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Comment Letter No. 21 – American Rivers, Washington Environmental Council, Washington 

Rivers Conservancy 

21-1. Comment noted. 

21-2. Comment noted. 

21-3.  Comment noted.  Ecology’s preferred policy alternative concerning interpretation of the 
legislative requirement to “aggressively pursue” new water supplies is contained in Sections 
2.3.1 and 6.1.2. 

21-4.  Information on the Water Resources Information System has been added to Section 2.1.2.6. 

21-5. Comment noted. 

21-6.  Comment noted. Sections 3.2.2 Columbia Basin Specifics and 4.1.1.1 Socioeconomics–
Long-Term Impacts have been amended to describe more clearly the relationship between 
the studies by Huppert et al. (2004) and Williams and Capps, Jr. (2005). The conclusions of 
both studies have been integrated into the Final EIS to show how their results complement 
each other and to reflect the uncertainty of determining long-term impacts. 

21-7.  Comment noted. See the response to Comment 21-6. 

21-8.  Comment noted. See the response to your Comment 21-6. 

21-9.  Comment noted. See the response to your Comment 21-6. 

21-10. Comment noted. See the response to your Comment 21-6. 

21-11. See the response to Comment 12-1. 

21-12. See the response to Comment 9-8.  Ecology would acquire net water savings through the 
funding of eligible projects or management practices that yield trust water rights.  In some 
cases, water rights might not have been fully used on July 1, 2006 but the rights would be 
valid unless relinquished or abandoned.  The program could include securing agreements to 
alter future use of the right or prevent resumption of that use, not unlike the purchase of a 
development right.  See the revised Section 6.2.2 in the Final EIS.  Acquisitions to the Trust 
Water Right Program are either subject to RCW 90.03.380 or are exempted from it.  If 
subject to RCW 90.03.380, the right transferred to the Trust Program is subject to an extent 
and validity review and is limited to the quantities determined to be valid. If the acquisition is 
exempt from RCW 90.03.380, then the Trust Program is instead limited to the most recent 
five-years use.

21-13. See the response to Comment 9-8.  

21-14. See the response to Comment 9-9. 
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21-15. Ecology is organizing a Technical Advisory Group (TAG) for the purpose of recommending 
project evaluation criteria.  It will also review projects against those criteria. 

21-16. See the response to Comment 9-10. 

21-17. Ecology interprets RCW 90.90 to mean that acquisitions within a WRIA could be used for 
instream flows or out-of-stream use on the mainstem Columbia within the WRIA.  It could be 
used for instream flow at any point downstream from the WRIA of origin.  If legislative 
approval is obtained, the water could be withdrawn downstream outside the WRIA of origin. 

21-18. See the response to Comment 9-11. 

21-19. See the response to Comment 12-1. 

21-20. See the response to Comment 9-12. 

21-21. See the response to Comment 9-13. 

21-22. See the response to Comment 9-14. 

21-23. See the response to Comment 9-15. 

21-24. See the response to Comments 9-13 and 9-16. 

21-25. See the response to Comment 9-17. 

21-26. See the response to Comment 9-18.  

21-27. See the response to Comment 9-19. 

21-28. See the response to your Comment 21-12 and Comment 9-9. 

21-29. Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 22 – Center for Environmental Law and Policy 

22-1. Comment noted. 

22-2. Comment noted. 

22-3.  See Section 6.1.1 in the Final EIS for definitions of these terms for use in this EIS. Ecology 
plans to include definitions for these and other important terms in policy and/or rulemaking 
for the program.   

22-4.  See the response to Comment 21-3. 

22-5.  See the responses to Comments 2-19 and 2-27. 

22-6.  The Final EIS for Watershed Planning under Chapter 90.82 RCW was adopted in accordance 
with WAC 197-11-630 (see Section 1.6).  The document was adopted to supplement the 
information in Management Program EIS.  Information in the EIS for the Management 
Program is intended to supplement the Final EIS for Watershed Planning.  

22-7.  Section 1.3 has been revised in the Final EIS.

22-8.  As stated in Section 6.1, the impacts of the Policy Alternatives on each element of the 
environment were not evaluated, because the Policy Alternatives relate to how Ecology will 
implement the Management Program and would have limited or no impact on the elements of 
the environment.   

The environmental impacts of the Management Program components, including impacts on 
endangered species and impacts of diverting flows for off-channel storage, are included in 
Chapters 4 and 5.  The discussion of how the alternatives could affect endangered species has 
been expanded in the Final EIS.  Evaluation of potential impacts to listed endangered species 
will be an important consideration as specific projects are evaluated for implementation.  See 
the Master Response regarding July/August mitigation.  

22-9.  See the response to Comment 12-1. 

22-10. See the response to Comment 9-8.   

22-11. See the response to Comment 9-9.  Ecology has elected to use the account funds to obtain 
both instream and out-of-stream benefits. See the revised Section 6.2.3 in the Final EIS. 
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. 

22-12. See the response to Comment 9-10.   

22-13. See the response to Comment 9-11. 

22-14. See the response to Comment 9-12. 
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22-15. See the response to Comment 9-13. 

22-16. See the response to Comment 9-14. 

22-17. See the response to Comment 9-15. 

22-18. See the response to Comment 9-16.  Permit S4-30976P was issued in 2003, not 1993 as 
stated in the draft PEIS.

22-19. See the responses to Comments 9-17, 9-18, and the response to your Comment 22-11.   

22-20. See the response to Comment 9-19. 

22-21. See the response to Comment 2-27.  Before public notice of the draft VRA occurs, Ecology 
will negotiate several elements of the draft VRA to clarify such things as the area covered 
and the specific water users and water rights covered.  Ecology also will ensure that a process 
of annual project planning with SEPA review of the specific projects in any given year will 
be incorporated into the VRA.

22-22. As noted in the response to comment 2-27, Ecology will establish an implementation plan for 
the VRAs, which will be subject to review under SEPA. 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 photo assessment. 

22-23. The Programmatic EIS has framed the potential range of impacts associated with 
implementing VRAs.  Ecology will establish an implementation plan for the VRAs that will 
be subject to SEPA review. A more detailed discussion of the approach to SEPA review 
associated with the CSRIA VRA is provided in Section 2.6. 

22-24. See the response to Comment 22-22 and 22-23. 

22-25. The Programmatic EIS discusses the potential range of impacts associated with VRAs, 
including the CSRIA VRA.  Additional detail about this proposal will be evaluated as part of 
subsequent SEPA review for the VRA Implementation Plan. Ecology is committed to 
compliance with all applicable regulatory and statutory requirements, and will provide 
additional detail about specific impacts as project-specific information is available.  

22-26.  Refer to the Master Response regarding a Programmatic EISs. The Programmatic EIS 
describes the broad range of potential impacts associated with VRAs, and acknowledges that 
a VRA application has been received.  Ecology has committed to developing an 
implementation plan for VRAs that will more specifically outline criteria for measuring 
impacts and mitigation effectiveness associated with the VRAs, including the CSRIA VRA.  
This sequence of broad to more narrow evaluation is consistent with WAC 197-11-060(5) 
(b).

22-27. See the revised Section 2.1.2.4 in the Final EIS regarding Ecology’s program for improving 
instream flows. 
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22-28. See the response to Comment 22-27.  See also the responses to Comments 9-9, 9-10, 21-17, 
and 22-11.

22-29. Large new storage facilities will be evaluated for their benefits and environmental impacts on 
a site-specific basis.  Ecology does not agree that modification of existing storage operations, 
ASR and other smaller storage activities, conservation, and acquisitions will not meet the 
program objectives. 

22-30. See the response to Comment 22-11. 

22-31. The exemption from the Trust Program for water savings in the Columbia Basin is 
legislatively mandated (RCW 90. 0.010(5)).  The Lake Roosevelt drawdown proposal 
includes 27,500 acre-feet for stream flow enhancement in non-drought years and an 
additional 17,000 acre-feet in drought years.  Ecology will further evaluate the impacts of the 
Lake Roosevelt drawdowns in a Supplemental EIS. 

22-32. Ecology agrees that the SEPA process is an important venue for describing potential impacts 
associated with implementing the Columbia River Water Management Program. Ecology 
believes that a broad framing of the full range of potential issues is appropriate at this time, 
and that the level of information currently available is adequate to inform decision makers of 
the full range of broad impacts associated with implementing the program.  Additional 
project-level evaluations consistent with SEPA and/or NEPA will be conducted to fill in 
project-specific information and specifically quantify impacts associated with the specific 
components of the program. 

22-33. See the response to Comment 22-3. 

22-34. Comment noted.  
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Comment Letter No. 23 – Columbia Institute for Water Policy 

23-1. Comment noted. 

23-2.  The cumulative impacts sections (4.3 and 5.5) have been revised to incorporate the impacts 
of past storage and irrigation development. 

23-3.  Ecology would consider including sustainable agriculture in developing the project funding 
criteria; however, the legislature did not provide authority for Ecology to make use of 
sustainable agriculture practices a prerequisite or condition of receiving funding from the 
Account. The conservation and other water use efficiency measures promoted by the 
legislation are consistent with sustainable agricultural practices. 

23-4.  The evaluation of social justice impacts is not a requirement under SEPA; however, the EIS 
does examine socioeconomic impacts of the Management Program.  The socioeconomic 
sections were included to provide a general understanding of potential economic and social 
impacts of the Management Program.  Section 4.1.1.7 describes both positive and negative 
impacts that could accrue to the region as a result of the Management Program. 

23-5.  See the Master Response regarding July/August mitigation.  Ecology does not intend to issue 
water rights that would conflict with other federal, state, or local regulations. 

23-6.  See the revised Section 2.1.2.4 in the Final EIS regarding Ecology’s Program for improving 
instream flows. 

23-7.  See the response to Comment 22-28. 

23-8.  As stated in Section 2.4.3, the Legislature considered water marketing and water banking 
options, but did not specifically authorize them as part of the Management Program.  This 
does not preclude Ecology from pursuing these options in the future. 

23-9.  The Water Supply Inventory was released after the Draft EIS was released.  Section 2.1.2.4 
of the Final EIS has been revised to incorporate a summary of the results of the inventory.  
The Legislature and Ecology will use the information from the inventory to guide 
development of the Management Program.   

The inventory indicates that the total annual amount of conservation appears to be adequate 
to meet the estimated demand for new water rights.  However, the inventory highlights three 
considerations that may reduce the actual amount of water available to meet water rights 
applications.  These are 1) a small portion of the annual conservation potential is likely to 
accrue directly to the Columbia River; 2) the total annual amount of conservation is 
distributed on a monthly basis and may not meet demand during peak irrigation season; and 
3) the time lag between a point of withdrawal or conservation and return flow may further 
reduce the amount of conservation savings available. 
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23-10. See the Master Response regarding a Programmatic EIS.  See also Section S.4 regarding 
future review of projects.  The cumulative impacts discussion has been expanded in the Final 
EIS.

23-11. Comment noted. 

23-12. Inclusion of the accompanying reference list is acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter No. 24 – Columbia Riverkeeper 

24-1. Comment noted. 

24-2.  The Management Program was evaluated at a programmatic level.  Please see the Master 
Responses regarding a Programmatic EIS and Section S.4 in the Final EIS for information on 
future project specific review.

24-3.  Information clarifying future environmental review has been added to Section S.4 of the EIS. 

24-4.  See the responses to Comments 24-2 and 24-3. 

24-5.  See the revised Section 2.1.2.4 regarding Ecology’s program to improve instream flows. 

24-6.  See the response to Comment 21-3. 

24-7.  See the response to Comment 23-9. 

24-8.  See the response to Comment 21-3. 

24-9.  The purpose of the water inventory and demand forecast and the new water information 
system authorized by the Columbia River Water Management Act is to help provide Ecology 
with additional information for processing water rights.  See the response to Comment 2-19 
regarding monitoring the success of VRAs.  Issuance of a VRA does not alter the 4-part test 
required for issuance of a new water right permit. 

24-10. See the response to Comment 2-19.  

24-11. Water quality impacts are discussed in Sections 4.1.1.3, 4.1.2.3, 5.1.1.3, and 5.2.1.3.  
Additional information on water quality impacts of storage facilities will be provided during 
project level review. 

24-12. Comment noted.  See the response to Comment 24-11. 

24-13. As stated in your comment, the EIS includes a discussion of water quality impacts of storage 
facilities in Section 4.1.1.3.  Potential impacts of water quality of fish are noted in Section 
4.1.1.6.  Because this is a Programmatic EIS, a general discussion of water quality impacts 
on salmonid survival is included.  These potential impacts will be described in more detail 
during project level review.

24-14. Specific impacts on the status of the Columbia River’s listing on the 303(d) list cannot be 
determined at the programmatic level.  This would be determined during project level review 
of specific projects.  Ecology acknowledges that compliance with all applicable state water 
quality regulations is an important goal of the Management Program, and potential projects 
will be assessed regarding their potential compliance with applicable regulations. Ecology 
acknowledges that further degradation of 303(d) listed streams would not be consistent with 
applicable regulations, and project-specific mitigation would be required to address these 
potential impacts. A brief discussion of how the TDG and temperature TMDLs for the 
Columbia River Basin would provide the framework for ensuring that the cumulative impacts 
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from individual projects would not negatively affect the status of the Columbia River’s 
listing on the 303(d) list was added to Section 4. 3 of the Final EIS.

24-15. RCW 90.90 did not provide explicit rulemaking authority to implement the Management 
Program.  In two instances, Ecology has chosen a preferred alternative that may require 
rulemaking because the policy choice relates to statewide management of the Water 
Resources Program.  See sections 6.2.2 and 6.2.7.  Ecology is using the Programmatic EIS to 
determine the potential impacts of implementing the program.  In addition, Ecology 
established the Columbia River Policy Advisory Group to help identify policy issues 
associated with implementing the Management Program, provide Ecology with a range of 
perspectives on policy choices and priorities, and assist Ecology in setting criteria for 
funding of storage and conservation projects.   The Policy Advisory Group represents a broad 
spectrum of interested parties and has provided Ecology with input on the Policy Alternatives 
in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.

24-16. Chapter 2 is a description of the project components.  Additional discussion of the policy 
alternatives is included in Chapter 6.  See also the response to Comment 22-8. 

24-17. See the response to Comment 12-1. 

24-18. See the response to Comment 9-8. 

24-19. See the response to Comment 9-9. 

24-20. See the response to Comment 9-11. 

24-21. See the response to Comment 9-12. 

24-22. See the response to Comment 9-13. 

24-23. See the response to Comment 9-14. 

24-24. See the response to Comment 9-15. 

24-25. See the response to Comment 9-18. 

24-26. Chapter 2 is a description of project components and alternatives.  The impacts of the 
alternatives are described in Chapters 4, 5, and 6.  The impacts of the No Action Alternative 
are compared to the action alternatives in those chapters.   

24-27. Comment noted. 

24-28. Comment noted. 

24-29. Ecology will evaluate alternative means of supplying water, along with the other provisions 
of RCW 90.90.010(2) prior to expending funds on the construction of new storage facilities.  

24-30. Additional information has been added to the Cumulative Impacts discussion, Section 4.3. 
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24-31. See the response to Comment 9-3. 

24-32. See the responses to Comments 24-2 and 24-3. 

24-33. See the response to Comment 2-27 and Comment 22-21. 

24-34. See the Master Response regarding July/August mitigation. 

24-35. Ecology cannot speculate as to what specific VRA proposals might emerge in the future, nor 
the specific tributaries, pools, and geographic areas within the Columbia Basin of 
Washington State that might be affected.  The Final EIS acknowledges that flow disruptions, 
water quality impacts, and introduction of invasive species may occur associated with 
implementation of the Management Plan.  Subsequent project level environmental review 
will address these issues in more detail.  With regard to review of the environmental impacts 
associated with the current CSRIA VRA, Ecology intends to conduct phased SEPA review of 
that proposal per provisions of WAC 197-11-060 of the SEPA Rules.  The specific approach 
is outlined in Section 2.6. 

24-36. The legislation authorizing VRAs does not eliminate review of water rights applications by 
the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife.  The 60-day agency review period was 
established by the legislation to expedite processing of VRAs.  Ecology will prepare 
Implementation Plans for VRAs, which will undergo SEPA review. 

24-37. The Supplemental Feed Route is not being constructed to extend the Columbia Basin Project.  
As stated in Section 2.5.2, the purpose of the Supplemental Feed Route is to improve the 
capacity of the feed routes to supply water to Potholes Reservoir.  No additional water will 
be delivered to Potholes Reservoir.  The Supplemental Feed Route would also increase the 
flexibility of the East Low Canal to supply the 30,000 acre-feet of replacement water to the 
Odessa Subarea (Section 2.5.1). 

As a separate project Reclamation is evaluating options for supplying additional water to the 
Odessa Subarea (Section 2.1.2.1).  As stated in the Management Program EIS, Reclamation 
and Ecology will prepare a NEPA/SEPA EIS to evaluate the impacts of extending water to 
the Odessa Subarea.

24-38. As stated in Section 1.1 of the EIS, the impacts of the Supplemental Feed Route will be 
examined in Reclamation’s NEPA environmental review of the project, which is expected to 
be complete in July 2007.  The comment incorrectly states that additional irrigation water 
will be added to Potholes Reservoir. See the response Comment 24-37. 

24-39. See the response to Comment 24-38 regarding the NEPA analysis of the project.  Also as 
stated in Section 2.5 of the EIS, the Supplemental Feed Route will likely require an 
additional SEPA threshold analysis.  Ecology will determine if this is required after 
completion of the NEPA review. 

24-40. Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 25 – The Lands Council 

25-1. Comment noted. 

25-2.  See the Master Response regarding July/August mitigation.   

25-3.  See the Master Response regarding the mitigation period. 

25-4.  See the Master Response regarding the mitigation period. 

25-5.  The purpose of the legislation is to develop “new water supplies.”  While it is not possible to 
create new water, it is possible to develop new supplies of water through storage and 
conservation projects.  The new water supplies can change the purpose of use of water and 
the timing and location of the delivery of water.  The legislation did not consider bringing 
water in from another area to supply the Columbia River basin.  

25-6.  As stated in Section 2.1.2.1, Ecology and Reclamation are cooperating on a study to 
determine the feasibility of constructing large, off-channel reservoirs.  Hawk Creek is one of 
the sites being evaluated in the Pre-Appraisal Report.  The Pre-Appraisal Report will be 
released later in 2007.  Section 2.1.2.1 also states that addition environmental review will be 
conducted on any of the proposed reservoir sites. 

25-7.  The Programmatic EIS does not include construction of the East High Canal.  As stated in 
Section 2.1.2.1, Reclamation and Ecology are conducting a study of supplying additional 
Columbia Basin Project water to the Odessa Subarea.  As stated in the EIS, additional 
appraisal level studies will be conducted and a NEPA/SEPA EIS on the project will be 
initiated in fall 2007. 

25-8.  See the response to Comment 1-84. 

25-9.  As stated in Section 2.1.2.1, the specific impacts of site selected for off-channel storage 
would be evaluated in future NEPA and SEPA reviews. 

25-10. Additional environmental and economic studies will be conducted prior to the construction of 
any large storage dam or canal project.  The studies would include cost: benefit analyses to 
determine if the costs could be justified.  Funding sources for large-scale projects would 
likely come from legislative appropriations at either the state or federal level.  Appropriation 
of the funds would be debated in the legislative arena.

25-11. Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 26 – Sierra Club Upper Columbia River Group 

26-1. Comment noted. 

26-2.  See the Master Response regarding a Programmatic EIS. 

26-3.  Comment noted.   

26-4.  Comment noted.  See the Master Response regarding Future Studies for Off Channel 
Reservoir Proposals. 

26-5.  Temperature impacts to fish are discussed in several sections of the EIS including Sections 
3.4.2. 3.7.1 and 4.1.1.3.  Information has been added to Section 4.1.1.6 indicating that 
reservoir releases to supplement flows will be managed to avoid releasing warm, sediment-
laden water. 

26-6.  See the Master Response regarding July/August mitigation. 

26-7.  In developing its preferred alternatives for implementation of the Management Program, 
Ecology recognized the need to develop a “smart” approach to meeting the legislative 
mandate of “aggressively” pursuing development of new water supplies to benefit instream 
and out-of-stream use.  Section 2.3.1 recognizes that an effective water supply strategy must 
link water supply development to water supply needs.  The starting point for establishing 
water supply needs was the initial water supply and demand forecast report that was 
submitted to the state legislature in November 2006.  The supply and demand forecast will be 
refined over time.  The water supply inventory, also submitted to the state legislature in 
November 2006, established the initial portfolio of water supply projects to match with areas 
of documented needs.  The inventory will also be subsequently refined.  Ecology’s intent is 
to develop a water supply portfolio that is sufficiently large to meet all legitimate needs, and 
not result in one geographic area or type of water use receiving priority over others. 

26-8.  See the response to Comment 23-9 regarding incorporation of the Water Supply Inventory 
into the Final EIS.

26-9.  See the response to Comment 3-9. 

26-10. See the response to Comment 23-2. 

26-11. See the response to Comment 24-37.  See the Master Response regarding a Programmatic 
EIS.

26-12. See the response to Comment 24-38. 

26-13. Ecology has determined that additional environmental review is required for the Lake 
Roosevelt drawdowns and will issue a Supplemental EIS on the drawdown.  The 
Supplemental EIS will include additional information on impacts to the Columbia River.   
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26-14. The general discussion of the potential impacts associated with the Supplemental Feed Route 
is included in the Programmatic EIS for Ecology’s use in the future SEPA threshold 
determination.  The information in this EIS, along with the information from Reclamation’s 
NEPA review, will be used to determine if additional SEPA review will be required for the 
SEPA action of issuing permits on the project. 

26-15. Comment noted.  See the Master Response regarding a Programmatic EIS. 

26-16. Comment noted. 

26-17. See the Master Response regarding July/August mitigation. The mitigation standard in RCW 
90.90.030 is unambiguous and was established by the legislation. However, it does not alter 
the 4-part test required for issuance of a new water right permit. 

26-18. Ecology considers the SEPA EIS process as an important venue for vetting policy 
alternatives and for assisting in the identification of preferred policy alternatives.  That 
process does not foreclose, and actually facilitates, future formal policy making and rule 
making.  Ecology has revised the Policy Alternatives presented in the EIS in consultation 
with the Columbia River Policy Advisory Group and others.  In addition, Ecology is 
considering entering rule-making on certain provisions of the Policy Alternatives.   

26-19. See the response to Comment 12-1. 

26-20. Comment noted.  See the response to Comment 9-9. 

26-21. See the response to Comment 9-10. 

26-22. All permits that would be issued must be conditioned based upon either 1) the consultation 
process in WAC 173-563-020(4), or 2) the VRA consultation process and mitigation.  If a 
permit were issued without any minimum flow conditions, it would occur through adequate 
mitigation and appropriate incorporation of consultation comments. 

26-23. See the response to Comment 21-15. 
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Columbia River Water Management Program Final Programmatic EIS

Comment Letter No. 27 – Center for Water Advocacy 

27-1. Comment noted. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 28



Columbia River Water Management Program Final Programmatic EIS

Comment Letter No. 28 – Citizens for a Clean Columbia (Wenatchee) 

28-1. Comment noted.  This Programmatic EIS is the first step in evaluating the impacts of 
components of the Columbia River Water Management Program.  Additional 
environmental review will occur for the major components of the program.  See the 
Master Response for Future Studies for Off Channel Reservoir Proposals for and Section 
S.4 of the Final EIS.

28-2. As part of the Management Program, Ecology is coordinating with Canada and adjacent 
states on issues related to the Columbia River. 

28-3. The future environmental review for specific projects will include evaluation of a wide 
range of factors, including impacts on water temperature.  The thirty-day comment period 
that you refer to only applies to Voluntary Regional Agreements (VRAs).  Any reservoir 
proposed would undergo technical, economic, and environmental review as required by 
NEPA and SEPA, as applicable, which normally takes several years and allows numerous 
opportunities for public comment. 

28-4. Comment noted.  As stated in Section 2.4, the Legislature considered conservation only 
and water marketing measures, but did not include them in the Management Program.  
Conservation is included as a substantial component of the Management Program.  
Ecology may pursue water marketing measures separately from the Management 
Program. 

28-5. Comment noted. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 29



Columbia River Water Management Program Final Programmatic EIS

Comment Letter No. 29 – Washington State Bass Federation 

29-1. Information on cold and warm water fisheries in Banks Lake has been added to the Final 
EIS.  Information on the fisheries of Billy Clapp Lake, Moses Lake, and Potholes 
Reservoir was included in the DEIS and evaluated for the Supplemental Feed Routes in 
Section 5.2.1.6. The Management Program is not expected to affect Scootany Reservoir. 

29-2. The habitat would be removed by flooding the area for a reservoir. 

29-3. Comment noted. Additional information and analysis on the impacts from additional 
drawdown will be provided in the Supplemental EIS that Ecology will be preparing on the 
Lake Roosevelt drawdown. 

29-4. The Final EIS includes an assessment of Banks Lake and potential effects of the 
Management Program.  Additional environmental review will also be provided in 
Ecology’s Supplemental EIS on Lake Roosevelt drawdowns and Reclamation’s 
Environmental Assessment on the Supplemental Feed Route. 

29-5. The future operating levels of Banks Lake have not been determined at this time.  Impacts 
on spawning and waterfowl nesting areas will be evaluated in the Supplemental EIS that 
Ecology will prepare. 

29-6. Comment noted. 




