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Subject: "The Score = Fish 1 - American People 0!" Dam Removal on the Klamath River

An open comment to:

The Bureau of Reclamation, Sacremento, CA
California Dept. of Fish and Game, Eureka, CA
Governor Jerry Brown, California, Sacremento
Senator Diane Fienstein, California, Washington DC
Senator Barbara Boxer, California, Washington DC
Governor John Kitzhaver, Oregon, Washington DC
Senator Ron Wyden, Oregon, Washington DC
Senator Jeff Merkley, Oregon, Washington DC
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Comment 1a - Disapproves of Dam Removal |

—
Radical environmental groups and the Indian tribes (who have been trying to get even
with White man for 150 years) have managed to get the federal government to agree
to demolish four perfectly good dams in the Klamath River Oregon-California
basin, while farmers, electric companies and down-river property owners are
forced to eat crow.

This myopic mentality that has adopted the premise that fish are God, has
resulted in dams being demolished in many states and farmers going without
water for their crops (that's the food you eat), urban and rural populations threatened
with blackouts and brownouts from low electricity reserves and down-stream
property owners once again, being flooded by high water. Highly productive
fields in several California valleys have been denied water for the God of Fish
and the soil goes fallow, jobs and family income evaporate, farmers go on
welfare and taxes for government go away.

Comment 1b - Disapproves of Dam Removal

But that is not all that happens when government destroys dams! Dams
provide four major resources that once removed, can never be restored.
Dams provide water for irrigation, electricity for our homes and businesses
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/ Comment 1 b cont.

and flood control down stream. They also provide an entire eco-system that
builds up around the impounded water. The cost to build those dams years
ago, have been amortized many times over from those vital resources and
except for maintenance, are essentially free. Whole communities and
businesses have grown up around those resources and depend on them for
their lives and their livelihoods.

In the name of the God of Fish and fully sanctioned by the government that

is lobbied incessantly by powerful, heavily-financed environmental groups,
national and international non-governmental organizations (NGO's) and Indian
tribes, whole river basins are being returned to their pristine conditions on the
backs of the taxpayers and the hapless victims who have the misfortune of
living along those water courses. Constitutional property rights, job and
livelihood losses mean nothing to these home-grown, eco-terrorists, nor does
the taxpayer money that is used to fund the dam destruction and restoration.

In an article on Oregon Live from September 2011 about the dam removal
project, they tout the 4,600 jobs the dam destruction project will create over its
15-year life span, but don't compare those jobs with the jobs that will be
destroyed. The article's author gushes over the fact that current estimates for
the dam destruction will only be $290 Million instead of the $450 million
originally estimated. Everyone knows that any estimate that government
applies to a government project is way under-estimated and the actual cost is
highly likely to come in over the $450 million of the earlier estimates and will
probably exceed $500 million before all is said and done. None of these
costs includes the devastation done to the people that live off of the resources

provided by these dams.

Comment 2 - Costs

Ever since the United Nations entrance into America's land use and
environmental policies (Agenda 21) and ever since the Indian Tribes managed
to get a judge (The Bolt Decision) to grant them 50% of each year's salmon
harvest, government has been playing with the fish numbers for their own and
the environmentalist's and Indian's gain and playing with other people's lives
to their detriment. Fish have a higher priority than people, or even food
production. If this had occurred 100 years ago, there would have been blood
on the streets.

At a time when there is a constantly growing demand for energy, the
American government has done everything in its power to stop or inhibit more
energy production and foist upon the American people the inefficient, highly-
subsidized alternative forms of energy in wind and solar. Now, one of the
most highly efficient forms of renewable energy, hydro-electricity, that results
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from the potential energy of the impounded water behind dams, government is
talking about and actually removing that resource, all for the God of Fish and
for the radical environmentalists and the greedy Indian tribes who are hell
bent on increasing their fish harvest that resulted from the insane Bolt
decision.

While other countries are building dams for electricity, irrigation and flood
control to meet the growing demands of their people, America is removing
dams, shutting down coal-fired and other hydro-carbon power plants, stopping
the construction of nuclear power plants and crude oil refineries and shutting
off huge portions of the U. S. land and off- shore crude oil fields. A foreign
enemy couldn't have hatched a more diabolical plot to destroy America
and bring its people to their knees.

To remove the dams along the Klamath River borders on financial insanity, if
not outright treason. As government bows down to the God of Fish, hoisted
upon its pedestal of evil by radical environmentalists and Indian tribes,
Americans who depend on the electricity, irrigation and flood control from the
dams, are being forced to "eat cake" and shut up!

We strongly request that the policy makers and agencies that have received
these comments, put off the decision to remove the Klamath River dams
indefinitely, until cooler heads, NOT SPECIAL INTERESTS, can prevail and
better plans for balancing out the needs of fish over the needs of the people,
where the costs to the taxpayer lean in favor of people benefits, not fish
benefits, or those who profit from fish. '\

Comment 1c - Disapproves of Dam
Respectfully, Removal

Ron Ewart, President

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF RURAL LANDOWNERS
P. O. Box 1031, Issaquah, WA 98027

425 837-5365 or 1 800 682-7848

http://www.narlo.org,

http://www.narloltd.com
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Ewart, Ron
National Association of Rural Landowners
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Comment Code

AO_LT 1118 032-1

AO_LT_1118_032-2
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Comment Response

Master Response Gen-2, Some People Support Dam Removal
and Others Oppose Dam Removal

Master Response COST-1 Cost Estimate.

Section 3.15.4.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR discusses changes in jobs as
a result of the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action would both
create temporary and long-term jobs and remove some long-term
jobs in the region’s economy. Section 3.15 states how long jobs
would last under the Proposed Action. Considering all economic
effects, the Proposed Action, including implementation of the
KBRA, would result in a net increase jobs in the period during and
after dam removal. These effects would occur in all economic
regions defined in Section 3.15.

Table 3.15-41 shows potential jobs created by dam
decommissioning construction activities. Dam decommissioning
would result in 1,423 jobs, including full-time and part-time jobs,
for an 18-month period. These jobs would not continue into the
long-term. There are also jobs associated with mitigation activities
after construction that would continue for approximately 10 years
and generate 217 jobs (Table 3.15-44). Dam decommissioning
would result in a loss of 49 jobs relative to operation and
maintenance of the existing facilities.

The Proposed Action would result in a net increase in fishing and
recreation industries which will continue over the long term; effects
on specific fishing and recreational activities (positive and
negative) are described on pages 3.15-56 through 3.15-61.
Implementation of the KBRA would also result in positive
economic effects to jobs in the region, as described on pages
3.15-66 through 3.15-79.

The regional economic effects stated within Section 3.15, including
job effects, are estimates. The estimates were derived using a
standard modeling framework, with the best available information.

Change in
EIS/EIR

No

No
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Altacal Audubon Society Comments on Klamath Dam Removal Draft EIS/EIR (DEIR/DEIS)

AO LT 1229 049
December 28, 2011

Ms. Elizabeth Vasquez
KlamathSD@usbr.gov

Dear Ms. Vasquez,

Due to the significant fish and wildlife habitat inherent to the Klamath Basin and its
designation as an Audubon Important Bird Area, we are submitting the following
comments on the Klamath Dam Removal Draft EIS/EIR. These comments represent the
thoughts of the Board of the Altacal Audubon Society. We have reviewed the comments
submitted by Redwood Region Audubon Society (RRAS) in regards to dam removal, and
their concerns of water quality/quantity issues and the potential positive and/or negative
effects they may have on fish and wildlife. We concur that RRAS have made a valid
assessment, and that each concern they raise, must be adequately addressed (these are
copied below).

We are in favor of total removal of the Iron Gate, Copco 2, Copco 1 and J. C. Boyle dams
from the Klamath River (Alternative 2). \

Thank you for your consideration,

Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal

Dawn Garcia
Conservation Director
Altacal Audubon Society
www.altacal.org

Comments from Redwood Region Audubon Society on Klamath Dam Removal
Draft EIS/EIR (DEIR/DEIS)

Our findings are based on the uncertainty of water quality improvements under
KBRA/KHSA and an unaddressed potential conflict between water quality and quantity
that has a potentially profound effect on birds, as follows:

1. The DEIS/DEIR Fails to adequately assess the impact of lease land farming on the
Tule Lake National Wildlife Refuge to water quality goals after dam removal.

In Table ES-7. Summaries of controversies and Issues Raised by Agencies and the Public
states “Runoff from agriculture and refuges results in poor water quality in Keno
Reservoir and in the mainstem Klamath River. This causes fish stress, disease and
mortality. Continued farming and ranching in the Tule Lake National Wildlife Refuge
and Lower Klamath Lake National Wildlife Refuge under the KBRA would inhibit fish
species reintroduction and survival.” \

Comment 2 - Water Quality
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| Comment 2 cont.

Under the KBRA, which would be in effect after dam removal, lease land farming on the
Tule Lake Refuge, and its associated water quality degradation, would continue for fifty
years. The Tule Lake Refuge has the potential and should be considered a vital
component of improving Klamath River water quality, not degrading it.

The DEIS/DEIR, in compliance with the Clean Water Act, must consider pesticide and
nutrient contamination contributed by lease land farming on Tule Lake National Wildlife
Refuge as a factor in post dam removal water quality.

2. The DEIS/DEIR fails to adequately assess the impact of the Keno Dam impoundment
to water quality goals after dam removal.

Table ES-7 also states “Low levels of dissolved oxygen and high water temperatures
during certain times of year would prohibit passage of fish through the Keno
impoundment and Upper Klamath Lake.”

Under the KBRA/KHSA Keno Dam would be turned over to the Department of Interior

for management. No explanation or plan is provided for, or if water quality improvement
would occur under federal management. In order for commenting agencies and the

public to understand the water quality impacts of the Keno Dam a more precise \

explanation than “certain times of the year” should be provided. Comment 3 - Keno T

ransfer

3. The DEIS/DEIR fails to adequately address the impact of Upper Klamath Lake water
quality to post dam removal water quality in the Klamath River downstream of the dams.

Under the KBRA/KHSA, Upper Klamath Lake would continue to be used as a reservoir
for storage of water for distribution to irrigators and the downstream Klamath River.
Increased capacity based on re-flooding subsided former marshes (Williamson River
Delta) is part of this plan. Before alterations to enable agriculture, over a century ago, the
upper Klamath Lake marshes provided treatment for the naturally occurring high
phosphorous level water flowing into the lake through volcanic rock and soil. Converting
the marshes to pasture resulted in three negative effects:

a. Drastic reduction of phosphate removal and nutrient stabilization,

b. Addition of nutrient rich runoff from agriculture,

c. Significant removal of marsh bird habitat.

As aresult, Upper Klamath Lake is hypereutrophic with high levels of algae and nutrients
and low levels of dissolved oxygen that cannot sustain fish and other aquatic life upon
which birds depend.

Management of functional marshes around Upper Klamath Lake that formerly stabilized
nutrients and controlled algae will require nearly continuous hydraulic connectivity with
the lake which, due to subsidence of former pastureland, will require a lower lake level
with limited level fluctuation. This may result in less storage capacity, not more, and

generate a conflict between water quality and quantity. \

Comment 4 - Water Quality
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/ Comment 5 - Water Quality

4. The DEIS/DEIR fails to adequately evaluate the effect of the dam impoundments on
nutrient conversion. Although the toxic algae in the lower impoundments would be
reduced or eliminated by dam removal, the algal role in nutrient conversion has not been
quantified. What threats to fish and wildlife, if any, do these nutrients pose down river
during low flows?

Polluted water from this river system’s dams is adversely affecting fish and wildlife
along the river. Polluted water from the Klamath Basin has both direct and indirect
effects on wildlife in our area and thus both direct and indirect effect on coastal

economies.

5. The DEIS/DEIR fails to adequately evaluate the current effects of the dams and likely /
effect of their removal to nearshore ocean waters and coastal wildlife. Salmonids

returning to the Pacific Ocean provide food for coastal seabirds such as cormorants,
murres, and osprey. Bald eagles used to be much more common along the coast. Since
the dams were built we have witnessed a decline of over 6000 jobs in the fishing industry
in cities along the coast of Mendocino, Humboldt, and Del Norte counties of California
and Curry County, Oregon. Recently, many dead common murres have washed up along
our beaches. Some of this die-off is caused by red-tide, a harmful algal bloom. Healthy,
well-fed birds have more resistance to the organisms causing red-tide.

Comment 7 - Terrestrial/Wildlife

6. The DEIS/DEIR does not adequately address the current effects of the dams and likely /
effect of their removal on the river corridor. Carcasses of spawned out salmonids
provide a rich protein source for wildlife along the river. Raccoons, bears, river otters,
even mice and shrews are among the mammals that feed on spawned out fish.
Ospreys, Bald eagles, herons, egrets, and kingfishers are among the birds that benefit
directly on fish in our rivers. These mammals and birds move upland to feed their
young where their droppings nourish our forests.

The KBRA and KHSA were not subjected to a NEPA or CEQA process and therefore

may be illegal adherents to this DEIR/DEIS V\

Comment 8 - NEPA/CEQA
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Garcia, Dawn
Altacal Audubon Society
December 29, 2011

Comment Code

AO_LT 1229 049-1

AO_LT_1229 049-2

AO_LT 1229 049-3

AO_LT_1229 049-4

AO_LT_1229 049-5

Vol. lll, 11.7-198 - December 2012

Comment Response

Master Response Gen-2, Some People Support Dam Removal
and Others Oppose Dam Removal.

All alternatives presented in the EIS/EIR contemplate full
implementation of the all Klamath Basin (including Lost River)
TMDLs. Under these conditions it is anticipated that over time
water quality conditions will improve throughout the basin to the
extent that beneficial uses can be supported including cold-water
fish requiring populations. The TMDLs propose actions to mitigate
the impacts of agricultural operations on water quality.

Water quality data collected from Keno Dam impoundment
indicates that incidence of low dissolved oxygen can occur
between mid-summer (June or July) to fall (as late as early
November). These water quality conditions are a result of a
combination of factors, such as the quality of inflow water, air
temperatures, and algae blooms. The states of CA and OR have
developed TMDLs for the Klamath river in accordance with the
Clean Water Act, and California Water Code Division 7, Chapter 4
Article 3 and OAR Chapter 340, Division 42, respectively. Section
3.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR, Water Quality, describes the TMDLSs in
detail. The TMDLs will remain in effect following the transfer of
ownership of Keno Dam. Although the transfer of ownership of
Keno Dam is not intended to improve water quality, the FRP of the
KBRA specifies that it will include, but may not be limited to, water
quality improvements, permanent protection of riparian vegetation,
measures to prevent and control excessive sediment inputs, and
remediation of fish passage problems, among others. The Phase |
Plan of the FRP will address management and reduction of
organic and nutrient loads in and above Keno Impoundment/Lake
Ewauna and in the Klamath River downstream (KBRA Section
10.1.2). The KHSA states that it is expected that the
implementation of the KHSA commitments, coupled with Facilities
Removal will meet each State’s applicable TMDL requirements.
Prior to the measures taking effect, anadromous fish will be
trapped below Keno dam and transported above Keno dam to
avoid the area of impaired water quality.

The proposed actions contemplated within the Draft EIS/EIR all
assume full implementation of all Klamath Basin TMDLs (including
the Lost River). It is anticipated that through these unrelated
programs that water quality will improve over time and that at
some point in the future all beneficial uses will be supported.

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

Master Response WQ-4B, C. Hydroelectric Project Impacts to
Water Quality & Anticipated KHSA/KBRA Improvements.

Change in
EIS/EIR

No

No

No

No

No
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Garcia, Dawn
Altacal Audubon Society
December 29, 2011

Comment Code

AO_LT_1229 049-6

AO_LT_1229 049-7

AO_LT_1229 049-8

Comment Response Changein
EIS/EIR

Master Response WQ-23 Dam Removal Water Quality Effects on
Terrestrial Species.

A paragraph has been added to the text describing the benefit to Yes
terrestrial wildlife and habitat of restoring passage for anadromous

fish species. These fish would provide nutrient-rich food for

terrestrial species, including bald eagles, osprey, and many other

species of birds and mammals. These consumers would

subsequently deposit these marine-derived nutrients into terrestrial

habitats, increasing productivity of riparian vegetation and

benefiting terrestrial ecosystems as a whole.

Master Response TERR-1 Terrestrial Benefits of Restoring Yes
Salmon Passage.

Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record. No
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Gillespie, Don
The Friends of Del Norte
December 8, 2011

Portions of this letter are verbatim duplicates of comments submitted in the comment document coded -
GP_WI_1110_480. Responses to those comments that were duplicated in this letter are presented in this
EIS/EIR alongside GP_WI_1110_480. Responses to comments provided in this letter that were not also
submitted as a part of GP_WI_1110 480 are listed below.

Comment Code

AO_LT 1208_041-1

AO_LT_1208_041-2

AO_LT 1208_041-3

AO_LT_1208_041-4

Vol. lll, 11.7-202 - December 2012

Comment Response

Master Response ALT-3 Elimination of Alternative 13 - Federal
Takeover of the Klamath Hydroelectric Project from Detailed
Study.

Actions on the Scott and Shasta Rivers are not part of the action
alternatives.

The timeline figure has been revised to note that irrigation
deliveries were recommenced prior to approximately 33,000
returning adult salmon dying in the main stem of the Klamath River
in 2002.

KBRA was negotiated and signed by a diverse array of over 40
parties with an interest in resolving Klamath Basin issues including
the allocation of water between in-river uses and water diversions
for irrigation.

The KBRA is analyzed as a connected action. NEPA defines
connected actions as those actions that are closely related or
cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken
previously or simultaneously (40 CFR 1508.25(a)(1)(ii)).13 Some
actions or component elements of the KBRA are independent
obligations and thus have independent utility from the KHSA, but
the implementation of several significant elements of the KBRA
package would be different, if the determination under the KHSA is
not to pursue full dam removal (see Table 1-1). Recognizing that
implementation of many elements of the KBRA are unknown and
not reasonably foreseeable at this time, the connected action
analysis is being undertaken at a programmatic level. The KBRA
analysis in this EIS/EIR is programmatic, as described in Section
15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. A program-level document is
appropriate when a project consists of a series of smaller projects
or phases that may be implemented separately. Under the
programmatic EIR approach, future projects or phases may
require additional, project-specific environmental analysis
including an evaluation of compliance with federal laws such as
the Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act.
Consequently, appropriate NEPA compliance will be completed for
the separate KBRA components in the future. The KBRA does not
supersede existing laws or regulations and does not exempt any
actions from compliance with ESA or CESA. Project level actions
and decisions will continue to be made in compliance with existing
laws and regulations.

Change in
EIS/EIR

No

No

Yes

No
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Glass, Larry
Northcoast Environmental Center
December 30, 2011

Comment Code

AO_LT 1230 060-1

AO LT 1230 060-2

AO_LT 1230 060-3

Vol. lll, 11.7-208 - December 2012

Comment Response

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

Neither NEPA nor CEQA mandate a certain outcome as a result of
a Proposed Action or alternatives. 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; CEQA
21002.1(a)). The Proposed Action is to remove the four lower
PacifiCorp dams on the Klamath River. The need for the Proposed
Action is to advance restoration of the salmonid fisheries in the
Klamath Basin consistent with the KHSA and the connected
KBRA. The purpose is to achieve a free flowing river condition and
full volitional fish passage as well as other goals expressed in the
KHSA and KBRA (Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.4.1.2, p. 1-29). In order
to accomplish these objectives, 18 alternatives were developed, 5
of which were fully analyzed in the EIS/EIR (EIS/EIR, Appendix A).

Lower Klamath NWR was historically connected to the Klamath
River and was part of the natural hydrology of the Klamath River
system and function. In the late 1920's, the refuge was artificially
disconnected from the river when a railroad grade was
constructed. Until Lower Klamath NWR is reconnected to the
Klamath River, the hydrology of the refuge will not be affected
whether dams remain in or are removed. Implementation of
programs under the KBRA would increase the amount of water in
the Klamath River and maintain the elevation of Upper Klamath
Lake. Water allocations and delivery obligations would also be
established for the Lower Klamath NWR and Tule Lake NWR. The
current allocation to the refuges during drought years is 0.0 acre-
feet. Under the KBRA, the NWRs would be guaranteed an
allocation that could range from 48,000 acre-feet in normal to wet
years down to 24,000 acre-feet in drier years. Therefore, no
impacts on wetland habitat or birds using habitat provided by the
NWRs are anticipated.

In addition, the KBRA includes several programs that would seek
willing sellers as a method of increasing inflows into Upper
Klamath Lake and available water supplies on Reclamation’s
Klamath Project including the voluntary WURP and projects on
Upper Klamath Lake to increase water storage potential. The
WURRP is a voluntary program intended to increase the inflow to
Upper Klamath Lake by purchase or retirement of surface water
rights for irrigation from willing sellers and other techniques.

The KBRA does not require the National Wildlife Refuges to allow
or continue lease land farming. Management of refuge lease
lands would remain subject to the Refuge System Improvement

Change in
EIS/EIR
No

No

No
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Comment Author Glass, Larry
Agency/Assoc. Northcoast Environmental Center
Submittal Date December 30, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

Act, the Kuchel Act, and all other applicable laws, regulations and
policies. The KBRA does not supersede existing laws or
regulations and does not exempt any actions from compliance with
NEPA, CEQA, ESA, or CESA. As plans and programs are
developed under the KBRA, they will be made in compliance with
existing laws and regulations including opportunities for public
review and comment.

This EIS/EIR analyzes the effect of removing the Four Facilities.
Potential effects on wildlife are described in Section 3.5. Future
refuge management decisions with respect to lease land farming
would be speculative and are beyond the scope of the analysis of
this EIS/EIR.

AO_LT_1230_060-4 Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8 - Dam No
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study, discusses the
reasons that Alternative 8 did not move forward for more detailed
analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR. Additionally, the commenter’'s
characterization of the purpose and need is not accurate. The
Draft EIS/EIR includes the purpose and need/project objectives in
Section 1.4.2 and cited below.

Purpose and Need

“The Proposed Action is to remove the four lower PacifiCorp dams
on the Klamath River. The need for the Proposed Action is to
advance restoration of the salmonid fisheries in the Klamath Basin
consistent with the KHSA and the connected KBRA. The purpose
is to achieve a free flowing river condition and full volitional fish
passage as well as other goals expressed in the KHSA and KBRA.
By the terms of the KHSA, the Secretary will determine whether
the Proposed Action is appropriate and should proceed. In
making this determination, the Secretary will consider whether
removal of the Four Facilities will advance the restoration of the
salmonid fisheries of the Klamath Basin, and is in the public
interest, which includes but is not limited to consideration of
potential impacts on affected local communities and Tribes.”

Project Objectives

“1. Advance restoration of the salmonid fisheries in the Klamath
Basin.

2. Restore and sustain natural production of fish species
throughout the Klamath Basin in part by restoring access to
habitat currently upstream of impassable dams.

3. Provide for full participation in harvest opportunities for sport,
commercial, and tribal fisheries.

4. Establish reliable water and power supplies, which sustain

Vol. lll, 11.7-209 - December 2012
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Glass, Larry
Northcoast Environmental Center
December 30, 2011

Comment Code

AO_LT 1230 060-5

AO_LT_1230_060-6

Vol. lll, 11.7-210 - December 2012

Comment Response

agricultural uses and communities and NWRs.

5. Improve long-term water quality conditions consistent with
designated beneficial uses.

6. Contribute to the public welfare and the sustainability of
Klamath Basin communities.

7. To be consistent with the goals and objectives of KHSA and
KBRA.”

The KBRA is analyzed as a connected action. NEPA defines
connected actions as those actions that are closely related or
cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken
previously or simultaneously (40 CFR 1508.25(a)(1)(ii)).13 Some
actions or component elements of the KBRA are independent
obligations and thus have independent utility from the KHSA, but
the implementation of several significant elements of the KBRA
package would be different, if the determination under the KHSA is
not to pursue full dam removal (see Table 1-1). Recognizing that
implementation of many elements of the KBRA are unknown and
not reasonably foreseeable at this time, the connected action
analysis is being undertaken at a programmatic level. The KBRA
analysis in this EIS/EIR is programmatic, as described in Section
15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. A program-level document is
appropriate when a project consists of a series of smaller projects
or phases that may be implemented separately. Under the
programmatic EIR approach, future projects or phases may
require additional, project-specific environmental analysis
including an evaluation of compliance with federal laws such as
the Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act.
Consequently, appropriate NEPA compliance will be completed for
the separate KBRA components in the future. The KBRA does not
supersede existing laws or regulations and does not exempt any
actions from compliance with ESA or CESA. Project level actions
and decisions will continue to be made in compliance with existing
laws and regulations.

Master Response TERR-3 Invasive Species Control.

The Lead Agencies complied with NEPA and CEQA in
development of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Change in
EIS/EIR

No

No
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Comment Author Graham, Gary

Agency/Assoc. Environmental Protection Information Center

Submittal Date October 26, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

AO_LT 1026 _022-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, No

Others Oppose Dam Removal.
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AO_MC 1026_016
KLAMATH DAM REMOVAL
DRAFT EI S/ EI R HEARI NG
OCTOBER 26, 2011
PUBLI C TESTI MONY
ARCATA, CALI FORNI A
MR, GREACEN. Good evening. |'m Scott G eacen,
North Coast director for the Friends of the Eel R ver.
That's Gr-e-a-c-e-n
| want to note today that we have seen a really
hi storic and happy occasi on. Today was the day they blew
a big hole in the Condit Damon the White Sal non River
and let that river run free for the first time in a
hundred years. It seens to nme this country went on a dam
building frenzy in the west, and now we're having

somet hing of a dam busting jubilee. And | celebrate this

event tonight as part of what | hope will be a | ong and

Comment 1 - Approves of

proud tradition of deconm ssioning dans.
Dam Removal

Friends of the Eel River supports renoval of the

Klamath River dans and the restoration and recovery of

the Klamath fisheries. | particularly want to cal

attention to the need to advance recovery prospects for

wild spring Chinook in the Klamath Basin. A couple of

ot her speakers have tal ked about this. But w thout dam

renoval, we will not see recovery of this unique and

critically inportant species. |'mvery concerned about

that. | comment2 - Out of Scope

P
| do want to offer an observati on about the

under | yi ng KBRA Agreenent and the process going forward.
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Not wi t hst andi ng the support that | think you hear from

this group of folks and others for damrenoval, and

think that the very strong support you'll hear

nationally, it's pretty clear that the party nowin

control of the U S. House of Representatives will not

advance this proposal, and, sinmlarly, it's going to be a

little difficult to get the State of California to pony

up the anount of noney that's been prom sed, you know,

under the current proposal

So, given that the plan probably won't go

forward exactly as promised, there is going to be sone

need to sit down and renegotiate sone of the details.

Gven that, it seens to ne appropriate to address sone of

the concerns you're hearing tonight. You know, given the

inability of the California Departnment of Fish and Gane

to address problens in the Scott and Shasta Basin, naybe

t hose need to be brought in.

But ny larger point is that sone of those

procedural and substantive concerns have real weight.
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Greacen, Scott
Friends of the Eel River
October 26, 2011

Comment Code

AO_MC_1026_016-1

AO_MC_1026_016-2

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

Others Oppose Dam Removal.

Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record. No
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AO_WI_0923 001

From: Info@OnsiteEnergy.za.net[SMTP:INFO@ONSITEENERGY.ZA.NET]

Sent: Friday, September 23, 2011 2:07:37 PM

To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; KSDcomments@dfg.ca.gov; werner@wrinkledog.com
Subject: Web Inquiry: Dam Removal

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Name: Hannes
Organization: Onsite Energy, LP

Subject: Dam Removal

Body: Please consider the hydrokinetic power barge disruptive innovation
technology which can be viewed at http://OnsiteEnergy.za.net

\ Comment 1 - Other/General
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date
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Hannes
Onsite Energy, LP
September 23, 2011

Comment Code

AO_WI_0923_001-1

Comment Response

The power barge as alternative energy source was reviewed at the
website provided. This alternative method of electrical generation
is a floating structure that uses the river current and slow moving
turbines to generate electricity, instead of a fixed dam. According
to the website, this operation has the potential to decrease harm to
wildlife present in the river. The power barge is not an alternative
to dam removal; but rather, an alternative for replacement
electrical power that could use the existing electrical grid located
at the four facilities. The power barge requires dam removal, so
the environmental effects of the Proposed Action would not differ
from the first phase of dam removal.

Change in
EIS/EIR

Yes
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AO_WI_ 1230 063
From: will@mkwc.org[SMTP:WILL@MKWC.ORG]
Sent: Saturday, December 31, 2011 12:34:37 AM
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com
Subject: Web Inquiry: Written comments on DEIS/DEIR on Klamath Facilities Removal
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Name: Will Harling
Organization: Mid Klamath Watershed Council

Subject: Written comments on DEIS/DEIR on Klamath Facilities Removal
Body: December 30, 2011

Ms. Elizabeth Vasquez
Bureau of Reclamation
2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Mr. Gordon Leppig

California Department of Fish & Game
619 Second Street

Eureka, CA 95501

Re: Written comments on DEIS/DEIR on Klamath Facilities Removal
Dear Ms. Vasquez and Mr. Leppig:

Please add the following comments onto the administrative record, and ensure that
they receive full consideration and response in the final EIS/EIR document
regarding Klamath dam removal. This set of comments is submitted on behalf of the
Mid Klamath Watershed Council (MKWC), a non-profit organization planning and
implementing fisheries and upslope restoration projects directly below the
Klamath dams in the Middle Klamath watershed. The mission of the Mid Klamath
Watershed Council is to collaboratively plan and implement watershed restoration,
coordinate education on land management issues, and promote community vitality by
operating a community center and creating sustainable local economic
opportunities.

/]Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal |

Based on the findings of the DEIS/DEIR (DEIS) on Klamath facilities removal and
the collective observations of our board and staff, it is clear that the benefits
of dam removal significantly outweigh any adverse impacts of the proposed action.
‘Therefore, MKWC urges federal and state agencies to select Alternative 2 and
proceed with implementation no later than the year 2020. The following comments
reflect specific recommendations to strengthen and clarify the DEIS before it is
made final, the bulk of which echo recommendations made by Klamath Riverkeeper.

Water Quality

Section 2 of Chapter 3 in the DEIS needs to disclose the exact numeric pollution
load reductions assigned to various responsible parties in the mainstem Klamath

\ Duplicate of

AO_ LT _1230_057
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KIDuplicate cont.

TMDLs, including load reductions assigned to agricultural dischargers and
PacifiCorp.

Further, the final EIS/EIR needs to analyze the economic, environmental and
environmental justice consequences of non-compliance with the TMDLs, especially
in the event that the Klamath dams receive new licenses or TMDL compliance in
Oregon 1is delayed.

Additionally, the final EIS/EIR should analyze the estimated cost range to
PacifiCorp for compliance with the California and Oregon TMDLs without dam
removal. The cost of compliance with these TMDLs in a dam relicensing scenario
(the No Action Alternative) should then be compared to the estimated cost of
compliance with the same TMDLs under Alternative 2. MKWC anticipates that such an
analysis would demonstrate that, due to significant water quality benefits to be
derived from dam removal, Alternative 2 is the more economically sensible and
expedient path to TMDL compliance.

Aquatic Resources

Although spring Chinook salmon are not listed under the ESA as coho salmon are,
they are a species of special concern to Klamath River communities, particularly
because of their value as a fish that lengthens the fishing season, provides
needed nutritional and health benefits such as Omega 3 in local diets, and
indicates generally a more biodiverse and healthy ecosystem.

More importantly, Spring Chinook salmon populations have been in steep decline,
almost to the point of extinction. This jeopardy for "springers" lead several
conservation groups to petition the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for listing
status for the species.

While the DEIS mentions spring Chinook in multiple parts of the document, the
benefits we anticipate that the spring run would derive from dam removal were not
adequately explored in the DEIS, and may have been under-estimated in Section 3.3
of the DEIS.

On page 3.3-101 of the DEIS, the analysis of impacts to Spring Chinook from the
proposed Alternative 2 states: "While noting uncertainties based on existing
data, the panel concluded that the prospects for the Proposed Action to provide a
substantial positive effect for spring Chinook salmon is more remote than for
fall-run Chinook salmon. The primary concern of the panel was that low abundance
and productivity (return per spawner) of spring Chinook salmon would limit
recolonization of habitats upstream of Iron Gate Dam."

Although abundance and productivity are certainly seriously reduced from historic
levels, adult spring Chinook counts in the past two years in the Salmon River
have been on the rebound, suggesting not only the resilience of the species but
also that abundance and productivity could also recover quickly under the right
conditions. This would seem to suggest that spring Chinook could also benefit
substantially from Alternative 2 in the short term. Spring Chinook salmon
migration up the Klamath River on an annual basis is artificially blocked by
excessive mainstem Klamath River water temperatures. On good water years such as
2011, springers have been able to reach the Scott River and above. If Alternative
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2 was implemented, conditions in the mainstem Klamath could improve to the point
where springers could reach the cold water springs and streams currently masked
or blocked by the dams. The final EIS/EIR should analyze low abundance and
productivity in relation to relative advantages in their life histories and
habitats (ie: utilizing tributaries more than the polluted mainstem for spawning
and rearing), as well as their relative tolerance for increased sediment loads
during migration.

We assert that since spring Chinook salmon historically inhabited even the far
upper reaches of the Klamath Basin because of its spring-fed hydrology and the
cold-water habitat that provides them, and because of their relative resilience,
"springers" are likely to benefit more substantially than the DEIS calculates. In
turn, the health of the whole Klamath River ecosystem is likely to benefit
substantially from increased biodiversity, genetic diversity in fish runs and
healthier, more sustainable salmon-dependent human communities.

The final EIS/EIR should also more extensively analyze the impacts of the
proposed action and other alternatives to green sturgeon, freshwater mussels and
eulachon.

Environmental Consequences to Groundwater

MKWC is pleased to see that pages 3.7-17 and 3.7-18 in the DEIS analyze the
unprecedented groundwater pumping restrictions included in Section 15.2.4 of the
KBRA, and the benefits those restrictions could translate into in terms of
healthier in-river flows and flow-dependent fisheries. We would like to see this
analysis extended to examine particularly the benefits of potential flow
increases from KBRA groundwater protections for fall Chinook salmon whose
populations can clearly suffer when flows are too low and temperatures then
become too high, as happened in the September 2002 adult fish kill.

Without addressing groundwater usage in the Upper Basin, we will fail to achieve
full restoration potential for salmon and local communities who depend on
sustainable flows and fisheries, even in a post-dam removal era in the Klamath.
And without the KBRA, our chances of regulating groundwater use are substantially
slimmer due to political pushback, complex legal frameworks and the notable lag
between groundwater science and policy.

Socioeconomics

Property owners adjacent to the reservoirs and river near the Klamath dams claim
that their property values have already dropped due to the prospect of Klamath
dam removal. However, it is essential to disclose in any analysis of these claims
that there is no evidence that directly connects proposals to remove the Klamath
dams and purported decreases in nearby properties.

Any analysis of such claims must also examine whether toxic algae blooms and
resulting health advisory postings could have had a similar effect on property
values. Similarly, consideration of such claims must also examine whether a
broader economic recession and associated drops in housing prices could also be
responsible for the decrease in property values.
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The EIS also rightly considers the potential for increases in property values
that would most likely result from cleaner water and more abundant, healthy fish
populations expected due to dam removal on the Klamath.

Additionally, if impacts to property values around the reservoirs are analyzed in
the EIS, impacts to property values further downstream must also be analyzed.
Here as well, benefits to fisheries, water quality, recreation and local
economies must be taken into account as property values for downstream land is
analyzed. We propose that when this exercise is completed, the potential benefits
to property values throughout the watershed from improved conditions due to dam
removal will outweigh purported drops in property value due to dam removal.
Indeed, there is evidence to suggest that while property values can dip in the
short-term in the wake of dam removal projects, they rise again in the long-term
and can even exceed pre-removal values because of consequences such as cleaner
water, healthier and more robust fish populations and improved scenic qualities
of the landscape.

On a related note, please more carefully and specifically analyze the economic
benefits of dam removal for communities downstream. While there are obviously
quantifiable employment, fisheries, habitat and water quality benefits
anticipated to result from Klamath dam removal, there are also likely to be more
robust economic engines both upstream and downstream of the dams where life
revolves around salmon and the river. Eco-tourism is likely to play a role, which
should result in more recreational fishing, fishing guide businesses, raft guide
businesses, patrons at local stores, restaurants, bars and local lodging
establishments.

And besides increased visitors to the watershed seeking to experience a wild
river and witness or wrestle with its fish runs, recovering fisheries would
likely lead to stronger restoration economies and social fabrics. In turn,
stronger restoration economies throughout the Klamath Basin could lead to a self-
sustaining community, thriving rural schools and younger generations that learn
the value of both sustainable agriculture and fisheries that are produced
locally. The KBRA and KHSA give us the opportunity to achieve better ecological
and socio-economic balance throughout the basin, and to develop a stronger sense
of stewardship and good will towards neighboring communities.

In the final EIS/EIR, please also analyze the net worth of a restoration economy
in the long-term, vs. the net worth of a degrading and extractive economy. The
analysis on this topic must disclose the socioeconomic impacts on communities
throughout the Klamath Basin of industries that damage, use up and/or export
natural resources that constitute the wealth of our region. A rough initial
calculation by farming and fishing advocates shows that these economies of the
Klamath add up to equal at least $750 million annually, and that doesn't even
include revenues from the restoration economy, tourism, sport fishing or the
value of subsistence fishing by tribes (which is exceedingly difficult to
quantify, but must also be considered and weighed.) If quantification of the
economic value of these industries/practices is too difficult, at a minimum, the
economic value of restoration jobs created under the KBRA, sport fishing
increases and tribal harvest increases must be qualitatively acknowledged.
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What's more, it's important that the final EIS/EIR qualitatively address the fact
that the job creation estimates contained in the DEIS are very conservative ones.
For instance, on page 3.15-93 of the DEIS, the estimate that the removal of four
Klamath dams would cause a 9% increase in the in-river recreational fishery and
three new jobs seems too low.

Environmental Justice

It's refreshing to read an environmental impact analysis that does such a
thorough and accurate job of disclosing and addressing the environmental justice
impacts of a range of alternatives. It is appropriate to acknowledge that tribal
communities were never consulted about how they would be impacted when these dams
were constructed. Thus, these tribal communities (and others that depend on a
healthy river and fishery) have clearly suffered disproportionate exposure to
environmental consequences from past decisions regarding these dams.

Conclusion

Thank you for the hard work, research and perceptive approach used in preparing
and formulating the DEIS, and for considering and responding to these comments in
the final EIS/EIR. Please contact me if you have any questions about the content
of these comments, or wish to follow up further.

Sincerely,

Will Harling, Executive Director
Mid Klamath Watershed Council
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Comment Author Harling, Will
Agency/Assoc. Mid Klamath Watershed Council
Submittal Date December 30, 2011

Portions of this letter are verbatim duplicates of comments submitted in the comment document coded -
AO_LT_1230_057. Responses to those comments that were duplicated in this letter are presented in this
EIS/EIR alongside AO_LT_1230_057. A response to the comment provided in this letter that was not also
submitted as a part of AO_LT_1230_057 is listed below.

Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR
AO_WI_1230_063-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, No

Others Oppose Dam Removal.
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Comment Author Heiken, Doug
Agency/Assoc. Oregon Wild
Submittal Date November 15, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

AO LT _1115_030-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, No
Others Oppose Dam Removal.

AO LT 1115_030-2 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal No
and Others Oppose Dame Removal.

AO LT 1115 _030-3 Master Response WSWR-11 Effects on Refuge Water Supply. No

AO LT 1115 _030-4 As explained in Section 3.1.1.5 of the EIS/EIR, for purposes of No
NEPA, the Lead Agencies use Alternative 1, No Action, as a basis
of comparison. For purposes of CEQA, the Lead Agencies use
the conditions at the time of the Notice of Preparation.

AO LT 1115_030-5 Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8-Dam No
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study, describes in detalil
why Alternative 8 was not carried forward for more detailed
analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR.

As described under NEPA regulations Section 1502.13, the
Purpose and Need "shall briefly specify the purpose and need to
which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives
including the proposed action." CEQA regulations Section 15124
describes that a clearly written statement of objectives helps the
lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to
evaluate in the EIR. "The statement of objectives should include
the underlying purpose of the project" (CCR Title 14, Chapter 3,
Article 9 Section 15124). The purpose and need and CEQA
project objectives were developed to reflect the underlying goals
and objectives included in the KHSA and KBRA. The Lead
Agencies set forth a reasonable statement of purpose and need
and project objectives regarding why the action was proposed and
what it hoped to achieve. Moreover, the lead agencies formulated
a reasonable range of alternatives.

AO LT 1115 _030-6 Master Response WSWR-11a and b Effects on Refuge Water No
Supply.

AO LT 1115_030-7 Master Response ALT-3 Elimination of Alternative 13-Federal No
Takeover of the Klamath Hydroelectric Project from Detailed
Study.

AO_LT 1115_030-8 Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8-Dam No
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study.

Master Response ALT-7 Elimination of KBRA without KHSA
Including Alternatives 16-Dredge Upper Klamath Lake and
Alternative 18-Partition of Upper Klamath Lake from Detailed
Study.
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Comment Author Heiken, Doug
Agency/Assoc. Oregon Wild
Submittal Date November 15, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Changein
EIS/EIR

AO LT 1115 _030-9 The EIS/EIR fully describes the adverse ecological consequences No
of the KBRA at a programmatic level.

The KBRA includes programs that will undergo detailed
development and analysis in the future including a detailed
Drought Plan (KBRA Section 19.2). The KBRA analysis, however,
is programmatic, as described in Section 15168 of the CEQA
Guidelines, because the details of this plan are unknown and not
reasonably foreseeable at this time. A program-level document is
appropriate when a project consists of a series of smaller projects
or phases that may be implemented separately. These programs
will likely undergo detailed development and analysis in the future.
Therefore, it is anticipated additional NEPA and CEQA analyses
for the suite of actions contained in KBRA will be tiered as
appropriate to this EIS/EIR.

Master Response WSWR-11 Effects on Refuge Water Supply.

Both NEPA and CEQA include provisions that the draft
environmental review analyze a reasonable range of

alternatives that meet most of the purpose and need/project
objections, and are potentially feasible (40 CFR § 1502.14;

43 CFR § 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 are not required to consider all
conceivable alternatives to the Proposed Action. (Pub. Resources
Code, § 21091(d)(2)(B); CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15126.6(a); sec.
15204(a). Nor are the Lead Agencies required to analyze an
alternative whose effects cannot be reasonably ascertained and
whose implementation is remote and speculative. (CEQA
Guidelines, sec. 15126.6(f)(3). The Lead Agencies developed a
list of 18 preliminary alternatives that were screened down to five.
These five alternatives were analyzed in the Draft 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).

AO LT 1115 030-10  The KBRA does include several methods to reduce agricultural No
water demands including the WURP and the On-Project Plan for
Reclamation’s Klamath Project. The KBRA and these methods of
reducing agricultural water demand are analyzed in the EIS/EIR.
The KBRA analysis, however, is programmatic, as described in
Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, because the details of
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Comment Author Heiken, Doug
Agency/Assoc. Oregon Wild
Submittal Date November 15, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

these programs are unknown and not reasonably foreseeable at
this time. A program-level document is appropriate when a project
consists of a series of smaller projects or phases that may be
implemented separately. These programs will likely undergo
detailed development and analysis in the future. Therefore, it is
anticipated additional NEPA and CEQA analyses for the suite of
actions contained in KBRA will be tiered as appropriate to this
EIS/EIR.

The WURRP is a voluntary program intended to increase the inflow
to Upper Klamath Lake by purchase or retirement of surface water
rights for irrigation from willing sellers, forbearance agreements,
short-term leases, split season irrigation, alternative upland
management techniques, juniper removal, water efficiency
projects, dryland crop alternatives, natural storage resulting from
wetland restoration and improved riparian area performance, and
other similar measures. The On-Project Plan is intended to align
water supply and demand for areas within the Klamath
Reclamation Project. The On-Project Plan is to include
consideration of a variety of techniques to align supply and
demand including conservation easements, forbearance
agreements, conjunctive use programs, efficiency measures, land
acquisitions, water acquisitions, groundwater development,
groundwater substitution, other voluntary transactions, water
storage, and any other applicable measures. In addition, the
KBRA contemplates the establishment of a real time management
of water in the basin which would allow, among other benefits,
individual irrigators to make seasonal cropping decisions based on
projected water availability.

AO LT 1115 _030-11 The increase in water diversions relative to the No Action only No
occurs during dry years when there are no peak flows with or
without KBRA in place. The frequency of flushing flows is actually
predicted to increase under KBRA. Based upon the hydrology
simulations of daily flows by Reclamation (2012d, p. 6-9), the 10%
exceedance flows under the Dam Removal Alternative are about 5
to 10 percent greater for the months of January through March.

The higher flows for the Dam Removal Alternative during the
months of January through April below Iron Gate Dam are partly
due to the fact that the simulations include pulse flows that would
be implemented under the KBRA. An example of the comparison
between daily flows is shown Figure 6-13 of Reclamation (2012d).
Under the Dam Removal Alternative, more years have peak flows
above 5,000 cfs. Based upon the 50 year hydrologic simulation of
daily average flows, the 2-year flood was approximately 5,700 cfs
under the Dam Removal Alternative and 3,500 cfs under the No
Action Alternative. Under the Dam Removal Alternative, the 5-year
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Heiken, Doug
Oregon Wild
November 15, 2011

Comment Code

AO_LT_1115_030-12
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Comment Response

flood was increased to 10,000 cfs from 8,700 cfs under the No
Action Alternative.

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 socioeconomic impacts of the Proposed Action,
neither NEPA nor CEQA require an analysis of the costs of
constructing, operating, or maintaining a Proposed Action.
Therefore, it is beyond the scope of this Draft EIS/EIR to analyze
the costs of implementing the Proposed Action or to examine
alternatives specifically because they may be more or less costly.
The details on KBRA activities and their costs are presented in
Appendix P KBRA IMPLAN Analysis. "The KBRA includes up to
112 actions that could result in new economic activity in the
counties within the Klamath Basin."

"The KBRA includes Appendix C-2 Budget for Implementation of
Agreement that provides estimates for the costs of implementing
the KBRA. The Klamath Settlement Parties developed Appendix
C-2 in 2008. Federal agencies have since revised Appendix C-2
funds and extended the KBRA to 15-year period from 2012
through 20026."

Both NEPA and CEQA include provisions that the draft
environmental review analyze a reasonable range of alternatives
that meet most of the purpose and need/project objections, and
are potentially feasible (40 CFR § 1502.14; 43 CFR § 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 are
not required to consider all conceivable alternatives to the
Proposed Action. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21091(d)(2)(B); CEQA
Guidelines, sec. 15126.6(a); sec. 15204(a).) Nor are the Lead
Agencies required to analyze an alternative whose effects cannot
be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote
and speculative. (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15126.6(f)(3).) Also, the
Lead Agencies are not required to conduct every test or perform
all research, study, and experimentation recommended or
requested by commentors; instead, the Lead Agencies are to
focus on significant environmental issues. (CEQA Guidelines, sec.
15204(a).)The Lead Agencies developed a list of 18 preliminary
alternatives that were screened down to five. The Lead Agencies
fully analyzed the five alternatives in the Draft EIS/EIR because
they best meet the NEPA purpose and CEQA objectives, minimize

Changein
EIS/EIR

No
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Comment Author Heiken, Doug
Agency/Assoc. Oregon Wild
Submittal Date November 15, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

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).

AO_LT 1115 030-13  Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8-Dam No
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study.

AO LT 1115 030-14  The KBRA is analyzed as a connected action. NEPA defines No
connected actions as those actions that are closely related or
cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken
previously or simultaneously (40 CFR 1508.25(a)(1)(ii)).13 Some
actions or component elements of the KBRA are independent
obligations and thus have independent utility from the KHSA, but
the implementation of several significant elements of the KBRA
package would be different, if the determination under the KHSA is
not to pursue full dam removal (see Table 1-1). Recognizing that
implementation of many elements of the KBRA are unknown and
not reasonably foreseeable at this time, the connected action
analysis is being undertaken at a programmatic level. The KBRA
analysis in this EIS/EIR is programmatic, as described in Section
15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. A program-level document is
appropriate when a project consists of a series of smaller projects
or phases that may be implemented separately. Under the
programmatic EIR approach, future projects or phases may
require additional, project-specific environmental analysis
including an evaluation of compliance with federal laws such as
the Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act.
Consequently, appropriate NEPA compliance would be completed
for the separate KBRA components in the future.

AO_LT 1115 030-15  The purpose of the NEPA and CEQA environmental review No
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 socioeconomic impacts of the Proposed Action,
neither NEPA nor CEQA require an analysis of the costs of
constructing, operating, or maintaining a Proposed Action.
Therefore, it is beyond the scope of this Draft EIS/EIR to analyze
the costs of implementing the Proposed Action or to examine
alternatives specifically because they may be more or less costly.
The details on KBRA activities and their costs are presented in
Appendix P KBRA IMPLAN Analysis. "The KBRA includes up to
112 actions that could result in new economic activity in the
counties within the Klamath Basin."

"The KBRA includes Appendix C-2 Budget for Implementation of
Agreement that provides estimates for the costs of implementing
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the KBRA. The Klamath Settlement Parties developed Appendix
C-2in 2008. Federal agencies have since revised Appendix C-2
funds and extended the KBRA to 15-year period from 2012
through 20026."

Both NEPA and CEQA include provisions that the draft
environmental review analyze a reasonable range of alternatives
that meet most of the purpose and need/project objections, and
are potentially feasible (40 CFR § 1502.14; 43 CFR § 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 Sections 15126.6(a), (c),
(), sec. 15204(a); Draft EIS/EIR, Section 2.3.) The Lead Agencies
are not required to consider all conceivable alternatives to the
Proposed Action. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21091(d)(2)(B); CEQA
Guidelines, sec. 15126.6(a); sec. 15204(a).) Nor are the Lead
Agencies required to analyze an alternative whose effects cannot
be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote
and speculative. (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15126.6(f)(3).) Also, the
Lead Agencies are not required to conduct every test or perform
all research, study, and experimentation recommended or
requested by comment authors; instead, the Lead Agencies are to
focus on significant environmental issues. (CEQA Guidelines, sec.
15204(a).)The Lead Agencies developed a list of 18 preliminary
alternatives that were screened down to five. The Lead Agencies
fully analyzed the five alternatives in the Draft 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).

Changein
EIS/EIR
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AO_MF_1025_006-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, No

Others Oppose Dam Removal.
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AO MC 1026_017
KLAMATH DAM REMOVAL
DRAFT ElI S/ EI R HEARI NG
OCTOBER 26, 2011
PUBLI C TESTI MONY
ARCATA, CALI FORNI A
MS. HELLIWELL: H . My nane is50
Vivian Helliwell, V-i-v-i-a-n He-l-l1-i-we-l-1. I'"mthe
wat er shed conservation director for the Institute for
Fi sheries Resources, IFR a nonprofit wth nmenbership of
15 commercial fishing marketing associations and al so the
group Sal non for All
Menber groups include fishernen's associations
fromPort San Luis, Mdirro Bay, Mnterey, Mss Landing,
Santa Cruz, Half Mon Bay, San Franci sco, Bodega Bay,
Fort Bragg, Hunmbol dt County, Trinidad, and Washi ngton
state. As IFR, we are signatories to the Klanmath
Hydroel ectric Settlenment Agreenent and the Kl amath Basin
Rest orati on Agreenent.

Qur ocean sal non seasons have been greatly
curtailed over the last 20 years to prevent overfishing
on avail able Klamath Ri ver salnon that mx with other
salnmon in the ocean. Known as "weak stock managenent, "
the closures are designed to all ow maxi num escapenent of
spawners each year to the Klamath River. Sone years,
sal non fishing has been closed off the entire California
coast to protect Klamath River stocks, with great

econom ¢ inpact to our coastal fishing conmunities, only

to have returning sal non encounter deadly conditions
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after they enter the river to spawn.
In addition to the well-known death of tens of
t housands of adult salnmon in 2002, juvenile sal mon are51
subject to great |osses each year from poor water quality
conditions in the river. Qur fishing businesses, jobs,
taxes, and coastal econony have taken the brunt of
cumul ative toxic water quality conditions and limtation
on spawni ng areas caused by the Klamath River dans that
are up for relicensing.
Qur group estimates, fromthe projections in the
EIS/EIR that, while increasing 10 percent within the
restricted Kl amath ocean zone, fishing opportunity will
double in areas further up and down the coast, due to the

i ncreased fishing opportunity on sal nbn stocks other than

those fromthe Kl amath. Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal

We understand that the dam owner, Pacifi Corp

has a private property right to choose the less costly

avenue of damrenpval over the higher cost of

relicensing. Although there is additional work that

needs to be done in the Klamath Basin outside the scope

of the KHSA and the KBRA, renoval of all four dams and

the water and restorati on agreenents that have been

reached anong nmany parties will go a | ong way toward

restoring econonic vibrancy to our coastal fishing

comuni ti es.

And we support Alternative 2. Thank you
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AO_MC_1026_017-1 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record. No
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