are Aedes vexans, which are diurnal feeders, while 
bats conduct most of their feeding activities during the first few 
hours of early evening.  

 
Because of their role as a predator of other aquatic organisms in 
addition to mosquitos, the introduction of mosquitofish into natural 
water bodies (such as Franz Lake) in the State of Washington is 
illegal.  Investigations into use of prescribed burning indicates 
there is a potential to use this technique to kill mosquito eggs, and 
plans to investigate the possibilities of using prescribed burning on 
units of Franz Lake are included in the Proposed Burn Plan 
included in this CCP.  Annual mowing to reduce vegetation and 
residual cover bordering Franz Lake has had inconclusive results 
in reducing mosquito populations. 
 

We evaluated all of the above methods of mosquito control 
methods, but the evaluation of the use of the bacterial larvicide 
Bacillus thuringiensus israelensis  (B.t.i.)  was made in response to a 
request to conduct this means of control by a non-Service agency.  The 
use of chemical insecticides was rejected because of their negative 
effects on invertebrate resources.  A research study is being conducted 
to determine the effects of this larvacide on non-target organisms and 
subsequent effects on the food resources of listed salmonid fish prior to 
the use of B.t.i. on Franz Lake. 
 
2.  The CCP is a strategic document intended to that describes desired 
future condition and identifies priorities.  Budget increases are not 
critical to adopting the plan and management direction for the Gorge 
Refuges.  Approval of the plan does not constitute a commitment for 
staffing increases, operational and maintenance increases or additional 
funding.  
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Service Response to the Friends of the Columbia River Gorge 
 
1.  The explanation of the Forest Service’s review responsibility under 
the Act has been added to Appendix F. 
 
2.  The amendment clarifies that the Refuge and National Fish 
Hatchery shall continue to be administered by the Service pursuant to 
the Scenic Area Act and other laws cited. 
 
3.  We disagree, and determined that horseback riding and dog-
walking on the Dike Trail are compatible uses of Steigerwald Lake 
Refuge as long as the stipulations in the Compatibility Determination 
are followed.  Horses and dogs are not allowed off the Dike Trail at 
any time.  Anticipated effects to habitat and wildlife from these uses 
are evaluated in the CD, as well as in the Environmental Consequences 
section of the CCP/EA. 
 
4.  Comment noted.  As described in Chapter 3 - Alternatives, Section 
on Mosquito Management, the Service is aware of the potential 
negative impacts of the use of B.t.i. on chironomids, which may be 
used as a food source for juvenile listed salmonids using Franz Lake.  
The Service has contracted research studies to investigate the 
invertebrate populations using the aquatic areas proposed for B.t.i. 
treatment, the effects of B.t.i. on non-target invertebrates, seasonal use 
of the proposed treatment area by salmonids, and food resources 
utilized by the salmon throughout the year.  This information will be 
used to determine the compatibility of allowing B.t.i. treatment in the 
proposed area with the listed salmonids using the area.  
 

 
5.  Comment noted.  Application of B.t.i for mosquito control is not 
currently allowed in areas likely to support listed, proposed, or 
candidate species.  Research data will assess potential effects of 
application to fisheries habitat.  If the Service’s research determines a 
potential effect to listed species, future applications will require 
appropriate consultation.  
 
6.  Comment noted.  This information was addressed in the 
compatibility determination on mosquito management completed by 
the Service in 2002.  Refuge staff investigated the possibility of 
conducting mark-recapture research to determine if Franz Lake was the 
primary source of the mosquitos impacting the Skamania area 
residents, but learned it would be too expensive to conduct the study in 
a large enough scope to achieve a defensible conclusion.  Based on 
research conducted in other parts of the country, the flight range of the 
floodwater mosquitos using Franz Lake would enable them to be the 
potential source of the Skamania area resident complaints.   
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Response to Gorge Commission 
 
Thanks for your review and comment on the CCP.  References to the 
1992 Management Plan for the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic 
Area have been updated. 
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 Service Response to National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

 
1.  Thank you for your comment in support of the proposed action.  
The final document will introduce a fisheries strategy to evaluate the 
feasibility of removing or modifying the structure at Domestic Springs.  
Implementation of this strategy would be consistent with the vision 
and goals of this CCP, but may require additional planning to fully 
evaluate the benefits and quality of restored fishery habitat and the 
reduction in emergent wetlands and western pond turtle habitat.  
Additionally, potential impacts to chum salmon habitat, in Hardy 
Creek bordering Domestic Springs, would need to be assessed.   
 
The plan does not propose major landscape changes to South Hardy 
Slough.  South Hardy Slough hosts one of a few known breeding 
locations for western toad in the Gorge and contains western pond 
turtles.  Presently, South Hardy Slough is a backwater channel of the 
Columbia River, and as such, presumably functions as seasonal off-
channel rearing habitat for juvenile salmon.  In its current condition, 
South Slough supports both fisheries and wildlife resources.  Restoring 
flow through the slough has the potential to alter hydrology to stream 
segments of Hardy Creek presently supporting spawning chum salmon. 
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Service Response to the Nature Conservancy of Washington 
 
 
1.  The Nature Conservancy of Washington’s comments and support of 
the proposed action is appreciated.  Pertinent sections have been 
rewritten to describe the monitoring period of Columbia yellowcress 
adjoining Pierce Refuge as 1991 to 2004.  Given recent constraints on 
continued monitoring of yellowcress, sections have been rewritten to 
reflect the Service’s desire to work with cooperating agencies and 
organizations to continue programs initiated by TNC. 
 
2.  The Refuge staff understands the significance of continued 
monitoring of yellowcress populations and control of competing 
invasive species.  The CCP is a strategic document that describes the 
desired future condition and provides a long-range direction for 
management.  Specific guidance would be in the form of step-down 
management plans.  The proposed Integrated Pest Management (IMP) 
Plan would provide treatment options and monitoring techniques for 
indigobush.  Since indigobush is a specific and prominent threat to a 
rare species, indigobush control measures will be elevated within the 
IPM Plan.  A Biological Inventory and Monitoring Plan will also be 
developed as a step-down plan.  The intent of this plan is to inventory 
priority plant communities, trust species, listed species, and 
conservation targets.  Specific priorities, techniques, and time frames 
for yellowcress monitoring will be established within this plan.  In the 
interim, the CCP will restrict public access to the shorelines and 
promote collaborative efforts to conserve local yellowcress 
populations.  The plan will promote and facilitate the yellowcress 
research, monitoring, and protection initiated by TNC. 
 

 
3.  Comment noted.  Oak savanna objectives at Pierce Refuge differ 
between Alternative B and C by the management of a 63 acre parcel.  
Within Alternative C, the entire acreage would be converted to oak 
savanna habitat.  Within Alternative B, the parcel will be planted to 23 
acres of oak with 40 acres retained as the only managed grassland at 
Pierce.  Both Alternatives represent a reduction in pastures from 
historic levels when most of the Pierce Ranch was grazed.  The 
original Land Protection Plan for Pierce Refuge recommended that it 
be managed, in part, for the benefit of western Canada geese.  These 
early acquisition documents elevate the management of grasslands and 
wetlands suitable for Canada geese.  The plan will retain a sufficient 
amount of managed grasslands to support current levels of wintering 
Canada geese utilizing the Refuge.  The 23 acres of oak savanna 
identified by the plan represents an attainable target within the 
planning horizon.          
 
4.  Research Natural Area values within Franz and Arthur Lakes are 
not impacted by permanent man-made physical structures.  Refuge 
hydrology is largely the product of Columbia River levels, local 
precipitation, surrounding watersheds, seeps, springs, and beaver dams 
within the wetland complex.  The CCP proposes that Franz and Arthur 
Lakes maintain direct connectivity with the Columbia River.  The plan 
will implement management activities to reduce non-native plants and 
promote emergent wetland communities at Franz Lake Refuge.  Your 
conditional support of the Franz Lake RNA is noted.  However, the 
RNA concept has not been adopted by the Final CCP/EA. 
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5. 

A. change made 
B. Table 2-1edited to depict species present in the 

planning unit. 
C. Sentence changed. 
D. The Service has established an acquisition boundary 

for the Gorge Refuges within which lands may be 
acquired to achieve the Refuge purposes.  The Land 
Protection Plan (Appendix L) assesses land acquisition 
priorities within the acquisition boundary.  Refuge 
expansion beyond the acquisition boundary has not 
been deemed necessary to fulfill Refuge purposes.  

E. Agreed that early response is critical.  More frequent 
would be optimal; however, five year is presumed a 
realistic interval.  The plan identifies intervals of at 
least once every five years. 

F. Comment Noted:  Restoration efforts will capitalize on 
exposing and promoting native persistent seed banks 
in the soil.  The statement concerning desirable 
nonnatives is in recognition that minor occurrences of 
select nonnative wetland plants may be utilized by 
wildlife as a food resource (e.g. barnyard grass, 
nutsedge, and some polygonums). 

G. An Integrated Pest Management Plan is described in 
the CCP, which will include a threat assessment.  
Current management is taking action against bullfrogs, 
carp, blackberry, thistle, and knotweed. 

H. Change made. 
I. Comment noted.  Thanks for your support for land 

acquisitions from willing sellers within the Refuge 
boundary. 

C
olum

bia G
orge R

efuges C
C

P

A
ppendix O

 - R
esponse to C

om
m

ents
20



 

Service Response to the Port of Camas Washougal 
 
1.  Maps have been revised to show current Scenic Area Boundary. 
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Service Response to the Port of Camas Washougal (Continued) 
 

1.  Comment noted.  The Service agrees with your statement that 
Steigerwald Lake Refuge was created by Congress to mitigate for the 
construction of the Second Powerhouse at North Bonneville, and that 
while the Congressional authorization was not specific as to the level of 
mitigation, it was clear that wildlife habitat development and 
management was the primary purpose for establishment of the Refuge. 
 
2.  Comment noted.  The Service acknowledges that the economic 
vitality of the area is of primary consequence to the Port of Camas 
Washougal.  In addition to the authorization of the Refuge by Congress 
to provide for wildlife and fish mitigation, however, the fundamental 
mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System, as stated in the 
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, is wildlife 
conservation.  All management and activities conducted on the Refuge 
must be compatible with that mission. 
 
3.  Comment noted.  The Port has indicated that it has seen an increase 
in waters coming to its flood pumping facilities, and that there is a 
$30,000 annual cost.   
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers documents (1985 Environmental 
Assessment and 1988 Feature Design Memorandum) describing the 
acquisition of Steigerwald Refuge lands and design/operation of the 
Gibbons Creek facilities all make reference to the fact that the facilities 
would substantially reduce but not eliminate the extent of pumping 
required for flood control purposes.  This was primarily the result of the 
rerouting of Gibbons Creek waters directly to the Columbia River, 
eliminating the need for the Port to pump those waters except for high 
flow circumstances of Gibbons Creek.  If the Port has seen increases of 
pumping costs since the Gibbons Creek facility development, it may be 
the result of four factors: 

a. An increase in electrical rate costs. 
b. An increase in Gibbons Creek flows from its surrounding 

watershed, as a result of the greatly increased residential 
development during the last 10 years. 

c. An increase in winter precipitation. 
d. An increase in the frequency that Gibbons Creek has 

flowed over the spillway.   
 

The Service has done its best to reduce the occurrence of factor d., as 
Refuge maintenance staff has cleaned the area in front of the spillway 
on numerous occasions.  It also appreciates the cooperation of the Port 
last winter. 

   
4.  Comment noted.  Again, the Service acknowledges that the 
economic vitality of the area is of primary consequence to the Port of 
Camas Washougal, but emphasizes the fact the Refuges are authorized 
by Congress to be developed and managed with wildlife conservation 
as their primary responsibility.   
 
See Appendix M -Water Management Guidelines.  In order to provide 
some degree of flood control, however, water levels in the 
impoundment immediately above the Port are kept at a low level 
between November and April.  Although this will not provide the 
optimum emergent wetland plant conditions, it will provide for 
establishment of a willow shrub community in the northeast corner of 
that unit.  
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 Service Response to Tom Price 

 
1.  We agree, and the CCP contains a goal with objectives and specific 
strategies to increase the surveillance, monitoring, research, and 
treatment of invasive species at all three of the refuges. 
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Attachment included with original comment: 
 Lamb, H.  2002.  The Wilderness ‘Blob’, Exposing the radical environmental 
transformation of America.  Whistleblower.  11 (10) : 4-11. 

Service Response to Skamania County Mosquito Control District 
 
1.  Comment noted.  The difference is that in the case of B.t.i., it is 
being proposed for application in an area believed to be used by listed 
salmonids, which feed on invertebrates believed to be negatively 
impacted by the proposed product.  Research is being conducted to 
determine this information at Franz Lake.  In the case of Service 
applied herbicides, they will not be used in areas of suspected or known 
listed species.  
     
2.  Comment noted.  Refuge staff uses herbicides following national 
and regional Service guidelines, which include: 1) development of an 
integrated pest management plan (IPM) to identify a variety of 
information regarding weed species, including name, location, extent of 
occurrence, types of treatment and precautions to be used; 2)  
preparation of a Pesticide Use Proposal (PUP) before chemicals are 
used on the Refuge;  3) using only chemicals approved by national or 
regional Service IPM staff based on their safety in the vicinity of 
terrestrial and aquatic resources; 4) following label and material safety 
data sheet instructions; 5) detailed analysis of potential effects to listed, 
proposed, and candidate species and critical habitat and Section 7 
consultation as required by the Endangered Species Act.      
       
3.  Comment noted.  The Service does prefer Alternative B, which 
requires the use of pesticides in the control of non-native and invasive 
species.  It does not, however, plan to use these products in a manner 
that they can cause harm to listed fish and wildlife, as described in the 
response to #2 above. 
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4.  Comment noted.  With the selection of Alternative B, a research 
natural area will not be established at Franz Lake. 
 
5.   The Integrated Pest Management plan (IPM) will identify a variety 
of information regarding weed species, including name, location, 
extent of occurrence, types of treatment and precautions to be used.  
This plan is anticipated to be developed by the end of 2005 and 
approved by the Regional IPM Coordinator before implementing any 
chemicals not on the nationally approved pesticide list.  
 
6.  Comment Noted.  The land on which The Nature Conservancy 
(TNC) was going to evaluate the use of herbicides on the treatment of 
false indigobush was believed to be below the ordinary mean high 
water line and as such was owned by Washington Department of 
Natural Resources.  In this case, their qualification as “researchers” is 
not under the authority of the Service.   TNC has recently informed the 
Service that because of budget shortfalls and reprioritization of work 
activities, their staff presence and their work activities in southwest 
Washington will be suspended.  At the same time, additional 
investigation has revealed that without a property survey, the actual 
boundary between the Refuge and state waters is unclear.  Because of 
this and the presence of the State listed species, the Service will 
address monitoring Rorippa and controlling indigo bush in the 
appropriate step-down plans as identified in the CCP, and will look for 
partners to work with us to accomplish these tasks. 
   
7.  The planning team concurs that Franz Lake Refuge may lack 
habitat characteristics for nesting northern spotted owl.  However, the 
second growth coniferous forest of Indian Mary watershed may 
represent viable dispersal habitat for transient non-breeding birds.  Our 
analysis is that this plan would not affect northern spotted owl critical 
habitat. 

8.  The approved acquisition boundary formally and clearly establishes 
the extent to which the Service may acquire interests in land to achieve 
refuge purposes.  The Service does not propose to expand or otherwise 
alter existing acquisition boundaries for the Gorge Refuges, as part of 
this CCP.  The Land Protection Plan (LPP) for Steigerwald Lake and 
Franz Lake Refuges states that the Service would purchase fee title or 
easement interest from willing sellers of privately owned lands within 
the acquisition boundary, contingent upon funding availability.  Law 
requires the Service to offer fair market value when acquiring lands.  If 
fee title is required, full consideration is given to extend use 
reservation, exchanges, or other alternatives that will lessen any impact 
on the owner and the community.   The intent of the LPP is to inform 
and update landowners and the local interested public of the resource 
protection needs, implementation schedule, and acquisition priorities 
within the established acquisition boundaries.  A LPP was not 
developed for Pierce Refuge because it is already fully acquired. 
 
9.  Comment noted.  Refuge Friends groups can provide assistance in 
helping their local community in understanding the mission of the 
refuge as a place for wildlife first.  It can help by volunteering for 
projects to improve refuge resources, educating needs of the refuge to 
congressional representatives, raising public awareness and interest in 
a refuge, and raising funds to support refuge projects and programs. 
Friends Groups at refuges across the country have proven invaluable in 
providing an organized opportunity for local citizens to support a 
refuge in their area. 
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 10. The “Region 1 Mosquito Management Policy” referred to is 
actually a draft set of management guidelines for all of the refuges in 
the Pacific Region of the Service to assist them in planning for and 
meeting associated compliance requirements for dealing with mosquito 
issues, including West Nile Virus (WNV), and is not required to be 
released to the public for review.  The National Mosquito Policy is also 
unfinished and in draft form, and not yet ready for public review.  The 
Franz Lake WNV Contingency plan is planned for completion during 
the winter of 2004-05, in conjunction with a planned review of the 
invertebrate/salmonid research results and appropriate revision of the 
mosquito compatibility determination. 
 
11. Comment noted.  According to Mike Higgins, National Wildlife 
Refuge System Mosquito Management Coordinator, the Service is 
aware that WNV is fatal to some species of wildlife, especially 
corvids, with avian impacts varying greatly from one location to 
another.  The primary concern is the potential for impacts to threatened 
and endangered species.  There has been some work with experimental 
avian vaccines for listed raptors, but the safety and efficacy of these 
have not been fully documented.  
 
12. The text you reference of the CCP states that “In the United States, 
West Nile Virus is transmitted by mosquitoes, primarily members of 
the Culex species.”  Experimentally, Aedes mosquitos, typical of Franz 
Lake, have a moderate ability to transmit diseases, although the 
potential for transmission is possible.  The statement has been 
modified. 
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1 

Service Response to State of Washington, Department of Ecology 
 
1. The CCP is a strategic document that describes the desired future 
condition and provides a long-range direction for management.  As 
specific projects are implemented, step-down management plans, 
project permits, and proposals will address specific measures and 
management practices to minimize impacts to the aquatic environment 
and other natural resources.  Chapter 90.48 RCW, Water Pollution 
Control, and WAC 173-201A, Water Quality Standards for the State of 
Washington, have been incorporated into Appendix F.  Thanks for 
your comment. 
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10 

Service Response to Washington Department of Fish Wildlife 
 
1.  The USFWS believes that this project transcends state boundaries 
given that the turtles could feasibly cross the Columbia River and occupy 
currently un-inhabited  range or mix with pond turtles of unknown 
genetic origin in Oregon.  Concurrence with the Western Pond Turtle 
Working Group will be removed from the requirements.  The completion 
of an Environmental Assessment and other appropriate agreements will 
be required prior to implementation. 
 
2.  Language will be changed to include adult introductions. 
 
3.  Given the current status of the feasibility project, this language will be 
removed. 
 
4.  Comment noted.  All proposed projects will be evaluated and 
implemented with respect to fulfilling the purposes and objectives of the 
refuge.  
 
5.  Comments noted for new language. 
 
6.  Comment noted. 
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 7.  Potential disturbance from opening a waterfowl hunting program at 
Steigerwald Lake Refuge was reevaluated within an expanded study 
area.  Providing a limited access, limited duration hunting program on 
current Refuge lands would impact approximately one-half of the 
Refuge’s best wetland habitat.  Due to the Refuge’s small size and 
limited amount of sanctuary, waterfowl use of the Refuge would be 
measurably reduced on hunt days.  Because the purpose for the Refuge 
is to mitigate for the loss of important waterfowl habitat along this 
stretch of the Columbia River, opening the Refuge to hunting without 
providing adequate sanctuary area would not achieve Refuge goals and 
objectives and would materially interfere with or detract from the 
fulfillment of Refuge purposes.  The Service does not currently control 
all of the lands within the approved refuge acquisition boundary.  The 
largest remaining parcel, representing approximately one-half of the 
lands the Service determined it needed to acquire to form a viable 
refuge, includes habitat necessary for optimum management of water 
levels and public use on this Refuge.  We have added a new objective 
to the plan to reanalyze hunting opportunities should the Service 
acquire sufficient management interests in these adjoining lands. This 
objective is also stated in the Refuge’s Land Protection Plan. 
 
8.  Agricultural depredation from Canada geese does not appear to be 
an issue on lands adjacent to the Refuge.  
 
9.  We do not agree that the refuges mentioned are an analogous 
situation to Steigerwald Lake Refuge.  They have substantially 
different purposes and a much larger land base for developing a 
compatible public use program.  Further, Steigerwald Lake Refuge is 
not fully acquired. 

10.  In the final CCP (Appendix E), we have reevaluated the potential 
for opening Steigerwald Lake Refuge to waterfowl hunting within an 
expanded study area.  We determined the current Refuge land base is 
too small to support a hunting program and meet Refuge purposes.  We 
have added a new objective to the plan to reanalyze the suitability of 
waterfowl hunting and other public use opportunities at the Refuge 
should the Service acquire sufficient management interests in land 
adjacent to the current boundary.  This objective is also stated in the 
Refuge’s Land Protection Plan. 
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7 

8 

Service Response to the Washington Waterfowl Assoc. 
 
1. The Service is mandated to support the six priority public uses for 
the Refuge System where the uses are compatible with refuge purposes 
and with the Refuge System mission.  In the final CCP (Appendix E), 
we have reanalyzed opportunities for opening Steigerwald Lake 
Refuge to waterfowl hunting within an expanded study area.  We 
determined the current refuge land base is too small to support a 
hunting program and meet Refuge purposes.  We have added a new 
objective to the plan to reanalyze hunting opportunities on this Refuge 
should the Service acquire management interest in sufficient land 
adjacent to the current Refuge boundary.  This objective is also stated 
in the Refuge’s Land Protection Plan. 
 
2. We have reanalyzed opportunities for opening Franz Lake Refuge to 
waterfowl hunting.  As explained in Appendix E, we have determined 
the Refuge is too small to provide hunting and meet Refuge purposes.  
Further, providing the public with safe, reliable access to the Refuge is 
problematic.  The existing road easement is restricted to administrative 
purposes, and boat access from the Columbia River during the 
waterfowl hunting season would be unreliable.   
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3. Potential disturbance from opening a waterfowl hunting program at 
Steigerwald Lake Refuge was reanalyzed in the final CCP.  Providing 
a limited access, limited duration hunting program on current Refuge 
lands would impact approximately one-half of the Refuge’s best 
wetland habitat.  Due to the Refuge’s small size and limited amount of 
sanctuary, waterfowl use of the Refuge would be measurably reduced 
on hunt days.  Because the purpose for the Refuge is to mitigate for the 
loss of important waterfowl habitat along this stretch of the Columbia 
River, opening the Refuge to hunting without providing adequate 
sanctuary area would not achieve Refuge goals and objectives and 
would materially interfere with or detract from the fulfillment of 
Refuge purposes.   
 
4. We have reanalyzed the potential effects of opening the Refuge to 
goose hunting We agree that agricultural depredation from Canada 
geese does not appear to be an issue on lands in the vicinity of the 
Refuge. 
 
5. For the reasons given in the detailed analysis of waterfowl hunting 
opportunities at Steigerwald Lake Refuge, the Service has decided not 
to open the Refuge to waterfowl hunting at this time, but will 
reconsider hunting should the Service acquire management interest in 
sufficient land adjacent to the Refuge’s current east boundary. 
 

6. The CCP does not predict the demise of hunting.  The Interagency 
Committee for Outdoor Recreation (IAC) compiles a forecast of 
recreation resource demand for Washington State at roughly 10-year 
intervals.  Hunting participation as a percent of total population is 
predicted to decline 15% over current levels in 10 years and decline 
21% over current levels in 20 years.  The primary source of data that 
IAC used was the National Survey on Recreation and the Environment.  
NSRE is widely regarded as the best estimate of future participation in 
outdoor recreation.  Available acres of land for recreation is only one 
of several resource variables used in the predictions.   
 
7. Starting with two public meetings and a planning update/newsletter 
in September 2000, the Service has conducted an extensive public 
involvement process for the CCP/EA.  Hunting at Steigerwald Lake 
Refuge was not raised as an issue by the public prior to the 
establishment of the Lower Columbia chapter of the WWA in 2004.  
The issues and concerns we discussed with the chapter president at that 
time were incorporated into the detailed analysis of hunting 
opportunities and are clearly reflected in the final decision to 
reconsider opening the refuge to hunting should additional lands 
become available to support a hunting program in the future. 
 
8. Since 2001, the Service has established more than 60 new hunting 
and fishing programs on National Wildlife Refuges across the country, 
bringing the number of units of the System currently open to hunting to 
308.  The Service is fully committed to reevaluating its decision to not 
open Steigerwald Lake Refuge to waterfowl hunting should sufficient 
land adjacent to the current east boundary of the Refuge become 
available for a compatible hunting program.   
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Service Response to the Washington State Department of Natural 
Resources 

 
Washington State Department of Natural Resources’ comment and 
support are appreciated.  Text was edited to reflect your 
suggestion.   
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8 

9 

10 

11 

12 
13 

14 

Service Response to USDA Forest Service 
 
1. The CCP is not entirely a programmatic document but contains a 
variety of specific and conceptual projects.  We have replaced the 
sentence referenced with the following statement: Full implementation 
of the CCP will require the Service to submit specific project proposals 
for consistency review, where such projects are subject to provisions of 
the Scenic Area Act. 
 
2. The discussion has been updated. 
 
3. Comment noted.  See also response to comment #1 above. 
 
4. Comment noted. 
 
5. Comment noted.  We have added an explanation of the visual 
standard to Chapter 1. 
 
6. Comment noted. 
 
7. The anticipated changes in wetland acres and plant composition 
would be the result of decreasing habitat for nonnative bullfrog and 
fish, which directly impact western pond turtle and other native 
species.  However, due to concerns for the potential impacts from 
reducing the amount of aquatic habitat for native species, we have 
determined that Alternative B would be preferred over Alternative C.  
Existing wetland impoundments will not be removed but will be 
improved or enhanced to benefit a variety of native plants and animals.  
 
8. The alternative selected for implementation (Alternative B) will not 
result in filling or draining of wetlands. 
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9. See responses #7 and #8. 
 
10. Comment noted. 
 
11. Upon further review, we have determined the kayak and canoe 
tours are not feasible due to physical obstructions in the stream channel 
leading into the Refuge. 
 
12. We appreciate your offer to assist the Service in implementing the 
CCP.  We have identified these and other partnership opportunities for 
the Service to pursue with its partners in the plan. 
 
13. Comment noted, and thank you for your support. 
 
14. The comment period announced in the Federal Register ended on 
September 20.  Thank you for your thoughtful and timely comments. 
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