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IT_MC_1027_052 
KLAMATH DAM REMOVAL 
DRAFT EIS/EIR HEARING


OCTOBER 27, 2011

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 


KLAMATH, CALIFORNIA 


MR. BELCHIK: Hi. My name is Michael Belchik,

spelled M-i-c-h-a-e-l B-e-l-c-h-i-k.  I'm a senior 

fisheries biologist for the Yurok Tribe. I've been
 
working here for 16 and a half years now. My primary


duties, during this time, has been working on water flows

in the Klamath and Trinity Rivers and Klamath dam


removal. 

And I've been working on dam removal since --


well, the Yurok Tribe and the Karuk Tribe were the first

ones to start talking about it, and we were literally

laughed out of the room at first. So, it is gratifying

to see us here at this stage, where we're beginning to


give it some really serious thought. 


I thought, last night, that the gentleman from

Humboldt County, Hank Seemann, made a really interesting

point, in that this is the mitigation project, the entire

project. The very purpose of this project is to improve


the fisheries of the Klamath River. 


Yesterday, at noon, they blew a giant hole in

the bottom of Condit Dam, and the lake drained in about

an hour. This was a PacifiCorp dam. This was reached -- 


the dam removal agreement was reached almost in the same manner as this

dam. It gives us hope that -- at least some faith that PacifiCorp will


follow through on their commitments. 

And with that, I would like to talk a little bit

about some of the issues in the EIS. First of all, one

of the things that the Fisheries Benefit Summary didn't

make a big deal about, or I think really needs to be


emphasized more, is the resurrection of the now extinct 

spring run that's above the Salmon River. What we're
 
looking at doing here is a tremendous goal of bringing

back a lost run of fish that will greatly benefit the


spring Chinook in here. 


Another issue is that we talked about access to 

what they call thermal refugia. I think it's much larger

than that. Taking the dams down is going to give the

fish access to stable sources of cool groundwater, very

large volumes of cool groundwater, capable of holding


fish, like, an entire spring run. 


Comment 1 - Fish 



 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

   

 Final EIS/EIR 

This is a very vital thing to happen in the face of climate change.  
We're going to be facing issues with loss of snowpack. 

Comment 2 - Approves of Dam Removal 

I think it's very important for the

long-term health of the Chinook salmon to get them access

to the Upper Basin, and dam removal is, by far, the best

alternative to that. And I have taken a close look at
 

the other alternatives, such as fish passage.
 

I think it's important to note, with respect to the KBRA, that, currently, the 

flows are managed by the


Endangered Species Act. This means that they're managed

for Coho only, which I don't believe is acceptable, but

it is the current status quo. That protection, the ESA

backstop, is left in place. Under the KBRA, it will not
 

go away.

So, we commonly hear that there are guarantees


of water for farmers. That simply is not true. It will
 
be the same status that it is right now.


The KBRA, the model runs, the best available

information shows that the KBRA -- the flows will protect

the river from fish kill flows. If this is not the case,

I would not have recommended it to the Tribal Council.
 

It has to work for fish. And I believe it does.
 

We know that this Agreement is not complete.

For example, it does not address major and important

issues in the Shasta and Scott River. There's still a
 
lot of work to do. It doesn't address every water


quality issue in the Upper Klamath Basin. There is still 

other work to do on that, too.


And with that, I conclude my comments. 


Thank you.
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Comment Response 

Background:�$V�QRWHG�LQ�WKH�(QYLURQPHQWDO�,PSDFW�6WDWHPHQW� 
�(QYLURQPHQWDO�,PSDFW�5HSRUW��(,6�(,5��RQ�S���������KLVWRULFDOO\�� 
WKH�VSULQJ�UXQ�&KLQRRN�VDOPRQ�PD\�KDYH�EHHQ�DV�DEXQGDQW�DV�WKH� 
IDOO�UXQ��0R\OH��������/DUJH�QXPEHUV�RI�&KLQRRN�VDOPRQ�RQFH� 
VSDZQHG�LQ�WKH�EDVLQ�DERYH�.ODPDWK�/DNH�LQ�WKH�:LOOLDPVRQ�� 
6SUDJXH��DQG�:RRG�ULYHUV��6Q\GHU�������DV�FLWHG�LQ�1DWLRQDO� 
5HVHDUFK�&RXQFLO��������/DUJH�UXQV�RI�VSULQJ�&KLQRRN�VDOPRQ� 
DOVR�UHWXUQHG�WR�WKH�6KDVWD��6FRWW��DQG�6DOPRQ�ULYHUV��� 
� 
,Q�6HFWLRQ�����WKH�IROORZLQJ�WH[W�KDV�EHHQ�DGGHG�� 
� 
Cause of the Decline: �� 
� 
� +XQWLQJWRQ��+XQWLQJWRQ�������UHDVRQHG�WKDW�VSULQJ�UXQ�&KLQRRN� 
OLNHO\�DFFRXQWHG�IRU�WKH�PDMRULW\�RI�WKH�XSSHU�EDVLQ¶V�DFWXDO� 
VDOPRQ�SURGXFWLRQ�XQGHU�SULVWLQH�FRQGLWLRQV��EXW�ZHUH� 
DSSDUHQWO\�LQ�VXEVWDQWLDO�GHFOLQH�E\�WKH�HDUO\�����V��7KH�FDXVH� 
RI�WKH�GHFOLQH�RI�WKH�.ODPDWK�5LYHU�VSULQJ�UXQ�&KLQRRN�VDOPRQ� 
SULRU�WR�&RSFR���'DP�KDV�EHHQ�DWWULEXWHG�WR�GDPV��RYHUILVKLQJ�� 
LUULJDWLRQ��DQG�ODUJHO\�WR�FRPPHUFLDO�K\GUDXOLF�PLQLQJ�RSHUDWLRQV� 
�&RRWV�������6Q\GHU��������7KHVH�ODUJH�VFDOH�PLQLQJ� 
RSHUDWLRQV�RFFXUUHG�SULPDULO\�LQ�WKH�ODWH�����¶V��DQG�DORQJ�ZLWK� 
RYHUILVKLQJ��OHIW�VSULQJ�&KLQRRN�OLWWOH�FKDQFH�WR�UHFRYHU�SULRU�WR� 
GDP�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�LQ�HDUO\�����¶V��S���������� 
�	 'DP�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�HOLPLQDWHG�PXFK�RI�WKH�KLVWRULFDO�VSULQJ�UXQ� 
VSDZQLQJ�DQG�UHDULQJ�KDELWDW�DQG�ZDV�SDUWO\�UHVSRQVLEOH�IRU�WKH� 
H[WLUSDWLRQ�RI�DW�OHDVW�VHYHQ�VSULQJ�UXQ�SRSXODWLRQV�IURP�WKH� 
.ODPDWK�7ULQLW\�5LYHU�V\VWHP��0\HUV�HW�DO���������7KH� 
FRQVWUXFWLRQ�RI�'ZLQQHOO�'DP�RQ�WKH�6KDVWD�5LYHU�LQ������ZDV� 
VRRQ�IROORZHG�E\�WKH�GLVDSSHDUDQFH�RI�WKH�VSULQJ�&KLQRRN� 
VDOPRQ�UXQ�LQ�WKDW�WULEXWDU\��0R\OH�HW�DO�������LQ�1DWLRQDO� 
5HVHDUFK�&RXQFLO��������S����������� 
�	 8QGHU�WKLV�$OWHUQDWLYH��VSULQJ�UXQ�&KLQRRN�VDOPRQ�DUH�OLNHO\�WR� 
UHPDLQLQJ�DW�VLJQLILFDQWO\�VXSSUHVVHG�OHYHOV�RYHU�WKH�\HDUV�RI� 
DQDO\VLV�����\HDUV���DGGHG�WR�HQG�RI��QG�SDUDJUDSK�XQGHU�VSULQJ� 
&KLQRRN�RQ�S����������$OWHUQDWLYH����� 

� 
$V�QRWHG�LQ�WKH�(,6�(,5�RQ�S���������DQG���������WKH� 
FRQVHTXHQFHV�RI�WKLV�RQJRLQJ�ORVV�RI�KDELWDW�WR�WKH�SRSXODWLRQ� 
FRXOG�LQFOXGH�UHGXFHG�UHVLOLHQFH�WR�UHFRYHU�IURP�FDWDVWURSKLF� 
GLVWXUEDQFHV�RI�QDWXUDO�RU�DQWKURSRJHQLF�RULJLQ��VXFK�DV�ZLOGILUH�RU� 
FKHPLFDO�VSLOOV��%HFDXVH�DUHDV�XSVWUHDP�RI�WKH�EDUULHU�LQFOXGH� 
FROGZDWHU�UHIXJLD��RSSRUWXQLWLHV�IRU�WKH�SRSXODWLRQ�WR�DGDSW�WR� 
FKDQJLQJ�FOLPDWH�DUH�UHGXFHG��ZKHWKHU�WKHVH�FKDQJHV�DUH�D�UHVXOW� 
RI�VKRUW��RU�ORQJ�WHUP�F\FOHV�RU�WUHQGV���2YHUDOO��VSULQJ�&KLQRRN� 
VDOPRQ�PRVWO\�XVH�WKH�PDLQVWHP�.ODPDWK�5LYHU�DV�D�PLJUDWRU\� 
FRUULGRU�GXULQJ�DGXOW�PLJUDWLRQ��DQG�GRZQVWUHDP�VPROW�PLJUDWLRQ�� 

Change in
 
EIS/EIR
 

<HV� 
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Submittal Date 2FWREHU���������� 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

� 
Access to Additional Habitat:�7KH�(,6�(,5��&KDSWHU���������� 
VWDWHV�DFFHVV�WR�DGGLWLRQDO�KDELWDW�ZRXOG�SURYLGH�D�ORQJ�WHUP� 
EHQHILW�WR�VSULQJ�UXQ�&KLQRRN�VDOPRQ�SRSXODWLRQV���� 
� 
$OWHUQDWLYHV���DQG����S�����������KDYH�EHHQ�UHYLVHG�WR�LQWHJUDWH� 
WKH�IROORZLQJ:��� 
� 
� $��6XFFHVVIXO�SDVVDJH�ZRXOG�SURYLGH�DFFHVV�WR�LPSRUWDQW� 
WKHUPDO�UHIXJLD��PRVW�QRWDEO\�LQ�WKH�-�&��%R\OH�%\SDVVHG� 
5HDFK�DQG�LQ�WULEXWDULHV�XSVWUHDP�RI�8SSHU�.ODPDWK�/DNH� 
�)HGHUDO�(QHUJ\�5HJXODWRU\�&RPPLVVLRQ�>)(5&@��������'DP� 
UHPRYDO�ZRXOG�PDNH�KDELWDW�DFFHVVLEOH�WR�ERWK�VSULQJ�UXQ�DQG� 
IDOO�UXQ�&KLQRRN�VDOPRQ�DERYH�,URQ�*DWH�'DP��,*'���)(5&� 
��������5HPRYLQJ�WKH�GDPV�ZRXOG�DOORZ�DFFHVV�WR�DW�OHDVW���� 
WULEXWDULHV�XSVWUHDP�RI�,URQ�*DWH�'DP�WKDW�ZRXOG�SURYLGH� 
KXQGUHGV�RI�PLOHV�RI�KDELWDW�IRU�&KLQRRN�VDOPRQ��8�6�� 
'HSDUWPHQW�RI�WKH�,QWHULRU�>'2,@��������LQFOXGLQJ�JURXQGZDWHU� 
IHG�DUHDV�UHVLVWDQW�WR�ZDWHU�WHPSHUDWXUH�LQFUHDVHV�FDXVHG�E\� 
FKDQJHV�LQ�FOLPDWH��+DPLOWRQ�HW�DO����������6RPH�RI�WKHVH� 
DUHDV��VXFK�DV�WKH�ORZHU�:LOOLDPVRQ�5LYHU��KDYH�KDELWDW�WKDW� 
ZRXOG�SURYLGH�VXEVWDQWLDO�KROGLQJ�DUHDV�IRU�VSULQJ�&KLQRRN� 
�+DPLOWRQ�HW�DO����������2WKHU�KROGLQJ�DUHDV�ZLWK�VXLWDEOH� 
WHPSHUDWXUHV�DERYH�WKH�3URMHFW�LQFOXGH�%LJ�6SULQJV�LQ�WKH�-�&�� 
%R\OH�%\SDVVHG�5HDFK��'2,��%XUHDX�RI�/DQG�0DQDJHPHQW� 
>%/0@��������JURXQGZDWHU�LQIOXHQFHG�DUHDV�RQ�WKH�ZHVW�VLGH�RI� 
8./��*DQQHWW�HW�DO���������DQG�WKH�:RRG�5LYHU��*DQQHWW�HW�DO�� 
�������3URYLGLQJ�DQ�XQLPSHGHG�PLJUDWLRQ�FRUULGRU��WKH� 
3URSRVHG�$FWLRQ�ZRXOG�SURYLGH�WKH�JUHDWHVW�SRVVLEOH�EHQHILW� 
UHODWHG�WR�ILVK�SDVVDJH��KHQFH��WKH�KLJKHVW�VXUYLYDO��%XFKDQDQ� 
HW�DO������D��DQG�UHSURGXFWLYH�VXFFHVV��,W�LV�DQWLFLSDWHG�WKDW�DV� 
D�UHVXOW�RI�WKH�3URSRVHG�$FWLRQ�WKH�VSULQJ�UXQ�&KLQRRN�VDOPRQ� 
SRSXODWLRQ�ZLWKLQ�WKH�.ODPDWK�5LYHU�ZDWHUVKHG�ZRXOG�KDYH�DQ� 
LQFUHDVH�LQ�DEXQGDQFH��SURGXFWLYLW\��SRSXODWLRQ�VSDWLDO� 
VWUXFWXUH��DQG�JHQHWLF�GLYHUVLW\���� 

� 
� %���7KH�'UDIW�(,6�(,5��FKDSWHU�����������SUHVHQWV�LQIRUPDWLRQ� 
IURP�WKH�&KLQRRN�6DOPRQ�([SHUW�3DQHO�5HSRUW��*RRGPDQ�HW� 
DO���������7KH�UHSRUW�QRWHG�XQFHUWDLQWLHV�EDVHG�RQ�H[LVWLQJ� 
GDWD�DQG�FRQFOXGHG�WKH�SURVSHFWV�IRU�WKH�3URSRVHG�$FWLRQ�WR� 
SURYLGH�D�VXEVWDQWLDO�SRVLWLYH�HIIHFW�IRU�VSULQJ�&KLQRRN�VDOPRQ� 
LV�PRUH�UHPRWH�WKDQ�IRU�IDOO�UXQ�&KLQRRN�VDOPRQ��7KH�SULPDU\� 
FRQFHUQ�RI�WKH�SDQHO�ZDV�WKDW�ORZ�DEXQGDQFH�DQG�SURGXFWLYLW\� 
�UHWXUQ�SHU�VSDZQHU��RI�VSULQJ�&KLQRRN�VDOPRQ�ZRXOG�OLPLW� 
UHFRORQL]DWLRQ�RI�KDELWDWV�XSVWUHDP�RI�,URQ�*DWH�'DP��� 
+RZHYHU��WKLV�FRQFHUQ�ZRXOG�EH�DGGUHVVHG�LQ�WKDW�WKH�.ODPDWK� 
%DVLQ�5HVWRUDWLRQ�$JUHHPHQW��.%5$��LQFOXGHV�D� 
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UHLQWURGXFWLRQ�FRPSRQHQW�WR�HVWDEOLVK�SRSXODWLRQV�LQ�WKH�QHZ� 
KDELWDWV���$ERYH�8SSHU�.ODPPDWK�/DNH��8./���.%5$� 
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�ZRXOG�UHLQWURGXFH�&KLQRRN�VDOPRQ�LQ�3KDVH��� 
�.%5$�6HFWLRQ��������$��±�QR�VRRQHU�WKDQ�RQH�\HDU�DIWHU�WKH� 
.%5$�(IIHFWLYH�'DWH��7KH�DGDSWLYH�PDQDJHPHQW�DSSURDFK�WR� 
UHLQWURGXFWLRQ�ZLOO�LQFOXGH�VSULQJ�&KLQRRN�DV�ZHOO�DV�IDOO� 
&KLQRRN��2UHJRQ�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�)LVK�DQG�:LOGOLIH�>2'):@� 
�������(YHQ�ZLWKRXW�VXSSOHPHQWDWLRQ��LW�LV�OLNHO\�WKDW�&KLQRRN� 
VDOPRQ�UHFRORQL]DWLRQ�ZRXOG�RFFXU�DV�LW�GLG�IROORZLQJ�EDUULHU� 
UHPRYDO�DW�/DQGVEXUJ�'DP�LQ�:DVKLQJWRQ��.LIIQH\�HW�DO�� 
��������,Q�DGGLWLRQ��.%5$�DFWLRQV�ZRXOG�EH�LPSOHPHQWHG�WKDW� 
DUH�DQWLFLSDWHG�WR�LPSURYH�SURGXFWLYLW\�RI�H[LVWLQJ�DQG� 
SRWHQWLDOO\�QHZO\�DFFHVVLEOH�KDELWDWV���� 

� 
� &��+LVWRULFDOO\��DGXOW�VSULQJ�UXQ�&KLQRRN�VDOPRQ�PLJUDWHG� 
XSVWUHDP�RI�WKH�FXUUHQW�ORFDWLRQ�RI�,*'��SHUKDSV�DV�HDUO\�DV� 
)HEUXDU\�DQG�0DUFK��.ODPDWK�5HSXEOLFDQ�DUWLFOHV�LQ�)RUWXQH� 
HW�DO��������DQG�OLNHO\�KHOG�RYHU�LQ�ODUJH�KROGLQJ�SRROV�LQ�WKH� 
PDLQVWHP��LQ�WULEXWDULHV�IHG�E\�FRRO�ZDWHU��DQG�LQ�KHDGZDWHU� 
KDELWDW�DERYH�8./��&DOLIRUQLD�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�)LVK�DQG�*DPH� 
>&')*@�������0R\OH�������6Q\GHU���������2QH�EHQHILW�RI�VXFK� 
HDUO\�PLJUDWLRQ�ZRXOG�EH�WKH�DYRLGDQFH�RI�SHULRGV�RI�SRRU� 
ZDWHU�TXDOLW\���7KH�UHVWRUHG�ZDWHU�WHPSHUDWXUH�UHJLPH�PD\� 
FKDQJH�XSVWUHDP�PLJUDWLRQ�WLPLQJ�RI�DGXOW�VSULQJ�UXQ�&KLQRRN� 
VDOPRQ�EHFDXVH�RI�WKH�VKLIW�LQ�ZDWHU�WHPSHUDWXUHV�EHORZ�,*'� 
�%DUWKRORZ�HW�DO����������� 

� 
� '��:LWK�ODUJH�VFDOH�K\GUDXOLF�PLQLQJ�RSHUDWLRQV�QRZ�RXWODZHG�� 
VSULQJ�UXQ�&KLQRRN�VDOPRQ�ZRXOG�QR�ORQJHU�EH�VXEMHFW�WR�RQH� 
RI�WKHLU�PRVW�VLJQLILFDQW�WKUHDWV�LQ�WKH�.ODPDWK�5LYHU�DV� 
GLVFXVVHG�DERYH��&XUUHQW�LPSURYHG�ILVKHULHV�PDQDJHPHQW� 
PLQLPL]HV�RYHUKDUYHVW�� 

� 
� (��:KLOH�DFFHVV�WR�WKH�XSSHU�EDVLQ�SURYLGHV�FRQVLGHUDEOH� 
SURPLVH�RI�LQFUHDVLQJ�VSULQJ�UXQ�DEXQGDQFH��+XQWLQJWRQ� 
�������FDXWLRQHG�WKDW�WKH�H[LVWLQJ�SRWHQWLDO�IRU�&KLQRRN�VDOPRQ� 
SURGXFWLRQ�ZLWKLQ�WKH�EDVLQ�DERYH�8./�LV�FOHDUO\�PXFK�ORZHU� 
WKDQ�KLV�HVWLPDWH�RI�KLVWRULFDO�SRWHQWLDO��+LV�DSSURDFK�� 
KRZHYHU��GLG�QRW�IXOO\�DFFRXQW�IRU�WKH�KLVWRULFDO��DQG�XQNQRZQ�� 
SURGXFWLRQ�SRWHQWLDO�RI�8./�LWVHOI��ZKLFK�FRXOG�KDYH�EHHQ� 
FRQVLGHUDEOH��$�UHFHQW�H[SHULPHQWDO�UHLQWURGXFWLRQ�LQWR�8./� 
VXJJHVWV�WKDW�KDELWDW�KHUH�ZRXOG�FRQWLQXH�WR�VXSSRUW�&KLQRRN� 
VDOPRQ��0DXOH�HW�DO���������� 

� 
� )��7R�VWUHQJWKHQ�UHVLOLHQF\�LQ�VDOPRQ�SRSXODWLRQV��KDELWDW� 
RSSRUWXQLWLHV�QHHG�WR�EH�H[SDQGHG�WR�DOORZ�PD[LPXP� 
H[SUHVVLRQ�RI�OLIH�KLVWRU\�YDULDWLRQ���5HVWRUDWLRQ�RI�PLJUDWLRQ�WR� 
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Comment Author %HOFKLN��0LFKDHO� 
Agency/Assoc. <XURN�7ULEH� 
Submittal Date 2FWREHU���������� 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

KDELWDW�DERYH�,URQ�*DWH�'DP��LQ�SDUWLFXODU�8SSHU�.ODPDWK� 
WULEXWDULHV�ZLWK�LPSRUWDQW�JURXQGZDWHU�UHVRXUFHV��ZLOO�EH� 
FRQGXFLYH�WR�YDULDWLRQ�RI�OLIH�KLVWRULHV��LQFOXGLQJ�VSULQJ� 
&KLQRRN��DQG�SRSXODWLRQ�UHVLOLHQFH��+DPLOWRQ�HW�DO����������� 

� 
$OWHUQDWLYH����S�����������DQG�$OWHUQDWLYH����S�����������KDYH�EHHQ� 
UHYLVHG�WR�LQWHJUDWH�$��&��'��(��DQG�)�DERYH�HLWKHU�E\�UHIHUHQFH�RU� 
WKH�DGGLWLRQ�RI�WKH�WH[W��� 
� 
$V�QRWHG�LQ�WKH�(,6�(,5�LQ�6HFWLRQ���������VSULQJ�&KLQRRN�VDOPRQ� 
DUH�KLJKO\�GHVLUDEOH�DQG�ZRXOG�SURYLGH�TXDOLW\�EHQHILWV�WR�WKH� 
VXEVLVWHQFH�ILVKHU\�DQG�OHQJWKHQ�WKH�GXUDWLRQ�RI�KDUYHVW��� 
5HVWRUDWLRQ�RI�VSULQJ�&KLQRRN�LV�RI�SDUWLFXODU�LPSRUWDQFH�IRU� 
7ULEHV��DV�LW�FRXOG�OHDG�WR�UHYLYDO�RI�WKH�WUDGLWLRQDO�)LUVW�6DOPRQ� 
&HUHPRQ\��� 

,7B0&B����B������ 0DVWHU�5HVSRQVH�*(1���6RPH�3HRSOH�6XSSRUW�'DP�5HPRYDO� 1R� 
DQG�2WKHUV�2SSRVH�'DP�5HPRYDO�� 

� 
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Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses 

IT_MC_1026_062 
KLAMATH DAM REMOVAL 
DRAFT EIS/EIR HEARING


OCTOBER 26, 2011

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

ARCATA, CALIFORNIA 


Partial Duplicate 

MR. BELCHIK: Hi. My name is Michael Belchik. of 
That's spelled M-i-c-h-a-e-l B-e-l-c-h-i-k.
I'm a fisheries -- senior fisheries biologist

for the Yurok Tribe. What I work on is Klamath dam 
removal, that's all -- mostly what I've done for about
the last ten years. When I started, nobody was talking
about dam removal, and it's somewhat gratifying to see a

turnout like this where it's all about dam removal. 

I want to talk a little bit about the science 
behind the dam removal. First of all, in the Fisheries 

Benefit Summary in the document, I think one thing that's
really big here is that one of our goals is to resurrect
a now extinct run of spring run Chinook, which is the
Upper Klamath spring run Chinook. We believe, given the
fisheries information that's developed, that this is

going to happen if the dams come out under Alternatives 2
or 3. I think that needs to be emphasized. 

Another thing that was mentioned, but I don't
think quite in the right way, it says that fish will have
access to thermal refugia areas. I think it's quite a

bit more significant than that. What we're talking about
is getting fish to stable areas of cold water in the face

of the loss of significant snow pack and temperature
increases due to climate change. We think that this is a
necessary step for -- to ensure the long-term survival of
the salmon in the Klamath River and that that needs to be 

stated that way. 

Another thing is that there is some controversy
about the science, so one of my roles was to take a look
at the science about the flows, about the results of
theirs. It's not simple. It's not easy to tell exactly
what would happen if we did this or didn't do that. But
I can say that the ESA protections, which currently
protect flows on the river, which are about the only

thing that protect flows, will still be left in place. I
think that needs to be emphasized in the document.
So, the ESA protections that currently protect

flows, they will still protect flows. It says that in
the KBRA, something on the order of 15 different places

and times on there. 

Duplicate of 
IT_MC_1027_052 

Comment 1 - Hydrology 
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  Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR 

Comment 1 cont. 

The KBRA also protects the Klamath River from

flows which caused the Klamath River fish kill. We 

believe that implementation of the KBRA will be a


significant step in the prevention from that disaster

ever happening again. 


And then, finally, I just want to acknowledge

that the KBRA, while it does attempt to address

comprehensive and large scale, landscape scale,


ecological issues on the Klamath, which is what I believe

needed to be done, it's not complete. It doesn't address

significant issues in some of the tributaries, such as

the Shasta and Scott, and there still is more work to be


done, not just in those areas but other areas.

Thank you very much.
 

Comment 2 - Out of Scope 
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Comment Author %HOFKLN��0LFKDHO�� 
Agency/Assoc. <XURN�7ULEH� 
Submittal Date 2FWREHU���������� 

3RUWLRQV�RI�WKLV�OHWWHU�DUH�YHUEDWLP�GXSOLFDWHV�RI�FRPPHQWV�VXEPLWWHG�LQ�WKH�FRPPHQW�DXWKRU¶V�VXEPLWWDO� 
FRGHG���,7B0&B����B�����5HVSRQVHV�WR�WKRVH�LQLWLDO�FRPPHQWV�WKDW�ZHUH�GXSOLFDWHG�LQ�WKLV�OHWWHU�DUH� 
SUHVHQWHG�LQ�WKLV�(,6�(,5�DORQJVLGH�,7B0&B����B�����5HVSRQVHV�WR�FRPPHQWV�SURYLGHG�LQ�WKLV�OHWWHU� 
WKDW�ZHUH�QRW�DOVR�VXEPLWWHG�DV�D�SDUW�RI�,7B0&B����B����DUH�OLVWHG�EHORZ�� 
� 
Comment Code Comment Response Change in 

EIS/EIR 

,7B0&B����B������	 0DVWHU�5HVSRQVH�+<'*���)ORRG�3URWHFWLRQ�� 1R� 
� 
0DVWHU�5HVSRQVH�:6:5���6XPPDU\�RI�(IIHFWV�WR�:DWHU� 
5LJKWV�:DWHU�6XSSO\�IRU�$OWHUQDWLYHV���DQG�$OWHUQDWLYH���IRU� 
0XQLFLSDO��$JULFXOWXUDO��DQG�7ULEDO�8VH�� 

,7B0&B����B������	 0DVWHU�5HVSRQVH�*(1���&RPPHQW�,QFOXGHG�DV�3DUW�RI�5HFRUG���� 1R� 
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IT_WI_1113_079 

From: dboomgarden@yahoo.com[SMTP:DBOOMGARDEN@YAHOO.COM] 
Sent: Sunday, November 13, 2011 1:03:40 PM 
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com 
Subject: Web Inquiry: Save the dams 
Auto forwarded by a Rule 

Name: Donnabelle Boomgarden 
Organization: Shasta Indian Nation 

Comment 1 - Cultural Resources 
Subject: Save the dams 

Body: By removing the dams Village and burial sites will be destroyed and\or open 
to vandalism.  This is our heritage, a key to our culture. Most of Siskiyou 
County is our aboriginal land.  We need to protect it. Thank You 
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&RPPHQW�$XWKRU� %RRPJDUGHQ��'RQQDEHOOH� 
$JHQF\�$VVRF�� 6KDVWD�,QGLDQ�1DWLRQ� 
6XEPLWWDO�'DWH� 1RYHPEHU���������� 

&RPPHQW�&RGH� &RPPHQW�5HVSRQVH� &KDQJH�LQ� 
(,6�(,5� 

� � � 
,7B:,B����B������	 0DVWHU�5HVSRQVH�&8/���6KDVWD�1DWLRQ�3DUWLFLSDWLRQ��� <HV� 

� 
0DVWHU�5HVSRQVH�&8/���)HGHUDO�5HFRJQLWLRQ�� 
� 
(,6�(,5�6HFWLRQ�������&XOWXUDO�DQG�+LVWRULF�5HVRXUFHV��DGGUHVVHV� 
SRWHQWLDO�LPSDFWV�WR�YLOODJH�DQG�EXULDO�VLWHV��$GGLWLRQDO�GHWDLOV� 
UHJDUGLQJ�SRWHQWLDO�LPSDFWV�WR�EXULHG�VLWHV�DQG�PDQDJHPHQW�RI� 
WKRVH�VLWHV�ZHUH�DGGHG�WR�6HFWLRQV����������DQG����������RI�WKH� 
'UDIW�(,6�(,5��7KH�SRWHQWLDO�IRU�YDQGDOLVP�RI�H[SRVHG�VLWHV�ZDV� 
FRQVLGHUHG�DQG�LV�DGGUHVVHG�LQ�0LWLJDWLRQ�0HDVXUH�&+5��� 
WKURXJK�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�PDQDJHPHQW�SODQV�DQG�GLVFRYHU\� 
SODQV��WKURXJK�FRQVXOWDWLRQV�XQGHU�WKH�1DWLRQDO�+LVWRULF�3URWHFWLRQ� 
$FW��1+3$��6HFWLRQ������DV�DSSOLFDEOH��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��6KDVWD�ZRXOG� 
EH�LQFOXGHG�LQ�WKH�DGGLWLRQDO�FRQVXOWDWLRQV�XQGHU�1+3$�6HFWLRQ� 
����IRU�HDFK�PLWLJDWLRQ�PHDVXUH�� 
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IT_MF_1025_025 

Comment 1 - Environmental Justice 
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Comment 1 cont. - EJ 
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&RPPHQW�$XWKRU� %UXFH�+RVWOHU��'HERUDK� 
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IT_EM_1117_083 

From: Clarence/Deborah[SMTP:ACORNCAPP@YAHOO.COM] 
Sent: Thursday, November 17, 2011 6:24:50 PM 
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd  
Cc: KSDcomments@dfg.ca.gov 
Subject: KBRA and dam removal comments 
Auto forwarded by a Rule 

Amended Comments by Deborah Bruce-Hostler (additions and main points are in bold
 
italics)--
revised from comments given at Public Hearing on Klamath Dam Removal Draft 

EIS/EIR, 10-25-2011, Orleans CA
 

I am a resident of Orleans, CA; married to a Hoopa Tribal member; our family feeds dancers, 
ceremonialists and families at Jump Dance world renewal ceremonies in Hoopa; we serve 
acorns, salmon, and sometimes sturgeon to dancers and families at the 10-day ceremonies. The 
salmon that are are part of these ceremonies come from the Trinity River, the main tributary 
to the Klamath, and from the Klamath itself when Yurok friends bring fish from the mouth of 
the Klamath. Since juvenile and spawning salmon must travel the lower Klamath to reach the 
Trinity, the health of the Klamath, its water quality and temperature, and the health of the 
fish are of highest importance to us. I support dam removal but consider the KBRA and 
KHSA to be seriously flawed documents that were reached in bad faith and that violate the 
rights of the Hoopa Valley Tribe. Restoration of the Klamath River and its salmon, should be 
achieved without the KBRA and KHSA. 

As indicated in the Executive Summary of the Klamath Facilities Removal Public Draft 
EIS/EIR, in Table ES-7, Summary of Controversies and Issues Raised by Agencies and the 
Public, a subject is missing that has been raised, regarding KBRA/KHSA impacts related to 
environmental justice, water rights, Trust Responsibility, and the like. 

The language in the KBRA/KHSA and any legislative rewrites/revisions needs to be 
clarified and made absolutely specific that “Klamath Tribes” refers only to tribes that were 
signing Parties to the Agreements and can never in future be interpreted to refer to 
nonsigning tribes in the Klamath-Trinity watershed, so that waivers of water rights or 
termination of federal Trust Responsibility cannot be applied to nonsigning tribes. 

A version of draft legislation at this time has language addressing this concern but in 
numerous other paragraphs repeatedly and vaguely refers to “Klamath Tribes” which in future 
could be interpreted as a geographic description and not a specific reference to specific tribal 
government entities. 

The EIS/EIR and final legislative language affecting the KBRA/KHSA need to 
acknowledge and protect against potential negative impacts to the environment, social justice, 
and environmental justice created by waiving or termination of water rights or Trust 
Responsibility and not set legal precedent regarding diminishment of Trust Responsibility, 
rights and protections for tribes anywhere in the U.S. 

Comment 1 - Environmental 
Justice 
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Comment 2 - ITAs Comment 3 - Water Quality 

As Mr. Pat Higgins has pointed out, KBRA implementation disallows participation by 
federally recognized tribes in the Klamath-Trinity region who did not sign on to the 
Agreements—on committees and in decision-making related to fisheries or water quality for 50 
years, which is a major social injustice. 

On the subject of water quality impacts on the Klamath and Trinity River fisheries: dam 
removal without reducing nutrients in the Upper Klamath Basin will increase nitrogen 
seasonally in the lower Klamath leading to continued fish disease epidemics affecting also the 
Trinity River. The DEIS/DEIR does not discuss applying ecological restoration techniques and 
principle that are the only scientifically valid means of abating the water pollution crisis and 
restoring native fish. 

The EIS/EIR and legislative language need to correct these flaws and weaknesses in 
the Agreements and alternative plans, as well as presenting a plan for restoration, 
guaranteed flows for the health of the rivers and fisheries in the event of a positive 
Secretarial determination rendered ineffective by legislative stalling or becoming an 
unfunded mandate. 

In addition, Department of the Interior must revise its approach to this and parallel 
processes insofar as desisting from favoritism to extractive water users, and bad faith and 
actual lack of transparency, and rather practice true, ethical transparency and uphold 
restoration values. 

ADDED COMMENTS: To reinforce this statement, drawing attention to parallels 
with the KBRA/KHSA process and the exclusion of crucial stakeholders, I quote below 
portions of the recent letter to Secretary Salazar from five California state representatives 
regarding procedural violations with the Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP). This is 
relevant to current Klamath issues in several ways, including that the Bay Delta Conservation 
Plan will not only impact fisheries in the Central Valley and Delta, but the fish, communities 
and Indian tribes of the Trinity--a Delta Tributary Watershed affected by the Bay-Delta 
Conservation Plan--and Klamath rivers. 

First to quote from an article by Dan Bacher on alternet: ‘Five Northern California 
Representatives today demanded answers on the current state of the Bay Delta Conservation 
Plan (BDCP) process – and called on the Interior Department to rescind a “flawed” 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) that they say “was developed behind closed doors.” The 
Members of Congress accused the memorandum of giving water export agencies south of the 
Delta and in Southern California “unprecedented influence” over an important public 
process concerning California’s fresh water supplies. 

The Representatives echoed the concerns of Delta residents, family farmers, fishing groups, 
Indian Tribes and environmentalists, who oppose the state-federal plan to build the 
peripheral canal to export more water from the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta to 
corporate agribusiness and southern California. They oppose the canal because of the threat 
it poses to imperiled Central Valley salmon and Delta fish populations, Delta farms and Delta 
communities. 

Comment 4 - Hydrology 

Comment 5 - KHSA 

Comment 6 - Other/General 
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Comment 6 cont. 

In a letter to Interior Secretary Ken Salazar, U.S. Reps. George Miller (CA-7), Mike 
Thompson (CA-1), Doris Matsui (CA-5), Jerry McNerney (CA-11) and John Garamendi 
(CA-10) asked that the recent agreement between the Department and water agencies be 
rescinded and that the process be opened up to include other key stakeholders left out of the 
discussions, including Bay Area, Delta and coastal communities, farmers, businesses, and 
fishermen.’ 

And to quote portions of the representatives’ letter to Salazar: 

“Dear Secretary Salazar: 

We are writing to follow up our recent meetings with Interior officials and other participants 
in the Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) and to express our strong objections to the 
current direction of that plan. 

The constituents we represent have a great deal at stake in the future of the BDCP process 
and ultimate plan. Delta, Bay Area and coastal communities, residents of the floodplain, 
farmers, businesses, fishermen, and the rest of our constituents could be profoundly affected 
by the BDCP. But to date, the BDCP planning process has failed to treat these affected 
groups in a fair and transparent manner, and we do not believe that the emerging plan is 
reflecting Bay-Delta constituencies’ concerns and interests. 
[…] Specifically, it does not appear that the federal government is taking seriously the goal 
of restoring endangered salmon or that it intends to operate the Central Valley Project to 
meet the statutory mandate to protect, restore, and enhance fish, wildlife, and associated 
habitats 

The agreement further establishes an unequal process going forward: the MOA invites the 
water export contractors to collaborate with the federal agencies on the responses to public 
comments, allows the water export contractors early and exclusive access to draft consultant 
work product, and gives the water export contractors direct control over the consultants who 
are writing the documents. California’s Legislative Analyst’s Office recently testified before 
the State Assembly about additional provisions of this document that “may be seen as 
favorable to the contractors,” including the fact that a public NEPA document may not be 
issued without explicit authorization from the water export contractors. This raises very 
serious questions about whose process this is, ultimately; if the water export contractors’ 
funding has given them control over the process, it would be to the detriment of the Bay-Delta 
and to the public interest. […] 

Interior should immediately rescind this flawed MOA and work instead to establish a 
successful BDCP process that is transparent and based on parity, and that genuinely puts the 
restoration of the Bay-Delta and its fisheries, the needs of local communities, and the quality 
of local water resources on par with other water supply goals. That includes: […] 
Maintaining state and federal agencies’ ability to implement other statutory mandates 
including, but not limited to, the CVPIA’s anadromous fish restoration program (including 

Vol. III, 11.6-19 - December 2012 



 

 

 

 
 

Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR 

B2 water, the Restoration Fund, and other activities), the refuge water supply program, 
Trinity River restoration […]” 

Comment 6 cont. 

[I submit this document as additional comments to those given at the Orleans hearing, 25 
October 2011.] 

Deborah Bruce-Hostler 

acorncapp@yahoo.com 
P.O.Box 433, Orleans CA 95556 
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Comment Author Bruce-Hostler, Deborah 
Agency/Assoc. Hoopa Valley Tribe 
Submittal Date November 17, 2011 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

IT_EM_1117_083-1 Draft EIS/EIR Table ES-7 has been revised to include 
environmental justice, water rights, and tribal trust responsibility. 

Yes 

Master Response TTA-1 Federal Trust Responsibility and the 
KBRA. 

IT_EM_1117_083-2 Master Response TTA-7 Tribal Involvement in Future Discussions 
of Water Management. 

No 

IT_EM_1117_083-3 It is expected over the life of the project that improvements in 
water quality will contribute to reducing or ending fish disease 
epidemics. 

No 

Master Response WQ-22 TMDLs and the No Action/No Project 
Alternative (and Alternative 4).  

Master Response WQ-4 C, D Hydroelectric Project Impacts to 
Water Quality & Anticipated Klammath Hydroelectric Settlement 
Agreement (KHSA)/KBRA Improvements. 

IT_EM_1117_083-4 The KBRA and KHSA were developed to address the flaws noted 
by the comment author in the comment coded 
IT_EM_1117_083-3. As noted above in the response to comment 
IT_EM_1117_083-3, it is expected over the life of the project that 
improvements in water quality will contribute to improved 
conditions in the health of the river and the fisheries. 

No 

IT_EM_1117_083-5 Master Response GEN-7 Unsubstantiated Information. No 

Master Response KHSA-1 Negotiations of KHSA and KBRA. 

Master Response GEN-16 Public Involvement. 

Master Response N/CP-20 Response to Public Comment. 

IT_EM_1117_083-6 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record. No 
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

IT_LT_1230_098-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 

IT_LT_1230_098-2 Master Response TTA-3 Federal Trust Responsibilities and 
Fisheries. 

No 

Master Response TTA-4 1988 Hoopa-Yurok Settlement Act. 

IT_LT_1230_098-3 The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) require full disclosure of short-
term and long-term adverse environmental effects; therefore the 
EIS/EIR discloses these effects based on the best available 
information and science. Mitigation measures are provided for all 
significant environmental effects, as required by CEQA and NEPA. 
The Lead Agencies have also described beneficial effects, where 
applicable. The Secretary will use the whole of the administrative 
record when making a decision, including the tradeoff’s between 
positive and negative benefits. 

No 

IT_LT_1230_098-4 Under the Alternative 1 as described in the Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 2.4.2, PacifiCorp would need to obtain a long-term 
operating license from FERC to replace the existing annual 
license. PacifiCorp would proceed with relicensing with FERC to 
obtain the required long-term operating license. Until that unknown 
time, PacifiCorp would continue to operate under an annual 
license. The No Action/No Project Alternative, as described, is the 
most reasonable assumption of future conditions. Among the 
action alternatives, Alternative 4: Passage at Four Dams, as 
described in Final EIS 2.4.5, describes a scenario where KHSA 
terminates and the requirements for fish passage as set forward 
by the prior FERC relicensing proceedings are implemented. 

No 

IT_LT_1230_098-5 Master Response TTA-3 Federal Trust Responsibilities and 
Fisheries. 

No 

Master Response TTA-4 1988 Hoopa-Yurok Settlement Act. 

IT_LT_1230_098-6 Master Response TTA-4 1988 Hoopa-Yurok Settlement Act. No 

IT_LT_1230_098-7 The statement about the northern border of the Hoopa Valley 
Reservation including about a quarter mile reach of the Klamath 
River called Saints Rest Bar several miles upriver from Weitchpec, 
California is a statement of fact. 

No 

The assertion that no Hoopa Valley Tribal members reside on or 
near the Klamath River in this portion of the Hoopa Valley 
Reservation, and that no fishing takes place by Hoopa Valley 
Tribal members at that location is an opinion that has not 
substantiated with evidence from the comment author. 
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Comment Code 

IT_LT_1230_098-8 

IT_LT_1230_098-9 

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses 

Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

The quote from Sherman does refer to the Trinity River. The quote Yes 
will be removed to improve the clarity of the EIS/EIR. 

The effects described in 3.12-28 are related to the Proposed 
Action of facilities removal on the Klamath River.  As the comment 
author points out these ‘are real, and are significant’ effects of the 
Proposed Action.  Though these effects maybe indirect and 
outside the area targeted for restoration under the KBRA (Section 
2.2.12), CFR 1508.8 requires that indirect environmental 
consequences of an alternative be analyzed. 

Master Response TTA-4 1988 Hoopa-Yurok Settlement Act. Yes 

The comment author is correct to point out that the Resighini 
Rancheria was not left out of the Hoopa Yurok Settlement.  The 
following language has been added to EIS/EIR Section 3.12.3.4 
Resighini Rancheria Cultural Practices after the last sentence of 
the second paragraph: 

Under the Hoopa-Yurok Settlement Act of 1988, 25 U.S.C. §§ 
1300i, et seq., (The Settlement Act) the extended strip of land 
along the Klamath River was cleaved from the original Hoopa 
Valley Reservation and designated the Yurok reservation. Section 
§1300i- 1(e) then vested in the Yurok Tribe the authority to govern 
the Yurok Reservation and to administer the unalloted trust land 
and assets – including the fisheries – of the Yurok Reservation. 

Pursuant to The Settlement Act, members of the Resighini 
Rancheria with Yurok heritage were given an opportunity to join 
the Yurok Tribe.  The Settlement Act also provided qualified 
Indians of the original Hoopa Valley Reservation, which included 
allottees or their descendants, the opportunity to elect 
membership in the Yurok Tribe. 25 U.S.C. 1300i-5(c)(1). An 
Indian who chose not to affiliate with the Yurok Tribe (or the 
Hoopa Valley Tribe) received a lump sum payment, but lost any 
“interest or right whatsoever in the … resources within or 
appertaining to… the Yurok Reservation.” 25 U.S.C. 1300i­
5(d)(3).  

The Settlement Act also provided an opportunity for the Resighini 
Rancheria (along with others) to merge its lands and membership 
with the Yurok Reservation if a majority of the Rancheria’s adult 
members voted in favor of such merger. 25 U.S.C. sec. 1300i­
10(b). The Resighini Rancheria members did not exercise this 
option, the Rancheria remains a separate sovereign tribal 
government, and the Tribe and its lands were not extinguished 
through merger with the Yurok Reservation as would have 
occurred had its members exercised the merger option under The 
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Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

Settlement Act. Fishing, water, or other rights associated with the 
Resighini Rancheria have not been conclusively determined. 
[Solicitor’s Opinion M-36979 October 4, 1993] 

IT_LT_1230_098-10 Master Response TTA-4 1988 Hoopa-Yurok Settlement Act. No 

IT_LT_1230_098-11 Text no longer exists due to other comments received on the Draft 
EIS/EIR. 

No 

IT_LT_1230_098-12 Table ES-6 has been deleted due to other comments received on 
the Draft EIS/EIR. 

No 

IT_LT_1230_098-13 Text has been revised to clarify major issues. The sentence now 
reads, "Upper Klamath Lake has become more enriched with 
nutrients, leading to pH and dissolved oxygen problems that are 
stressful to aquatic biota and nuisance blooms of blue-green algae 
that produce toxins (primarily microcystin). 

Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-14 Text on the designated page has been revised to Keno Reach and 
Keno Impoundment (including Lake Ewauna). 

Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-15 Text revised for clarification. Sentence now reads, "The four dams 
create a "thermal lag" in both the spring and the fall. This means 
that the river warms more slowly in the spring and cools more 
slowly in the fall than it would without the dams. The result of 
these thermal effects is a delay in timing of runs for the migration 
of fall Chinook salmon." 

Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-16 A footnote has been added in Section 3.2.2.4.4 to define 
assimilative capacity.  The portion of the sentence “and water 
quality would also be improved by nutrient assimilation in this 
reach (Hamilton et al. 2011)” has been deleted. 

Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-17 Change has been made. Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-18 Change has been made. Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-19 Change made with slight revisions: ”Some cyanobacteria species 
produce cyanotoxins (e.g., cyclic peptide toxins such as 
microcystin that act on the liver, alkaloid toxins such as anatoxin-a 
and saxitoxin that act on the nervous system). Cyanotoxins can 
cause irritation, sickness, or in extreme cases, death to exposed 
organisms, including humans (World Health Organization [WHO] 
1999). Species capable of producing microcystin include M. 
aeruginosa, while species in the genus Anabaena can produce 
anatoxin-a and saxitoxin. 

Yes 
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Comment Code 

IT_LT_1230_098-20 

IT_LT_1230_098-21 

IT_LT_1230_098-22 

IT_LT_1230_098-23 

IT_LT_1230_098-24 

IT_LT_1230_098-25 

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses 

Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

Sentence edited as follows: “Additional microcystin data collection Yes 
in Upper Klamath Lake is ongoing, including studies of possible 

effects of algal toxins on native suckers (Vanderkooi et al. 2010, 
see Section 3.3, Aquatic Resources for more detail).” 

Section 3.3 has also been edited to clarify that the cited work is 
preliminary or reconnaissance in nature, It was also noted in the 
text that the definitive laboratory studies that could verify that the 
indicated exposure route could result in the lesions observed have 
not yet been done. 

Text revised to read, " In the T1BSR, TOD2RN, and TCD2RN Yes 
scenarios (but not T4BSRN), Keno Dam is replaced by the 
historical natural Keno Reef, such that the Keno Reach is still 
partially impounded even though the reef’s elevation is two feet 
lower than the current full pool elevation of Keno 

Impoundment/Lake Ewauna (Tetra Tech 2009, Kirk et al. 2010)."  

Change made with slight revisions, "Continued impoundment of Yes 
water at the Four Facilities could result in long-term interception 
and retention of total nitrogen (TN) and total phosphorus (TP) in 
the Hydroelectric Reach on an annual basis but release of TP and, 
to a lesser degree, TN from reservoir sediments on a seasonal 
basis."  

The incorrect reference to seasonal release (export) of TN (as Yes 
ammonium) has been removed from the italicized issue statement 
and the analysis text. 

The sentence has been revised to read as follows: “In the Yes 
Hydroelectric Reach, the seasonal variability in dissolved oxygen 
concentrations in J.C. Boyle Reservoir is highly influenced by the 
high oxygen demand of water flowing downstream from the 
upstream Keno Impoundment.” Related sentences in 
Section 3.2.3.5 and Appendix C have also been revised, and 
citations from Raymond 2009 and 2010 have been added. A figure 
of dissolved oxygen profiles in J.C. Boyle Reservoir (from 
Raymond 2009) has been added to Appendix C to complement 
the dissolved oxygen profiles of Copco 1 and Iron Gate Reservoir 
already presented. 

Change has been made with minor revisions as follows: Yes 
“Continued impoundment of water at the Four Facilities could 
result in long-term seasonal decreases in dissolved oxygen 
concentrations in the Klamath River downstream of Iron Gate 
Dam, such that levels do not meet California North Coast Basin 
Plan water quality objectives and adversely affect beneficial uses. 
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Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

Under existing conditions, dissolved oxygen in the Klamath River 
exhibits seasonal low levels immediately downstream of Iron Gate 
Reservoir with frequent violations of the California water quality 
objective (expressed as percent saturation, see Table 3.2-5) 
during late summer/early fall (July–September) (see 
Section 3.2.3.5).” 

IT_LT_1230_098-26 Comment noted. While the available pH data and model results 
are challenging to interpret, they represent the best available 
information upon which to base the pH analysis. While this 
comment is focused on the pH analysis conducted for the No 
Action/No Project Alternative (p. 3.2-67), further clarifications 
made to the pH discussion for the Proposed Action (p. 3.2-115 to 
3.2-117 in the Draft EIS/EIR) are relevant to this comment. The 
referenced text has been revised. 

Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-27 Change has been made with minor revisions: “This would require 
decades to achieve and it is highly dependent on nutrient 
improvements in Upper Klamath Lake, Link River, and the Keno 
Impoundment (including Lake Ewauna)." 

Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-28 Accepted with minor revisions: “Under existing conditions, 
chlorophyll-a concentrations during summer through fall in the 
Klamath River downstream of Iron Gate Dam can be greater than 
those in the river directly upstream of Copco 1 Reservoir due to in 
reservoir algal blooms that are transported into the lower river (see 
Appendix C, Section C.4.1.4 and Figure C-28).” 

Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-29 Change has been made. Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-30 1) The page referenced in the comment includes three 
citations of Asarian and Kann (2006a). As suggested in 
the comment, these citations have been changed to “data 
from electronic appendices of Asarian and Kann 2006a”. 
The references are not deleted entirely because the data 
are available in more than one source. 

Yes 

2)  and 3) The paragraph has been deleted. Figure 3.2-2 has 
been moved forward in the text to align with the issue 
statement regarding the J.C. Boyle bypass and peaking 
reaches. 

IT_LT_1230_098-31 The following sentence has been added: “Further, the Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) model predictions generally agree 
with empirical data regarding J.C. Boyle Reservoir; with its shallow 
depth and short residence time, this reservoir does not retain high 
amounts of nutrients (PacifiCorp 2006) (see Appendix C for more 
detail) and its removal would not be expected to increase nutrient 
transport further downstream in the Hydroelectric Reach.” 

Yes 
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Comment Code 

IT_LT_1230_098-32 

IT_LT_1230_098-33 

IT_LT_1230_098-34 

IT_LT_1230_098-35 

IT_LT_1230_098-36 

IT_LT_1230_098-37 

IT_LT_1230_098-38 

IT_LT_1230_098-39 

IT_LT_1230_098-40 

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses 

Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

Change has been made. Additionally, the following sentence has Yes 
been added: “The magnitude of this potential over-prediction 
would be expected to increase with distance downstream (i.e., 
relatively lower over-prediction at Iron Gate Dam and the Upper 
Klamath Basin, but relatively higher over-prediction at sites in the 
lowest portion of the river such as Orleans), due to a longer 
distance of river within which denitrification and other nitrogen 
removal processes would operate.” 

Change has been made with slight revisions: TMDL model results Yes 
indicate that while resulting TP levels would meet the existing 
Hoopa Valley Tribe numeric water quality objective (0.035 mg/L 
TP) at the Hoopa reach (approximately RM 45 to 46) of the 
Klamath River, TN levels would continue to be in excess of the 
existing objective (0.2 mg/L TN) in some months (North Coast 
Regional Water Quality Control Board [NCRWQCB] 2010a). 
However, as noted previously, TN concentrations in the model 
may be over-predicted and therefore the Hoopa Valley Tribe 
objective may in fact be met. 

The premise of the comment seems generally fine, but the Yes 
explanation is hard to understand. Further the suggested use of 
“due to the removal of the reservoir” is vague and not tied to 
anything else in the analysis discussion. Since there was already a 
paragraph later in the section discussing uncertainty in the TMDL 
predictions with respect to periphyton growth, this text has been 
moved forward and the paragraph in questions has been revised. 

The referenced paragraph has been clarified. Yes 

Change has been made with minor revisions. Yes 

The pH analysis for the Upper Klamath Basin has been revised to Yes 
include additional detail regarding pH in the free-flowing reaches 
of the river that replace the reservoirs. 

The pH analysis for the Upper Klamath Basin has been revised to Yes 
include additional detail regarding pH in the free-flowing reaches 
of the river that replace the reservoirs. 

This sentence has been deleted because it is not consistent with Yes 
clarifications made to Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.4.3 regarding the 
lack of transport of large noxious algal blooms and high 
concentrations of microcystin from Upper Klamath Lake into the 
Hydroelectric Reach. 

We have reviewed Deas (2008) for discussion of nitrification Yes 
potential in the river reach between Keno Dam and J.C. Boyle 
Reservoir and revised the Draft EIS/EIR for the Proposed Action 
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Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

and Alternative 3 to discuss the idea that decommissioning the 
East and West Side Facilities could result in slight decreases in 
ammonia levels in the Keno Impoundment/Lake Ewauna.  With 
respect to dissolved oxygen, while concentrations could occur in 
the Link River due to the decommissioning, it may not translate 
into increased dissolved oxygen concentrations in the Keno 
Impoundment/Lake Ewauna itself since river turbulence would 
also break up algal cells and cause increased biological oxygen 
demand in the slow moving waters of the impoundment. This 
discussion has also been added to the Final EIS/EIR. 

IT_LT_1230_098-41 The statement has been corrected to reflect the analysis for the Yes 
Proposed Action, as follows:  slight summertime increases in pH 
and daily pH fluctuations would occur at the Oregon-California 
State line and upstream and downstream reaches that are 
currently riverine, and these increases would be less than 
significant.  In the free-flowing reaches of the Hydroelectric Reach 
that replace Copco 1 and Iron Gate Reservoirs the decrease in 
high summertime daily pH fluctuations would be beneficial.  The 
summertime increases in pH in Lower Klamath River from Iron 
Gate Dam to the confluence with the Scott River would be less 
than significant.  

IT_LT_1230_098-42 We have reviewed Deas (2008) for discussion of nitrification Yes 
potential in the river reach between Keno Dam and J.C. Boyle 
Reservoir and revised the Draft EIS/EIR for the Proposed Action 
and Alternative 3 to discuss the idea that decommissioning the 
East and West Side Facilities could result in slight decreases in 
ammonia levels in the Keno Impoundment/Lake Ewauna.  With 
respect to dissolved oxygen, while concentrations could occur in 
the Link River due to the decommissioning, it may not translate 
into increased dissolved oxygen concentrations in the Keno 
Impoundment/Lake Ewauna itself since river turbulence would 
also break up algal cells and cause increased biological oxygen 
demand in the slow moving waters of the impoundment. This 
discussion has also been added to the Final EIS/EIR. 

IT_LT_1230_098-43 To provide additional clarity, the text in this section has been Yes 
revised as follows.  “Under the Fish Passage at Four Dams 
Alternative, the overall higher flow releases would result in more 
reservoir water entering the Bypass Reach and correspondingly 
warmer water temperatures during summer and early fall, and 
cooler temperatures in late fall and winter.  These effects would be 
similar to those under the Proposed Action and would move this 
short reach away from support of core coldwater habitat during 
summer and early fall months; however, as with the Proposed 
Action, areas adjacent to the coldwater springs in the Bypass 
Reach would continue to serve as thermal refugia for aquatic 
species because the springs themselves would not be affected by 
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Comment Code 

IT_LT_1230_098-44 

IT_LT_1230_098-45 

IT_LT_1230_098-46 

IT_LT_1230_098-47 

IT_LT_1230_098-48 

IT_LT_1230_098-49 

IT_LT_1230_098-50 

IT_LT_1230_098-51 

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses 

Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

the Fish Passage at Four Dam Alternative.  Since J.C. Boyle 
Reservoir, with its large thermal mass, would remain in place, 
effects on diel temperature variation in the Bypass Reach under 
the Fish Passage at Four Dams Alternative would be similar to 
those described for the No Action/No Project Alternative (i.e., 
reduced diel temperature variation).” 

The sentence has been revised to be more consistent with the Yes 
analysis presented in the Proposed Action: “Similar to the 
Proposed Action, maximum water temperatures in the Peaking 
Reach would be slightly cooler and temperatures would be less 
artificially variable, also due to higher overall flows and the lower 
frequency of peaking operations at the J.C. Boyle Powerhouse.” 

The following sentence has been deleted because it is not 
supported by the analyses presented under the No Action/No 
Project Alternative or the Proposed Action: “Further downstream, 
at the Oregon-California State line, water temperatures would 
likely be similar to those under the No Action/No Project 
Alternative since large temperature effects of the peaking 
operations do not extend this far downstream.” 

The sentence has been removed. Yes 

Change made with minor revisions. Yes 

The section has been revised to more accurately reflect projected Yes 
water temperature alterations downstream of J.C. Boyle in the 
bypass and peaking reaches under the alternatives, based on this 
and other comments on the Draft EIS/EIR. 

Revised statement to be consistent with analysis for the Proposed Yes 
Action, as follows: “Slight decreases in long-term maximum 
summer/fall water temperatures and less daily fluctuation in the 
J.C. Boyle peaking reach would be beneficial.” 

Sentence has been deleted. Yes 

Comment noted. The effects are analyzed separately since both No 
processes occur in relation to the reservoirs and appropriate (but 
different) significance calls are presented for each effect.  No 
change to text is needed. 

The incorrect reference to seasonal release (export) of TN has Yes 
been removed from the italicized issue statement and the analysis 
text. 
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Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR 

Comment Code Comment Response 

IT_LT_1230_098-52 The summary statement has been revised to include potential 
effects on DO at specific locations. 

IT_LT_1230_098-53 The Draft EIS/EIR is structured such that each analysis section 
begins with an italicized issue statement. The sentences in 
question have been revised as follows: “Continued impoundment 
of water at the Four Facilities could result in the continued release 
of seasonally low dissolved oxygen concentrations from Iron Gate 
Reservoir into the Klamath River, such that levels immediately 
downstream of the dam do not meet California North Coast Basin 
Plan water quality objectives and adversely affect beneficial uses. 
Under existing conditions, dissolved oxygen in the Klamath River 
exhibits seasonal low levels immediately downstream of Iron Gate 
Reservoir with frequent violations of the California water quality 
objective (expressed as percent saturation, see Table 3.2-5) 
during late summer/early fall (July–September) (see Section 
3.2.3.5).” 

IT_LT_1230_098-54 Row has been deleted from table. 

IT_LT_1230_098-55 Change has been made in Table 3.2-14 and in Sections 
3.2.4.3.2.6, 3.2.4.3.3, and 3.2.4.3.5.6. for consistency. 

IT_LT_1230_098-56 Change has been made in Table 3.2-14 and in Sections 
3.2.4.3.2.6, 3.2.4.3.3, and 3.2.4.3.5.6. for consistency. 

IT_LT_1230_098-57 The analysis of decommissioning of the East and West Side 
Facilities has been revised based on available information. 

IT_LT_1230_098-58 Change has been made. 

IT_LT_1230_098-59 The Vanderkooi et al. (2010) fact sheet has been reviewed and is 
a citable reference under U.S. Geological Survey guidelines.  
However, we agree that the findings are not conclusive at this 
point in time.  Based on the results of this study, additional 
research has begun to confirm the relationship between the algal 
toxin and the lesions that have been observed. Therefore, we 
have changed the text in Section 3.3.3 of the EIS to read as 
follows: 

“In Upper Klamath Lake, a reconnaissance study was conducted 
to evaluate the presence, concentration, and dynamics of 
microcystin exposure by Lost River sucker ('HOWLVWHV�OX[DWXV) and 
shortnose sucker (&KDVPLVWHV�EUHYLURVWULV). The U.S. Geological 
Survey (USGS) collected water samples at multiple lake sites from 
July to October 2007 and June through September 2008 and 
found evidence of gastro-intestinal lesions in juvenile suckers 
sampled from around the lake, although organ damage also was 
absent from many fish, and most of the affected fish were 

Change in 
EIS/EIR 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
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Comment Code 

IT_LT_1230_098-60 

IT_LT_1230_098-61 

IT_LT_1230_098-62 

IT_LT_1230_098-63 

IT_LT_1230_098-64 

IT_LT_1230_098-65 

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses 

Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

collected in the northern portion of the lake. The pathology of the 
lesions was consistent with exposure to microcystin, and evidence 
of a route of exposure was suggested by gut analysis showing that 
juvenile suckers had ingested chironomid larvae, which had in turn 
ingested $��IORV�DTXDH�and colonies of 0��DHUXJLQRVD. The lesions 
were observed when liver necrosis was either present or absent 
suggesting that the gastro-intestinal tract was the first point of 
toxin contact. The authors hypothesized that the lesions were 
caused by algal toxins, and that the route of exposure to toxins 
was an oral route through the food chain, rather than exposure to 
dissolved toxins at the gills (VanderKooi et al. 2010). However, 
there were other possible explanations for the lesions, including 
the potential for an undetected viral infection. Conclusive 
pathology experiments demonstrating that exposure of juvenile 
suckers to algal toxins via the described oral routes can cause the 
types of lesions observed have not yet been done. The 
pathologies and evidence therefore are consistent with the 
hypothesis of exposure to algal toxins but do not constitute proof 
of a causal mechanism. Additional work to describe the observed 
pathologies is ongoing.” 

The October 2010 data reported in Kann et al. (2011) has been Yes 
included as part of expanded text in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.3.3.3 
to further describe existing conditions regarding bioaccumulation 
of microcystin in fish and mussel tissue in the Klamath Basin. 

Change has been made. Yes 

Added reference on p.3.4-6, in the Upper Klamath Basin Yes 
Phytoplankton section. 

The comment reference is VanderKooi et al. 2010; and it was Yes 
added to references list. 

Sentence changed to: Yes 

The WHO guidelines for exposure to microcystin were exceeded 
in 2007–2008 in Upper Klamath Lake (VanderKooi et al. 2010).  
More frequent exceedance of algal toxin guidelines have occurred 
since 2007 in the middle and lower Klamath River (Chorus and 
Bartram 1999; Fetcho 2006, 2007, 2008; Kann 2008; Kann and 
Corum 2009), resulting in the Klamath River from Copco 1 
Reservoir (RM 203.1) to Iron Gate Dam (RM 190.1) being listed as 
impaired for toxicity due to the presence of microcystin in the 
reservoirs (Section 3.2.2.3). 

The Raymond (2009) document cited in the Draft EIS/EIR entitled Yes 
“Results of Cyanobacteria and Microcystin Monitoring in the 
Vicinity of the Klamath Hydroelectric Project: June 8, 2009” states 
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Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

the following (see p. 2 and 3): “$QDEDHQD�IORV�DTXDH�was present 
at all sites sampled. At the concentrations present, $QDEDHQD�VSS� 
could present a low to moderate risk of adverse health effects to 
individuals engaging in water contact recreation. The abundance 
of $QDEDHQD�IORV�DTXDH at Mallard Cove in Copco reservoir and at 
the Jay Williams campground in Iron Gate reservoir exceeds the 
California health advisory guidelines.”  However, the quotes 
referenced in the comment appear in Raymond (2009) 
“Phytoplankton Species and Abundance Observed During 2008 in 
the Vicinity of the Klamath Hydroelectric Project.”, which was not 
referenced in the Draft EIS/EIR.  Since the latter Raymond (2009) 
is a synthesis of all 2008 results, it serves as a better overall 
source of information on $QDEDHQD�VSS� occurrence in the Project 
reservoirs during 2008.  That said, the sentence referred to in the 
comment has been deleted because it was out of place in this 
section – the detailed discussion of algal blooms in the Project 
reservoirs is presented in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.3.1. 
Reference to the broader 2008 synthesis by Raymond (2009) has 
been added to Final EIS/EIR Section 3.4.3.4.1. 

In addition, a citation for Asarian and Kann (2011) has been added 
to the Final EIS/EIR. The reference to Mackie (2005) has been 
added to Final EIS/EIR Section 3.4.3.1. 

IT_LT_1230_098-66 Change made. Sentence now reads: Yes 

The factors influencing periphyton abundance and community 
composition are complex and include a biotic factors such as 
nutrients, substrate, flow velocity, shading, light availability, and 
water temperature (Biggs 2000), as well as ecological factors such 
as macro invertebrate grazing that interact with a biotic factors 
(Power et al. 2008). 

IT_LT_1230_098-67 A citation for Asarian and Kann (2011) has been added to the 
Final EIS/EIR. 

Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-68 This paragraph has been revised to indicate that $SKDQL]RPHQRQ� 
IORV�DTXDH and 0LFURF\VWLV�DHUXJLQRVD are the dominant blue-
green algal species found in the reservoirs.  A citation for Asarian 
and Kann (2011) has been added to the Final EIS/EIR. 

Yes 

Sentence now reads: 

Large algae blooms occur again in the reservoirs in mid-summer 
to fall months, dominated by $SKDQL]RPHQRQ�IORV�DTXDH and 
0LFURF\VWLV�DHUXJLQRVD (Asarian and Kann 2011; Kann 2006; 
FERC 2007; Raymond 2008, 2009, 2010).  

IT_LT_1230_098-69 Change has been made. Yes 
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Comment Code 

IT_LT_1230_098-70 

IT_LT_1230_098-71 

IT_LT_1230_098-72 

IT_LT_1230_098-73 

IT_LT_1230_098-74 

IT_LT_1230_098-75 

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses 

Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

The following sentences have been deleted from Draft EIS/EIR, Yes 
p.3.4-12: “Increases in nutrient availability under climate change 
may also cause a shift in periphyton community composition from 
that dominated by nitrogen-fixing periphyton species to that 
dominated by non-nitrogen fixers.  It remains uncertain whether 
this change in community composition would result in a change in 
periphyton biomass.” 

The two sentences have been deleted. Yes 

Change has been made. Yes 

Suggested changes accepted with minor edits. Yes 

Sentence now reads: 

In addition, N-fixing species currently dominate the periphyton 
communities in the lower reaches of the Klamath River where 
inorganic nitrogen concentrations are low (Asarian et al. 2010).  
Since these species can fix their own nitrogen from the 
atmosphere, increases in TN due to dam removal may alter the 
composition of the periphyton community but it may not 
significantly increase algal biomass in these reaches because it 
will be accompanied by only relatively minor increases in TP.  In 
addition, overall TN and TP increases could be less than those 
predicted by existing models due to implementation of TMDL and 
general nutrient reductions in the Klamath Basin. 

The statement “However, since the long-term increase in nutrients Yes 
in the Klamath Estuary would be a less-than-significant impact due 
to the implementation of TMDL and KBRA (see Section 3.2.4.3.2.3 
Nutrients – Lower Klamath Basin), it is likely that increases in 
periphyton growth would also be less than significant” is not 
consistent with the analysis conducted in Section 3.2.4.3.2.3. This 
sentence has been revised to be consistent with the water quality 
analysis, as follows:  “However, the long-term increase in nutrients 
in the Klamath Estuary would be relatively small due to the effects 
of tributary dilution and nutrient retention in the 190 miles between 
Iron Gate Dam and the Estuary (Asarian et al. 2010).  In addition, 
N-fixing species dominate the periphyton communities in the lower 
reaches of the Klamath River where inorganic nitrogen 
concentrations are low and these species can fix their own 
nitrogen from the atmosphere (Asarian et al. 2010).  Thus, 
increases in TN due to dam removal are not likely to significantly 
increase periphyton growth in the Klamath Estuary (see also 
Section 3.2.4.3.2.3 Nutrients – Lower Klamath Basin).” 

Change has been made. Yes 
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Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

IT_LT_1230_098-76 Change has been made. Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-77 The referenced sentence has been deleted because it focuses on Yes 
concentrations downstream of the Hydroelectric Reach, which is 
covered in Appendix C, Section C.6.2.  The text has been revised 
as follows:  “Microcystin measured during May–December 2009 
exhibited extremely high concentrations (1,000–73,000 
micrograms per liter (μg/L)) during algal blooms occurring in July, 
August, and September in Copco 1 Reservoir in Mallard Cove and 
Copco Cove, and in Iron Gate Reservoir at Jay Williams 
(Watercourse Engineering 2011).” 

IT_LT_1230_098-78 The text on p. C-58 is not intended to minimize the downstream Yes 
river exceedances of guidelines for M. aeruginosa and microcystin 
toxin, but it is important to note, especially in the context that the 
river is seeded by large blooms from the reservoirs.  Text in 
Appendix C, Section C.6.2 and Section 3.4.3.5.1 discuss the 
importance of the river exceedances. 

The following additional text has been added to p. C-58: “Results 
from 2010 agree with the 2005–2008 data (Kann and Bowater 
2012).   Concentrations of microcystin toxin in Iron Gate and 
Copco 1 Reservoirs are typically 1 to 3 orders of magnitude 
greater relative to the lower Klamath River (Raymond 2008, Kann 
et al. 2010, Kann and Bowman 2012). Overall, the available data 
indicate that while river exceedances do occur, they are far less in 
number than exceedances in Copco 1 and Iron Gate Reservoirs 
(Figure C-32; see also Raymond 2008, Kann et al. 2010, Kann 
and Bowman 2012).” 

IT_LT_1230_098-79 The referenced text in Appendix C, Section C.6.2.2.indicates the Yes 
correct information from Watercourse Engineering Inc. (2011): 
“During 2009, mean microcystin concentrations from Orleans (RM 
57) to Klamath River at Klamath (RM 6.0) were less than 1 μg/L, 
or well below the California State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB)/Office of Environmental Health and Hazard Assessment 
(OEHHA) public health threshold of 8 μg/L (Watercourse 
Engineering, Inc. 2011).  Individual microcystin measurements 
generally remained less than 1 μg/L as well, with the exception of 
a sample collected in late-September at Orleans (RM 59.1) for 
which the concentration was just over 6 μg/L (Watercourse 
Engineering, Inc. 2011).” No change to this text is needed. 

However, to clarify that there have been individual exceedances 
following text has been added to Appendix C, Section C.6.2.1 
“During 2009, mean microcystin concentrations immediately 
downstream of Iron Gate Dam (RM 189.7) were 2 ug/L, with mean 
values decreasing to less than 1 ug/L at sites further downstream 
to approximately Orleans (RM 57) (Watercourse Engineering, Inc. 
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Comment Code 

IT_LT_1230_098-80 

IT_LT_1230_098-81 

IT_LT_1230_098-82 

IT_LT_1230_098-83 

IT_LT_1230_098-84 

IT_LT_1230_098-85 

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses 

Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

2011).  However, two measurements exceeded 8 ug/L at stations
 
located at RM 156 and 128.5 (Watercourse Engineering, Inc.
 
2011).”
 

Change has been made. Yes
 

To reduce confusion, the legends and captions of these figures Yes
 
have been changed to indicate that they are representing dry,
 
average, and wet conditions rather than dry, average, and wet 

years.
 

As discussed in the referenced Hydrology Report (Reclamation No
 
2012d), the Proposed Action flows are based on the KBRA and 

include Appendix E-5 stipulations. While the Hydrology Report
 
does not contain all data, it contains multiple summaries of the 

data in different formats in the document’s appendices.  Appendix
 
F includes exceedence flows that can be compared to other
 
conditions.  Daily flow results at each modeled node are extremely
 
lengthy to include in the document, but are available on request.
 

The Lead Agencies are uncertain of how a change in management No
 
regime could affect future minimum flows; therefore, this change 

was not made in the document.
 

The EIR has been revised to include a more detailed discussion of Yes
 
eulachon, and includes citations of both references.
 

The EIS/EIR has been revised to reflect information as follows: Yes
 
“The Southern Green Sturgeon DPS is listed as threatened under
 
the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) (National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Association [NOAA Fisheries Service] 2006). 

Juvenile and adult Southern Green Sturgeon enter many estuaries
 
along the West Coast during the summer months to forage, but 

their use of the Klamath River estuary has not been documented. 

No sturgeon tagged by the Yurok Tribe within the Klamath River
 
have ever been detected in the range of Southern Green Sturgeon 

Distinct Population Segment (DPS) (primarily San Francisco Bay)
 
despite the presence of numerous receivers that would have 

detected Klamath River tagged fish if they had ventured there. No 

Southern Green Sturgeon tagged in the Sacramento/San Joaquin 

and/or San Francisco Bay region have ever been detected in the 

Klamath River. Southern Green Sturgeon have been detected
 
immediately offshore of the Klamath River, but have not been 

detected in the Klamath River estuary or mainstem despite the
 
presence of functioning acoustic receivers in the Klamath River
 
estuary. Overall, it appears unlikely that sturgeon from the 

Southern Green Sturgeon DPS currently occur within the Klamath 

River.” 
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Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

IT_LT_1230_098-86 As described in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.1 (P. 3.3-47 and 
3.3-48), the effects to aquatic organisms due to the increase in 
suspended sediment concentrations were computed as suggested 
by the comment author: For each simulation year in the period of 
record, the duration of suspended sediment concentrations over a 
given threshold was calculated. From those durations, we then 
calculated a 50% and 10% exceedance for the time spent over 
that threshold.   Although the EIR/EIR is clear on this point, 
additional explanation has been added. 

No 

We did not compute the exceedances by using the concentrations 
for a particular day from all the simulations. We agree that this 
would have been an improper application of exceedance 
percentages. 

We did not analyze a best case scenario because it did not seem 
to be relevant to the analysis of potential impacts to sensitive 
species. 

IT_LT_1230_098-87 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of the 
Record. 

Yes 

Additional text has been added to Section 3.3, Aquatics 
Resources, describing the phase shift and its anticipated affect on 
salmon development. 

IT_LT_1230_098-88 Alternative 1, Key Ecological Attributes, Fish Disease and 
Parasites Section (Section 3.3.4.3.1.1.5 of the Final EIS/EIR) has 
been revised as follows: Salmon would continue to concentrate 

Yes 

downstream of Iron Gate Dam, where the polychaete hosts are 
abundant, facilitating the cross infection between the fish and the 
polychaetes. Based on this scenario, mortality associated with C. 
shasta and P. minibicornis would be expected to worsen or remain 
similar to existing conditions. 

IT_LT_1230_098-89 The EIS/EIR acknowledges that Chinook salmon populations have 
experienced severe declines from historic levels.  Anadromous fish 
in the Klamath Basin are nearly all in decline (Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 3.3.3.1, Table 3.3-1, p. 3.3-4). 

No 

No change from existing conditions means that a fish population 
would likely continue to decline if its current condition is one of 
decline. Under the No Action/No Project Alternative, Essential Fish 
Habitat (EFH) for Chinook and coho salmon would be expected to 
remain similar to its current condition. Access to habitat would be 
limited to current levels; water quality would improve through TMDL 
implementation, but would be offset by warming expected as a 
result of climate change. The amount of suitable habitat in currently 
accessible tributaries would likely be reduced by climate change. 
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Comment Code 

IT_LT_1230_098-90 

IT_LT_1230_098-91 

IT_LT_1230_098-92 

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses 

Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

Conditions under the No Action/No Project Alternative would 
continue to contribute to elevated concentrations of disease 
parasites and would provide the conditions required for the cross 
infection of fish and polychaetes. These interacting factors could 
decrease the viability of Chinook and coho salmon populations in 
the future. The effects of the No Action alternative on Spring and 
Fall Chinook Salmon were described in detail in EIS/EIR 
Section 3.3.4.3, p. 3.3-61 to 3.3-64. 

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

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

Master Response AQU-30 BRT Current Status of Chinook 
Fisheries. 

Additional text has been added to Section 3.3.3 of the EIS/EIR 
summarizing the findings of Williams et al. 2011. 

Section 3.3 Aquatic Resources has been revised consistent with Yes 
the request by the comment author. 

As described in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.1 (p. 3.3-47 and No 
3.3-48), the EIS/EIR does not analyze a best case scenario 
because it did not seem to be relevant to the analysis of potential 
impacts to sensitive species.  Methods for the analysis are 
summarized in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.1 (p. 3.3-47 and 
3.3-48), and in full detail in the attached technical Appendix E. 

As described in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.1 (p. 3.3-47 and 
3.3-48), the effects to aquatic organisms due to the increase in 
suspended sediment concentrations were computed as suggested 
by the comment author : For each simulation year in the period of 
record, the duration of suspended sediment concentrations over a 
given threshold was calculated. From those durations, we then 
calculated a 50% and 10% exceedance for the time spent over 
that threshold.   Although the EIR/EIR is clear on this point, 
additional explanation has been added. We did not compute the 
exceedances by using the concentrations for a particular day from 
all the simulations. We agree that this would have been an 
improper application of exceedance percentages. 

Methods for the analysis are summarized in the Draft EIS/EIR No 
Section 3.3.4.1 (p. 3.3-47 and 3.3-48), and in full detail in the 
attached technical Appendix E. 

As described in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.1 (p. 3.3-47 and 
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Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

3.3-48), the effects to aquatic organisms due to the increase in 
suspended sediment concentrations were computed as suggested 
by the comment author: For each simulation year in the period of 
record, the duration of suspended sediment concentrations over a 
given threshold was calculated. From those durations, we then 
calculated a 50% and 10% exceedance for the time spent over 
that threshold. Although the EIR/EIR is clear on this point, 
additional explanation has been added. We did not compute the 
exceedances by using the concentrations for a particular day from 
all the simulations. We agree that this would have been an 
improper application of exceedance percentages. 

IT_LT_1230_098-93 An impact statement has been added under the No Action/No 
Project Alternative to analyze flood risk associated with dam 
failure.  The analysis finds that the risk may or may not increase 
as the facilities age (maintenance may improve facilities), but 
PacifiCorp’s inspection procedures (described on p. 3.6-19) would 
reduce the likelihood of dam failure.  These impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Yes 

P. 3.6-32 discusses the Proposed Action’s reduced flood risk 
associated with dam failure. 

IT_LT_1230_098-94 Within the Klamath River system, steelhead trout are resistant to 
C. Shasta, a disease causing pathogen that adversely affects 
juvenile Chinook salmon (Administrative Law Judge, Finding of 
Fact 2B-18, p 22 of 87). 

No 

IT_LT_1230_098-95 Suggested edit was incorporated into EIS/EIR with the alteration 
of…”2002 fish kill of juvenile and adult’’ to ’…2002 fish kill of 
primarily adult.’’ text was checked for other uses- but none were 
found. 

Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-96 The EIS/EIS has been revised to address the comment. Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-97 Suggested edits have been added to the Section 3.3. Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-98 The Final EIS/EIR was revised to read “Based on this scenario, 
mortality associated with C. shasta and P. minibicornis would be 
expected to worsen or remain similar to existing conditions.” 

Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-99 The proposed edit has been made in the EIS/EIR Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-100 EIS/EIS has been revised to consider continued disease mortality 
of juvenile spring Chinook salmon under No Action/No Project 
Alternative. 

Yes 
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Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

IT_LT_1230_098-101 Agree with comment, and EIS/EIR has been revised to reflect the 
additional factor of, “increased planktonic food sources from 
project reservoirs.” 

Yes 

The sentence now reads, “The main factors contributing to 
parasitic fish disease in the Klamath River include habitat (pools, 
eddies, and sediment); microhabitat characteristics (stable flows 
and low velocities); host proximity to spawning areas; increased 
planktonic food sources from Project reservoirs; and water 
temperatures greater than 15°C (Bartholomew and Foott 2010).” 

The following was also added, “The removal of the Four Facilities 
would be likely to reduce habitat quality for the polychaete host by 
reducing reservoir habitat, reducing planktonic food sources, and 
restoring seasonal flow patterns and sediment dynamics that 
reduce the stability of the host’s favored habitats.” 

Master Response WQ 6 Periphyton Growth and Fish Disease. 

IT_LT_1230_098-102 The cost estimates for dam removal reflect reasonable No 
assumptions for contingencies and for escalation rates based on 
similar projects for which Reclamation has experience, and on 
economic conditions, but include allowances for uncertainties 
associated with these estimates. A Monte Carlo analysis has 
been performed and the sensitivities of all assumptions have been 
identified.  The allowance for mitigation measures is based on 
preliminary estimates prepared for the individual mitigation 
measures identified in the Draft EIS/EIR.  A range of total 
construction costs based on the Monte Carlo analysis has been 
prepared to help portray these uncertainties. 

IT_LT_1230_098-103 The Lead Agencies considered these comments as they relate to 
the Detailed Plan. 

No 

IT_LT_1230_098-104 The Draft EIS/EIR includes analysis of the No Action/No Project 
Alternative in great detail. This information is contained in the 
“Effects Determinations” sections of each resource area.  A 

No 

summary related to the issues raised in the comment includes: 
x Water quality impacts are analyzed on p. 3.2-47 through 

3.2-76.  The No Action/No Project Alternative would not 
have the adverse impacts described in the comment 
because other actions would continue to move forward. 

x 

The TMDLs would continue, resulting in water quality 
improvements.  The No Action/No Project Alternative 
would result in impacts that would be generally less than 
significant or beneficial compared to existing conditions. 
Aquatic resource impacts are analyzed on p. 3.3-53 
through 3.3-75.  Generally, implementation of the TMDLs 
would improve temperatures and other restoration 
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

activities would improve conditions for some fish in the 
basin.  Other fish would experience no change. 

x Climate change impacts to hydrology were inconclusive 
(see “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. Available on 
www.klamathrestoration.gov.) 

x For cultural resources, traditional use areas, and 
Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs), the adverse 
impacts have already occurred.  These impacts would 
continue, but they would result in no change from existing 
conditions (see p. 3.13-28). 

x Similarly, impacts to Tribal Trust Resources and tribal 
members have already occurred.  These impacts would 
continue under the No Action/No Project alternative but 
they would not change from existing conditions (see 
p. 3.12-25). 

x Continued adverse economic conditions from the Yurok 
Tribe’s fishery are described on p. 3.15-47.  These 
conditions are already adverse and the No Action/No 
Project would represent no change from existing 
conditions. 

x Environmental Justice effects are described on p. 3.16-24 
to 3.16-25.  The tribes remain disproportionately affected. 

IT_LT_1230_098-105 Master Response N/CP-5 Use of "Would" and "Could." No 

IT_LT_1230_098-106 The No Action/No Project Alternative includes the following No 
multiple reasonably foreseeable actions associated with water 
quality during the period of analysis (Public Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 3.2.4.1 (p. 3.2-35): 

• Ongoing restoration activities in the Klamath Basin (see 
Section 2.4.2). 
• Implementation of TMDLs for Oregon and California (see 
Section 3.2.2.4) 
• NOAA Fisheries Service 2010 Biological Opinion mandatory 
flows (see Section 2.3.1). 
• CDFG Code Section 5937 instream flow mandate for tributaries 
to the mainstem Klamath River 
• Climate change (see Section 3.10.3.1). 

Therefore, under the No Action/No Project Alternative, elements of 
ongoing restoration projects, TMDLs, and programs mandating 
stream flows that would affect future water quality are identified for 
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Comment Code 

IT_LT_1230_098-107 

IT_LT_1230_098-108 

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses 

Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

a specific reach and/or water quality parameter and included as
 
part of the analysis narrative in a qualitative or, if possible, a 

quantitative manner.” Further TMDL implementation is discussed 

throughout the No Action/No Project Alternative analysis. 


Master Response WQ-4 C, D Hydroelectric Project Impacts to 

Water Quality & Anticipated KHSA/KBRA Improvements.
 
The impact of the dams and other past actions over time is No
 
generally captured in the description of the baseline condition 

(Draft EIS/EIR p. ES-41) and the descriptions of the No Action / 

No Project Alternative that appear throughout the document. 


The purpose of the NEPA and CEQA environmental review
 
process is to disclose to decision makers and the public the 

significant environmental effects of a Proposed Action or project 

(40 CFR Section 1502.1). While NEPA requires a discussion of
 
the potential impacts of the Proposed Action to the subject 

species, neither NEPA nor CEQA require an analysis of the point
 
at which specific species or genetic populations become extinct or
 
eligible for listing as T & E species under the No Action
 
Alternative. Therefore, it is beyond the scope of this EIS/EIR to 

complete the analysis requested.
 

Master Response AQU-33 ESA Compliance.
 

Master Response AQU-30 BRT Current Status of Chinook
 
fisheries.
 

P. 3.10-18 and 3.10-19 of the Draft EIS/EIR discuss the effects of No 
climate change on the No Action/No Project Alternative. As 
discussed in this section, “[t]he baseline temperatures on the 
mainstem of the Klamath River are stressful for fish, and fish rely 
on small areas of refugia (typically near tributary inflow. Therefore 
climate change is likely to reduce or possibly eliminate these 
refugia, making the temperature in the mainstem of the river 
unsuitable for fish rearing and movement during critical times of 
the year.” The section continues to state that “free-flowing rivers, 
in general, respond better to changes in climate conditions due to 
the ability to adjust to and absorb disturbances through flow 
adjustments that buffer against impacts.” 

Section 3.10.3 of the Draft EIS/EIR provides a summary of 
projected changes in climate change in the Pacific Northwest and 
the Klamath Basin, including increased temperature, increased 
number of extreme heat days, annual precipitation, changes to 
seasonal precipitation, increase in heavy precipitation, reduced 
snowpack, groundwater hydrology, vegetation changes, and 
annual stream flow effects. While this discussion is related to 
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Final EIS/EIR 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

existing conditions, it is expected that these types of changes 
could continue in the future under the No Action/No Project 
Alternative. 

IT_LT_1230_098-109 Although a standalone Vulnerability Assessment was not 
conducted to assess climate change-related impacts, the Draft 
EIS/EIR includes an analysis of the effects of climate change on 
each of the alternatives (see p. 3.10-18, 3.10-21, 3.10-33, 3.10-36, 
and 3.10-40). These sections present summaries of larger reports 
and studies, they disclose the expected effects that could occur 
from climate change, as well as the way in which each alternative 
would affect climate change. The importance of a free-flowing river 
that contains refugia throughout the basin is discussed. 

No 

IT_LT_1230_098-110 Master Response TTA-2 Clarification of the Tribal Trust No Action. Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-111 Master Response TTA-2 Clarification of the Tribal Trust No Action. Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-112 Master Response TTA-5 Presentation of Effects. No 

IT_LT_1230_098-113 Consultations were initiated on October 19, 2010, with the Yurok 
Tribe and are continuing throughout the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) process.  Information provided by the Yurok 
THPO was incorporated into Section 3.13, Cultural and Historic 
Resources, of the EIS/EIR. Concurrence with consulting parties is 
not required when an agency elects to use the NEPA process and 
documentation to meet its compliance with Section 106 of the 
NHPA.  See 36 C.F.R. § 800.8(c)(2).  The U.S. Department of 
Interior (DOI) is utilizing the integration process permitted under 36 
C.F.R. § 800.8(c), and has meet the criteria required by the 
regulations.  

Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-114 The Lead Agencies acknowledge that Yurok TCPs may be 
adversely affected under the No Action Alternative. However 
under this alternative, compliance with Section 106 of NHPA 
would apply to Federal actions not related to removal of the dams 
or the proposed affirmative alternatives. 

Yes 

T_LT_1230_098-115 The Lead Agencies acknowledge these techniques should be 
explored and considered in the NHPA process, should there be an 
Affirmative Determination. Capping was added to Section 3.13, 
Cultural and Historic Resources, as a protective measure. 
Mitigation Measures in Section 3.13 identify additional NHPA 
consultations and cultural resources management plans for the 
affirmative alternatives. 

Yes 

IT_LT_1230_098-116 In Section 3.13, Cultural and Historic Resources, of the Draft 
EIS/EIR, Cultural Landscapes and Traditional Cultural Properties 
are specifically defined and the “riverscape” is discussed. 

Yes 
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Comment Code 

IT_LT_1230_098-117 

IT_LT_1230_098-118 

IT_LT_1230_098-119 

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses 

Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

Information obtained from the Yurok Tribal Historical Preservation 
Officers (THPO) regarding important cultural resources was added 
to Section 3.13.  Mitigation measures address different cultural 
resources types, including Mitigation Measure CHR-2 for cultural 
resources, Mitigation Measure CHR-3 for TCPs and cultural 
landscapes, and Mitigation Measure CHR-4 for human remains. 
DOI consulted with Yurok’s THPO under NHPA Section 106 to 
identify sites of religious and cultural significance to the Yurok 
Tribe and to identify concerns regarding effects and potential 
resolutions to any adverse effects to those sites. 

Section 3.15.4.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR indicates that fishery No 
conditions faced by Indian Tribes in the Klamath Basin would 
remain at current levels under the No-Action/No Project 
Alternative.  Abundance levels of some Klamath Basin Chinook 
populations are low, particularly relative to historical levels, but 
have shown little change in recent decades and are currently not 
at major risk of extinction. 

Master Response AQU-30 BRT Current Status of Chinook 
Fisheries. 

The tribal effects described in Section 3.15 (Socioeconomics) are No 
narrowly focused on fishing and related practices. Sections 3.12 
(Tribal Trust) and 3.13 (Cultural and Historic Resources) provide 
more comprehensive consideration of tribal effects as they relate 
to aquatic resources (not just fish), tribal trust obligations, and 
effects of the No Action and Action alternatives on the rivers cape, 
cultural resources, and cultural and social practices. Section 3.16 
(Environmental Justice) addresses the issue of disproportionate 
effects. 

In the Environmental Consequences sections of Chapter 3 for No 
each resource category, each discrete component of analysis 
includes three distinct parts: an italicized statement which provides 
the focus of the analysis, the analysis, and then a concluding 
statement that describes findings and may indicate whether the 
identified impacts are considered significant.  The introduction and 
conclusion statements are paired.  For example the section of 
interest of the comment author includes an introduction statement 
“Continued impoundment of water at the reservoir and decline in 
fisheries could disproportionately affect tribal people” and a 
concluding statement “Therefore, in the long term, tribes in the 
area of analysis would continue to be disproportionately affected, 
and their situation would remain an environmental concern under 
this alternative.” 

The statement on p. 3.16-25 quoted by the comment author 
includes the word ‘could’ because this italicized introductory 
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sentence sets the bounds for the detailed analysis of the No 
Action/No Project Alternative on the tribal people. The paired 
statement to this introductory statement uses ‘would‘ to definitively 
describe the conclusions drawn in that analysis. 
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Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses 

IT_WI_1114_081 

From: torina.case@klamathtribes.com[SMTP:TORINA.CASE@KLAMATHTRIBES.COM] 
Sent: Monday, November 14, 2011 12:43:38 PM 
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com 
Subject: Web Inquiry: comments 
Auto forwarded by a Rule 

Name: Torina Case 
Organization: Klamath Tribes 

Subject: comments 

Body: i just want to express my opinion of why the Klamath Basin Agreement needs 
to be adopted.  I have lived in this basin all of my life.  Grew up in Sprague 
River and now live along the Sprague River closer to Chiloquin.  I used to swim 
in the Sprague River as a child and as i got older i began to notice the River 
was not as clean as it was when i was younger, I quit swimming in it and my kids 
don't get to swim in it either.  I want everyone in the basin to have clean water 
to use, drink and swim in.  this agreement allows for not only the return of 
Salmon to the Klamath Basin it also allows for clean water projects to begin from 
the top of the basin to where the dams are.  unhealthy water makes for unhealthy 
people. Some people just don't realize the need for these projects to occur.  
This agreement does all of that and more. 
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