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PUBLIC HEARING ON THE KLAMATH DAM
REMOVAL DRAFT EIS/EIR
---000---
YREKA, CALIFORNIA
THURSDAY, OCTOBER 20, 2011

MS. MARCIA ARMSTRONG: My name is Marcia
Armstrong, M-a-r-c-i-a, A-r-m-s-t-r-o-n-g.
And | represent the fifth district of Siskiyou
County which includes more than a hundred miles of the

Klamath River.

| will submit my extended comments in writing later.

Comment 1 - NEPA

First of all, | call once again for government

to government coordination, meetings with the board of

supervisors before you go one step further.

Comment 2 - Real Estate

Secondly, I'm appalled at the obvious

manipulation of studies and conclusions in the EIS/EIR

document to intentionally understate the substantial

negative impacts to Siskiyou County and to overstate

benefits to fishing interests in order to advocate for dam

removal.

For instance, the assessment of impacts on

property owners around Copco was intentionally structured

to limit the number of properties considered and to

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses
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exclude impacts to improve property values.

Comment 3 - Hydrology

Potential impacts to structures and county

infrastructure roads and bridges from sediment
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redistribution and the creation of a new floodplain below

the dam were minimized by statements of uncertainty that

FIMA would be responsible for drawing new flood lines.

Possibly more than two dozen structures might

have to be removed and a bridge might be affected, but no

valuation of the loss was given.

Comment 4 - Economics

Despite hundreds of pages of documentation

submitted by Siskiyou County the report fails to reflect

our concerns. The study fails to adequately address the

economic impacts to Siskivou County including cumulative

impacts on Siskiyou County as required by law, yet it

facetiously claims large numbers of new coastal jobs based

on ridiculous assumptions. Comment 5 - KBRA

The analysis of impacts of Klamath Basin

Mitigation Restoration Agreement measures on farming and

ranching in the Scott and Shasta Valleys was omitted.

, _ /Comment 6 - NEPA
| could go on and on. This document is so

biased, so inadequate and the manipulation of science so

obvious for the purpose of advocating for dam removal that

it reeks of corruption. At least that may be consistent

with the rest of the settlement process.
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date
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Armstrong, Marcia
County of Siskiyou
October 20, 2011

Comment Code

CC_MC_1020_016-1
CC_MC_1020_016-2

CC_MC_1020_016-3

CC_MC_1020_016-4

Comment Response Changein
EIS/EIR
Master Response N/CP-2 Coordination. No
Master Response RE-1C through D Real Estate Evaluation Report. No
Master Response HYDG-1 Flood Protection. No

The analysis of the effects to flooding also included the effect of
deposition of sediment after dam removal, as detailed in Reclamation
(2012d).

Mitigation measure H-2 would address the changes in the floodplain
by requiring that "The Dam Removal Entity (DRE) will work with willing
landowners to move or relocate permanent, legally established,
permitted, habitable structures in place before dam removal. The DRE
will move or elevate structures where feasible that could be affected
by changes to the 100-year flood inundation area as a result of the
removal of the Four Facilities." These structures would not be lost but
would be relocated or elevated, which is why the Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) does not
include a valuation of the loss. While the explicit cost of the mitigation
measure H-2 is not itemized in the EIS, it is included in the overall cost
of the project.

Reclamation (2012d), “Hydrology, Hydraulics and Sediment Transport
Studies for the Secretary’s Determination on Klamath River Dam
Removal and Basin Restoration,” Technical Report No. SRH-2011-02.
Prepared for Mid-Pacific Region, Bureau of Reclamation, Technical
Service Center, Denver, CO.

Section 3.15, Socioeconomics, discusses the existing conditions for No
socioeconomic area of analysis. Siskiyou County is included in the
economic region for dam decommissioning, operation and
maintenance, mitigation, irrigated agriculture, in-river sport fishing,
refuge recreation, whitewater boating, and Klamath Basin Restoration
Agreement (KBRA) effects. These regions were included in the
existing conditions sections for direct comparison purposes to the
economic effects modeled by IMpact Analysis for PLANning (IMPLAN)
and presented in Section 3.15.4. For each region, Section 3.15
provides data on employment, labor income, and output. Data is also
presented on tax revenues in Siskiyou County. Appendix O includes a
more detailed economic baseline description of Siskiyou County and
other counties in the economic regions. Data presented includes
income levels, poverty, major industries, timber industry harvests,
major employers, and unemployment. These two sections represent
the economic conditions in economic regions related to potential
effects and individually by county, including Siskiyou County.
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Armstrong, Marcia
County of Siskiyou
October 20, 2011

Comment Code

CC_MC_1020_016-5

CC_MC_1020_016-6

Vol. lll, 11.5-6 - December 2012

Comment Response

Section 3.15.4.2 evaluates economic effects to multiple regions (listed
above) that include Siskiyou County. There would be both new jobs
and job losses in Siskiyou County as a result of the Proposed Action.
Specifically, Tables 3.15-41, 3.15-42, 3.15-44, 3.15-50, 3.15-51, 3.15-
53, 3.15-54, 3.15-57, 3.15-58, 3.15-59, 3.15-60, and 3.15-61 in the
EIS/EIR summarize economic effects in regions that include Siskiyou
County. The section also includes qualitative analyses on effects to
property values, county tax revenues, and energy rates in Siskiyou
County.

Section 4.4.14 evaluates socioeconomic cumulative effects of the
Proposed Action and alternatives. The analysis considers general
plans, other existing planning and management documents, and the
unemployment and industry trends within the counties in the area of
analysis in the cumulative condition. The analysis identifies positive
and adverse cumulative effects of the Proposed Action on jobs and
income in the counties.

Economic impacts, including coastal jobs, were estimated using a
standard modeling framework, with the best available information. The
Commercial Fishing Economics Technical Report, available on
www.klamathrestoration.gov, details the assumptions used in the
commercial fishing economic analysis.

The Scott and Shasta Valleys are included in the definition of the
Klamath Basin and were not omitted from the programmatic analysis
of effects of implementation of the KBRA.

Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record.

Changein
EIS/EIR

No

No
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COUNTY OF SISKIYOU CC_LT_1020_007
Board of Supervisors
P.O. Box 750 e 201 Fourth Street {(530) B42-8005
yreka, California 96097 FAX (530) 842-8013
WY, G0 Siskivon. Ca. us Toll Free: 1-888-854-2000, ext. 8005
Comments )
for the review process of the EIR/EIS Process for the Klamath Dam Removal on the
Klamath River in Northern California |Comment 1 - Out of Scope |
7

First I would like to say something about the Survey v

“Restoring a U.S. River Basin” This survey is a sham, the recipients of the survey are
lead to believe that that there is no alternative but to take the dams out because they are
destroying the fish populations. The survey minimizes the potential real cost and
destruction resulting from dam removal. The survey conceals from the survey recipient
that there are large numbers of informed knowledgeable people that disagree with many
of the so called facts assumed in the questions. It comes out loud and clear to those that
know the true facts about the Klamath River issues that the survey is not designed to be
an honest assessment of true public opinion, but to gather the responses that the
government wants. As do many of the studies I have seen thus far.

Comment 2 - NEPA |

1. The volume of EIR documents that one has to have to make sense of this report is
massive for the public to have access to all of them to be able to read and
understand the Content of the EIR/EIS is daunting. There has to be a way to have

all of the information in one easy to read and understand document,

2. Thave not seen any information about the Fish Panel Studies that were done these

have to be included. These reports say that Dams removal isn’t the answer and
that there isn’t enough information to prove that dam removal would improve
salmon populations.
.| 3. The Shasta Tribal Burial grounds and Ceremonial sites have to be considered.
Comment 5 - Real According to the Executive Order 13007 Indian Sacred Sites and the Native
Estate American Grave Protection and Repatriation Act. <_[Comment 4 - Cultural Resources
1 TS The Real estate values were miss represented. | '
| The planning for the City of Yreka’s Water supply was done in a vacuum no one
ask the City what they felt would be the best way to design the pipe line. There
are too many questions about putting an exposed pipe across a bridge. Who pays
for the design? Who is responsible if it ruptures? How will it be maintained and \
by whom? ' [Comment 6- Alternatives |
6. The source ot the polluted water 1s the Upper Kiamatn Lake the soil around the
lake contains phosphorus and other nutrients that cause algae growth, it is warm
in the summer and this is a natural state. This water becomes more impaired as it
proceeds down the river. In BOR documents it is stated that the most impaired
water in the system is that between Keno and Copco and the water is cleaner
when it leaves Iron Gate than when it enters. If this water is not cleaned it ‘\
|Comment 7 - Water Quality |

bt B

Jim Cook Ed Valenzuela Michael Kobseff Grace Bennett Marcia H. Armstreng
District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5
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Comment 7 cont.

doesn’t matter if the dams stay or are removed the water quality and quantity will
not improve.

There are 84 streams below Iron Gate dam they provide clean water to the
Klamath River system and 471 miles of spawning areas for fish. There is no
reason to remove these dams. In Siskiyou County over the last 30 years there
have been over 3,500 projects completed to improve water quality, quantity and
fish habitat .1 say this is enough WE don’t want to be included in your

experiments any more
‘R\{Comment 8 - Opposed to Dam Removal

Grace Bennett

Stnase B

Siskiyou County Supervisor
District 4
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Comment Author Bennett, Grace

Agency/Assoc. County of Siskiyou, Board of Supervisors

Submittal Date October 20, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Changein
EIS/EIR

CC_LT_1020 _007-1 Master Response GEN-22 Willingness-to-Pay Survey. No

CC_LT_1020_007-2 Master Response N/CP-8 Structure and Readability of the EIS/EIR. No

CC_LT_1020_007-3 The findings of the Expert Panel reports are summarized in Section No

3.3.4.3 of the EIS/EIR.

Master Response AQU 6, Expert Panel Report Coho, Steelhead and
Chinook.

Master Response AQU-7 Expert Panel Uncertainty and Likelihood of
Success.

Master Response AQU-17 Expert Panel Second Line of Analysis, Not
the only line of Evidence.

There is extensive historic documentation and information from other
studies and assessments that show implementation of the Proposed
Action to likely to restore salmonids in the Klamath Basin.

On October 16, 2006 Administrative Law Judge Honorable Parlen L.
McKenna's Decision included the following findings of fact (FOF) in his
decision:

e While the precise geographic distribution is uncertain,
historical records and Tribal accounts demonstrate that
anadromous fish (Chinook salmon, Coho salmon, and
steelhead trout) migrated past the present site of Iron Gate
Dam which provided a viable ecosystem and habitat for those
stocks of fish. (FOF 2A-3, p. 12).

e Anadromous fish are highly adaptive to differing conditions
typically can readily migrate into and colonize new habitat or
recolonize historic habitat. FOF 6-3, p. 32).

During the relicensing process for the Klamath dams, the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) concluded that:

With respect to restoration of salmonids and dam removal, the FERC
Relicensing EIS concluded that:

e Removal of one or more of the mainstem dams could enhance
the prospects for restoring anadromous fish to areas within
and upstream of the project and improve conditions within the
downstream migration corridor (FERC Final EIS, Section
5.2.21, p. 80).

e Master Response AQU 28 FERC Conclusions for Disease.

e A successful anadromous fish restoration program has the
potential to increase fish production by allowing anadromous
fish to use historical production areas within and upstream of
the project and would provide access to important thermal
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Comment Author Bennett, Grace
Agency/Assoc. County of Siskiyou, Board of Supervisors
Submittal Date October 20, 2011
Comment Code Comment Response Change in

EIS/EIR

refugia, most notably in the J.C. Boyle bypassed reach and in
tributaries upstream of Upper Klamath Lake. Restoration of
anadromous fish upstream of Iron Gate dam could restore
Tribal and recreational fisheries over a very large geographical
area (extending over more than 350 miles of riverine habitat),
and could contribute to recovery of the Southern Oregon
Northern California coast (SONCC) coho salmon Evolutionary
Significant Unit (ESU) (FERC Final EIS, Section 3.3.3.3.2.5,

p. 3-318).

Species-specific assessments of salmonids have also been
undertaken as part of the science review process for the EIS/EIR.

Chinook: Quantitative modeling of fall-run Chinook salmon
populations documented in Section 3.3.4.3 of the EIS/EIR further
substantiates the conclusions of the Chinook Expert Panel. Modeling
of dam removal and existing conditions suggests that dam removal
would substantially increase numbers of spawners over a 50-year
period (Oosterhout 2005). Additional population modeling efforts
support this conclusion (Hendrix 2011, Lindley and Davis 2011).

Master Response AQU-23 Evaluation of Dam Removal and
Restoration and Anadromy (EDRRA) Model.

Coho: Other evidence considered in the EIS/EIR suggests that coho
would benefit from implementation of the Proposed Action:

e Master Response AQU-16 Benefits to Coho.
e Master Response AQU-21 NRC Dam Removal Help Coho.

Steelhead: Published reports provide a sound basis for the
occurrence and distribution of steelhead above Iron Gate Dam and
that steelhead would likely benefit from the Proposed Action. Reports
include:

e Hamilton et al., 2005, which documented the occurrence
steelhead in the Upper Klamath Basin.

e Butler et al., 2010, which corroborates findings of Hamilton
etal.

e Hamilton et al., 2011 states:

0 Access to additional habitat in the Upper Klamath River
watershed would benefit steelhead runs. In general, dam
removal with KBRA would likely result in the restoration of
more reproducing populations, higher genetic diversity,
and the opportunity for variable life histories and use of
new habitats (p. 93).
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Comment Author Bennett, Grace
Agency/Assoc. County of Siskiyou, Board of Supervisors
Submittal Date October 20, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Changein
EIS/EIR

o Dam removal with KBRA would result in higher steelhead
abundance in the long-term (p. 130).

The Secretary of the Interior will consider all of the information
presented in the Klamath Facilities EIS/EIR, which includes other
studies and lines of evidence in addition to the Expert Panel Reports.

CC_LT_1020 007-4 Executive Order 13007 and the Native American Graves Protection No
and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) apply to sites on Federal lands or
federally recognized Indian lands, identified by federally recognized
tribes. State laws will apply to burial sites on non-Federal lands.
Ceremonial sites and burial grounds are considered as potential
historic properties under National Historic Protection Act (NHPA) in
Section 3.13, Cultural and Historic Resources, of the EIS/EIR.

CC_LT_1020_007-5 Master Response RE-1B, C, and E Real Estate Evaluation Report. No

The study clearly found that there would be a negative impact,
particularly on those lots with reservoir-frontage and views.

CC_LT_1020 007-6 Master Response ALT-1 Programmatic Analysis of City of Yreka Yes
Pipeline Relocation.

CC_LT_1020_007-7 Master Response WQ-4 Hydroelectric Project Impacts to Water No
Quality & Anticipated Klammath Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement
(KHSA)/KBRA Improvements.

CC_LT_1020_007-8 The Secretary of the Interior (Secretary) acknowledges that there are No
many people who support dam removal and there are many who
maintain that the dams should stay in place.

Section 3.5-19 describes the major tributaries below Iron Gate Dam,
which has the largest percentage of riparian habitat in the study area.
However, alluvial fans formed by tributary creeks do not total 84 in
number, thus 471 miles of spawning habitat do not exist below Iron
Gate Dam. The source documenting completion of 3,500 projects in
the past 30 years is not known to the Lead Agencies. Figure 1-2b
provides a timeline of activities within the basin. As described in
Section 3.15, funds from the California Water Bond, if enacted, could
be used for additional restoration projects in Siskiyou, Humboldt and
Del Norte counties.
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CC_LT_1020_008

COUNTY OF SISKIYQU

Board of Supervisors

P.O. Box 750 e 201 Fourth Street (530) 842-8005

Yreka, California 96097 ' FAX (530) 842-8013

WA, o0, Sslayol.ca . us Toli Free; 1-888-854-2000, ext. 8045
October 20, 2011

//l(:omment 1 - Water Quality |

1 The water that comes from Oregon to California is the problem; this water is the source
of the pollution. The natural phosphorus from the soil around the Upper Klamath Lake
causes algae to grow, this lake is shallow, warm in summer and has many nutrients and
organic matter in it, once it leaves the Upper Klamath Lake it picks up more pollution
from Klamath Falls, Oregon as the City puts their treated sewer water into the River, a

] few more miles down River the water is returned from the Farming community and

w wildlife refuges, This water, according to your own report, between Keno and the Copco
" Dam is the Most polluted in the system. In the most resent study from NOAA fishery
states that the Salmon will have to be trapped and hauled around this area of the River
after Dam removal. There are 84 streams that enter the river below Iron Gate to dilute
this nasty water, the Dams hold and settle the nutrients and phosphorus. These 84
streams provide 471 miles of great habit for spawning fish, plus the 263 miles of the
Klamath River; this surely should be enough area for the fish to use as spawning grounds.

Over the past 20 years there has been a concentrated effort to improve habitat and restore
salmon in the Klamath River. Weir dams have been removed from tributaries, new
pumping stations installed, ditches have been lined to improve water supplies, fish
screens added to all ditches, irrigation practices have been analyzed and changed to
improve crop production and use less water. Logging practices have been drastically
changed to protect water sheds. Streams have been fenced so cattle aren’t in the streams;
this makes the stteams narrower thus lowering temperatures. Many experiments have

been tried, some have worked and some haven’
Comment 2 - Costs I

The Siskiyou County Road Department has completed over 62 projects since 2008 to
improve fish access to these streams. The Scott River Valley RCD have completed over
200 projects, and the Shasta Valley RCD starting in 1986 completed over 1,500
The fish populations have not increased, millions of tax dollars have been spent and now
the next grand effort is to take out the dams on the Klamath River, Over the past few
years the Federal Government has spent $50 miflion a year in the Klamath Basin for
environmental and management programs.

If the decision is made that the dams are to be removed and the Congress of the United
States passes legislation to enact the KBRA, almost a Billion dollars will be spent on still
more restoration projects over the next 10 years.

Jim Cook Ed Valenzuela Michael Kobseff Grace Bennet Marcia H. Armstrong
District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5
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/ Comment 2 cont.

Get ready because in a few years after Dam removal you will need a lot more money
because you will need an EPA super fund to clean up the Klamath River system.

The people of Siskiyou County deserve better, we are the ones that will have to suffer the
consequences of Dam Removal and problems that are left behind. I am tired of being in
the middle of some one else’s experiment.

Grace Bennett
iskiyou Countyg)ervisor

PN TR
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Comment Author Bennett, Grace
Agency/Assoc. County of Siskiyou, Board of Supervisors
Submittal Date October 20, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

CC_LT_1020_008-1 Concern #1. “The water that comes from Oregon to California is the No
problem; this water is the source of the pollution. The natural
phosphorus from the soil around the Upper Klamath Lake causes
algae to grow, this lake is shallow, warm in summer and has many
nutrients and organic matter in it,”

Master Response WQ-5 Upper Basin Geology and Land Use
Implications for Water Quality.

Concern #2. “...once it leaves the Upper Klamath Lake it picks up
more pollution from Klamath Falls, Oregon as the City puts their
treated sewer water into the River, a few more miles down River the
water is returned from the Farming community and wildlife refuges,
This water, according to your own report, between Keno and the
Copco Dam is the Most polluted in the system. In the most recent
study from National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Fisheries
Service (NOAA Fisheries Service) states that the Salmon will have to
be trapped and hauled around this area of the River after Dam
removal.”

Master Response AQU-34A Trap and Haul/Keno Water Quality.
Master Response WQ-4D Hydroelectric Project Impacts to Water
Quality Anticipated KHSA/KBRA Improvements.

Concern #3. “There are 84 streams that enter the river below Iron
Gate to dilute this nasty water, the Dams hold and settle the nutrients
and phosphorus. These 84 streams provide 471 miles of great habit

for spawning fish, plus the 263 miles of the Klamath River; this surely
should be enough area for fish to use as spawning grounds.”

Master Response WQ-27 Nutrient Retention With Dams, Nutrient
Release Without Dams, and Periphyton.

Master Response AQU-6A Expert Panel Coho, Steelhead and
Chinook.

Master Response AQU-25 Habitat Upstream of Iron Gate.

CC_LT_1020_008-2 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record. No
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CM_MC_1020_001

PUBLIC HEARING ON THE KLAMATH DAM
REMOVAL DRAFT EIS/EIR
---000---
YREKA, CALIFORNIA
THURSDAY, OCTOBER 20, 2011
MS. GRACE BENNETT: My name is Grace Bennett,

G-r-a-c-e B-e-n-n-e-t-t. .
Comment 1 - Alternatives

| am -- my first thing that | would like to

read is from the city of Yreka. The city has concerns

that are not limited to not being engaged and asked about

mitigation measures on the waterline realignment called

the pipe ridge.

Reasonable alternative locations, alighment of

the pipeline go underground, have not be explored by -- in

this document nor have they been explored by the city.

A pipe bridge would be an attraction -- an

attractive nuisance, a liability to the city, resulting in

injuries.

A pipe bridge would be more vulnerable to

vandalism. A pipe bridge would be more accessible for

flood damage.

The city has insufficient funds, resources, to

provide an alternative plan within the time frame of the

comment period.

Should there be other reasonable alternatives,

such as an underground pipeline to, um, avoid these other
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5
concerns: Comment 2 - General/Other

Now, I'll read my statement. First, | would like to talk about

The survey, Restoring a U.S. River Basin. This survey is a sham. The

recipients of the survey are led to believe that there are no alternatives

but to take the dams out because they

are destroying fish populations. The survey minimizes the potential real

cost and destruction resulting from dam removal. The survey conceals from the

survey recipient that there are large

numbers of informed, knowledgeable people

that disagree with many of the so-called

facts assumed in the questions. It comes

out loud and clear that those -- to those

that know the true facts about the Klamath

River issues, that the survey is not

designed to be an honest assessment of

the true political (sic) opinion, but

to gather the responses that the

government wants, as do many of the

studies that | have seen so far.

Comment 3 - NEPA

The volume of these documents are excessive,

they are massive. The public, for the public to have

access to all of them, to read and understand the content

of the ERR, is daunting. There has to be a way to have

all of the information in one easy-to-read, understandable
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document.
Comment 4 - Fish

| have seen very little information about the

fish panel studies that were done. These have to be

included. These reports say that dam removal isn't the

answer and there isn't enough information to prove that

dam removal would improve salmon populations.

Comment 5 - Cultural Resources

Acc;&ng to Executive Order 13007, Indian

Sacred Sites and the Native American Grave Protection Act,

the Shasta tribal lands and ceremonial sites have to be

considered.

THE FACILITATOR: Supervisor Bennett, your time

is up but if you would like to submit those comments, they

will be included for the record.

MS. GRACE BENNETT: [ will, thank you.

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Bennett, Grace
County of Siskiyou, Board of Supervisors
October 20, 2011

Comment Code

CM_MC_1020_001-1 &

CM_MC_1020_001-2
CM_MC_1020_001-3

CM_MC_1020_001-4

Vol. lll, 11.5-18 - December 2012

Comment Response

Master Response ALT-1 Programmatic Analysis of City of Yreka
Pipeline Relocation.

In addition, the Public Health and Safety chapter (3.18) analyzes the
potential risk of vandalism to the pipeline in Section 3.18.4.3. The
analysis is based on an existing above-ground pipeline near J.C.
Boyle. The potential risk of disruption in service or damage to the
water supply pipeline would be less than significant.

Master Response GEN-22 Willingness-to-Pay Survey.
Master Response N/CP-8 Structure and Readability of the EIS/EIR.

The findings of the Expert Panel reports are summarized in Section
3.3.4.3 of the EIS/EIR.

Master Response AQU 6, Expert Panel Report Coho, Steelhead and
Chinook.

Master Response AQU-7 Expert Panel Uncertainty and Likelihood of
Success.

Master Response AQU-17 Expert Panel Second Line of Analysis, Not
the only line of Evidence.

There is extensive historic documentation and information from other
studies and assessments that show implementation of the Proposed
Action to likely to restore salmonids in the Klamath Basin.

On October 16, 2006 Administrative Law Judge Honorable Parlen L.
McKenna’s Decision included the following FOF in his decision:

= While the precise geographic distribution is uncertain,
historical records and Tribal accounts demonstrate that
anadromous fish (Chinook salmon, Coho salmon, and
steelhead trout) migrated past the present site of Iron Gate
Dam which provided a viable ecosystem and habitat for those
stocks of fish. (FOF 2A-3, p. 12).

= & Anadromous fish are highly adaptive to differing conditions
typically can readily migrate into and colonize new habitat or
recolonize historic habitat. FOF 6-3, p. 32).

During the relicensing process for the Klamath dams, the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) concluded that:

With respect to restoration of salmonids and dam removal, the FERC

Change in
EIS/EIR

Yes

No

No
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Comment Author Bennett, Grace

Agency/Assoc. County of Siskiyou, Board of Supervisors

Submittal Date October 20, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Change in

EIS/EIR
Relicensing EIS concluded that:

= Removal of one or more of the mainstem dams could enhance
the prospects for restoring anadromous fish to areas within
and upstream of the project and improve conditions within the
downstream migration corridor (FERC Final EIS, Section
5.2.21, p. 80).

= Master Response AQU-28 FERC Conclusions for Disease.

= A successful anadromous fish restoration program has the
potential to increase fish production by allowing anadromous
fish to use historical production areas within and upstream of
the project and would provide access to important thermal
refugia, most notably in the J.C. Boyle bypassed reach and in
tributaries upstream of Upper Klamath Lake. Restoration of
anadromous fish upstream of Iron Gate dam could restore
Tribal and recreational fisheries over a very large geographical
area (extending over more than 350 miles of riverine habitat),
and could contribute to recovery of the SONCC coho salmon
ESU (FERC Final EIS, Section 3.3.3.3.2.5, p. 3-318).

Species-specific assessments of salmonids have also been
undertaken as part of the science review process for the EIS/EIR.

Chinook: Quantitative modeling of fall-run Chinook salmon
populations documented in Section 3.3.4.3 of the EIS/EIR further
substantiates the conclusions of the Chinook Expert Panel. Modeling
of dam removal and existing conditions suggests that dam removal
would substantially increase numbers of spawners over a 50-year
period (Oosterhout 2005). Additional population modeling efforts
support this conclusion (Hendrix 2011, Lindley and Davis 2011).

Master Response AQU-23 Evaluation of Dam Removal and
Restoration and Anadromy (EDRRA) Model.

Coho: Other evidence considered in the EIS/EIR suggests that coho
would benefit from implementation of the Proposed Action:

= Master Response AQU-16 Benefits to Coho.

= Master Response AQU-21 NRC Dam Removal Help Coho.

Steelhead: Published reports provide a sound basis for the
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Bennett, Grace
County of Siskiyou, Board of Supervisors
October 20, 2011

Comment Code

&
CM_MC_1020_001-5 &

Vol. lll, 11.5-20 - December 2012

Comment Response

occurrence and distribution of steelhead above Iron Gate Dam and
that steelhead would likely benefit from the Proposed Action. Reports
include:

= Hamilton et al., 2005, which documented the occurrence
steelhead in the Upper Klamath Basin.

= Butler et al., 2010, which corroborates findings of Hamilton et
al.

= Hamilton et al., 2011 states:

0 Access to additional habitat in the Upper Klamath
River watershed would benefit steelhead runs. In
general, dam removal with KBRA would likely result in
the restoration of more reproducing populations,
higher genetic diversity, and the opportunity for
variable life histories and use of new habitats (p. 93).

0 & Dam removal with KBRA would result in higher
steelhead abundance in the long-term (p. 130).

The Secretary of the Interior will consider all of the information
presented in the Klamath Facilities EIS/EIR, which includes other
studies and lines of evidence in addition to the Expert Panel Reports.

Executive Order 13007 and the NAGPRA apply to sites on federal
lands or federally recognized Indian lands, identified by federally
recognized tribes. State laws will apply to burial sites on non-federal
lands. Ceremonial sites and burial grounds are considered as potential
historic properties under NHPA in Section 3.13, Cultural and Historic
Resources, of the EIS/EIR.

Change in
EIS/EIR

No
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Comment Author Cook, Jim

Agency/Assoc. County of Siskiyou, Board of Supervisors

Submittal Date October 19, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

CC LT _1019_001-1 The question of cessation of activities related to the KHSA and KBRA No

is beyond the scope of this document. This joint EIS/EIR is intended
to provide the required environmental review for both the Secretarial
Determination and gubernatorial concurrences.

This comment does not accurately represent the findings of the Expert
Panels. The findings of the Expert Panel reports are summarized in
Section 3.3.4.3 of the EIS/EIR.

Master Response AQU-6 Expert Panel Coho, Steelhead and Chinook.

Master Response AQU-7 Expert Panel Uncertainty and Likelihood of
Success.

Master Response AQU-17 Expert Panel Second Line of Analysis, Not
the only line of Evidence.

There is extensive historical documentation and information from other
studies and assessments that show implementation of the Proposed
Action to likely to restore salmonids in the Klamath Basin.

On October 16, 2006 Administrative Law Judge Honorable Parlen L.
McKenna’s Decision included the following FOF in his decision:

= While the precise geographic distribution is uncertain,
historical records and Tribal accounts demonstrate that
anadromous fish (Chinook salmon, Coho salmon, and
steelhead trout) migrated past the present site of Iron Gate
Dam which provided a viable ecosystem and habitat for those
stocks of fish. (FOF 2A-3, p. 12).

= Anadromous fish are highly adaptive to differing conditions
typically can readily migrate into and colonize new habitat or
recolonize historic habitat. FOF 6-3, p. 32).

With respect to restoration of salmonids and dam removal, the FERC
Relicensing EIS concluded that:

= Removal of one or more of the mainstem dams could enhance
the prospects for restoring anadromous fish to areas within
and upstream of the project and improve conditions within the
downstream migration corridor (FERC Final EIS, Section
5.2.21, p. 80).

« Master Response AQU 28 FERC Conclusions for Disease.

s A successful anadromous fish restoration program has the
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October 19, 2011

Comment Code
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Comment Response

potential to increase fish production by allowing anadromous
fish to use historical production areas within and upstream of
the project and would provide access to important thermal
refugia, most notably in the J.C. Boyle bypassed reach and in
tributaries upstream of Upper Klamath Lake. Restoration of
anadromous fish upstream of Iron Gate dam could restore
Tribal and recreational fisheries over a very large geographical
area (extending over more than 350 miles of riverine habitat),
and could contribute to recovery of the SONCC coho salmon
ESU (FERC Final EIS, Section 3.3.3.3.2.5, p. 3-318).

Species-specific assessments of salmonids have also been
undertaken as part of the science review process for the EIS/EIR.

Chinook: Quantitative modeling of fall-run Chinook salmon
populations documented in Section 3.3.4.3 of the EIS/EIR further
substantiates the conclusions of the Chinook Expert Panel. Modeling
of dam removal and existing conditions suggests that dam removal
would substantially increase numbers of spawners over a 50-year
period (Oosterhout 2005). Additional population modeling efforts
support this conclusion (Hendrix 2011, Lindley and Davis 2011).

Master Response AQU-23 Evaluation of Dam Removal and
Restoration and Anadromy (EDRRA) Model.

Coho: Other evidence considered in the EIS/EIR suggests that coho
would benefit from implementation of the Proposed Action:

= Master Response AQU-16 Benefits to Coho.
= Master Response AQU-21 NRC Dam Removal Help Coho.
Steelhead: Published reports provide a sound basis for the
occurrence and distribution of steelhead above Iron Gate Dam and
that steelhead would likely benefit from the Proposed Action. Reports
include:
« Hamilton et al., 2005, which documented the occurrence
steelhead in the Upper Klamath Basin.
= Butler et al., 2010, which corroborates findings of Hamilton et
al.

+ Hamilton et al., 2011 states:

0 Access to additional habitat in the Upper Klamath

Change in
EIS/EIR
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Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date
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Cook, Jim
County of Siskiyou, Board of Supervisors
October 19, 2011

Comment Code

CC_LT_1019_001-2

CC_LT_1019_001-3

CC_LT_1019_001-4

CC_LT_1019_001-5

Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

River watershed would benefit steelhead runs. In
general, dam removal with KBRA would likely result in
the restoration of more reproducing populations,
higher genetic diversity, and the opportunity for
variable life histories and use of new habitats (p. 93).
o Dam removal with KBRA would result in higher
steelhead abundance in the long-term (p. 130).

The Secretary of the Interior will consider all of the information
presented in the Klamath Facilities EIS/EIR, which includes other
studies and lines of evidence in addition to the Expert Panel Reports.

A response to this comment is not required under California No
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) or National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) because the comment does not raise a significant
environmental issue (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088; NEPA
Regulations 40 CFR §1503.4). Many comment authors expressed
personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately
addressed as part of the NEPA/CEQA process. This comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to decision makers
prior to a final decision on the Proposed Action. The Lead Agencies
have complied with NEPA and CEQA at all stages of the process, and
gave the public the opportunity to provide input.

Estimated economic impacts including those related to agricultural No
employment, relative to the No Action/No Project Alternative are

discussed in Section 3.15, Socioeconomics. Over the period of

analysis, employment in the agricultural sector is anticipated to be an

important part of the regional economy.

Master Response GHG-1 Green Power. No

Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, No
Others Oppose Dam Removal.
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CC_MC_1020_004
PUBLIC HEARING ON THE KLAMATH DAM
REMOVAL DRAFT EIS/EIR
---000---
YREKA, CALIFORNIA
THURSDAY, OCTOBER 20, 2011
MR. JIM COOK: Jim Cook, J-i-m C-o0-0-k.
I'm the Siskiyou County Supervisor for District
One. The dams are in District One.
I'd like to point out that Tom Guarino, from

Siskiyou County, spoke on our behalf at your Klamath

meetings, and Ed Valenzuela will be attending one of the

Arcata meetings. Comment 1 - Disapproves of Dam Removal

| would like to start my verbal comments by

pointing out that 80 percent of the voters in Siskiyou

County oppose dam removal.

Comment 2 - NEPA

| think one of the few things we can agree on

is that the draft EIR/EIS is a large document; therefore,

we are requesting that an extension of time, which is

allowable under both NEPA and CEQA, to review and comment

on this document. We have -- we will be submitting

extensive written comments to the serious flaws in this
document.

We have already sent that letter to the

secretary, and | won't read it at this time.
Comment 3 - NEPA

Related to the EIR/EIS, the entire document was

established under a false premise. This is a document
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that only meaningfully compares dam removal to doing

nothing. That's contrary to the intent and the spirit of

both NEPA and CEQA. There's no meaningful discussion on

the other alternatives, and that makes this document not

legally viable.

In addition to preparation of this EIR/EIS,

that, in addition, the preparation of this document

without coordination with county policies creates serious

legal flaws, and I'm going to read a letter that was just

sent in to Secretary Salazar, for this record.

Dear Secretary Salazar, as Secretary of
Interior, you stand in direct violation
of federal law by failing to coordinate
your dam destruction decision with
Siskiyou County. We will not stand idly
by and allow you to continue violating

the law. Enclosed is a copy of the

Siskiyou County coordination statement

filed in a public comment meeting

regarding the destruction of the Klamath

River dams. We trust you will take the

content seriously, as we intend them

seriously.

Comment 3 cont. - NEPA

You are required to engage the county

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses
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in a coordination process that is

mandated by the Federal Land Management

Act and numerous other acts. You have

violated each of these cited laws and

orders. You or your designees have not

initiated the process by scheduling a

coordination meeting with the board.

You should do that no later than

November 8th, 2011. We will seek

enforcement and remedial -- and

assistance from the Department of

Justice, Counsel of Environmental

Quality, the Appropriations Committee,

and the Subcommittee on Interior

Affairs of the United States House of
Representatives and the appropriate

United States attorney.

We are aware that in at least two

prior western cases, that these -- this

action has been held up.

THE FACILITATOR: Mr. Cook, your time is up and
if you submit that, it will finish your testimony for the

written record.
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Cook, Jim
County of Siskiyou, Board of Supervisors
October 20, 2011

Comment Code

CC_MC_1020_004-1 &

&
CC_MC_1020_004-2 &
&
CC_MC_1020_004-3 &

Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR
Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal and No

Others Oppose Dam Removal.
Master Response GEN-7 Unsubstantiated Information. No

Both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California No
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) include provisions that the draft
environmental review analyze a reasonable range of alternatives that
meet most of the purpose and need/project objectives, and are
potentially feasible (40 CFR sec. 1502.14; 43 CFR sec. 46.420(b);
Pub. Resources Code, sec. 21002; CEQA Guidelines, sec.
15126.6(a), (c), (f).). Alternatives should be limited to ones that avoid
or substantially lessen the Proposed Action’s significant environmental
effects. (CEQA Guidelines secs. 15126.6(a), (c), (f), sec. 15204(a);
Draft EIS/EIR, Section 2.3.) The Lead Agencies developed a list of 19
preliminary alternatives that were screened down to five. The Lead
Agencies fully analyzed the five alternatives in the EIS/EIR because
they best meet the NEPA purpose and CEQA objectives, minimize
negative effects, and are potentially feasible (Draft EIS/EIR, Section
2.3). (A full description of the alternatives and the rationale for
screening the alternatives is presented in Appendix A, the Alternatives
Formulation Report).

Master Response N/CP-2 Coordination.
Master Response GEN-16 Public Involvement.

NEPA requires a discussion of possible inconsistencies between the
Proposed Action and Federal, regional, State, and local (and in the
case of a reservation, Indian tribe) land use plans and laws for the
area concerned (40 CFR 1502.16(c) and 1506.2(d)). The Draft
EIS/EIR discusses local land use plans and policies and identifies any
potential conflicts in Section 3.14 and Table 6-4 in Chapter 6. Table 6-
4 also describes the relevant processes for compliance. In response to
comments on the Draft EIS/EIR from Siskiyou County, additional
policies have been added to this table and will appear in the Final
EIS/EIR.

Vol. lll, 11.5-37

- December 2012



Klamath Facilities Removal
Final EIS/EIR

CC_MC 1026_010
KLAVATH DAM REMOVAL
DRAFT El S/ EI R HEARI NG
OCTOBER 26, 2011
PUBLI C TESTI MONY
ARCATA, CALI FORNI A
M5. DUFFY: | don't walk as fast as | once did.
Good evening. | amJill Duffy, spelled
Du-f-f-y. I"'ma fornmer Fifth District Hunbol dt County
Supervisor. And during ny tenure on the Board, |
represent ed Hunbol dt County during the Kl anmath Basin
Fi sheri es Restoration Task Force, as well as

participating for the five years that we were neeting in

Comment 1 - Approves of

the Kl amat h dam negoti ati ons.
Dam Removal

| want to note, in particular, that the

Hunbol dt County Board of Supervisors supports the efforts

here this evening and that the Board unani nously

supported the Draft KBRA in 2008, as well as the KHSA in

2009, and we approved the Hunbol dt County to be a

signatory to the KBRA and KHSA in February of 2010.

| do want to neke a note that Ryan Sundberg was

here -- he has another commtnent -- as well as

Mark Lovel ace, both supervisors, and he had a conmit nent

in Sacranento. Supervisor Lovelace did attend | ast

week's hearings in Yreka, in order to express the

County's support, and I want to let fol ks know that the

Board reiterated their support again through the approva

of letters subnmtted unani nously to Senators Feinstein,

Boxer, and Wden to pursue |l egislation for inplenmentation
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of the KHSA and KBRA. And that was approved yesterday

during the Board neeting.

One thing that's inportant to note is that

fishery professionals and river advocates all agree: the

single best thing that we can do, in order to recover our

fisheries, is to renove those dans, Iron Gate, Copco 1,

Copco 2, as well as J.C. Boyle. DEIS Alternatives 2 and37

3 achi eve those objecti ves.

The KBRA provides a framework for fisheries and

habitat restoration, fisheries reintroduction, and the

|l ong-termsustainability and nonitoring that's going to

al l ow for adaptive managenent over the next 50 years.

Hurmbol dt County supports the KHSA and the KBRA, because

together they will result in damrenoval and a

conprehensive restoration plan that will create durable

solutions in a region which has been long afflicted hy

rotating environnental crises.

The highlights to the Agreenent include renoval
of the dans and the subsequent reestablishnent of a basin
connectivity and the variable streamflows in the
Klamath Ri ver, which is expected to contribute
significantly towards the restoration of physical
chem cal, and biol ogical processes and the interactions
that are essential to a functional aquatic ecosystem
The KBRA proposes to annually cap water
available to the irrigators. The irrigators in the

Upper Basin agree to |imt their diversions in exchange

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses
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for predictability of water deliveries, as well as
af f ordabl e power.
The Kl amath Area National WIdlife Refuge
manager rel eased an analysis stating that the KBRA will
provide, for the first time in their 100 years of
exi stence, a guaranteed and adequate water supply to the
refuges and make wildlife and refuge needs a | ega
coequal purpose in the Klamath Basin irrigation project.
The fact that these Agreenents refl ect
conpromi ses is a sign of strength. The settl enent
process brought together stakeholders with different
interests to find practical solutions.
M5. JONES:. Supervisor Duffy, your tine is up,
but if you would put your conments in the box, we'll
finish themup. And then we will go to the next speaker
MS. DUFFY: And | want to note that
Hurmbol dt County will be subnitting formal comment at the

time that we have conpleted the review of the docunents.
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Comment Author Duffy, Jill

Agency/Assoc. County of Humboldt, Board of Supervisors

Submittal Date October 26, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

CC_MC_1026_010-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, No

Others Oppose Dam Removal.
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Comment Author Guarino, Thomas

Agency/Assoc. County of Siskiyou, Office of County Council

Submittal Date October 19, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

CC LT _1019_002-1 Master Response N/CP-12 Comment Period. No
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