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Comment Letter No. 1—Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 

1-1. Comment noted. 

1-2.  Comment noted.  Many federal reserved rights within Washington and other northwest states 
within the Columbia River basin, including those of the CTUIR, remain unadjudicated more 
than a century after signing of the treaties. Nevertheless, Ecology is required by RCW 
90.03.290 and RCW 90.03.380 to consider the effects of any new permits and water right 
changes on existing water rights, whether quantified or not. 

1-3.  The EIS acknowledges the importance of the protection of Tribal water rights. See Section 
3.6.1.3.  An in-depth discussion of the extent of Tribal water rights is beyond the scope of the 
EIS.  Although reserved rights are largely unquantified, the State recognizes those rights that 
were implied with the creation of the federal reservations within Washington.  Ecology has 
selected among the policy alternatives presented in the revised Section 2.2 of the Final EIS to 
ensure that the program is managed to provide flow benefits from conservation and 
acquisition projects. Ecology will manage the Trust Water Rights and any mitigated permits 
to achieve at least no net loss to the mainstem Columbia River. Also, any new storage 
projects constructed using funds from the Water Supply Development Account would 
provide one-third of the water for instream purposes.   

1-4.  In Section 3.4.1.1, the EIS states that there are no quantified tribal in- or out-of-stream flow 
requirements.  The importance of tribal water rights is emphasized in the first paragraph of 
Section 3.6.1.3.  The text in Appendix G has been amended to reflect this comment. 

1-5.  The text in Section 3.6.1.3 has been amended in response to this comment. 

1-6.  The text in Section 3.6.1.3 has been amended in response to this comment. 

1-7.  The reference in the EIS to unquantified tribal water rights is to the fact the tribes' rights have 
not been quantified through a general stream adjudication or through negotiations with the 
state.

1-8.  Comment noted. Tribal rights are acknowledged throughout the EIS, including in Table 3-3.  

1-9. Comment noted. 

1-10. The Flood Control Rule Curves for the Columbia River system establish the minimum 
reservoir elevation that must be maintained to prevent flood damage in the basin.  
Maintaining storage for flood control often requires releases of water to drawdown 
reservoirs.  The rule curves are managed by the Corps of Engineers through the Coordinated 
Columbia River System and are outside the authority of Ecology or the State of Washington.  

1-11. It is acknowledged that the provision of instream flows to meet the needs of fish is a goal of 
the Management Program.  This need was established by the legislation and is summarized in 
Section 2.1.2.4 of the Final EIS.  Section 2.1.2.4 also provides information on Ecology’s 
proposal for flow augmentation. 
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1-12.  It is acknowledged that salmon and other fish stocks are extremely important to the overall 
ecology of the Pacific Northwest.  The decline of salmonids and other species is 
acknowledged in Section 3.1.1.  Additional information on listed species is provided in 
Section 3.7.1.1.  The purpose of the EIS is to provide a discussion of the potential impacts of 
the proposed program; historical information is provided to provide context for currently 
proposed actions.

1-13. It is not the purpose of the EIS to provide an exhaustive study of the causes of the decline of 
salmon and other Columbia River species; however, this issue is acknowledged in the 
document.  The purpose of the EIS is to describe the potential impacts of the future actions 
resulting from implementing the Management Program.  Section 3.1 describes the 
modifications to the Columbia River system and notes the decline of salmonids.  Section 
3.4.1 specifically describes the alterations to the Columbia River hydrograph.   

1-14. Your comment is noted. The EIS has been revised where appropriate (see sections 3.2.1.1 
Value of Goods and Services and 3.2.1.2 Jobs and Income) to point out the potential impacts 
to tribal welfare from the proposed actions.  

1-15. Comment noted.  The quotation from Section S.5 of the EIS is a summary of Section 1.3.1.3, 
the conclusions of the National Research Council report. 

1-16. See the response to Comment 1-14. 

1-17. Your comment has been acknowledged. Sections 4.1.1.1 Socioeconomics–Long-Term 
Impacts and 4.2.1.1 Socioeconomics–Long-Term Impacts of the EIS have been revised to 
describe how the proposed actions may impact the CTUIR and other tribes and their fishery 
resources.

1-18. The legislation requires Ecology to develop a water supply inventory and supply and demand 
forecast that will be updated. The initial reports were prepared in October 2006.  The 
inventory and demand forecast include Oregon water rights.  Oregon is a member of the 
Columbia River Policy Advisory Group and Ecology is coordinating with Oregon on 
Management Program implementation.

1-19. Comment noted. A new Section 2.1.2.4 has been added to the Final EIS.  The sections 
describes Ecology’s program for augmenting streamflows. 

1-20. The purpose of Section S.5 of the EIS is to document the areas of significant uncertainty and 
controversy that could be associated with the Management Program.  As stated in Section 
S.5, one of those areas is the relationship between survivability and anadromous fish.  While 
some of these relationships are understood, there are others, such as the relationship between 
flow levels and the survivability of salmon that are not well understood.  As you note, the 
extended travel time through the river system has contributed to the decline of salmon.  
However, as pointed out in the National Resource Council’s report, the amount of flows 
needed for safe migration are not known.   

1-21. See the Master Response regarding July and August mitigation.
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1-22. Comment noted. See the Master Response regarding July and August mitigation.

1-23. Comment noted. The intent of the program is to manage a portfolio of Trust Water Rights 
acquired through a variety of projects and water right acquisitions. These Trust Water Rights 
will be managed to meet instream and out-of-stream needs. See also the responses to 
Comments 9-9 and 22-11. 

1-24. Comment noted. 

1-25. Ecology has considered material from a variety of sources in preparing the water supply 
inventory and supply and demand forecast (Ecology, 2006).  That inventory was not 
complete when the Draft EIS was issued.  Information on the inventory has been added to the 
Final EIS, Section 2.1.2.4 and is available on Ecology’s web site.  Future reports will include 
additional information and use refined methodologies.    

1-26. Thank you for the input. Ecology has reviewed the CRITFC work products and incorporated 
them where appropriate into the Final EIS.  See the response to CRITFC’s Comment 5-5. 

1-27. This report was reviewed and relevant information was incorporated into the Final EIS. See
the response to Comment 5-5. 

1-28. As noted in response to your Comment 1-26, this document has been reviewed and 
incorporated in the Final EIS where appropriate.  The one-third to two-thirds allocation of 
water to stream flows was established by the legislation and cannot be altered by Ecology 
without legislative amendment.   

1-29. The one-third to two-thirds allocation was established by the legislation and cannot be 
modified without further legislation action.  See the Master Response regarding July/August 
mitigation.   

1-30. Additional information on Ecology’s program for instream flows has been added to Section 
2.1.2.4 in the Final EIS.  Ecology’s approach will be an incremental one benefiting both 
instream and out-of-stream uses and users.  The approach cannot significantly reduce or 
eliminate existing problems with ESA-listed species, but it can be managed to avoid causing 
new problems and modestly improve conditions for ESA-listed species. 

1-31. See the response to Comment 1-30; additional information on instream flow protection has 
been added to the Final EIS text.  The Management Program is not a federal action and does 
not involve federal funding; therefore, there is no requirement to analyze the Management 
Program under the National Environmental Policy Act. Subsequent project-specific analyses 
under NEPA will be conducted for those projects with a federal nexus.

1-32. See the response to your Comment 1-23. 

1-33. Comment noted. The FEIS text has been revised regarding flow targets and tribal reserved 
rights in Surface Water Impact Sections 4.1.1.3 and 4.1.2.3 and 5.1.2.3. 

1-34. Discussion of the Walla Walla pump exchange has been deleted from Section 2.1.2.2.   
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1-35. See the Master Response regarding the July/August mitigation standard for VRAs. 

1-36. Comment noted.  Ecology has developed a water metering project for the Columbia River 
Basin as part of the Water Information System.  See Section 2.1.2.6. 

1-37. Your recommendations regarding the Policy Alternatives considered in the EIS are noted.  
Since the Draft EIS was released, Ecology has worked with the Columbia River Policy 
Advisory Group and others to finalize the Policy Alternatives.  Section 2.2, Section 2.3, and 
Chapter 6 have been revised with changes to the Policy Alternatives.  See also the responses 
to Comments 9-8 through 9-19 for specific responses to the Policy Alternatives.  In addition, 
Section 2.1.2.4 has been added to more clearly articulate the Management Program’s 
approach to providing water for instream uses. 

RCW 90.90.010(2)(a) does not provide Ecology with authority to acquire and transfer water 
rights from one WRIA to another without legislative approval.  Ecology could seek 
legislative approval when it appears that the program or the public interest would benefit 
from such transfers. 

1-38. See the response to comment 1-37. 

1-39. The Walla Walla Basin Project is undergoing a separate NEPA environmental review process 
by the Corps of Engineers. That document will describe the details of the proposed project, 
which is described at a conceptual level   in this EIS on the Columbia River Water 
Management Program. 

1-40. Ecology understands the concerns of the CTUIR regarding allocation of water from the 
Walla Walla Project.  The one-third to two-thirds ratio was established by the enabling 
legislation and cannot be modified without legislative action.  Ecology will work with the 
CTUIR to determine if it is appropriate to fund the Walla Walla Project under the 
Management Program or if other funding for that project should be sought. 

1-41. A discussion of toxic chemical bioaccumulation in fish tissue in the Columbia Basin has been 
added to section 3.4.2 and a reference provided for the EPA study. 

1-42. Section 4.1.1.3 summarizes the potential impacts that new large and small storage facilities 
could have on water temperature and dissolved gases.  A detailed analysis of these impacts 
would be conducted on a project-level basis for the proposed storage facilities, and this has 
been clarified in Section 4.1.1.3 and 4.3.  A discussion of the potential short-term impacts 
that storage facilities could have on releasing toxic contaminants into the water column and 
in aquatic species was added to Section 4.1.1.3 of the FEIS text.
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1-43. Comment noted. Ecology has decided it will primarily pursue VRAs when approached by 
applicants. Ecology would more actively organize or match up water users when it benefits 
the program and is in the public interest.   

1-44. Comment noted. 

1-45. Ecology has elected to continue processing applications in accordance with its existing WAC 
173-152.  Applications would be taken “out of line” only when they meet the criteria for 
expedited process. 

1-46. Ecology has selected the “Same pool and downstream” alternative.  See section 6.2.8. 

1-47.  Ecology has elected to use the account funds to obtain both instream and out-of-stream 
benefits. See section 6.2.3. Ecology does not interpret RCW 90.90 to require all of the 
account funds for purposes other than new storage projects (acquisition, conservation, etc.) to 
be used exclusively for instream flow improvements. 

1-48. The CSRIA VRA and $10 per acre-foot mitigation fee would result in a payback to the 
Columbia River Basin Water Supply Development Account on the order of 50 years.  During 
that time, the state will accrue benefits associated with 1) Trust Water Rights on tributary 
streams, 2) Trust Water Rights on the Columbia River mainstem between the time the 
conservation project is completed and the new use is permitted, and, 3) additional Trust 
Water Rights acquired and created using the revenue stream after the 50-year repayment 
period.

1-49. See the response to Comment 1-22. 

1-50. Comment noted. 

1-51. The Final EIS text has been changed to reflect this comment 

1-52. The Final EIS text has been changed to reflect this comment.  Mitigation will be specifically 
tailored to impacts, should they be determined. . 

1-53. The Final EIS text has been modified.  

1-54. Upon completion of the Final EIS Ecology will initiate development of a cultural resources 
management plan for the Columbia River Water Management Program.  Through that 
process, Ecology will consult with affected tribes to address their specific issues and 
concerns.  Ecology will request participation of tribes and DOAHP in an advisory committee 
to guide development of the cultural resources management plan. 

1-55. “Cultural Resources” is not explicitly defined in SEPA or in any federal law. In this context, 
cultural resources are presumed to be those archaeological, historical, or traditional cultural 
properties, either recorded or unrecorded, that are of significance for cultural or historic reasons.

1-56. Section 3.10.1 has been expanded to provide more details on Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act. 
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1-57. Text in Section 3.10.1 has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-58. Text in Section 3.10.2 has been changed to reflect these comments. 

1-59. Table 3-23 heading and title have been changed to reflect this comment and explanatory text 
has been added. 

1-60. Table 3-23 has been changed. 

1-61. Text in Section 3.10.2.3 has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-62. Text in Section 3.10.2.4 has been changed to incorporate this comment. 

1-63. Text in Section 3.10.3 has been changed to incorporate this comment. 

1-64. Text has been changed to clarify the issue of site eligibility. 

1-65. Text has been changed to address this comment. 

1-66. Text has been changed to clarify the issue of site eligibility. 

1-67. Text has been changed to clarify the issue of site eligibility. 

1-68. This issue is addressed in Section 4.1.1.9, first and fourth paragraphs under Long-term 
impacts. Text in Section 4.1.1.9 has been changed to include chemical changes. 

1-69. Text in Section 4.1.1.9 has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-70. The FEIS text has been changed to clarify the paragraph. 

1-71. Text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-72. Mitigation measures seek to avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce/eliminate, or compensate for 
impacts. Depending on the situation, the measures listed may appropriately mitigate for 
various impacts. 

1-73. The FEIS text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-74. The FEIS text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-75. The FEIS text has been changed to incorporate this comment. 

1-76. The FEIS text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-77. The FEIS text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-78. The FEIS text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-79. The FEIS text has been changed to reflect this comment. 
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1-80. The FEIS text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-81. The FEIS text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-82. The FEIS text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-83. Where there is a federal nexus such as a Section 404 permit for the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Ecology will comply with Section 106 and other applicable federal requirements.  
Where no federal nexus exists, Ecology will comply with Executive Order 0505.  The Final 
EIS text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

1-84. Ecology acknowledges and understands your concern for shrub-steppe habitats and the 
species dependent on this habitat in the Management Program project area.  As stated in 
Section 3.7.2, “Conservation of remaining shrub-steppe habitat and restoration of disturbed 
lands are now top priorities for natural resource agencies.  Very little shrub-steppe occurs 
within protected areas, such as national parks or wilderness areas, and the majority is owned 
publicly for livestock grazing and managed by state and federal agencies (Knick et al. 
2005).”  Ecology understands the importance of shrub-steppe habitat, its declining trend, and 
that many of the species that depend on this habitat are listed by federal and state agencies as 
endangered, threatened, candidate, or species of concern.   In response to your comment 
regarding shrub-steppe-dependant species, the Final EIS text has been modified to provide 
additional details regarding these specific species and a more comprehensive list of state 
listed species in Section 3.7.3.

In response to your comment on the level of detail regarding the impacts to the shrub-steppe 
habitat types, it should be noted that the Management Program is currently being evaluated 
on a programmatic basis and thus specific impact to shrub-steppe habitat types due to the 
program are unknown at this time.  Please refer to the Master Response for a Programmatic 
EIS for a complete discussion of this issue and how it relates to fish, habitat, and wildlife 
impact analyses. 

1-85. As stated in Section 4.1.1.6, the Final EIS discusses the potential conversion of habitats to 
agricultural uses as a result of new storage facilities, “…increasing the risk for further habitat 
loss for species dependent on shrub-steppe habitats.  Listed plant species may include 
Spalding’s catchfly, northern wormwood, and whitebluffs bladderpod.  Wildlife may include 
listed species such as pygmy rabbit, Columbia white-tailed deer, Washington ground squirrel, 
and sage grouse.  As required by federal and state regulations, a site-specific evaluation of 
threatened and endangered species in the proposed project area would be conducted for each 
storage project.”

Projects undertaken as part of the Management Program would vary in the degree to which 
they could influence shrub-steppe conversion.  Water from a large Columbia River mainstem 
storage facility, such as those described in Section 2.1.2.1, could be used by Reclamation to 
provide water for part or all of the second half of the Columbia Basin Project.  While that 
would likely result in some conversion of shrub-steppe habitat to irrigated agriculture, most 
of the area affected by the second half project has already been converted to dry land 
agriculture.  In any case, a NEPA EIS would be required for a Columbia River mainstem 
storage facility.  The EIS would need to address the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts 
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of the facility.  The Odessa Subarea Special Study is a water source replacement project that 
addresses lands that are already in irrigated agriculture.  Similarly, the Supplemental Feed 
Route Project is intended improve the system for delivery of water to lands that are already 
irrigated.  The proposed Columbia-Snake River Irrigators Association (CSRIA) Voluntary 
Regional Agreement (VRA) would address two classes of water users or potential water 
users: current interruptible water right holders and new water right applicants.  The 
supplemental water rights for interruptible water right holders would apply to existing 
irrigated lands.  While the supplemental rights may result in a conversion of the types of 
agricultural crops produced, it will not significantly expand the amount of land in irrigation.  
New water rights associated with the VRA could result in land conversions, primarily along 
the Columbia and Lower Snake River mainstems.  However, portions of the lands that would 
potentially be served by the new water rights are already in dry land agriculture.  The VRA 
implementation plan and the associated SEPA environmental review would need to address 
the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts associated with specific VRA projects and permit 
actions.

1-86. Comment noted.  Traditional use of these lands is noted in Section 3.10.2.2.  Information on 
use of shrub steppe habitat for fishing and hunting and gathering has been added to that 
section.

1-87. Comment noted.  Omission of consultation with tribes in Section 4.3 was an oversight that 
has been corrected.  Ecology will continue to consult with the CTUIR and other tribes as the 
Management Program is implemented.  As noted in the response to Comment 1-83, Ecology 
will follow federal and/or state consultation requirements as appropriate. 

1-88. Comment noted. 

1-89. Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 2 – Yakama Nation Department of Natural Resources 

2-1. Comment noted. 

2-2.  This document was received and is discussed in Sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.2.5. 

2-3. Comment noted. 

2-4.  See the Master Response regarding a Programmatic EIS.  Information regarding anticipated 
project-level review for subsequent actions has been added to Section S.4 of the Final EIS.

2-5.  See the Master Response regarding a Programmatic EIS.  Additional information has been 
added to Section S.4 regarding future project specific review. 

2-6.  The language referred to is taken directly from the Columbia River Management Act 
(Chapter 90.90 RCW).  The language is not intended to disregard the views of native people.  
The significance of the relationship between fish, people and water to native people is 
acknowledged in Section 3.10.3 of the EIS. 

2-7.  Ecology acknowledges that state action cannot impact treaty rights of the Yakama Nation or 
any other native tribe.

2-8.  Instream flow contributions from new storage facilities made possible with funding from the 
Columbia River Basin Water Supply Development Account are not limited to the 
July/August time frame.  RCW 90.80.020 states that: in regard to the one-third of active 
storage to be available to augment instream flows: “timing of the releases of this water shall 
be determined by the Department of Ecology, in cooperation with the Department of Fish and 
Wildlife and fisheries comanagers [sic], to maximize benefits to salmon and steelhead 
populations.”  Releases can occur at any time of the year.  The establishment of the 
mitigation standard of no negative impact to the Columbia River during July and August 
applies only to Voluntary Regional Agreements per RCW 90.90.030. 

2-9.  While it is acknowledged that Congress, in its authorization of a federal project, can apply 
whatever conditions it deems appropriate, the state of Washington has discretion in 
determining its conditions for providing matching state contributions to the project.  The one-
third allocation for augmentation of instream flows applies to: “water supplies secured for 
development of new storage facilities made possible with funding from the Columbia River 
Basin Water Supply Development Account . . .” (emphasis added)(RCW 90.90.020).  That 
portion of the RCW is interpreted as stipulating that if money from the account is necessary 
to “make a project possible,” the one-third allocation for instream flow augmentation would 
apply.  In the current Columbia River Mainstem Off-Channel Storage Study appraisal level 
evaluation being undertaken by Reclamation with financial contributions from the Account, 
the assumptions for reservoir water demand include allocation of one-third of all active 
storage for instream flow augmentation.  

2-10.  See responses 2-8 and 2-9. 

2-11. It is acknowledged that the year round management of the Columbia River is very complex, 
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and that tradeoffs will occur. As noted in Comment 2-8, the July/August mitigation only 
applies to Voluntary Regional Agreements. See the Master Response regarding July/August 
mitigation.

2-12. Cumulative impacts have been considered at a broad level for this evaluation, in accordance 
with information currently known about potential projects.  The cumulative impacts 
discussion in Section 4.3 has been modified to acknowledge that potential downstream 
benefits could accrue at a cost to upstream users.  Additional analysis of potential tradeoffs, 
including potential cumulative impacts, will be included in all project-level evaluations. 

2-13. Additional discussion of calculating conservation savings is provided in Chapter 6 of the 
Final EIS.

2-14. See the response to your Comment 2-8 regarding the applicability of the July/August 
mitigation requirement to Voluntary Regional Agreements.  See also the Master Response 
regarding July/August mitigation. 

2-15. See the revised Section 2.2.4 and 6.1.5 for an expanded discussion of this policy alternative. 

2-16. The section title is not intended to limit the discussion to drawdown of the lake.  The project 
is referred to as the Lake Roosevelt Drawdown by Ecology and Reclamation and that is how 
the project is identified in the EIS.  Section 2.5.1 of the EIS describes both the drawdown of 
Lake Roosevelt and the diversions. The impacts of both are described in Chapter 5 of the 
EIS.

2-17. The Supplemental Feed Route will not expand the area of irrigated agriculture.  As stated in 
the EIS, the Supplemental Feed Route would improve the reliability of the delivery of water 
to Potholes Reservoir.  While there are no past instances where Reclamation has been unable 
to provide deliveries to the South Columbia Basin Irrigation District, it has proven to be a 
difficult task for Reclamation to meet their responsibilities.  

As stated in Section 2.6.2, the Supplemental Feed Route would also free up capacity in the 
East Low Canal to deliver replacement water to the portion of the Odessa Subarea within the 
boundaries of the Columbia Basin Project.  The purpose of the Odessa Subarea Special Study 
is to identify measures to replace ground water with surface water on existing agricultural 
lands, not to expand the acreage of irrigated lands.  Increased reliability of irrigation water 
may result in changes to crop types.  Additional evaluation of the purpose of the 
Supplemental Feed Route and its potential impacts will be provided in Reclamation’s NEPA 
Environmental Assessment of the project.  It should be noted that development of the 
Supplemental Feed Route is a stand-alone project.  Several of the initial alternatives being 
evaluated in the Odessa Subarea Special Study would be facilitated by the feed route project.
However, the Supplemental Feed Route does not create a commitment on the part of 
Reclamation or Ecology to implement future projects associated with Odessa Subarea Special 
Study.

2-18. Non-construction and conservation program components are addressed in the EIS.  The 
potential acquisition of an evacuation route and flood easements in Crab Creek downstream 
of Potholes Reservoir, as well as options for re-operation of Potholes Reservoir, are being 
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evaluated in the Odessa Subarea Special Study.  The feasibility level and analysis and EIS 
associated with that study are expected to commence in 2008 and be completed in 2010. 

2-19. Ecology will account for Trust Water Rights and permits that rely on Trust Water Rights 
through a combination of measuring, reporting, field verification and aerial photography 
assessment. Permits issued to mainstem water users that rely on water from the Trust 
Program for mitigation will be required to measure and report in accordance with RCW 
90.03.360 and WAC 173-173, plus any specific requirements arising out of the final VRA. 
Before the draft CSRIA VRA can be signed, Ecology must provide a public comment period. 
Ecology has determined that it will negotiate with CSRIA to address comments received 
during the 60-day consultation prior to the initiating the public comment period.   

2-20. Section 3.1 states that the focus of the affected environment is the Columbia River basin in 
eastern Washington because it is likely that most projects proposed under the Management 
Program will be located in that area.  However, the entire Columbia Basin in the state of 
Washington is described in Chapter 3 as the affected environment.  

2-21. Comment noted.  The Final EIS text has been revised to include economy of the native 
people.

2-22. Comment noted.  The reference to "no other quantified" tribal instream flow requirements in 
Section 3.4.1.1 is a reference to numerically quantified requirements.  The state court 
adjudication in Ecology v. Acquavella confirmed a narrative rather than numerical treaty 
water right for fish. 

2-23. Comment noted.  A discussion of increased consumptive use has been added to Section 
4.1.3.1.

2-24. Ecology has elected to continue processing applications in accordance with its existing WAC 
173-152.  Applications would be taken “out of line” only when they meet the criteria for 
expedited process. 

2-25. The FEIS text has been revised to reflect potential cumulative impacts to fisheries resulting 
from alterations to hydrology that could accompany specific components of the management 
plan. Additional discussion of this issue will occur associated with project-level evaluations, 
once specific projects have been identified.

2-26. Additional information has been added to Section S.4 regarding future environmental review. 

2-27. If the CSRIA VRA is signed, Ecology intends to prepare a periodic implementation plan 
jointly with CSRIA that would specifically identify water supply projects and match them to 
the candidate applications to receive mitigation benefits associated with the VRA.  Ecology 
would provide public notice and SEPA review, including a threshold determination for the 
series of related actions described within the implementation plan. 

2-28. See the response to Comment 2-16. 

2-29. The paragraph in Section 5.1.1.3 describing long-term impacts to water quantity has been 
revised to provide more explanation of the potential impacts to streamflow.  Additional 
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information on the potential impact on streamflow will be provided in the Supplemental EIS 
that Ecology will be preparing on the Lake Roosevelt drawdown. 

2-30. The EIS does not dispute that the Yakama Nation has a senior water right for fish and other 
aquatic life (see Section 3.6.1.3 and Appendix G).  Reclamation’s operation of the Lake 
Roosevelt reservoir may not adversely impact the rights of the Yakama Nation.  Section 5.1.1 
discusses impacts at Lake Roosevelt, and additional detailed analysis will be conducted as 
part of the Supplemental EIS prepared by Ecology for the Lake Roosevelt drawdown.  For a 
discussion of impacts downstream in the receiving area, see Section 5.1.2. 

2-31. Comment noted. See the response to Comment 1-15.  Ecology incorporated the National 
Research Council report as a part of the EIS by reference (Section 1.7). 

2-32. Ecology has determined that additional review of the Lake Roosevelt drawdowns is required 
and will prepare a Supplemental EIS.  Refer to the Master Response regarding July/August 
mitigation. 

2-33. This statement has been modified in the Final EIS to remove “on an administrative basis.”  
The Olsen reference was included to indicate that not all reviewers agree with the National 
Research Council conclusion and has been retained.

2-34. The discharge from Lake Roosevelt to the Columbia River that is presented in Section 5.1.2.3 

is the total additional volume of water to be discharged as part of the Lake Roosevelt 
drawdown project.  This is the discharge associated with the additional drawdown of one 
(non-drought years) to one and a half (drought years) feet.  The Final EIS text has been 
changed for clarification. 

2-35. The water right for instream flow will be established when the water is transferred to the state 
Trust Water Rights Program and identified as a trust water right for purposes of instream 
flow.  The priority date of the Trust Water Right will be the same as the underlying right, in 
this case 1938, the date of Reclamation's withdrawal of water for the Columbia Basin Project.  
The out-of-stream uses resulting from additional drawdown of Lake Roosevelt will be 
beneficial uses secondary to Reclamation's reservoir rights in Lake Roosevelt.  Mitigation of 
new water rights must be determined on a case-by-case basis when the application is 
processed by Ecology.  The text has been modified in response to this comment. 

2-36. It is acknowledged that the diversion of water associated with the Lake Roosevelt Drawdown 
is subject to SEPA review.  Refer to the response to comment 2-16 for a discussion about the 
naming convention in the EIS.  The impacts associated with the diversions are discussed 
programmatically in this EIS, and will be discussed in more detail in the Supplemental EIS 
that will be prepared by Ecology regarding the Lake Roosevelt Drawdown and associated 
diversions.
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2-37. This EIS is a programmatic EIS, the first phase in SEPA under phased environmental review.  
Additional evaluation will be conducted on the Lake Roosevelt Drawdown as part of a 
Supplemental EIS being prepared by Ecology. In addition, Reclamation will conduct NEPA 
review on any federal action for use of water.

2-38. Diversions and releases from Lake Roosevelt as part of the drawdown project would occur 
after re-filling of Lake Roosevelt is completed on July 1st.  The water diverted and released 
would from the 6.4 million acre-feet of water stored by Reclamation under its 1938 storage 
rights.  The drawdown project would have the effect of augmenting streamflow downstream 
of Grand Coulee Dam during July and August.  A portion of that water (27,500 acre-feet 
every year and an additional 17,000 acre-feet during drought years) would be held in trust for 
instream flow the entire length of the river downstream of Grand Coulee Dam.  

2-39. The proposed Supplemental Feed Route will not increase diversions from the Columbia 
River, but will provide an alternative route for channeling existing diversions to Potholes 
Reservoir.  As stated in Section 1.1, the impacts of the Supplemental Feed Route will be 
further evaluated by Reclamation in a NEPA EA.  

2-40. See the Master Response regarding the July/August mitigation issue.  Additional information 
has been added to Section 3.1 regarding federal management of the Columbia River system. 

2-41. The general impacts of VRAs on fish are described in Section 4.1.3.1.  These same impacts 
would apply to the CSRIA VRA.  The cumulative impacts sections (4.3 and 5.5) have been 
expanded in the Final EIS.

2-42. See the Master Response regarding the July/August mitigation issue. 

2-43. Comment noted.  Ecology believes that all reasonable alternatives to the Management 
Program developed under the provisions of Chapter 90.90 RCW have been considered.  The 
Management Program will be implemented in a manner that is consistent with priorities and 
objectives of Chapter 90.90 RCW. 

2-44. Comment noted.  The EIS analyzes impact and impairment.  The latter constitutes a negative 
impact in the context of water rights. 

2-45. Comment noted. 

2-46. Comment noted.  The reference to fish and wildlife maintenance in Appendix D is part of a 
list of beneficial uses of water and was not intended to define the extent of water rights for 
fish and wildlife under state law. 

2-47. Comment noted. 

2-48. Comment noted.  The text has been amended to include a reference to the recently-filed 
lawsuit challenging the Municipal Water Law. 

2-49. Comment noted.  The text is intended to be a brief overview of federal tribal reserved water 
rights and is not specific to the Yakama Nation or any other tribe. 



3-1

3-2

COMMENT LETTER NO. 3

3-2

3-3

3-4

COMMENT LETTER NO. 3



3-5

3-6

3-7

3-8

3-9

3-10

COMMENT LETTER NO. 3

3-11

3-12

3-13

3-10

COMMENT LETTER NO. 3



3-14

3-15

3-16

3-17

3-18

3-19

COMMENT LETTER NO. 3

3-19

COMMENT LETTER NO. 3

3-20

3-21

3-22

3-23

3-24



3-25

3-26

3-27

3-31

3-28

3-29

3-32

3-30

COMMENT LETTER NO. 3

3-32

3-37

3-38

3-39

3-33

3-34

3-35

3-36

COMMENT LETTER NO. 3



3-40

3-41

3-42

3-43

3-44

3-45

3-46

COMMENT LETTER NO. 3

3-46

3-47

3-48

3-49

3-50

3-51

3-52

3-53

COMMENT LETTER NO. 3



3-54

3-55

3-56

3-57

COMMENT LETTER NO. 3

3-57

3-58

3-59

3-60

COMMENT LETTER NO. 3



Columbia River Water Management Program Final Programmatic EIS

Comment Letter No. 3 – Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation 

3-1. 3Comment noted.  The Confederated Tribes are welcome to comment on all future proposals. 

3-2. 3Comment noted.  Ecology will continue to coordinate closely with the Confederated Tribes. 

3-3. 3 Information has been added to Section S.3.2.1 regarding mitigation requirements in the 
Agreement in Principle.   

3-4.  The spelling error has been corrected in the Final EIS text. 

3-5.  This is noted in the first paragraph of Section 2.5.1 on the previous page.  Additional 
information on the development of a Memorandum of Agreement has been added. 

3-6.  Additional information has been added to Sections 3.1 and 3.9.4.1 regarding the Colville 
Reservation, the Spokane Reservation, and the Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area. 

3-7.  Table 3-3 in Section 3.4.1.1 is taken from a report by the National Resources Council 2004.  
It is not intended to be specific to the Colville Tribes.  Rather it reports on agreements 
affecting Columbia River Basin stream flows, including the quantity of stream flow required 
in the agreement.  Significantly, for purposes of management of the Columbia River, tribal 
treaties do not specify the quantity of the tribes' water rights. 

3-8.  Comment noted.  Table 3-14 has been changed to reflect this comment. 

3-9.  Text has been added to Appendix D, Trust Water Rights to address this comment. 

3-10. Comment noted. 

3-11. Comment noted.  See Responses to comments 1-2 and 1-3. 

3-12. The Final EIS text has been revised as requested. 

3-13. The new bullet has been added as requested.  Information on the impacts has also been added 
to Section 5.1.2.12. 

3-14. Section S.3.2.1 is a summary section and highlights the general impacts of the project.  
Impacts to the items listed in your comment are addressed in Sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2.  
Additional impact analysis will be provided in the Supplemental EIS on Lake Roosevelt 
drawdowns.

3-15. Potential impacts to shrub steppe habitat are noted in Section 4.1.1.6.  See also the response 
to Comments 1-84 and 1-85.  Additional information on shrub steppe habitat has been added 
to the Final EIS text. 
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3-16. The bullets in Section 1.3.1.4 are a summary of the economic report prepared by Huppert et 
al.  Your suggested text has not been added to the summary because this conclusion was not 
included in that report.  However, as noted in Comment 3-13, information on the Settlement 
Agreement has been added to Sections S.3.2.1 and 5.1.2.12. 

3-17. Only the Black Rock Reservoir proposal would result in pumping of water from the Priest 
Rapids pool.  Water from the approximately 1 million acre-foot Black Rock Reservoir would 
be used to replace water currently being diverted from the Yakima River, thus improving 
stream flows during the irrigation season.  The proposed Wymer Reservoir is an alternative 
to the Black Rock Reservoir; both are alternatives in the Yakima Basin Water Storage 
Feasibility Study being developed by Reclamation.  Diversions to the Wymer reservoir 
would occur at times of the year other than the irrigation season. 

3-18. As noted in Section 2.1.2.1, The Okanogan PUD and Okanogan County have proposed that 
Ecology consider funding an Appraisal Study of a storage project on the Similkameen River.  
This project would undergo separate environmental review under SEPA.  That review would 
include impacts to spawning habitat. 

3-19. The first inventory and supply and demand forecast was released in November 2006.  
Because of statutory limits on the amount of time available to complete these initial reports, 
it is acknowledged that some valuable information was omitted.  However, Ecology intends 
to gather additional data for subsequent reports, including that which may be available from 
the Colville Tribes.

3-20. Ecology has revised the Policy Alternatives based on input from the Columbia River Policy 
Group and others.  The revised policies, including funding for conservation projects, are 
included in Chapter 6.

3-21. Comment noted.  Ecology concurs with the need for such a meeting. 

3-22. Ecology has elected to include exempt uses in its information system.  This inventory will be 
phased in and will first include the information available in electronic formats. 

3-23. Comment noted.  Ecology will continue to work closely with the tribes and Reclamation. 

3-24. The description of the drawdown in Section 2.5.1.1 has been revised and additional 
discussion of the drawdown provided.  Additional information and analysis will be provided 
in the Supplemental EIS that Ecology will be preparing on the Lake Roosevelt drawdown. 

3-25. Ecology has reviewed the preliminary results of the study prepared by the Confederated 
Tribes.  Based on those preliminary results, Ecology has determined that the Lake Roosevelt 
project has the potential for significant environmental impacts and will prepare a 
Supplemental EIS on the project.  Ecology will continue to work closely with the Tribes to 
prepare the Supplemental EIS. 
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3-26. Section 3.5.3.1 describes the impacts of the Lake Roosevelt drawdowns on groundwater.  
The Odessa Subarea Study is a separate process being undertaken by Reclamation.  However, 
the Odessa Subarea is included in this section because water from Lake Roosevelt 
drawdowns will be applied to the Odessa area.  Reclamation’s Plan of Study for the Odessa 
Subarea is referenced because it is the most recent information on groundwater in the Odessa 
Subarea.  The Final EIS text has been revised to clarify this section. 

3-27. See the response to Comment 3-8.

3-28. Text has been added to section “4.1.1.1 Socioeconomics–Long-Term Impacts” to address 
possible impacts on Confederated Tribes’ annual stream of revenue received from BPA for 
lands needed by the United States for Grand Coulee Dam and Lake Roosevelt and taken from 
the Colville Reservation. 

3-29. The requested changes have been made in section “3.2.2.1 Value of Goods and Services.” 

3-30. Section 3.9.4.1 has been revised to clarify the relation of Lake Roosevelt to tribal lands. 

3-31. See the response to Comment 2-19. 

3-32. Information on the Settlement Agreement has been added to Section 5.1.1.12, Public Utilities 
and Section 4.1.1.7, Socioeconomics. 

3-33. Mitigation measures for water quality impacts are described in the Mitigation section that 
follows the Impacts discussion.  Specific mitigation measures will be developed during 
project-level evaluations of any proposed projects. 

3-34. The Final EIS text has been changed as requested. 

3-35. Comment noted. 

3-36. The requested text has been added to the Final EIS. 

3-37. Specific impacts will be determined during future environmental reviews.  Section 4.1.2.6 is 
a general discussion of the range of potential impacts that could be associated with 
conservation projects. 

3-38. Comment noted. 

3-39. The proposed change in reservoir elevation totaling 1-1.5 feet is relatively minor when 
compared with the existing reservoir operation, and falls within the existing range of 
reservoir drawdown operation of between 20 and 82 feet. It is not anticipated that any 
additional significant sloughing may result beyond the current condition, because the 
proposed reservoir change is so small and falls within the existing range of reservoir 
operation.  However, additional evaluation of the potential for sloughing will be done as part 
of the Supplemental EIS for the proposed Lake Roosevelt Drawdown. 
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3-40. The DEIS discusses the effects of added risk to keeping the reservoir at 1,283 feet elevation 
and above for access of fall spawning kokanee to tributary waters during wet years (Section 
5.1.1.6; Fall Drawdown).  The Sanpoil River was not specifically mentioned, but was 
intended to be included in an all-encompassing nature.  Specific reference to the Sanpoil 
River has been added to the FEIS.  Additional information on kokanee will be addressed in 
the Supplemental EIS that Ecology will prepare on Lake Roosevelt drawdowns. 

3-41. Additional baseline information on total dissolved gases (TDG) levels has been added to the 
FEIS in Section 3.4.2 under the subheading Total Dissolved Gas.  A discussion of potential 
cumulative impacts of TDG has been added to Sections 4.3 and 5.5.  The increased discharge 
from Lake Roosevelt is not likely to result in increased levels of TDG because the flow 
releases are expected to be small relative to the normal releases from Grand Coulee (see the 
new Flow Release Table in Section 2.6.1 of the Final EIS).  Additional baseline information 
on TDG, including the current impact of Canadian dams, will be included in the 
Supplemental EIS and potential impacts will be further evaluated. 

3-42. Section 5.1.2.3 discusses the potential increase in flow resulting from additional withdrawals 
from Lake Roosevelt.  The generalized conclusion is that the increase in flow will depend on 
how the water is released, but assuming that all instream flow storage in Lake Roosevelt is 
released over a two-month period, the maximum additional release in July and August in a 
drought year would be approximately 834 cfs as compared to a mean monthly flow in the 
River during a drought year of 50,590 cfs.  This is a small overall flow increase.  Section 

5.1.2.3 also states that it is possible that small improvements to water quality in the 

Columbia River could occur from increased releases from Lake Roosevelt.   The Final EIS 
text has been revised to state that temperature impacts of Lake Roosevelt discharge on 
receiving waters will be assessed as part of the Supplemental EIS that Ecology will prepare 
on the Lake Roosevelt drawdowns.

3-43. See the response to Comment 3-21. 

3-44. See the response to Comment 3-22. 

3-45. Comment noted. 

3-46. See response to comment 1-54. 

3-47. See the response to Comment 3-46. 

3-48. Comment noted; refer to the response to Comment 3-57 below.   

3-49. Comment noted.  Ecology will continue to coordinate with the Confederated Tribes and 
Reclamation regarding the off-channel reservoirs.  Because Section 106 is a federal 
requirement, Reclamation would be the lead agency. 

3-50. Tribal consultation under Executive Order 05-05 will be initiated when project specific 
environmental review is conducted.  Ongoing coordination and discussions with the 
Confederated Tribes will continue. 
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3-51. Federal consultation will be initiated when project specific environmental review is 
conducted.  Ongoing coordination and discussion will continue. 

3-52. Text has been changed to reflect this comment. 

3-53. Table 3-26 focuses on Columbia River dams and was not meant to be inclusive of all the 
dams in the region, rather to provide background for considering a new reservoir.  Additional 
text has been added to Section 3.10.2 to clarify the intent of the table. Defining the area of 
potential effects is not possible at the programmatic level and will be conducted at the project 
level.

3-54. It is acknowledged that coordination efforts will be significant and should start early in the 
process.  See also the response to Comment 3-46. 

3-55. Ecology has determined that impacts of Lake Roosevelt drawdowns need further analysis and 
will prepare a Supplemental EIS on the drawdowns. 

3-56. Comment noted.  Through the process of developing the Cultural Resources Management 
Plan described in response to comment 1-54, Ecology will evaluate this recommendation. 

3-57. These potential impacts are noted in Section 5.1.1.9.  Site specific impacts will be identified 
as part of the Supplemental EIS for Lake Roosevelt drawdowns.  Mitigation for any 
identified impacts will be negotiated as part of the Memorandum of Agreement that will be 
developed between the state and the Colville Tribes.  The mitigation measures suggested in 
this comment will be discussed at that time.   

3-58. Comment noted. 

3-59. Comment noted.  See the response to Comment 3-57.  Ecology will continue to coordinate 
with the Confederated Tribes and with federal agencies involved in the management of Lake 
Roosevelt.

3-60. Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 4 – Spokane Tribe 

4-1.  Comment noted. 

4-2.  Comment noted. 

4-3.    Ecology has determined that a Supplemental EIS will be prepared to further address impacts 
of the Lake Roosevelt drawdowns.  Potential impacts to the availability of the Spokane 
Tribe’s waters to satisfy reservation purposes will be addressed in the Supplemental EIS. 

4-4.  Impacts to the Chamokane Creek basin will be evaluated in the Supplemental EIS on Lake 
Roosevelt drawdowns.  If Hawk Creek is selected as a feasible reservoir site, additional 
environmental review will be conducted and hydrologic impacts will be evaluated in detail.  
See also the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off Channel Reservoir Proposals.  

4-5.  See the Master Response regarding the July/August mitigation issue.  The seniority of tribal 
water rights is acknowledged in Section 3.6.1.3. 

4-6.  The Teck Cominco contamination is described in Section 3.3.5 and Section 5.1.1.2 as an air 
quality impact because the most likely impact to occur as the result of additional drawdown 
of Lake Roosevelt would be the suspension of contaminated particles.  As stated in the EIS, 
the EPA is studying potential impacts and results of that study will be incorporated into the 
operational procedures for the lake.  Other impacts from the contamination and drawdown of 
Lake Roosevelt are being addressed in a study being prepared by the Colville Tribes.  That 
information will be included in the Supplemental EIS on Lake Roosevelt drawdowns. 

4-7.  See the response to Comment 4-6 regarding inclusion of additional information on the Teck 
Cominco contamination in the Supplemental EIS. 

4-8.  See the response to Comment 4-6 regarding inclusion of additional information on the Teck 
Cominco contamination in the Supplemental EIS. 

4-9.  Comment noted.  Information on the Spokane Tribe’s involvement with Lake Roosevelt 
resident fish has been included in the Final EIS. 

4-10. The Supplemental EIS on Lake Roosevelt drawdowns will include information on human 
health impacts and the exposure pathways identified in the document cited.   

4-11. See the response to Comment 3-39.  The Draft EIS assumptions clearly state the existing 
conditions of sloughing and outline the potential issues addressing sloughing during the 
proposed drawdown.  As such, no additional mitigation measures are necessary at this time. 
Should potential impacts be identified during the project-level evaluations conducted for the 
proposed drawdowns, specific mitigation measures will be developed to address them. 

4-12. Text in Sections 3.10.1 and 3.2.2 has been updated to reflect this comment.  Please refer to a 
Programmatic EIS Master Response regarding the level of detail in this Programmatic EIS. 

4-13. The Spokane Tribe’s interest in Lake Roosevelt and the Management Program is 
acknowledged.  Ecology continues to invite and welcome Spokane Tribe’s participation in 
the development of the Management Program.  Ecology will coordinate with the Spokane 
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Tribe as the Supplemental EIS on Lake Roosevelt drawdowns is prepared. 

4-14. See the response to Comment 4-6. 

4-15. The applicability of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) to the Teck Cominco contamination of Lake Roosevelt is the 
subject of ongoing legal rulings.  The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals ruled in July 2006 that 
CERCLA does apply to Teck Cominco even though the contamination originated in Canada.  
Teck Cominco requested a new hearing on that decision.  Ecology will continue to monitor 
the outcome of this legal ruling to determine if CERCLA requirements are relevant. 

4-16. A footnote was added to Table 3-3 to address this comment. 

4-17. Comment noted.  Ecology will work to strengthen current coordination efforts and enhance 
that coordination in the future.   

4-18. These issues are addressed in Section 5.1.1.9. 

4-19. Ecology will coordinate with the Spokane Tribe as site specific studies are conducted and to 
negotiate appropriate mitigation measures. 

4-20. The issue of increased vandalism is addressed in Section 5.1.1.9. 

4-21. See the response to Comment 4-19. 

4-22. Comment noted.  The range of potential impact is outlined in the Programmatic EIS.  A more 
detailed discussion of potential impacts to the Lake Roosevelt fishery will be considered in 
the Supplemental EIS that Ecology will prepare on Lake Roosevelt drawdowns. 

4-23. See the response to Comment 4-22. 

4-24. See the response to Comment 4-22. 

4-25. As noted in Section 5.1.1.7, Ecology anticipates few short-term and no long-term 
socioeconomic impacts on the local economy from the proposed actions; however, Ecology 
will further evaluate the potential impacts associated with the proposed drawdowns in the 
Supplemental EIS. Ecology will continue to coordinate with irrigators and fish managers 
along the entire length of the Columbia River, to ensure that management approaches are 
balanced. 

4-26. It is acknowledged in Section 5.1.1.6 that reduced lake elevations in Lake Roosevelt could 
result in negative impacts to fish.  These and other potential impacts will be discussed in the 
Supplemental EIS on Lake Roosevelt drawdowns.  Temperature impacts of specific 
reservoirs will be evaluated during project specific environmental review.  See the Master 
Responses regarding Future Studies for Off Channel Reservoir Proposals.  

4-27. Comment noted. 

 




