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Comment Author Scott, David

Agency/Assoc. Sierra Club

Submittal Date December 30, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Changein

EIS/EIR

AO LT 1230 _052-1 Comment Noted. No
Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal,
Others Oppose Dam Removal.

AO LT 1230 _052-2 Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8-Dam No
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study.
Master Response ALT-7 Elimination of KBRA and KHSA Including
Alternatives 16-Dredge Upper Klamath Lake and 18- Partition of
Upper Klamath Lake from Detailed Study.

AO LT 1230 _052-3 The KBRA and KHSA are inextricably linked. No
Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8-Dam
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study.

AO LT 1230_052-4 The Modeled KBRA Hydrology that is described in Reclamation No

(2012d) is the hydrology that is used in the analysis for the
Proposed Action Alternative in the EIS/EIR and they are not
identical to the KBRA hydrology found in Appendix E-5 of the
KBRA. The text on p. 2-20 of the Draft EIS/EIR had been
corrected to read “Operation of Reclamation’s Klamath Project and
the related river flows, measured at the United States Geological
Survey gauge downstream of Iron Gate Dam, would be according
to the hydrologic model outputs in Reclamation (2012d).”

Master Response AQU-11 NMFS BO, ESA and KBRA Water
Management.

The comment states “Within the past year, the Expert Panel on
Coho Salmon and Steelhead (Dunne et al. 2011), convened to
evaluate the KBRA, also concluded that refilling Lower Klamath
Lake is needed to increase flows in spring and early summer in
order to improve Klamath River water quality.” The text actually
appears in Comment # 396 which was provided to the Expert
Panel for consideration and does not accurately portray the
conclusion of the Expert Panel. The Panel’s response to the
comment #396 was that “The Panel stated that changes in flows
would be small under dams out with KBRA” (Dunne et al. 2011, p.
199).

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

Master Response AQU-16 Benefits to Coho.

Master Response AQU-21 NRC Dam Removal Help Coho.
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Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

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

Master Response AQU-31 Thermal Lag and Diel Temperatures.
Master Response WQ-6 Periphyton Growth and Fish Disease.
Master Response HYDG-1 Flood Protection.

Master Response AQU-33 ESA Compliance.

AO_LT 1230_052-5 The KHSA and KBRA are negotiated agreements and do not solve No
all water quality issues in the Klamath Basin. The KBRA is a
negotiated agreement that attempts to balance interests of fish
and agriculture; this necessarily involves compromise on all sides.

Master Response N/CP-22 How KBRA Was Analyzed.

AO LT 1230 _052-6 Analysis contained within the Draft EIS/EIR indicates that Yes
diversion limitations under KBRA will provide a more reliable water
supply to the NWRs and will be beneficial (see Section 3.14.4.3,
page 3.14-26). Agricultural return flows in the Keno Reach are
discussed in general terms with respect to water quality
improvements under the TMDLs in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.
Explicit mention of Klamath Straits Drain has been added to
3.2.4.3.1.3 Nutrients-Upper Klamath River. As described in Draft
EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.3.2.10 KBRA (pages 3.3-125 to 3.2-132),
resource management actions implemented under KBRA as part
of the Proposed Action would accelerate long-term improvements
in water quality, including those anticipated under the TMDLs.
Trap and haul has been proposed to transport migrating adult fish
upstream of the Keno Impoundment when certain adverse water
conditions exist. Additional detail on the interaction of the TMDLs
and the Alternatives is provided by the Water Quality SubTeam
(2011) (also referred to as the Water Quality SubGroup), as cited
in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.5, page 3.3-241. This document,
entitled "Assessment of Long Term Water Quality Changes for the
Klamath River Basin Resulting from KHSA, KBRA, and TMDL and
NPS Reduction Programs" can be found at
http://klamathrestoration.gov/keep-me-informed/secretarial-
determination/role-of-science/secretarial-determination-studies.

The KBRA does not require the Lower Klamath Lake and Tule
Lake National Wildlife Refuges to allow or continue lease land
farming. The KBRA provides for an allocation of water to the

refuges. Water required for lease land farming does not count
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Comment Response

against the Refuge Allocation (KBRA Section 15.1.2.D.i). See
Klamathrestoration.gov for a copy of the KBRA.

Master Response WSWR-11 Effects on Refuge Water Supply.

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.

As described in the Section 3.3.4.3 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the
Proposed Action results in higher water elevations in Upper
Klamath Lake, which would benefit Lost River and shortnose
suckers. The KBRA is expected to provide benefits to sucker
populations through the following measures: nutrient reduction,
reconnecting former wetlands to Agency Lake, reconstructing
quality rearing habitat for early life stages, and restoring shoreline
spring spawning habitat restoration, among others. Restoration
actions associated with KBRA implementation under the Proposed
Action could alter habitat availability and suitability and affect lost
river and shortnose suckers and are anticipated in the long term to
improve conditions for sucker populations within Klamath Lake.
Based on improved habitat quality, the effect of the Proposed
Action would be beneficial for Lost River and shortnose sucker
populations in the long term.

As discussed on p. 3.3-90 through 3.3-91, and 3.3-126 through
3.3-127 of the Draft EIS/EIR, from the Upstream End of J.C. Boyle
Reservoir to Iron Gate Dam the Proposed Action would eliminate
reservoir habitat. Under the Proposed Action sub-adult and adult
Lost River and shortnose suckers in reservoirs downstream of
Keno Dam would be captured and relocated to Upper Klamath
Lake (Buchanan et al. 2011a). Those not relocated to the Upper
Klamath Basin would likely be lost; however, little or no
reproduction occurs downstream of Keno Dam (Buettner et al.
2006), there is no potential for interaction with upstream
populations, and they are not considered to substantially
contribute to the achievement of conservation goals or recovery
(Hamilton et al. 2011).

Lost River and shortnose suckers are listed as fully protected
species under California Fish and Game code; thus, any take of
these species is prohibited. However, a component of the
Proposed Action includes legislation to permit the take of some
individuals during implementation. Reservoir removal associated
with dam removal under the Proposed Action could alter habitat
availability and affect lost river and shortnose suckers (Draft
EIS/EIR, § 3.3.4.3, p. 3.3-126 to 3.3-127.) Based on reduction in
abundance within reservoirs, the effect of the Proposed Action

Changein
EIS/EIR

No
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EIS/EIR

would be significant for Lost River and shortnose sucker
populations in the short term. (Ibid.) However, as discussed
above, implementation of Mitigation Measure AR-6 could be
implemented to reduce the impact to individuals within reservoirs
by rescuing fish prior to reservoir drawdown. Based on small
numbers of individuals affected after mitigation, the effect of the
Proposed Action would be less-than-significant for Lost River and
shortnose sucker populations in the short term after mitigation.
(Ibid.)

AO LT 1230 _052-8 Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8-Dam No
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study.
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AO_WI_1108 028
From: lsheehan@earthlaw.org[SMTP:LSHEEHAN@EARTHLAW.ORG]
Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2011 1:19:37 PM
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com
Subject: Web Inquiry: Full removal of Klamath Dams Auto forwarded by a Rule

Name: Linda Sheehan
Organization: Earth Law Center

Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal

Subject: Full removal of Klamath Dams

Body: Please register the strong support of Earth Law Center for Alternative 2 -
Full dam removal. Thank you.
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Comment Author Sheehan, Linda

Agency/Assoc. Earth Law Center

Submittal Date November 8, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

AO_WI_1108 028-1 The Secretary of the Interior acknowledges that there are many No

people who support dam removal and there are many who
maintain that the dams should stay in place. There are a range of
reasonable alternatives presented in the Draft EIS/EIR; 18
alternatives are presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, five of which are
examined in detail using the best available science. There are
positive and negative aspects for each of these alternatives. The
potential effect of each alternative is discussed in the EIS/EIR and
will be fully considered by the Secretary, along with public input
and peer reviewed science before making a final determination.
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AO_LT_1020 010

Statement to Klamath DEIS Hearings — Yreka, CA
October 20, 2011

Glen Spain, Northwest Regional Director
Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations (PCFFA)

Comment 1 (Entire Doc) -

Approves of Dam Removal

Why Klamath Dam Removal Makes Economic Sense

The 1956 Federal Energy Regulatory Agency (FERC) 50-year license to operate the
Klamath Hydropower Project expired in 2006. PacifiCorp, the company that owns the Klamath
dams (J.C. Boyles Dam in Oregon, and CopCo Dams 1 & 2 and Iron Gate Dam in California, in
river-descending order), can limp along on femporary one-year FERC license extensions only
while an active application for FERC relicensing is pending. That time is coming to a close and
a decision on the fate of these dams must soon be made. No privately owned dam can legally
operate without a valid FERC license.

Whatever choice PacifiCorp (also known as “Pacific Power” in California) makes, the
company’s costs of that decision will ultimately be charged to its customer/ratepayers. This is
how electrical utilities work. Their only source of revenues is generally the creation of electrical
power they then sell to their customers, collecting enough revenues from their customers to fund
their operations. This is all regulated by state Public Utilities Commissions (PUCs) in each state
where they operate, as the watchdog agencies that assures that their state’s customers get charged
fair, reasonable — and generally the lowest-cost — power rates for the services they reccive.

There are only two legal options for these Klamath Hydropower Project dams, both of
which will cost Pacific Power’s ratepayers money:

(1) Fix them up and relicense them to modern standards, which turns out will cost af least
$460 million, and quite likely more than $500 million once all (currently unknown) water
quahty mitigation costs are added in, according to Pacific Power’s own testimony to the
PUCs,’ or;

(2) Decommission and remove these aging dams entirely — which it can now do under the
Klamath Hydropower Settlement Agreement (KHSA) for a “capped” cost to its
customers of only $200 million, with the rest paid by the State of California.”

MAINTAINING THE DAMS AS THEY ARE TODAY IS SIMPLY NOT A LEGAL OPTION.

! See CPUC Docket No, A10-03-015, Testimony of Cory Scotz, Exhibit PPL-300 (March 18, 2010), pg. 6; Opening
Brief of PacifiCorp (Nov. 17, 2010), pg. 6. The company “conservatively estimates” relicensing costs of at least
$400 million in capital improvements, plus $60 million in operations costs and maintenance over a 40-year
relicensing term, not counting likely large (but still unknown) additional costs for any water quality mitigations that
may be required to meet state 401 Certification requirements in Oregon and California.

2 The rationale for this bi-state equitable cost-sharing scheme Is that nearly 600,000 Oregonians are Pacific Power
customers already paying into a Klamath Dam Removal Trust Fund monthly, while only about 40,000 Californians
are ratepayers — but most economic benefits for restored Klamath salmon fisheries will be in California.
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The best current estimate for the total costs of decommissioning and full removal of the
four dams and all their facilities, so that the Klamath River and its salmon can once move run
freely through them, is only about $290 million, including various environmental mitigation
measures.” By implementing dam removal through the KHSA Pacific Power thus saves its
customers at least another $90 million as well as reduces its own company and ratepayer risk and
uncertainty. This is another reason the KHSA is a good deal for Pacific Power’s customers.

On May 5% 2011, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) formally
confirmed that the KHSA is indeed the most cost effective, least risk and therefore best
alternative for Pacific Power’s customers as compared to relicensing.* A prior September 16,

2010, ruling by the Oregon PUC came to the same conclusion.” And since under the KHSA
these customer costs for dam removal are being spread out over more than 9 years, the current
average Siskiyou County Pacific Power residential customer’s rate increase for the costs of
Klamath dam removal is presently only about $1.61/month.

The reality is that all four dams combined do not generate all that much power. Although
the whole Klamath Hydroelectric Project is technically rated for maximum power generation of
about 169 megawatts (MW), these dams cannot run at maximum capacity 24/7, especially during
summers when turbine flows are lowest. The entire Project combined actually generated only
about 82 MW of power on average over the past 50 years according to FERC records —and 78
MW combined for just the four dams in question here.® By way of comparison, a single modern
electrical power plant can continuously generate 1,000 MW or more.

And according to estimates by FERC, even after all the expensive retrofitting to meet
modern standards for relicensing, these four dams combined would then only generate about 58
MW of power on average - about 26% less than they do foday.”

Relicensing thus means spending a great deal of money for what is actually very little
power. In fact, FERC estimated in its 2007 Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIS) on
relicensing that even if fully relicensed, the required retrofitting would be so expensive for so

® See Detailed Plan for Dam Removal — Klamath River Dams (Sept. 15, 2011), Table ES-1, pg. 7, at:
http://klamathrestoration.gov/sites/klamathrestoration.gov/files/Klamath_DetailedPlan2011.pdf. Partial removal,
which means leaving some of the building structures in place but still removing the dams sufficiently to produce a
free-flowing river, can be done even cheaper, estimate at about $247 million.

* California PUC Final Order at: http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/published/proceedings/A1003015.htm.
5 Oregon PUC Final Order at: http:/apps.puc.state.or.us/orders/20100ords/10-364.pdf.

® The November, 2007 FERC Final EIS (“FERC FEIS™) is available online at;
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/File_list.asp?document_id=13555784 or found by a FERC docket search at
www.ferc.gov, Docket No. P-2082-027 posted November 16, 2007, Document No. 20071116-4001. This number is
taken from FERC FEIS, pg. 1-1, as 716,800 MWh, which divided by hours per year (24 hrs./day X 365.25
days/year) = 81.77 MW actual output, rounded to 82 MW — less than 2% of Pacific Power’s total current power
production, DEIS numbers are slightly lower (see DEIS Table ES-1 at page ES-14) because of not counting the
very small amount of power generated by the Fall Creek and the East Side and West Side intakes and turbines at
Link River Dam. East Side and West Side power piants are scheduled to be decommissioned regardless of
relicensing. Excluding those three very small facilities gives an average 50-year annual generation record for the
four remaining dams (J.C. Boyle, CopCo 1 & 2 and Iron Gate Dams) of only 78 MW.

" FERC FEIS, Sec. 4.4, pg. 4-4 of 533,879 MWh = 60.90 MW relicensed output, rounded to 61 MW. Not counting
Fall Creek, and the Eastside and Westside turbines, however, this comes to only 58 MW.
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little return that these four dams would then operate af more than a $20 million/vear net loss.®
This means a 40-year FERC license would cost the company’s ratepayers a total of at least $1.3
billion — about 6.5 times the $200 million “cap” on dam removal under the KHSA.

Relicensing is just not an economically sensible option for either the company or its
ratepayer-customers. The economic “bottom line” is that it’s just a lot cheaper for customers to
remove the dams than to keep them.

And all this is completely ignoring likely economic and jobs benefits of a restored world-
class salmon run, a more stable irrigation system, better water quality for the river, the gain of up
to 4,300 new jobs with nearly 3,200 long-term jobs (and the 1,400 short-term construction jobs
nearly all in Siskiyou County) and the many other benefits also highlighted in the DEIS.

The majority of Siskiyou County residents are Pacific Power customers and ratepayers,
and so Siskiyou County residents, more than anyone else, should be concerned about minimizing
the costs they will have to pay for either option ultimately chosen. Many coastal commercial
fishermen as also company ratepayers, particularly in Del Norte County and coastal Oregon, and
we certainly don’t want to pay more than these dams are worth either. Keeping them in place
would require us to do just that, costing at feast $1.3 billion but with no upper limit on how much
it could ultimately cost. For all of Pacific Power’s customers, dam removal under the Klamath
Hydropower Settlement Agreement (KHSA) is a really good deal!

The KHSA also guarantees that the City of Yreka’s water supply culvert from the Fall
Creek inflow will be completely upgraded, to the tune of several million dollars, including new
spring intake fish screens the City would otherwise have to pay for. Without the KHSA,
however, much of this benefit to the City of Yreka could go away: with FERC relicensing the
City would not get fish screen money or culvert upgrades and would have to pay for these out of
pocket, and if dam decommissioning ultimately took place without the KHSA, Pacific Power
would not have to undertake more than a fraction of these mitigation costs, and those would be
subject to likely litigation. So the KHSA is a good deal for the City of Yreka as well.

As 1o replacement power, Pacific Power is already Iegally committed to bringing more
than 1,400 MW of brand new, cost-effective renewable power online by 2015.° This nearly /8
times more power than the four Klamath dams generate all together. Adding at least 58 MW of
cost-effective and clean (carbon-free) replacement power to its grid after 2020, as it intends to do
under the KHSA, would be an almost trivial task by comparison. There are many options for the
replacement of this power from comparable carbon-free or renewable sources by 2020.'

PCFFA-Statement for DEIS Record (10-20-11)

® FERC FEIS (Nov. 2007), Table 4-3 on pg. 4-2.

® See for instance, Final Order, Measure 41, in CPUC Docket AG5-07-010.

YA single modern wind turbine, for instance, can generate up to 6 MW of power and it would take only 39 such
wind turbines, even at a very conservative estimated 25% efficiency, to completely replace the total amount of
“green power” (58 MW) these four dams could produce after any hypothetical relicensing. A single modern “wind
farm” may contain hundreds of such wind turbines. Also, even very modest conservation measures taken anywhere
within Pacific Power’s six state power grid could replace this very small amount of power easily and cheaply.

3
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Comment Author Spain, Glen

Agency/Assoc. Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermans Assoc.

Submittal Date October 20, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

AO_LT_1020_010-1 Comment Noted. No

EIS/EIR Section 3.18, Public Health & Safety, discusses
replacement power as a result of hydroelectric facility removal.
Section 3.15, Socioeconomics discusses effects to electricity rates
and other economic effects, including job creation. Section 3.2,
Water Quality, evaluates water quality effects and Section 3.3,
Aquatic Resources, evaluate fisheries effects, including benefits of
the Proposed Action.
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Chapter 11 -

Spain, Glen
Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermans Assoc.
December 28, 2011

Comments and Responses

Comment Code

AO_LT 1228 038-1

AO_LT_1228_038-2

AO_LT_1228 038-3

AO_LT_1228_038-4

AO_LT_1228_038-5

Comment Response

Comment Noted.

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

Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8-Dam
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study.

Appendix A has been revised to include information from the
independent reviews of Alternatives 10 and 11 that were
completed after this document. The independent reviews support
the finding that Alternatives 10 and 11 do not meet the NEPA
Purpose and Need/CEQA Project Objectives.

During removal of upstream facilities (3-6 months) under
Alternative 5, the power generation and fish passage facilities at
Copco 2 would not operate because of the high sediment content
in the water. However, the facility at Copco 2 would not be
continually overwhelmed with sediment nor would it have to be
dredged out. The dam has large radial gates that would be
operated to bypass flood flows and these would also be used flush
sediment during high flows. There would be additional coarse and
fine sediment entering the basin that could require additional
maintenance; however, it would be possible to continue operation
of the facility.

Conversion of IMPLAN jobs to Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) would
involve the application of national conversion rates (calculated
from data provided by unemployment insurance programs) to
regional employment figures. However, the employment
estimates provided in the Draft EIS/EIR, since they were estimated
based on specific geographies, are not necessarily appropriate (or
consistent) at the regional level. In addition, commercial
fishermen are minimally represented in the unemployment
insurance data which are used to compute the conversion rates.
Thus, conversion to FTEs would actually introduce an additional
potential source of error.

The IMPLAN data underlying the estimation of employment
impacts in the Draft EIS/EIR are compiled from a variety of
sources including the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, the
U.S. Bureau of Labor, and the U.S. Census Bureau. IMPLAN
uses the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) definition of
employment. Employment includes both full time and part time
workers (rather than FTE’s) and is measured in annual average
jobs. The jobs numbers are directly comparable across
alternatives and resources. The jobs numbers are also directly
comparable to Federal and State employment data.

Change in
EIS/EIR

No

No

Yes

No

Yes
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Spain, Glen
Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermans Assoc.
December 28, 2011

Comment Code

AO_LT_1228 038-6
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Comment Response

IMPLAN data counts part-time employment the same as full-time
employment, for example a part-time worker who works all year is
one average annual job. However there is an adjustment for
seasonal jobs, for example, two workers who work a half year
count as one average annual job.

However, industries that rely predominately on part-time labor
would have lower earnings per worker which translates in lower
labor income which is also measured as part of the regional
economic impact analysis.

The employment estimates use a consistent definition of jobs
throughout the Draft EIS/EIR. The jobs definitions has been
added to each of the results tables for the Final EIS/EIR to aid in
understanding.

The Draft EIS/EIR acknowledges the historic extent of steelhead
and their capacity to access and use habitat (Draft EIS/EIR
Section 3.3.4.3, p. 3.3-112-113).

Under the Proposed Action, removal of dams could result in
alterations in habitat availability, flow regime, water quality,
temperature variation, and algal toxins which could affect
steelhead in the long term. Dam removal would restore
connectivity to at least 420 miles of historical habitat in the Upper
Klamath Basin and would create additional habitat within the
Hydroelectric Reach (Tinniswood 2011). It is anticipated that as a
result of the Proposed Action the summer and winter steelhead
within the Klamath River watershed would have an increase in
abundance, productivity, population spatial structure, and genetic
diversity. Based on increased habitat availability and improved
habitat quality, the effect of the Proposed Action would be
beneficial for summer and winter steelhead in the long term (Draft
EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3, p. 3.3-119). Long-term quantitative
estimates of the steelhead population response are not available,
but are qualitatively characterized as ranging from “no detectable
response” to “broader spatial distribution and increased numbers
of individuals within the Klamath system” depending on other
variables such as water quality (Dunne et al, 2011, p. ii).

As noted (Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.15.4.3, p. 3.15-59) the lack of
quantitative population data makes it impossible to quantify the
economic contribution of in-stream steelhead fishing to local
economies. As a result, any increase in economic activity
attributable to steelhead fishing is not captured in the economic
analysis. This has the effect of underestimating the economic
contribution of in-stream steelhead fishing should an increase in
the steelhead population increase occur.
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The EIS/EIR describes the effects of climate change on the
Proposed Action and alternatives. The text summarizes key
components of larger documents that analyze predicted climate
change impacts in the Pacific Northwest and the Klamath Basin.
P. 3.10-22 of the Draft EIS/EIR specifies that the “primary effect of
dam removal is still anticipated to be the return of approximately
160 miles of the Klamath River, from J.C. Boyle Reservoir (RM
224.7) to the Salmon River (RM 66), to a natural thermal regime.”
In addition to Section 3.2, Water Quality which the comment
author cites, p. 3.10-32 and 3.10-33 of the Draft EIS/EIR discuss
the benefits of implementing the Drought Plan and the Climate
Change Assessment and Adaptive Management Plan components
of the KBRA. As described on these pages, these plans “will assist
the region in planning and responding to the climate change
impacts identified in this EIS/EIR in the short-term, mid-term, and
long-term horizons.” In addition to Section 3.2, Water Quality,
discussion of climate change, Section 3.3.4.3 also discusses
climate change.

The analysis of the KBRA has been updated to clarify how
implementation of the KBRA is expected to benefit groundwater
levels in the Klamath Basin within and around the Klamath Project.

To clarify the description of sediment quantities presented in the
EIS/EIR, the text box on p. 2-XX, titled “Existing and Future
Sediment Weight and Volume in the Four Facilities with Projected
Erosion Following Dam Removal” has been added to show
sediment quantities in both cubic yards and tons. Additionally a
note indicating prior estimates of the sediment deposits that were
also noted in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR has been added to
the table. The EIS/EIR analysis relies on volume estimates in both
tons and cubic yards (Mass report in US short tons).

The sediment evaluation studies conducted for the Secretarial
Determination process were not fish consumption advisory
studies, so the results are limited in the sense that they provide
direct information regarding potential human health risks due to
fish consumption under the No Action/No Project Alternative
(Alternative 1). The bioaccumulatory pathways in the field study
were not controlled (as they are in laboratory studies), and a direct
comparison of human health risk due to fish consumption under
the No Action/No Project Alternative to risk of fish consumption (of
different species) under the Proposed Action is not possible.
However, the potential human health impacts under Alternative 1
(No Action/No Project) are discussed as a further line of evidence
in Section 3.2.4.3.1.7 Inorganic and Organic Contaminants of the
Draft EIS/EIR (p. 3.2-71 to 3.2-76). Together, the evaluations of
sediment and fish tissue data, and separate laboratory
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bioaccumulation studies, serve as multiple lines of evidence and
indicate that a relatively small number of chemicals (i.e., mercury,
arsenic, total PCBs, and dioxins) are present in the reservoir
sediments at levels that have the potential to cause minor or
limited adverse effects to humans through fish consumption in the
Hydroelectric Reach. The continued impoundment of water at the
Four Facilities under the No Action/No Project Alternative would
result in no change from these existing conditions. These results
and conclusions have been incorporated into the overall potential
impacts shown in Draft EIS/EIR Figure 3.2-2 on p. 3.2-74. Also
refer to the document, Screening-Level Evaluation of
Contaminants in Sediments from Three Reservoirs and the
Estuary of the Klamath River, 2009-2011 (CDM 2011b), for
detailed discussions of the data and evaluation used to derive this
conclusion. Note that there are currently no TMDLs for
contaminants in the Klamath Basin.

In addition to this EIS/EIR, a Biological Assessment (BA) was
prepared and a BO is in development that evaluate in depth the
effects to endangered species. These reports would be used by
the Secretary in making his decision.

Mitigation measures are only identified if a significant impact is
identified. No impacts are required for impacts that are considered
less than significant. As shown in Draft EIS/EIR Sections
3.2.4.3.1.7 (No Action/No Project Alternative) and 3.2.4.3.2.7
(Proposed Action), a relatively small number of chemicals are
present in reservoir sediments at levels that have the potential to
cause minor or limited adverse effects under the alternatives.
Thus, the effects are less-than-significant.

With regard to comments pertaining to “Baseline Chosen Is
Appropriate”:

We agree that economic impacts for the in river recreational
fisheries are understated, due to inability to quantify effects of the
Action alternatives on the steelhead and redband trout fisheries. A
qualitative discussion of the latter fisheries is provided on p. 3.15-
43 and p. 3.15-59 to 3.15-60 of the Draft EIS/EIR.

With regard to comments pertaining to “Incorrect ‘Expansion
Factors’ for Monterey and Northern Oregon Regions”:

An expansion factor of 1.0 was used in the Draft EIS/EIR to
characterize the troll fishery in Monterey and Northern Oregon
under 2001-2005 baseline conditions and long-term average
conditions projected for Alternatives 2 and 3 (43% increase over
baseline). While we agree that the expansion factors for Monterey
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and Northern Oregon would be much different from 1.0 during
years of very low stock abundance (e.g., 2006), the baseline
period and the 43% increase over baseline do not reflect such
depressed conditions. Thus the 1.0 expansion factors are
appropriate to the circumstances that were analyzed. For
clarification, text has been added to Section 3.15.4.2 indicating
that the tables pertaining to commercial, in-river and ocean
recreational Chinook fisheries in that section reflect average
(rather than depressed) stock abundance conditions.

With regard to comments pertaining to “Error in Designating
Where KRFC Harvests Occur”:

With regard to Tables IV-1 and V-2 of the Commercial Fishing
Economics Technical Report, we do not claim that five of the
seven management areas account for 99% of Klamath Chinook
harvest but rather that they account for 99% of “revenues from
Chinook harvest (all stocks) that are attributable to the availability
of Klamath Chinook” (p 26). This latter claim is consistent with the
data presented in the tables.

We agree with NOAA Fisheries Service that “Over 99 percent of
KRFC are caught with other salmon stocks, including more
abundance Central Valley fall-run Chinook, in commercial and
recreational fisheries in the Klamath impact area from Cape
Falcon to Point Sur.” The statement in the EIS/EIR that 99% of
revenues from Chinook harvest (all stocks) attributable to the
availability of Klamath Chinook occurs in five of the seven
management areas is not inconsistent with NOAA Fisheries
Service’s definition of the Klamath River Fall Chinook (KRFC)
impact area. Rather the EIS/EIR statement describes how
revenues attributable to the No Action and Proposed alternatives
would be distributed within the KRFC impact area identified by
NOAA Fisheries Service.

We agree with the comment author’s concern regarding the need
for more information regarding effects of the alternatives when
Chinook is at low levels of abundance. This issue is addressed in
the Commercial Fishing Economics Technical Report but needs to
be more fully addressed in the EIS/EIR. Such information has
been added to Section 3.15.4.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.

Given that 99% of revenues from Chinook harvest (all stocks)
attributable to the availability of Klamath Chinook would occur in
areas other than Monterey and Northern Oregon, the economic
impacts of the No Action and Proposed alternatives would be
modest at best in the latter two areas. This is why the two areas
are excluded from Tables 3.15-28, 3.15-29, 3.15-45 and 3.15-46.
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This is explained in the Commercial Fishing Economics Technical
Report. Similar explanation has been added to Section 3.15.4.2
of the Final EIS/EIR.

With regard to comments pertaining to “Converting ‘Jobs’ to FTEs
and Clarifying Terms in Thompson report Table V-2 and V-4”:

Section V.A. of the Commercial Fishing Economics Technical
Report states that “The employment impacts include full time, part
time, and temporary positions.” P. 3.15-27 of the Draft EIS/EIR
similarly indicates that “a job can be full-time, part-time or
temporary”’. However, we agree that this definition should be made
clear throughout these documents and not just in the methodology
section. Thus an appropriate “jobs” definition has been added to
each of the results tables in the Commercial Fishing Economics
Technical Report and the Final EIS/EIR.

The IMPLAN data underlying the estimation of employment
impacts in the EIS/EIR are compiled from a variety of sources
including the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, the BLS, and the
U.S. Census Bureau. IMPLAN uses the BLS definition of
employment. Employment includes both full time and part time
workers (rather than FTEs) and is measured in annual average
jobs. The jobs numbers are directly comparable across
alternatives and resources. The jobs numbers are also directly
comparable to Federal and State employment data.

IMPLAN data count part-time employment the same as full-time
employment; for example a part-time worker who works all year is
one average annual job. However there is an adjustment for
seasonal jobs; for example, two workers who work a half year
count as one average annual job.

Industries that are predominately part-time labor would have lower
earnings per worker which translates to lower labor income, which
is also measured as part of this analysis.

Conversion of IMPLAN jobs to FTEs would involve application of
national conversion rates (calculated from data provided by
unemployment insurance programs) to regional employment
figures. Therefore the employment estimates provided in the
EIS/EIR, are not necessarily appropriate at the regional level, and
commercial fishermen are minimally represented in the
unemployment insurance data which are used to compute the
conversion rates. Thus conversion to FTEs would introduce
another potential source of error to the job estimates.
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The title of Table V-4 of the Commercial Fishing Economics
Technical Report indicates that the numbers pertain to economic
impacts “under Alternative 2 relative to Alternative 1”. To make
this point clearer, the title of the table has been edited to indicate
that the difference between Alternatives 1 and 2 represents
additional jobs.

AO LT 1228 038-13  Concern #1: AR-1: Protection of Mainstem Spawning

The issues raised by the comment author are valid, and useful for
the implementation of AR-1. As described in the Draft EIS/EIR
Section 3.3.4.3 (p. 3.3-196) a detailed plan describing capture
techniques, release locations, and monitoring methods for the
implementation of AR-1 would be developed by the DRE prior to
2019. This plan would provide for the further consideration of
differences in “races” of each species to minimize the mixing of
different stocks, and to consider hatchery stocks. This plan would
also consider specific protections from the timing of sediment
surges.

Concern #2: AR-2: Protection of Outmigrating Juveniles

The issues raised by the comment author are valid, and useful for
the implementation of AR-2. As described in the Draft EIS/EIR
Section 3.3.4.3 (p. 3.3-197), trapping on all of these streams is
proposed to help preserve the genetic integrity and varied life
history tactics that are represented by this group of streams that
have a high diversity with respect to size, channel types, water
temperature regimes, geographic distribution, and other attributes.
In addition a detailed plan describing trapping techniques, release
locations, and monitoring methods would be developed by the
DRE prior to 2019. This plan would consider adjustments in timing
of captures and releases so as to preserve, as much as possible,
the same genetic diversity that currently exists, as well as to
prevent geographic dislocations that might result in higher future
straying rates from the incoming adults from this most affected
year-class. As described in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3 (p.
3.3-197), The procedures of trapping, handling, trucking, and
releasing outmigrating salmonids could result in harm or mortality
to some individuals, and releasing fish at downstream locations
could reduce natal cues and increase stray rates. Therefore fish
would be captured and transported only if conditions within the
mainstem are as poor as predicted. Due to the uncertainties with
suspended sediment modeling, water quality monitoring during
spring 2020 would be used to trigger the initiation and cessation of
the capture program and inform suitable release locations.
Consistent with the concerns raised in this comment, the Draft
EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3 (p. 3.3-197) describes that, alternatively,

Vol. lll, 11.7-629 - December 2012



Klamath Facilities Removal
Final EIS/EIR

Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Spain, Glen
Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermans Assoc.
December 28, 2011

Comment Code

AO_LT_1228_038-14

Vol. lll, 11.7-630 - December 2012

Comment Response

in a portion of tributaries juveniles could be held in temporary
facilities within tributaries and released when SSC in the mainstem
were non-stressful. This would prevent any decrease in the natal
cue, as well as any potential associated effects of fish transport.

Concern #3: AR-3: Fall Flow Pulses

The issues raised by the comment author are valid, and useful for
the implementation of AR-3. As described in the Draft EIS/EIR
Section 3.3.4.3 (p. 3.3-198) a detailed plan describing target flows
and monitoring methods would be developed by the DRE prior to
2019. This plan would consider the development of clear “triggers”
in terms of current and projected future meteorological conditions,
as well as river conditions, to determine whether such fall pulse
flows are going to be available, and in what volume, and still leave
a very high probability (80% or greater) of having enough
additional inflows for the spring pulse flows needed during smolt
out-migration (and to meet coho BiOp requirements).

Concern #4: AR-4; Hatchery Management

As described in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3 (p. 3.3-199), the
central focus of this mitigation measures is to recommend that
hatchery managers could adjust the timing of hatchery releases
during spring 2020. As noted in this comment, an alternative is
proposed to allow the sub-yearling and yearling smolts to imprint
at the hatchery and then truck them to release locations
downstream where SSC effects may be muted by tributary
accretion flow. Imprinting on the hatchery prior to release is
proposed to reduce the potential for straying, a concern noted in
the comment. However, the issue raised is legitimate, and would
be considered in the detailed plan describing adjustments to
hatchery management to be developed by the DRE prior to 2019
[Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3 (p. 3.3-199)].

The issues raised by the comment author are valid, and useful for
the implementation of AR-2. As described in Draft EIS/EIR Section
3.3.4.3 (p. 3.3-197), trapping on all of these streams is proposed
to help preserve the genetic integrity and varied life history tactics
that are represented by this group of streams that have a high
diversity with respect to size, channel types, water temperature
regimes, geographic distribution, and other attributes. In addition a
detailed plan describing trapping techniques, release locations,
and monitoring methods would be developed by the DRE prior to
2019. This plan would consider adjustments in timing of captures
and releases so as to preserve, as much as possible, the same
genetic diversity that currently exists, as well as to prevent
geographic dislocations that might result in higher future straying
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rates from the incoming adults from this most affected year-class.
As described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3 (p. 3.3-197), the
procedures of trapping, handling, trucking, and releasing out
migrating salmonids could result in harm or mortality to some
individuals, and releasing fish at downstream locations could
reduce natal cues and increase stray rates. Therefore fish would
be captured and transported only if conditions within the mainstem
are as poor as predicted. Due to the uncertainties with suspended
sediment modeling, water quality monitoring during spring 2020
would be used to trigger the initiation and cessation of the capture
program and inform suitable release locations. Consistent with the
concerns raised in this comment, the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3
(p. 3.3-197) describes that, alternatively, in a portion of tributaries
juveniles could be held in temporary facilities within tributaries and
released when SSC in the mainstem were non-stressful. This
would prevent any decrease in the natal cue, as well as any
potential associated effects of fish transport.

AO LT 1228 038-15  Master Response HYDG-1 Flood Protection. No

Additional analysis of the specific structures requiring mitigation
due to increased water surface elevations would be completed as
a part of future engineering studies that would follow an Affirmative
Secretarial Determination. As noted by the comment author
Mitigation Measures H-1 and H-2 were determined to reduce the
impact to hydrology to less than significant. However the additional
mitigation measures identified by the comment author could be
considered as a of any future environmental compliance review
required following an Affirmative Secretarial Determination.

AO LT 1228 038-16  The commenter has correctly characterized the information No
presented in the Dam Removal Real Estate Evaluation Report

Master Response RE-3 Landowners Compensation.
Master Response RE-4 Takings.
AO LT 1228 038-17  Master Response RE-3A Landowner Compensation. No

The specific process outlined for compensation of landowners is
outside the scope of the EIS/EIR.

AO LT 1228 038-18  As noted, mitigation measure REC-1 would develop recreation No
opportunities along the newly created river channel.
Master Response RE-6B, C, and E Disposition of Parcel B Lands.

AO LT 1228 038-19  While it is correct that Proposition 13 limits a property tax rate No
increase on real property, it does not prohibit a decrease on the
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taxable rate of real property. Proposition 8 was passed in 1978
and it allows for a temporary reduction in the assessed value of
real property if the real property declines in value. Proposition 8 is
codified by section 51(a)(2) of the California Revenue and
Taxation Code. If a real property’s market value decreases below
the property’s base year value (the value at the time of purchase
or the assessed value in 1975) it can result in a lower tax
assessment through the county tax assessor.

AO LT 1228 038-20 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record. No
AO LT 1228 038-21 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record. No

AO LT 1228 038-22 NEPA requires an EIS to disclose the impacts associated with No
each alternative to foster the decision-making process, which is
what the EIS/EIR has done. NEPA also requires that mitigation
measures must be also discussed in an EIS, but it is at the
discretion of the Lead Agency as to what measures are adopted
and implemented.

AO LT 1228 038-23  As presented in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.3.2.7 (p. 3.2-118 No
to 3.2-125), the potential for effects on aquatic species and
humans due to exposure to sediment-associated inorganic and
organic contaminants in the lower Klamath River would be less-
than-significant. Therefore, no mitigation measure is required.

AP_LT 1228 038-24 Use of “Reclamation” as an acronym for the Bureau of
Reclamation is first explained in the Executive Summary under
Section ES.2.1.

It is also shown in the reference list for Section 3.15 by listing the
first Bureau of Reclamation reference with the full name “Bureau
of Reclamation” followed by (Reclamation). Each reference listed
after this only uses the acronym “Reclamation” to identify the
reference.

No change will be made to these citations.

AO LT 1228 038-25  The reference to Mitigation Measures PHS-1 and PHS-2 in the No
part of Section 3.18 noted by the comment author is correct. No
change to the text is necessary.

The impact analysis is describing potential public health and safety
effects during construction and demolition of recreational facilities.
PHS-1 calls for the preparation and implementation of a public
safety management plan that would apply to all phases of
construction and demolition. PHS-2 is a fire safety management
plan to reduce the risk of fire as a result of construction/ demolition
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activities. Mitigation Measure REC-1 provides for the mitigation for
recreational facilities that would be removed during dam removal.
The intent of REC-1 is to provide recreational resources and
infrastructure which would support similar levels albeit different
types of use. Thus, mitigation measures PHS-1 and PHS-2 are the
correct mitigation references for this potential impact.

AO LT 1228 038-26  The discussion is focused on the Public Health and Safety Yes
mitigations for construction activities related to removing the
existing recreation facilities, not mitigating for their loss. Mitigation
Measures PHS-1 and -2 are the correct mitigations measures for
the impact under discussion.

4) As discussed on Draft EIS/EIR p. 3.18-13 of the Public Health
and Safety section, the Four Facilities under consideration for
removal have a nameplate generation capacity of 163MW, and an
annual average generation of 686,000 MW. Other numbers
throughout the Draft EIS/EIR use this 686,000 MW number for the
analysis of different impacts. The discussions on p. 3.18-23 and
3.18-27 have been clarified to match the initial discussion on p.
3.18-13 and table 3.18-4.

AO LT 1228 038-27  Section 3.18, Public Health & Safety, has been revised to include Yes
this information.
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The Secretary of the Interior acknowledges that there are many
people who support dam removal and there are many who
maintain that the dams should stay in place. There are a range of
reasonable alternatives presented in the Draft EIS/EIR; 18
alternatives are presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, five of which are
examined in detail using the best available science. There are
positive and negative aspects for each of these alternatives. The
potential effect of each alternative is discussed in the EIS/EIR and
will be fully considered by the Secretary, along with public input
and peer reviewed science before making a final determination.

Master Response N/CP-13 KBRA is Analyzed as a Connected
Action.

The Klamath agreements are examples of negotiations designed
to resolve longstanding legal battles over the use of water
resources in the Klamath Basin. There are provisions in law which
allow parties to negotiate privately to resolve litigation and to keep
the contents of discussions confidential. This is what occurred in
the negotiations over PacifiCorp’s Klamath Hydroelectric Project,
as well as the related Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement.
PacifiCorp, tribes, environmental, fishing and agriculture interests
are using these meetings to negotiate agreements that avoid
litigation. The federal government often times has a vested interest
in resolving the litigation as well.

Master Response GEN-7 Unsubstantial Information.

Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8 - Dam
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study.

Master Response ALT-7 Elimination of KBRA and KHSA Including
Alternatives 16 - Dredge Upper Klamath Lake and 18- Partition of
Upper Klamath Lake from Detailed Study.
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Comment Noted.

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

Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8 - Dam
Removal Without KBRA from Detailed Study.

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

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

A discussion of economic, environmental, and environmental
justice implications of compliance or noncompliance with the
TMDLs is outside the scope of this project analysis.

TMDL implementation is included in every alternative analyzed in
the EIS/EIR including the No Action/No Project Alternative.
Analyzing the costs of implementing these TMDLs is beyond the
scope of this EIS/EIR.

Master Response COST-2 Cost of FERC Licensing.

The comment author incorrectly states the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service recently petitioned, pursuant to the ESA, to list Chinook
salmon in the Upper Klamath and Trinity River (UKTR) ESU. In
reality, the petition requested the National Marine Fisheries
Service to list the UKTR ESU.

In response to this petition, the National Marine Fisheries Service
formed a Biological Review Team to review the biological status of
the species to determine if listing under the ESA is warranted.

The results of the review indicate that recent spawner abundance
estimates of both fall- run and spring-run Chinook salmon
returning to spawn in natural areas are generally low compared to
historical estimates of abundance; however, the majority of
populations have not declined in spawner abundance over the
past 30 years (i.e., from the late 1970s and early 1980s to 2010)
except for the Scott and Shasta rivers where there have been
modest declines (Williams et al 2011). In addition, Williams et al.
(2011) found that hatchery returns did not track escapement to
natural spawning areas and they concluded that there has been
little change in the abundance levels, trends in abundance, or
population growth rates since the review conducted by Myers et al.
(1998). The Biological Review Team also noted that the recent
abundance levels of some populations are low, especially in the
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context of historical abundance estimates. This was most evident
with respect to two of the three spring-run population units that
were evaluated (Salmon River and South Fork Trinity River).
Although current levels of abundance are generally low compared
with historical estimates of abundance, the current abundance
levels do not constitute a major risk in terms of ESU extinction.

Spring Chinook Background: As noted in the Darft EIS/EIR on p.
3.3-7, historically, the spring-run Chinook salmon may have been
as abundant as the fall run (Moyle 2002). Large numbers of
Chinook salmon once spawned in the basin above Klamath Lake
in the Williamson, Sprague, and Wood rivers (Snyder 1931, as
cited in National Research Council 2004). Large runs of spring
Chinook salmon also returned to the Shasta, Scott, and Salmon
rivers.

In Section 3.3 the following text has been added:
Cause of the Decline:

Huntington (Huntington 2006) reasoned that spring-run
Chinook likely accounted for the majority of the Upper Klamath
Basin’s actual salmon production under pristine conditions, but
were apparently in substantial decline by the early 1900s. The
cause of the decline of the Klamath River spring-run Chinook
salmon prior to Copco 1 Dam has been attributed to dams,
overfishing, irrigation, and largely to commercial hydraulic mining
operations (Coots 1962; Snyder 1931). These large scale mining
operations occurred primarily in the late 1800’s, and along with
overfishing, left spring Chinook little chance to recover prior to
dam construction in early 1900’s (Draft EIS/EIR p. 3.3-7).

Dam construction eliminated much of the historical spring-
run spawning and rearing habitat and was partly responsible for
the extirpation of at least seven spring-run populations from the
Klamath-Trinity River system (Myers et al. 1997). The construction
of Dwinnell Dam on the Shasta River in 1926 was soon followed
by the disappearance of the spring Chinook salmon run in that
tributary (Moyle et al. 1995 in National Research Council 2004)
(Draft EIS/EIR p. 3.3-7).

Under this Alternative, spring-run Chinook salmon are likely
to remaining at significantly suppressed levels over the years of

analysis (50 years) (added to end of 2nd paragraph under spring
Chinook in the Draft EIS/EIR on p. 3.3-63, Alternative 1).

As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR on p. 3.3-63 and 3.3-64, the
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consequences of this ongoing loss of habitat to the population
could include reduced resilience to recover from catastrophic
disturbances of natural or anthropogenic origin, such as wildfire or
chemical spills. Because areas upstream of the barrier include
coldwater refugia, opportunities for the population to adapt to
changing climate are reduced, whether these changes are a result
of short- or long-term cycles or trends. Overall, spring Chinook
salmon mostly use the mainstem Klamath River as a migratory
corridor during adult migration, and downstream smolt migration.

Access to Additional Habitat: The Draft EIS/EIR (Section 3.3.4.3)
states access to additional habitat would provide a long-term
benefit to spring-run Chinook salmon populations.

Alternatives 2 and 3 (p. 3.3-101 of the Draft EIS/EIR) have been
revised to integrate the following:

A) Successful passage would provide access to important
thermal refugia, most notably in the J.C. Boyle Bypassed Reach
and in tributaries upstream of Upper Klamath Lake (Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission 2007). Dam removal would make
habitat accessible to both spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmon
above IGD (Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 2007).
Removing the dams would allow access to at least 49 tributaries
upstream of Iron Gate Dam that would provide hundreds of miles
of habitat for Chinook salmon (DOI 2007), including groundwater-
fed areas resistant to water temperature increases caused by
changes in climate (Hamilton et al. 2011). Some of these areas,
such as the lower Williamson River, have habitat that would
provide substantial holding areas for spring Chinook (Hamilton et
al. 2010). Other holding areas with suitable temperatures above
the Project include Big Springs in the J.C.Boyle Bypassed Reach
(DOI Bureau of Land Management 2003), groundwater influenced
areas on the west side of UKL (Gannett et al. 2007), and the
Wood River (Gannett et al. 2007), Providing an unimpeded
migration corridor, the Proposed Action would provide the greatest
possible benefit related to fish passage, hence, the highest
survival (Buchanan et al. 2011a) and reproductive success. It is
anticipated that as a result of the Proposed Action the spring-run
Chinook salmon population within the Klamath River watershed
would have an increase in abundance, productivity, population
spatial structure, and genetic diversity.

B) The EIS/EIR (Section 3.3.4.3.) presents information from
the Chinook Salmon Expert Panel Report (Goodman et al. 2011).
The report noted uncertainties based on existing data and
concluded the prospects for the Proposed Action to provide a
substantial positive effect for spring Chinook salmon is more
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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. However, this concern would
be addressed in that the KBRA includes a reintroduction
component to establish populations in the new habitats. Above
UKL, KBRA implementation would reintroduce Chinook salmon in
Phase 1 (KBRA section 11.3.1.A) — no sooner than one year after
the KBRA Effective Date. The adaptive management approach to
reintroduction will include spring Chinook as well as fall Chinook
(Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 2008). Even without
supplementation, it is likely that Chinook salmon recolonization
would occur as it did following barrier removal at Landsburg Dam
in Washington (Kiffney et al. 2008). In addition, KBRA actions
would be implemented that are anticipated to improve productivity
of existing and potentially newly accessible habitats.

C) Historically, adult spring-run Chinook salmon migrated
upstream of the current location of IGD, perhaps as early as
February and March (Klamath Republican articles in Fortune et al.
1966) and likely held over in large holding pools in the mainstem,
in tributaries fed by cool water, and in headwater habitat above
UKL (California Department of Fish and Game 1990; Moyle 2002;
Snyder 1931). One benefit of such early migration would be the
avoidance of periods of poor water quality. The restored water
temperature regime may change upstream migration timing of
adult spring-run Chinook salmon because of the shift in water
temperatures below IGD (Bartholow et al. 2005).

D) With large scale hydraulic mining operations now
outlawed, spring-run Chinook salmon would no longer be subject
to one of their most significant threats in the Klamath River as
discussed above. Current improved fisheries management
minimizes overharvest.

E) While access to the Upper Klamath Basin provides
considerable promise of increasing spring-run abundance,
Huntington (2006) cautioned that the existing potential for Chinook
salmon production within the basin above UKL is clearly much
lower than his estimate of historical potential. His approach,
however, did not fully account for the historical (and unknown)
production potential of UKL itself, which could have been
considerable. A recent experimental reintroduction into UKL
suggests that habitat here would continue to support Chinook
salmon (Maule et al. 2009).

F) To strengthen resiliency in salmon populations, habitat

Vol. lll, 11.7-655 - December 2012



Klamath Facilities Removal
Final EIS/EIR

Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Terence, Erica
Klamath Riverkeeper
December 30, 2011

Comment Code

Vol. lll, 11.7-656 - December 2012

Comment Response

opportunities need to be expanded to allow maximum expression
of life-history variation. Restoration of migration to habitat above
Iron Gate Dam, in particular upper Klamath tributaries with
important groundwater resources, will be conducive to variation of
life-histories, including spring Chinook, and population resilience
(Hamilton et al. 2011).

Alternative 4 (p. 3.3-157) and Alternative 5 (p. 3.3-181) has been
revised to integrate A, C, D, E, and F above either by reference or
the addition of the text.

As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR in Section 3.3-15, spring Chinook
salmon are highly desirable and would provide quality benefits to
the subsistence fishery and lengthen the duration of harvest.
Restoration of spring Chinook is of particular importance for
IndianTribes, as it could lead to revival of the traditional First
Salmon Ceremony.

Green Sturgeon: The Draft EIS/EIR in Section 3.3.4.3 states
Southern Green Sturgeon may enter the Klamath River estuary to
forage during the summer months. They would not be present
when the most severe effects of dam removal are occurring, and
are not expected to be affected by the Proposed Action. The
remainder of this section describes the potential effects of the
Proposed Action on the Northern Green Sturgeon DPS. Northern
Green Sturgeon do not occur upstream of Ishi Pishi Falls and
would not be affected by Proposed Action effects that do not
extend downstream past these falls. The Proposed Action would
release dam-stored sediment downstream to the lower Klamath
River in the short term, and restore a flow regime that more closely
mimics natural conditions in the lower Klamath River and would
improve water quality and reduce instances of algal toxins. These
long-term effects would benefit green sturgeon using the lower
Klamath River reach. The Proposed Action is not expected to
substantially change or affect estuarine habitat.

Green sturgeon in the Klamath Basin have the following traits
likely to enhance the species’ resilience to impacts of the
Proposed Action:

Most of the population (subadult and adult) would be in the
ocean during the year of the Proposed Action (2020) and would be
unaffected (Appendix E).

The approximately 30 percent of the population that spawn
and rear in the Trinity River would be unaffected.

Much of the spawning and rearing of green sturgeon occurs
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downstream of the Trinity River, where sediment concentrations
would be similar to existing conditions and the No Action/No
Project Alternative.

Green sturgeon are long-lived (>40 years) and are able to
spawn multiple times (~8 times) (Klimley et al. 2007), so effects on
two year classes may have little influence on the population as a
whole.

The EIS/EIR acknowledges the relative lack of information for
freshwater mussels (EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3) and eulachon. For
freshwater mussels, dam removal would increase connectivity
between Upper Klamath Basin and the Hydroelectric Reach and
would create additional riverine habitat within the Hydroelectric
Reach. Based on increased habitat availability and habitat quality
in the long term, the effect of the Proposed Action would be
beneficial for mussels in the long term (EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3).
For eulachon, dam removal would result in reductions in habitat
quality during reservoir drawdowns that would be detrimental to
Primary Constituent Elements of eulachon critical habitat, the
Proposed Action would have a significant effect on eulachon
critical habitat in the short term. Based on benefits to the PCEs,
the Proposed Action would have a beneficial effect on critical
habitat for eulachon in the long term (EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3).

For all species analyzed, when the short-term deleterious effects
occurring during reservoir drawdown in 2020 are weighed against
the long-term benefits to the Klamath River, the systemic
restoration espoused in the Proposed Action improves biological
productivity and the quality of waters, streams, wetlands,
estuaries, and lakes (EIS/EIR Section 3.3.4.3).

AO_LT_1230_057-6 The analysis of the KBRA has been updated to clarify how Yes
implementation of the KBRA is expected to benefit groundwater
levels in the Klamath Basin.

Discussion of the related potential impacts of the KBRA on
fisheries is presented in Section 3.3, Aquatic Resources.

AO_LT_ 1230 _057-7 The Dam Removal Real Estate Evaluation Report was completed No
by Bender-Rosenthal, Inc. The primary author met all of the
requirements of the Appraisal Institute for Professional Appraisers
and Bender-Rosenthal complied with the Uniform Standards for
Professional Appraisal Practice in its study methodology. The
report was not intended as an analysis of specific impacts to any
given parcel or property but rather was intended as a look, in the
aggregate, of the potential impact of the real estate land values in
the communities surrounding Copco and Iron Gate reservoirs. It is
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not a valuation of any specific property or properties in the
communities. Appraisal theory attributes premiums to the overall
price of a property such as reservoir frontage or views to the lot
and not the improvements. Since the change in property value is
being attributed to the value of the lot following the loss of the
reservoirs the value of the improvements was not considered.

The results of this analysis are presented in Section 3.15,
Socioeconomics. The potential for increases in property values
downstream of the reservoirs following dam removal due to
improved water quality is also presented in Section 3.15,
Socioeconomics.

Estimated economic impacts relative to the No Action/No Project
Alternative, including those related to recreation, which is
generally related to tourism, are discussed in Section 3.15. Losses
in reservoir and whitewater recreation are expected to be offset by
improvements in sport fishing (both ocean and in river) and refuge
recreation. These changes are anticipated to occur in specific
regions both downstream and upstream of the dams and to have a
positive net effect on the economy in those regions. (Section
3.15.3 describes the region of analysis used for each recreational
activity.).

As indicated in Section 3.20,4.3, long-term improvements in fish,
wildlife and scenic viewing opportunities are expected in the
Project Reach and in areas currently designated as Wild and
Scenic Rivers upstream and downstream of the Project Reach.

The Draft EIS/EIR focuses on specific No Action and Action
alternatives. A broader discussion of the value of restoration
versus extraction is beyond the scope of this document.

Regional economic impacts associated with the No Action and
Action alternatives are quantified to the extent possible in Section
3.15 and summarized in Tables 3.15-65 and 3.15-66. Impacts that
could not be quantified are addressed qualitatively. For instance,
while economic impacts of the KBRA Tribal Program are
quantified in Table 3.15-66, impacts on tribal fisheries could not be
quantified and are instead qualitatively discussed on p. 3.15-45 to
3.15-48, 3.15-62 to 3.15-63, 3.15-81, 3.15-83 and 3.15-87.

We agree that the regional economic impacts of in-river sport
fishing are understated, due to inability to quantify the impacts of
the steelhead and redband trout fisheries. A qualitative discussion
of the latter fisheries is provided on p. 3.15-43, 3.15-59 to 3.15-60,
3.15-81, p. 15-83 and 3.15-87.
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While the harvest-to-effort conversion factor used for the in-river
recreational salmon fishery may differ from conversion factors
used elsewhere, it was deemed appropriate for the Draft EIS/EIR,
as it is based on harvest and effort data specific to the Klamath
River.

The modest increase in employment and income impacts shown
for the in river recreational Chinook fishery is due to several
factors: (1) The long-term average 9% increase in river
recreational harvest is based on a Chinook production model that
caps the in-river Chinook harvest at 25,000 fish, with any surplus
above this amount going to escapement. This cap was deemed
reasonable, as it accommodates harvests that considerably
exceed the highest in-river recreational harvests experienced in
the past two decades and is consistent with historical data
indicating the inability of the in-river sport fishery to fully utilize its
harvest allocation in higher abundance years. (2) The analysis
assumes that the in-river recreational fishery receives 7.5% of the
total available Chinook harvest; this is consistent with recent
fishery management practices. (3) The increase in access to
Chinook harvest by in-river fisheries does not expand access to
other salmon stocks as it does in the mixed stock ocean fisheries.

AO_LT_ 1230 _057-10  Master Response TTA-1 Federal Trust Responsibility and the No
KBRA.
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AO_LT 1019 002-1 The principles referred to are not listed; therefore, a response No

cannot be provided.
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