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Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

SG_MC_1020_003 
PUBLIC HEARING ON THE KLAMATH DAM 


REMOVAL DRAFT EIS/EIR 

---o0o--- 


YREKA, CALIFORNIA
 
THURSDAY, OCTOBER 20, 2011
 

MR. DAVE BITTS: My name is Dave Bitts, D-a-v-e B-i-t-t-s. 

I'm a commercial fisherman, salmon fisherman, 

based in Eureka. I'm also president of the Pacific Coast 

Federation of Fishermens' Association, representing the 

ports whose fishermen fish for salmon all up and down California. 

I strongly support dam removal.  I don't 

believe that salmon are going to survive in the Klamath 

Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal 

Comment 2 - Fish 

River unless the dams come out, and I believe that if the 

dams do come out, that they will flourish. 

Um, commercial fishermen will benefit in two 

ways from the increase in Klamath salmon populations 

because of dam removal and the KBRA. 

First, if there is an increase of Klamath fish 

in the ocean, we will catch more of those. 

Klamath fish are about ten percent of our 

catch, so doubling their numbers would mean our catch 

would increase by about ten percent. 

But the less obvious and more profound effect 

is that our whole fishery is governed by the abundance of 

Klamath fish in the ocean and it varies with that 

abundance, so that if there are more fish in more years, 
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Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR 

we will have more time and opportunity to fish on other 

stocks in the ocean, primarily, Sacramento fall Chinook, 

which are more than half of our catch. So it's very 

likely that if salmon fish are more abundant, our total 

landings coast-wide could increase by as much as 50 

percent, and that would be great. We would love to have 

more time than we currently do to catch fish. 

There is no over-fishing of salmon on the 

Pacific Coast. It does not happen, there are no foreign 

vessels fishing in our waters and the domestic fleet is 

very tightly managed to prevent over-fishing, to make sure 

there are enough fish left to spawn. It just doesn't 

happen. Comment 3 - Real Estate 

There is a property value issue that I haven't 

really heard considered here and that is that we have a 

major landowner in the basin that is trying to make a 

business decision about the disposal of its property; that 

landowner is PacifiCorp, and I believe they should be 

allowed to make a business decision about how to best and 

most profitably dispose of their property. That's what 

they are trying to do. We are helping. 

There's a couple of beefs I've heard that I 

think have a lot of merit, and those are, um, the 

potential loss in property values around the lake and the 
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loss in tax revenues to Siskiyou County. Those issues 

have to be addressed in this process. It would be wrong 

if those issues were not addressed. 

I stand to win as a fisherman if this all 

happens; I'll feel a lot better about that if you don't 

lose, in a way, by the same measures that cause me to win, 

and I would hope, as far as the Klamath Basin Restoration 

Agreement goes, that's a deal between a bunch of other 

parties, and the Klamath Project irrigators, don't they 

get to make a deal? 

Thank you. 

Comment 4 - KBRA 

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses
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Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR 

Comment Author 
Agency/Assoc. 
Submittal Date 

Bitts, Dave 
Pacific Coast Federation of Fisherman's Association 
October 20, 2011 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

SG_MC_1020_003-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 

SG_MC_1020_003-2 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record. No 

SG_MC_1020_003-3 Master Response GEN-20 PacifiCorp Private Ownership of 
Hydroelectric Facilities. 

No 

Master Response RE-2 Changes in Property Values. 

Changes in County of Siskiyou tax revenue is discussed in Section 
3.15, Socioeconomics, of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS)/Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

SG_MC_1020_003-4 Comment noted. No 

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

Vol. III, 11.8-6 - December 2012
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Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

SG_EM_1219_006 

From: Fred Cliff[SMTP:FREDCLIFF@GMAIL.COM] 

Sent: Monday, December 19, 2011 12:44:28 PM 

To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd  

Subject: Klamath Dams DEIS - Support for Alternative 2 

Auto forwarded by a Rule 

Ms. Elizabeth Vasquez 
Bureau of Reclamation 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal 
Dear Ms. Vasquez, 

On behalf of the Oregon chapter of Backcountry Hunters and Anglers, I'm writing to indicate support for 
Alternative 2 (the proposed action) which includes the full facilities removal of four dams and the 
implementation of the Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement (KBRA). Outdoor activities including 
hunting, fishing and wildlife viewing contribute millions of dollars annually to the Klamath County economy 
- $23 million as calculated by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. Removal of the four dams and 
implementation of the KBRA will help water conditions in the Klamath basin national wildlife refuges and 
improve waterfowl habitat. Likewise, the salmon and steelhead fishery will benefit. Enhanced hunting and 
fishing opportunities will ensure an ongoing, and increasingly greater, benefit to the local economy as well 
as to sportsmen and sportswomen. 

In addition to the benefits to sportsmen, the Klamath agreements are good for family farmers and 
ranchers and represent a locally devised plan. Implementation of the agreements will be good for people, 
fish and wildlife and will demonstrate fiscal responsibility in comparison to the cost of continued conflict in 
the Klamath basin. 

Sincerely, 

Fred Cliff 

Co-Chair - Oregon Backcountry Hunters and Anglers 

Vol. III, 11.8-7 - December 2012

mailto:Cliff[SMTP:FREDCLIFF@GMAIL.COM


 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR 

Comment Author 
Agency/Assoc. 
Submittal Date 

Cliff, Fred 
Oregon Backcountry Hunters and Anglers 
December 19, 2011 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

SG_EM_1219_006-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 

Vol. III, 11.8-8 - December 2012



 
 

------------------------------------------- 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

SG_WI_1107_004 

From: chamerstad@aol.com[SMTP:CHAMERSTAD@AOL.COM] 
Sent: Monday, November 07, 2011 2:57:06 PM 
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com 
Subject: Web Inquiry: Klamath River Dam Removal Auto forwarded by a Rule 

Name: Charles Hammerstad 
Organization: Flycasters, Inc. of San Jose 

Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal 
Subject: Klamath River Dam Removal 

Body: I am in full support of Alternative 2 – full dam removal and I like fish, I 
like jobs, and I want to solve the Klamath Crisis! 
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Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR 

Comment Author 
Agency/Assoc. 
Submittal Date 

Hammerstad, Charles 
Flycaster, Inc. of San Jose 
November 07, 2011 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

SG_WI_1107_004-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 
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Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR 

Comment Author 
Agency/Assoc. 
Submittal Date 

O'Keefe, Thomas 
American Whitewater 
December 26, 2011 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

SG_LT_1226_008-1 The Draft EIS/EIR identifies mitigation measures developed by the 
Lead Agencies for potentially significant impacts and also 
identifies significant and unavoidable impacts. Table ES-4 of the 
Draft EIS/EIR summarizes mitigation measures and unavoidable 
impacts. 

No 

SG_LT_1226_008-2 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 

No 

SG_LT_1226_008-3 Master Response REC-9 Recreation Flows on Hell's Corner 
Reach. 

No 

SG_LT_1226_008-4 This impact finding was changed to “long-term and beneficial”. No 

SG_LT_1226_008-5 Master Response REC-6 Chanel Flows Following Dam Removal. Yes 

SG_LT_1226_008-6 Master Response WSR-1 Wild & Scenic River Eligibility. No 

SG_LT_1226_008-7 Master Response REC-7 Keno Reach Access.  Yes 

SG_LT_1226_008-8 Master Response REC-7 Keno Reach Access. Yes 

SG_LT_1226_008-9 Master Response REC-3 Mitigation Measure REC-1. Yes 

SG_LT_1226_008-10 Master Response REC-3 Mitigation Measure REC-1. No 

SG_LT_1226_008-11 The modeling results for JC Boyle Bypass Reach shown in the in 
the Draft EIS/EIR show a substantial increase in the number of 
days with flows suitable for whitewater boating. The determination 
has been changed to long-term and beneficial. 

Yes 

SG_LT_1226_008-12 The environmental analysis for the Klamath Hydroelectric 
Settlement Agreement (KHSA) Interim Measure 8 in Appendix D 
Non-ICP Interim Measures is the J.C. Boyle Bypass Barrier 
Removal was completed in 2011; This interim measure is 
projected to be implemented in 2012. It should be noted that the 
objective for the project is to provide for the safe, timely, and 
effective upstream passage of Chinook and coho salmon, 
steelhead trout, Pacific lamprey, and redband trout and not to 
remove a barrier to whitewater boating. The design is to break up 
the large boulders, leaving them in place. Because it is unknown 
what the ultimate disposition of the remaining rock and boulders 
will it is unknown how this change would influence the acceptable 
whitewater boating flow range for the reach. 

No 

SG_LT_1226_008-13 The impact statement has been changed from less than significant 
to beneficial. 

Yes 
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Comment Author O'Keefe, Thomas 
Agency/Assoc. American Whitewater 
Submittal Date December 26, 2011 

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

Comment Code 

SG_LT_1226_008-14 

SG_LT_1226_008-15 

SG_LT_1226_008-16 

SG_LT_1226_008-17 

SG_LT_1226_008-18 

SG_LT_1226_008-19 

SG_LT_1226_008-20 

Comment Response 

Footnote 1 provides an explanation of why higher flows were used 
and the potential for lower flows to accommodate more highly-
skilled non-commercial rafters. 

Hell’s Corner Reach uses the loaded boat as its basis for 
determination because unlike the other reaches the 
overwhelmingly predominant use of this reach (93%) is by 
commercial outfitters with loaded rafts. This reach is highly 
technical at any flow level and it is unknown whether its use will 
become popular with the general technical boating population if 
the dams are removed. Based on comments additional flow 
modeling has been completed (See Appendix R) and the Draft 
EIS/EIR, Figure 3.30-16 and Table 3.20-6 have been updated to 
include flows from both 1000-3500 cfs and from 1300-3500 cfs to 
reflect opportunities and changes for outfitted and general 
whitewater recreation on Hell's Corner. 

Master Response REC-3 Mitigation Measure REC-1. 

Master Response REC-4 Non Commercial Use at Hell's Corner. 

Master Response REC-4 Non Commercial Use at Hell's Corner. 

We thank you for your input on the EIS/EIR. While a more 
consistent flow regime from Stateline to Copco likely would be 
more attractive for boaters, any estimate of such use would be 
speculative. In addition there are several hundred miles of similar 
Class I-II water in the region with better access. (Table 3.20-3) 

Text was revised to discuss the potential impacts to the eligibility 
and suitability status of the reach from the Stateline to Copco 
Reservoir. The Proposed Action would not negatively affect the 
aspects of this reach that makes it eligible and suitable for 
designation with a scenic classification. 

Master Response REC-6 Chanel Flows Following Dam Removal. 

Master Response REC-3 Mitigation Measure REC-1. 

The EIS/EIR analyzes the components and stipulations of the 
KHSA and Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement (KBRA). All 
compensation measures that are included in the EIS/EIR come 
from compensation agreed to in the KHSA and/or KBRA. There is 
no compensation in the agreements for outfitters. 

Master Response REC-3 Mitigation Measure REC-1. 

Section 7.3.3 of the KHSA states that the "Parties agree that 

Change in 

EIS/EIR
 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 
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Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR 

Comment Author 
Agency/Assoc. 
Submittal Date 

O'Keefe, Thomas 
American Whitewater 
December 26, 2011 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

PacifiCorp may continuously operate the Facilities subject to the 
Interim Conservation Plan (ICP) and Non-ICP Interim Measures 
identified in Appendices C and D to this Settlement and generate 
electricity at the Facilities through December 31, 2019." Power 
generation is dependent upon peaking flow releases which will not 
allow for restoration of a more natural flow regime prior to dam 
removal. 

SG_LT_1226_008-21 These gauge stations would be maintained. No 

SG_LT_1226_008-22 All manmade debris in the river channel would be removed, as 
described in the Detailed Plan. There are no plans to remove new 
vegetation which has colonized the river channel as part of dam 
removal. 

No 

SG_LT_1226_008-23 Master Response WSR-1 Wild & Scenic River Eligibility. No 
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Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR 

Comment Author 
Agency/Assoc. 
Submittal Date 

Rockwell, Mark 
Federation of Fly Fishers, Northern California Council 
October 24, 2011 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

SG_EM_1024_002-1 Comment Noted. No 

Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, 
Others Oppose Dam Removal. 
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Comment 5 - Scenic Quality 

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

SG_WI_0923_001
 

From: scantle@earthlink.net[SMTP:SCANTLE@EARTHLINK.NET] 
Sent: Friday, September 23, 2011 10:48:44 AM 
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; KSDcomments@dfg.ca.gov; werner@wrinkledog.com 
Subject: Web Inquiry: Recreational Benefits to Dam Removal 
Auto forwarded by a Rule 

Name: Mark Scantlebury 
Organization: Lower Columbia Canoe Club 

Comment 1 - Approval of Dam Removal 
Subject: Recreational Benefits to Dam Removal 

Body: As president of the Lower Columbia Canoe Club, I represent about 200 
paddling households in Oregon. We completely support the removal of all four 
Upper Klamath dams. I'm writing to you to also express our interest in having 
recreational interests represented in the plan as these will help provide a 
needed to boost to local economies by attracting paddlers from all over Oregon 
and elsewhere. 

One of the primary considerations for recreation will be to ensure public access 
points. For whitewater paddlers, excellent access points would be: Keno Dam, Hwy 
66 bridge, JC Boyle Dam Site, Frain Ranch, above Wards CAnyon, and at Irongate 
Dam site. 

Comment 2 - Recreation 

We would also encourage that river channels be restored by having all dam-related 
debris removed. 

Comment 3 - Scenic Quality 

We also believe it is important to preserve and protect the lands along the river 
as much as possible. We would suggest permanent protection of all PacificCorp 
lands adjoining the current reservoirs. 

Comment 4 - Land Use 

Our ultimate goal would be even more permanent protection for the river. For this 
we would suggest working to have the Upper Klamath from Keno to Irongate 
designated as a National Wild & Scenic River. This would be yet another jewell in 
Oregon's crown as one of the best states for conservation and recreation. 

Sincerely Yours, 
Mark Scantlebury 
President 
Lower Columbia Canoe Club 
www.l-ccc.org 
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Klamath Facilities Removal 
Final EIS/EIR 

Comment Author 
Agency/Assoc. 
Submittal Date 

Scantlebury, Mark 
Lower Columbia Canoe Club 
September 23, 2011 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

SG_WI_0923_001-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal 
and Others Oppose of Dam Removal. 

No 

SG_WI_0923_001-2 Master Response REC-3 Mitigation Measure REC-1. Yes 

SG_WI_0923_001-3 The Detailed Plan describes that all man-made debris from dam 
removal and any construction activities would be removed from 
the river channel. 

No 

Master Response RE-5 Reservoir Area Management Plan. 

SG_WI_0923_001-4 Section 7.0 Reservoir Management Plans (p. 105-123) of the 
Detailed Plan for Dam Removal – Klamath River Dams Klamath 
Hydroelectric Project Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) License No. 2082 Oregon - California (Reclamation 
2012b) outlines specific goals and objectives and potential 
projects (Table 7.1) for revegetation and restoration of formerly 
inundated reservoir areas. 

No 

Master Response RE-6A, C and D Disposition of Parcel B Lands. 

SG_WI_0923_001-5 Master Response WSR-1 Wild and Scenic River Eligibility. No 
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From: JOHN & ANITA WARD[SMTP:E_JOHN_WARD@MSN.COM] 

Sent: Friday, December 30, 2011 4:20:02 PM 

To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd 

Cc: Kellie Christensen; Mike Masters; John Ward; Harry Piper; Tom Collett; 

Dick Chambers 

Subject: Rogue Flyfisher Comment on Klamath Facilities Removal EIS_EIR 

Auto forwarded by a Rule 

Dear Ms. Elizabeth Vasquez, 

Thank you for the opportunity and additional time to comment on the Draft 

Klamath Facilities Removal EIS/EIR. Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal 

Rogue Flyfishers supports Alternative 2– Full Facilities Removal of Four Dams 

(Proposed Alternative).Removal of the four lower PacifiCorp dams on the Klamath 

River:J C Boyle, Copco 1, Copco 2, and Iron Gate Dams fully meets theneedto 

advance restoration of the salmonid fisheries in the Klamath Basin consistent with 

the Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement (KHSA) and the connected 

Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement (KBRA).This action also fully meets 

thepurposeto achieve a free flowing river condition and full volitional fish passage 

as well as other goals expressed in the KHSA and KBRA. 

The EIS/EIR has been scoped to include a very wide range ofreasonable 
alternatives, appropriately screened to a narrower range of retained 

alternatives.Each alternative is supported by appropriate and compelling data, and 

careful analysis.We feelthe Evaluation and Proposed Action demonstrates 
potential benefits for fisheries, water and other resources that far 
outweighs the potential costs, risks, liabilities or other adverse consequences 

ofsuch removal.We accept the short term impacts with assurance of successful 

restoration and sustainable natural salmonid production long term in the Klamath 

River system.The harvest opportunities for sports, commercial and tribal fisheries 

will contribute to improved public welfare and the reliable water and power supplies 

at affordable costs will sustain agricultural uses, National Wildlife Refuges and all 

Klamath Basincommunities. 

Appendix C notes ‘dam removal would release accumulated sediments 

downstream’, and ‘Modeling studies indicate reservoir drawdown would erode and 

flush 41 to 65 percent of stored sediment downstream’.The EIS includes an Option 

if analysis indicates release of sediment could result in significant effects, EIS/EIR 

may include consideration of dredging sediments out of reservoirs before removing 
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Final EIS/EIR 

Comment 1 cont.
	

dams.This contingency seems to be adequately covered as was the situation 

recently when removing three dams on the Rogue River. 

Appendix E analyzes the potential suspended sediment effects on anadromous fish 

in the Klamath Basin with Chinook salmon, coho salmon, and steelhead having 

varying response if fall- or spring-runs, or summer and fall/winter runs with 

moderate physiologicalstress and major physiological stress depending on exposure 

duration.In some circumstances, the No Action/No Project alternative appeared to 

have as much impact as Full Facilities Removal.Our assessment is that Alternative 2 

would in most instances only have moderate physiological stress effects. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment.
 

Sincerely,
 

John G. Ward, Conservation Chair
 

Rogue Flyfishers
 

P.O. Box 4637 

Medford, OR97501 

Vol. III, 11.8-42 - December 2012
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Comment Author 
Agency/Assoc. 
Submittal Date 

Ward, John & Anita 
Rogue Flyfishers 
December 30, 2011 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

SG_EM_1230_010-1 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record. No 

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

The Secretary of the Interior will consider this comment along with 
all others in making his determination relative to the KHSA and 
KBRA.  
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SG_WI_1111_005 

From: lowersierra@hotmail.com[SMTP:LOWERSIERRA@HOTMAIL.COM] 
Sent: Sunday, November 13, 2011 1:21:08 PM 
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com 
Subject: Web Inquiry: Klamath River Dam Removal Auto forwarded by a Rule 

Name: Ron Zigelhofer 
Organization: Trout Unlimited-El Dorado 

Subject: Klamath River Dam Removal 

Body: Trout Unlimeted-El Dorado whole-heartedly supports the removal of the dam 
structures on the Klamath River that impede the spawning migrations of the native 
Salmon and Steelhead populations indigenous to the area. 

Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal 
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Comment Author 
Agency/Assoc. 
Submittal Date 

Zigelhofer, Ron 
Trout Unlimited, El Dorado 
November 11, 2011 

Comment Code Comment Response Change in 
EIS/EIR 

SG_WI_1111_005-1 The Secretary of the Interior will consider this comment along with 
all others in making his determination relative to the KHSA and 
KBRA.  

No 
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