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  Table A-1 

Table A-1. Stakeholder Comments Received 
   

Entity Date Received Format 
• American Rivers 
• Washington Environmental Council 
• Washington Rivers Conservancy 

11/8/06 e-mail 

BPA, U.S. Department of Energy – 
Bonneville Power Administration, 
Portland OR 

11/8/06 fax 

Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Department 
of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Ephrata Office 

11/8/06 fax 

Center for Environmental Law & Policy 
Note:  Includes comments on draft EIS 
too. 

11/6/06 hard copy 

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission 11/8/06 e-mail 

• Columbia Riverkeeper 
• Citizens for a Clean Columbia 11/8/06 and 11/9/06 mail and e-mail 

Kennewick Irrigation District 11/8/06 hard copy 

WRIA 32 Walla Walla Watershed 11/8/06 e-mail and mail 

Yakama Nation 
Note:  Staff comments, not the policy or 
legal positions of the Yakama Nation. 

11/8/06 e-mail 
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  Table A-2 

Table A-2. Stakeholder Comments Addressed in this Report 
   

Entity Comment Response 
NOTE: Not all the comments received on the draft report were addressed in the final report.  Any comment not listed in this table will 
form the basis for improvement next year.  See the original comment documents provided in Appendix A for the complete list of 
comments. 
American Rivers, 
Washington 
Environmental Council, 
and Washington Rivers 
Conservancy 

First, the Draft Report does not accurately describe the legislature’s charge to 
Ecology embodied in ESSHB 2860.  Specifically, on the first page of the Executive 
Summary it states: “Ecology’s mission to aggressively develop new water supplies 
for both instream and out-of-stream uses is intended to be accomplished through 
funding conservation projects and building additional storage facilities.” (ES-1) This 
is inaccurate.  Section 1 of the Act plainly states that storage and conservation should 
be included as tools to obtain new supplies, but it does not limit the means to obtain 
new supplies to those tools.  Moreover, the term storage encompasses various actions 
beyond “building additional storage facilities”, including reoperating dams to 
optimize the use of existing storage facilities and purchasing water from Canada. 

Revised 

American Rivers, 
Washington 
Environmental Council, 
and Washington Rivers 
Conservancy 

This mischaracterization if the Act’s mandate surfaces in several places in the Draft 
Report. On page three of the Executive Summary it states: ‘It is through conservation 
and storage that Ecology has been directed to meet future demand.” (ES-3) Toward 
the end of the Executive Summary it states: “…actual future demands for water can 
be accommodated in large part through the Management Program’s current strategy 
of conservation and storage.” (ES-14)  And in the section on water supply and 
demand forecasts it states: “Over the long-term, it appears that the current strategy of 
accommodating growth in water demand through conservation and storage 
improvements will be successful…” 

Revised p. ES-3, ES-14, and in the supply 
and demand forecast section 

American Rivers, 
Washington 
Environmental Council, 
and Washington Rivers 
Conservancy 

Second, Section 5-4 contains a conclusion that is not supported by the information 
presented in the body of the report.  Specifically, the report states: “However, it is 
also likely that the demand for water currently expressed in existing water right 
applications is representative of demand for water in the future.” (5-11, 12) There is 
no rationale provided for this assumption, and, as explained in other sections of the 
report, there is a discrepancy between existing water right applications and initial 
estimates of projected demand. (5-10). The reality is, as admitted elsewhere in the 
report (e.g., “…no definite conclusions could be made regarding the need for 
additional water based solely on this report” (5-8)), there is insufficient information 
to draw this conclusion and the final report should accurately reflect the current state 
of knowledge.  

Revised 
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  Table A-2 

Entity Comment Response 
BPA, U.S. Department 
of Energy – Bonneville 
Power Administration, 
Portland OR (BPA) 

Page 3-4 middle of first complete paragraph second sentence current language 
doesn’t fully describe the current variation in flows. …However, the Columbia River 
still has very large seasonal and annual variations in stream flows…. (delete “does 
still exhibit some natural variability in flow.”) 

Replaced with suggested language. 

BPA Page 3-4 second paragraph 
The Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) is unaware of the MMS system. 

Changed from BPA to Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

BPA Page 3-4 second paragraph 
The idea that BPA only run 50 year studies is not true.  Some studies use 50 years for 
various reason, others run 70 years from 1928 to 1998.  Other studies have looked at 
1878 to 2006 flows at The Dalles.  The 50 and 70 year flow data are modified flows, 
adjusted to remove reservoir regulation at projects we simulate and modified to the 
same level of irrigation depletion and reservoir evaporation. 

Deleted the following sentence: Data later 
than 1978 has not yet been run through the 
BPA Hyd-Sim model.  

BPA Page 3-4 second paragraph 
HYDSIM does not optimize power generation or provide or determine resource 
adequacy.  It simulates coordinated system reservoir operation on a monthly basis 
given a reservoir operating capacity.  HYDSIM is an effective tool for analyzing the 
reservoir system operation under a range of project inflows and a given operating 
policy. 

Removed the first sentence from the 
second paragraph and added a sentence to 
the end of the first paragraph. 

BPA Page 3-11 Section 3.4 Bullet about ESA 
Last sentence should read, “Biological Opinions (BIOP) have been prepared for the 
Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) that provide requirements for the 
federal agencies to operate the river to comply with the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA)...” 

Added the sentence. 

BPA Page 3-11 Section 3.4.2 
…especially the large water storage reservoirs.  The federally owned power 
generation and transmission system in the Northwest is the Federal Columbia River 
Power System (FCRPS).  The three most active federal agencies involved in the 
Columbia River, BPA, The Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Army Engineers 
are the agencies that operate and maintain the FCRPS.  The federal agencies are 
subject to a variety ….Delete the language that starts with…The three most active 
federal agencies through the end of that sentence. These three agencies are not the 
FCRPS. 

Deleted the suggested sentence. 
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  Table A-2 

Entity Comment Response 
BPA Page 3-11 Section 3.4.2  Number 3 BPA 

The BPA markets wholesale electrical power generated from the 31 federal hydro 
projects in the Columbia basin and one non-federal nuclear power plant and owns, 
operates and markets transmission services in the Pacific Northwest from  its high 
voltage transmission system.  BPA is a self financed agency which pays for its costs 
through power and transmission sales.   
The Northwest Power Planning and Conservation Act directs BPA to fund and 
implement measures to protect mitigate and enhance fish and wildlife affected by the 
development and operation of any federal hydroelectric project on the Columbia 
River and its tributaries. 

Replaced on p. 3-13. 

BPA Page 3-13 Please include additional language about the BIOP in third paragraph 
Operation of the FCRPS is also subject to many operational requirements which are 
set by the BIOP and other agreements.  Hydro operations for the protection of 
endangered and threatened species include the following: 
 • Minimum Operating Pool (MOP) 
The Minimum Operating Pool (MOP) is the minimum elevation that a reservoir 
behind a dam can be at and still be able to operate for navigation. The purpose of the 
MOP operation is to reduce juvenile salmonid travel time through the reservoirs. The 
lower Snake River Dams – Lower Granite, Ice Harbor, Lower Goose and Lower 
Monumental – operate at MOP from approximately April 3 through the end of 
August.  
 In addition, the John Day Reservoir is operated at the Minimum Irrigation Pool 
(MIP) from April 10 to September 30. MIP is the lowest pool elevation at which it is 
still possible for irrigators to reach the reservoir. Operating at MIP reduces juvenile 
salmonid travel time through the reservoir. 
• Bonneville Tailwater Flows to Protect Chum 
From approximately the beginning of November to the middle of April Bonneville is 
operated with a minimum tailwater elevation of 11.3 feet. Between 7 AM and 9 PM 
the tailwater elevation fluctuates only between 11.3 feet and 11.7’ feet. By operating 
Bonneville to these tailwater elevations, the chum habitat is kept watered during 
spawning and the redds are kept underwater. 
• Flow Augmentation 
Storage from Grande Coulee, Hungry Horse, Libby, and Dworshak, and other storage 
projects are used to augment flows for migrating salmonids during the spring and 
summer. 
Include flow targets here that are already in the report on page 3-14 
• Spill 
All of the federal projects with fish passage on the Snake and Columbia Rivers  

Added text and Excel table that was 
provided as Table 3-11.  
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Entity Comment Response 
Comment Continued: 
BPA 

Comment Continued: 
spill water to provide passage for out migrating juvenile salmonids. Water that is 
spilled over the dam is not used to generate electricity. The level and duration of spill 
varies at each project. 
• 1% Efficiency:  
During the salmonid outmigration Bonneville, The Dalles, John Day, McNary, Ice 
Harbor, Lower Monumental, Little Goose, and Lower Granite operate their turbines 
within 1% of peak efficiency. When the dams are operated at 1% of peak efficiency a 
smooth flow is created through the turbines. This benefits fish that pass the dams 
through the power house. Often this is also beneficial for power because the 
generators are being operated at their near optimal level of efficiency. However, it 
occasionally restricts a more preferable operation that allows a higher volume of 
water to pass through the turbines to generate more electricity (albeit at a lower level 
of efficiency).  
• Other Operations: The federal agencies also perform reservoir operations to benefit 
many other species such as: sturgeon, bull trout, kokanee and other ESA-listed and 
non-ESA-listed fish and wildlife. 
BPA, the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the Mid-Columbia 
utilities as part of the Hanford Agreement manage flow levels below Priest Rapids 
Dam to ensure that Fall Chinook salmon spawn at an elevation which allows the 
redds to remain underwater during fluctuations in flow. 
Currently, a new BIOP is being developed by the Federal action agencies, the 
Columbia River Tribes, and the States.    
See the excel table for more detail on FCRPS operations for fish. We are providing 
this table which we think will be helpful. 

 

BPA Page 3-15 Please include the additional language the treaty does not terminate in 
2024.…The treaty was signed in 1961 and approved by Canada in 1964.  The Treaty 
has no termination date.   The Treaty allows either Canada or the U.S. the option to 
terminate the Treaty in 2024 with a 10 years advance notice.  If neither party chooses 
the option the Treaty can continue into perpetuity without any changes. The Treaty 
(delete 60 year duration) provided for the construction of four upper….. 

Replaced with suggested language. 

BPA Page 3-15 Section 3.4.3.2 Second Paragraph include additional language clarifying 
what Canada did agree to do. …“Canada pledged in the Treaty not to divert water in 
such a way that the flow crossing the boundary is altered.  This does not include 
consumptive uses or the option for Canada to divert the Kootenay into the Columbia.  
Canada did promise not to divert the Columbia water out of the basin i.e. into the 
Frasier River or to eastern provinces. 

Added suggested language. 
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  Table A-2 

Entity Comment Response 
BPA Table 3-11 

Columbia River Treaty does not have an expiration date.  2024 should be removed. 
Perhaps include the word option in the expiration column with a foot note at the 
bottom explaining that either country can exercise the option to terminate with a 10-
year notice. 

Added footnote. 

BPA Page 4-   Section 4.5.1 
Section 4.5.1 discusses large new storage facilities and their pre-appraisal costs are 
discussed in table 4-11.  From the language in the document it sounds like you have 
used pre-appraisal when it meant to say the appraise level evaluation will include a 
more detailed assessment that may include a more detailed assessment of the impacts 
and benefits to the environment and in-stream and out of stream users.  Any appraisal 
should include the potential power and transmission implications of lifting large 
quantities of water to fill off stream storage sites. 

Clarified 

BPA Table 4-11 
It is unclear what costs are included in either the cost estimate or the cost per acre 
foot column.  The details should be included in the footnotes. 

Added details of the costs included in the 
cost estimates in the footnotes.  

BPA Tables 4-9 and 4-10 
These tables list federal and non-federal storage by county and purpose, but the tables 
are not referenced in the document and there is no discussion of how these rights are 
accounted for in the tabulation of water rights in table 4-14. 

Tables 4-9 and 4-10 are referenced on page 
4-11.  Information in table is the storage 
capacity of the infrastructure, not the water 
right. 

Bureau of Reclamation, 
U.S. Department of 
Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation, Ephrata 
Office (Bureau of 
Reclamation) 

See attached letter for all comments. Added supply and current out-of-stream 
and instream demand comparison to 
Chapter 3.  Added supply and future 
demand comparison to Chapter 5.  

Bureau of Reclamation p. 4-12 editorial changes Made suggested editorial changes. 
Center for 
Environmental Law & 
Policy (CELP) 

This Initial Report is a good starting point, but is so deficient in basic information 
(water rights, water supply, conservation, etc.) that it is unsuitable to be used to 
support effective water resource planning and management.   

Page ES-15: Additional work to improve 
completeness and accuracy of future 
reports described.  
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  Table A-2 

Entity Comment Response 
CELP B. There are no appropriate, consistent definitions for “conserved water” and 

“water use efficiency”. 
The report makes sweeping generalizations about the amounts of water potentially to 
be “conserved”, but the report provides no definition for the term “conservation” and, 
in CELP’s view, an erroneous definition of “efficiency”.  (“Increasing the output 
with the same amount of input.” p. viii)   We believe that efficiency, as it relates to 
water conservation, must be defined as yielding the same amount of output with 
decreased input.  Reconciling these differing views of “efficiency” and defining 
“conservation” is necessary before meaningful calculations can take place as to 
potential in-stream impacts from water conservation activities.    

Glossary: definition for conservation 
included and definition for efficiency 
augmented.  

CELP B. Lack of definitions and sufficient data regarding conservation prohibit the 
use of the Initial Report for implementation of the CSRIA VRA. 
The CSRIA VRA is seeking new water rights and to change existing interruptible 
water rights to non-interruptible rights.  The VRA plans to acquire more water 
through water conservation practices implemented under the new law.  Clearly, 
however, the initial report proves there is insufficient information to make any 
determinations on water conservation now or in the near future.  In fact, specific 
conservation measures, where conserved water can be used, the definitions of 
“conserved water” and “water use efficiency”, and even how to calculate the amount 
of conserved water are undefined and unknown.  In spite of this, the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement is analyzing the VRA and the CSRIA is expecting it 
to be approved next year.  As of this moment, the CSRIA is conducting the required 
sixty-day consultation period with local authorities, Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
affected tribes, and federal agencies.  Given the deficiencies of this report, on what 
basis can these entities be expected to provide informed, thoughtful, responsible 
comparisons and comments?   How can the public be expected to do so?   Approval 
of the CSRIA VRA based on information in this Initial Report would be arbitrary and 
capricious and clearly contrary to the public interest.   Ecology’s approval of the 
CSRIA VRA, or any other VRA, should (among other things) await the preparation 
of an updated Inventory & Report that contains more meaningful baseline 
information. 

Page ES-17: Additional information on the 
role of the Technical Advisory Group 
included relative to screening and ranking 
of conservation projects.  Decisions on 
implementation of the CSRIA VRA will be 
made following consultation with affected 
government agencies and the public as 
required by statute.  Additionally, funding 
criteria will be established in the Final EIS 
with input from external stakeholders and 
the Columbia River Policy Advisory 
Group.  
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  Table A-2 

Entity Comment Response 
CELP C.  The Report’s “Conclusions” are devoid of factual support 

In spite of its many disclaimers as to accuracy or usefulness of information, the report 
inexplicably concludes that “actual future demands for water can be accommodated 
in large part through the Management Program’s current strategy of conservation and 
storage.” (p. 5-10) And, without contacting any of the individuals who have 
submitted water right applications over the last fifteen years to see whether they are 
still interested in securing new water rights, and despite reports suggesting that the 
amount of irrigated acreage has substantially declined since 1997, the report 
nonetheless concludes that water demand expressed in the applications is “likely 
representative of the demand for water in the future…”  Finally, without any 
preceding factual basis, appears the conclusion that the conservation and storage 
strategies in the Columbia River bill are “likely to improve water supplies for all 
beneficial uses, including streamflows…” and “the current strategy of 
accommodating growth in water demand through conservation and storage 
improvements will be successful….” (p. 5-12) For a report to conclude with these 
statements while at the same time the report itself acknowledges it does not and 
cannot quantify demand, conservation, storage, or water supply, severely 
compromises the report’s objectivity and usefulness as a tool for further decision-
making.  

Page ES-10: The likelihood that the Tier 1 
forecasts overestimate demand in pending 
applications is acknowledged.  

Columbia Riverkeeper 
and Citizens for a Clean 
Columbia 

Ecology cannot issue new water rights based on speculative future conservation. Pages ES-3, ES-15.  Specific conservation 
projects will be vetted through transparent 
funding protocols and the technical merit 
of specific proposals will be evaluated by 
the Technical Advisory Group.  
Conservation projects will be monitored 
for actual “in the river” savings in 
Ecology’s trust water program.  New 
permits will be issued based on actual 
conservation savings, not projections.  

Columbia River Inter-
Tribal Fish 
Commission (CRITFC) 

Section 2.6 Federal Government 
The Bureau of Land Management should be included in the list of federal agencies as 
they have a role in water management on federal lands under their jurisdiction. 

The Bureau of Land Management is in the 
list.  
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  Table A-2 

Entity Comment Response 
CRITFC Section 3.2.1 (Climate): The Draft fails to mention the specific impacts of observed 

climate change of the 20th Century on weather or hydrologic patterns. Draft fails to 
consider the negative impacts from future climate change, which is expected to 
accelerate in coming years: warming winter temperatures, less snow accumulation, 
and increased variability of the snowmelt patterns.  The Pacific Northwest climate 
change impacts on streamflow– past and future – have been well documented by the 
University of Washington’s Climate Impacts Group (Mantua 2006, Mote 2006). 
Dittmer (2005) shows that during the last 100 years, the sub-basins of Washington 
have seen the median of the seasonal runoff shift earlier in time by 2 to 17 days and 
an 8% to 26% shift of spring-summer seasonal flows to autumn-winter. Any baseline 
assessment needs to take into account observed climate change impacts. 

Added more specific information on 
climate change. 

CRITFC Section 3.4 Other Institutional Factors 
Ecology grants Section 401 CWA certifications for FERC-licensed hydro projects. 
These certifications affect water quantity and quality and should be included as other 
institutional and legal factors. 
There is no mention of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act in this Section that 
was established to mitigate the impacts of FCRPS dams on Fish and Wildlife. 

Added mention of the Section 401 CWA 
regulations and Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act. 

CRITFC Section 3.5.3.2 (NWRFC – Northwest River Forecast Center): The NWRFC no 
longer uses the SSARR model. NWSRFS is their sole river forecast tool. 

Deleted mention of the SSARR model. 

WRIA 32 Walla Walla 
Watershed 

The United States Army Corps of Engineers/Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla 
Indian Reservation Feasibility Study was awarded $400,000 from the Department of 
Ecology under the The Columbia River Basin Water Management Act (House Bill 
2860) in June, 2006.  This is not mentioned in the document, nor is the major water 
storage project that it is studying mentioned either.  The USACE/CTUIR Study is 
only mentioned indirectly in table D-7 where one of the project alternatives under 
consideration, storage on Pine Creek, is found. More information on the project 
should be included in the final draft as $400,000 of Columbia River Water 
Management Funding has already been granted toward its development.  Information 
can be acquired from Rick George, CTUIR at (541)276-3165 or from Chris Hyland, 
USACOE at (509)527-7264. 

Added the information to Section 1.2.1. 

Yakama Nation 
Note: All Yakama 
Nation comments 
represent Staff 
comments, not the 
policy or legal positions 
of the Yakama Nation. 

ES-4 It is not correct that the Yakima Storage Study is “under the auspices of the 
(Columbia river) Management Program”.  The Yakima Storage study, which was 
supported by the Yakama Nation, began years before the Columbia River Bill passed 
and is proceeding under entirely different statutory authority.  It is not clear what the 
authors mean by the “Yakima Pump Exchange Study”, but if the reference is to the 
Kennewick Pump Exchange study, that is being performed under the auspices of the 
federal Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project. 

Removed the Yakima storage study and 
Yakima Pump exchange study from the 
list. 
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Entity Comment Response 
Yakama Nation ES-6 The report discusses the Yakima Storage Study alternatives interchangeably 

with the Columbia River four storage options.  The report should clarify that the 
purposes being contemplated in the Yakima Basin Storage Study are improving 
instream flow and out of stream supply in the Yakima Basin, not the Columbia. 

Added discussion on pg ES-6. 

Yakama Nation ES-9 The discussion on river management neglects the role of the Treaty Reserved 
water rights held by the Columbia River Treaty Tribes necessary for the continued 
exercise of their Treaty fishing rights.  These rights have a Time Immemorial priority 
date and, therefore, are the senior water rights on the river and must be satisfied 
before any existing or possible future water rights. 

Added additional text to page ES-9. 

Yakama Nation ES-10 A water right application is not a “demand”, it is a request, and is subject to a 
number of tests including water availability, impairment, and public interest.  The 
existence of an application does not convey a water right or create an obligation to 
issue a water right.   

Page ES-10: The likelihood that the Tier 1 
forecasts overestimate demand in pending 
applications is acknowledged.  

Yakama Nation ES-12 Presumably “reclaimed water” would come from return flows from treatment 
plants or other discharges of non-consumptively used water that are already in the 
river.  The report needs to explain how such reclaimed water could be used for new 
consumptive use “without new demands on the river”. 

Page 4-8.  Additional discussion on 
reclaimed water included. 

Yakama Nation xii Permit-exempt well.  The definition offered is based on an opinion by the AG’s 
office and is contrary to long-standing Ecology interpretation, is disagreed with by 
many entities, and has not been tested in court. 

Added: “According to the Attorney 
General's Office” in the definition  

Yakama Nation 3.3.1 The mainstem Snake is not under adjudication in Washington, but in Idaho.  
Clarify. 

Added “in Idaho” to the sentence. 

Yakama Nation 3.3.3.2 This section should clarify that only a portion of the Odessa Subarea is within 
the CBP.  The section misleads the reader to believe that the entire Subarea was 
opened to groundwater pumping in anticipation of CBP water bailing the area out 
before the aquifers were mined out.  Leaving aside the question of whether those 
within the CBP had a reasonable expectation, those outside did not.  The report 
should clarify the limits on the proposed actions to bring water to Odessa.  In 
addition, faulty well drilling has been known to be a problem in the Odessa for 
decades.  Cascading multi-aquifer wells exacerbate the problems and are illegal under 
Washington law.  Any legitimate assessment of the problems in Odessa should 
address this. 

Clarified 

Yakama Nation Table 3.6 Should clarify that the Snake River is not under adjudication in 
Washington. 

The column heading now says: “Snake 
River is under Adjudication in Idaho”. 
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Entity Comment Response 
Yakama Nation 4.2.6 Should clarify that a switch from a treatment plant that discharges to a river to a 

reclaimed water plant does not actually create “new water” that is available for new 
uses. 

Page 4-8.  Additional discussion on 
reclaimed water included. 

Yakama Nation Table 4.9 The storage for Kittitas County appears to be too high, unless it includes 
Columbia River mainstem storage. 

It does not include any Columbia River 
mainstem storage.  It includes the 
following dams: Cle Elum, Kachess, 
Kachess Dike, Keechelus, Roza Diversion, 
and Easton Diversion. 

Yakama Nation 5.5.1 This section reads like self-promotion, both for the Program and consultant.  It 
seems to have nothing to do with the Columbia River Bill and should, perhaps, be 
deleted. 

Chapter 5: Section deleted. 

Yakama Nation 5.2.7 The section omits a crucial consideration.  Conservation opportunities within 
tributary watersheds are being compared to “demands’ in the Columbia River.  
Where these “savings” are non-consumptive in nature, the conservation would not be 
expected to provide any water to the Columbia, a fact the report attempts to make.  
However, even with consumptive savings, there is a high likelihood that saved water 
would be committed to other uses in the watershed rather than credited to the 
Columbia River.  This may be particularly true, where the conservation is within a 
federal Reclamation project, like the Yakima Project, where saved water would likely 
be used to stabilize irrigation supply for proratable irrigators and augment inadequate 
instream flows, or retained in storage for these purposes.  The report should be 
revised to correct this deficiency. 

Added another consideration. 
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COLUMBIA RIVER INTER-TRIBAL FISH COMMISSION 
729 NE Oregon, Suite 200, Portland, Oregon 97232                           Telephone 503 238 0667 
                                                                                                                         Fax 503 235 4228 

 
 
 
November 8, 2006 

 
 
Dan Haller 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
Central Regional Office 
15 W. Yakima Ave., Suite 200 
Yakima, WA  98902-3452 
Email : dhal461@ecy.wa.gov 
 

RE: Columbia River Legislative Report Comments 
 
Dear Mr. Haller: 
 
 The Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission (CRITFC)1 appreciates the opportunity 
to provide comments to Ecology on the Legislative Report.  While we understand the deadline for 
the report to be filed is mandated for November 15, 2006, we found it very difficult to adequately 
comment on a 900 page document in three short weeks. We have, however, striven to craft some 
preliminary comments that we hope you find helpful as you compose your first report. 
 

Attached to this letter are some of our comments on the Water Supply Inventory and the 
Long-Term Water Supply and Demand Forecast Report. 
 

We thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments and to participate in this process.  
If you have any questions about our comments, we would be happy to set up a meeting with you to 
discuss them.  Please feel free to contact Julie Carter or Robert Heinith at 503-238-0667. 
 

Sincerely, 

 
Olney Patt, Jr. 
Executive Director 
Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission 

                                                 
1 In 1977, the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs 
Reservation of Oregon, the Nez Perce Tribe, and the Yakama Nation created the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission (CRITFC or “Commission”). These four tribes have 1855 treaty rights to take fish that pass their usual and 
accustomed fishing places. Consequently, it is of critical importance to the tribes to protect and conserve the habitat and 
life cycle of the fisheries. The Commission functions to protect, promote, and enhance the Columbia River Basin’s 
anadromous fish resources consistent with the treaty-secured interests of its member tribes by formulating a broad, 
general fisheries program, and providing technical and legal support. 
CRITFC Comments: Columbia River Legislative Report  1 



 
SPECIFIC COMMENTS:  COLUMBIA RIVER LEGISLATIVE REPORT 

By the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission 
 
Executive Summary 
 
We suggest that the Columbia River long-term water supply and demand forecast be updated 
annually instead of every five years.   We also suggest that both the water supply and long term 
water supply inventories be due on July 1, since the new water year begins on August 1.  Ecology 
should allow a minimum of 30 days for the tribes to comment on each plan each year. 
 
While we applaud and support the concept of conservation to meet future out-of-river water needs, 
our member tribes have had serious questions about development of basin storage project.  As we 
commented in the CRI process and formally before the National Academy of Sciences for the CRI, 
there is already 30 million acre feet of active storage in the Columbia River system of large 
reservoirs (Arrow Lakes, Mica, Libby, Grand Coulee) and as the this report notes a total of 46 MAF 
basin wide in available storage.  This is in excess of a third of average basin runoff.  What needs to 
be changed is how this storage is managed.  Flexibility for flood control needs through improved 
forecasting methods is key to better management.  Some of these issues are being addressed in the 
current remand process for the Federal Columbia River Power System Biological Opinion.  It is 
important that the water supply inventory process consider BiOp remand issues that will directly 
affect in and out-of-river needs. 
 
The Interior Columbia Technical Recovery Team (TRT) assembled to scientifically determine the 
existing status of ESA- listed salmon stocks and the magnitude of survival recovery necessary for 
stock recovery.  The Interior (TRT) filed an Interim Gaps Report on May 17, 2006.  They described 
the abundance and productivity “gaps” for listed ESUs.  They also described viable salmon 
population parameters beside abundance and productivity which include spatial structure and 
diversity. The TRT estimated that the change in survival projected required to achieve a 95% 
chance and a 99% of meeting recovery goals of 2000, naturally producing upper Columbia Spring 
Chinook adults was between 58-90% and 178-233% respectively (ICTRT 2006). The TRT 
estimated that the change in survival projected required to achieve a 95% chance and a 99% of 
meeting recovery goals of 2000, naturally producing upper Columbia Steelhead adults was between 
333-769% and 413-944% respectively (ICTRT 2006).  To fill these very large gaps may require 
additional flows over the current BiOp flow targets.  The final water inventory report should include 
this information with the important comment that more flows than currently provided for ESA listed 
fish may be necessary during the March- September time period. 
 
 
Chapter 1 
 
This chapter fails to discuss the history of the tribes and their stewardship of the basin’s natural 
resources for thousands of years.  This chapter also fails to include ESA unlisted salmon, sturgeon 
and lamprey stocks and provide stock status for each.   
 
Section 1.2.2 (Columbia River Water Management Program Components): 
 
New storage dams will shift water from one period to the other and may come with two major 
undesired environmental consequences: (1) Further degradation of the basin hydrology necessary to 
support fish populations and (2) Mounting evidence suggests that the decomposing vegetation 
trapped at the bottom of a reservoir generates more greenhouse gas to be emitted into an already 
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warming atmosphere (IRN 2002).  Other demands, such as recreation, may make new storage use 
problematic for other uses for which they were originally intended. 
 
Section 1.2.3.1 (Lake Roosevelt Drawdown): 
 
The proposed draft of 132.5 KaF from Lake Roosevelt, of which only one third is assigned for fish 
flows, is a very small amount of water.  CRITFC and others in the BiOp remand process are 
examining Lake Roosevelt drawdowns of 2-8 feet (260-900 Kaf) for listed and unlisted salmon and 
steelhead and Pacific lamprey flows. Additional summer flow augmentation is needed because the 
McNary summer flow targets have only been met or exceeded three times during 1995-2006. 
 
Chapter 2 
 
An important part of outreach is allowing stakeholders an adequate amount of time to provide 
meaningful review and comment on proposed actions.   Allowing only 3 weeks to comment on this 
900 page report does not meet this objective. 
 
Section 2.6  Federal Government 
 
The Bureau of Land Management should be included in the list of federal agencies as they have a 
role in water management on federal lands under their jurisdiction. 
 
Section 2.8 (Tribal Government): 
 
The Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon is a tribe that has treaty rights 
to fish and should be listed and contacted as a separate tribal entity that has an important stake in 
Washington State water management. Is Ecology or the Washington State Governor’s office going 
to conduct formal government-to-government consultation with the tribes?   If so, it should be 
stated in this Section.  

 
 
Section 3.2.1 (Climate): 
 
The Draft fails to mention the specific impacts of observed climate change of the 20th Century on 
weather or hydrologic patterns.  Draft fails to consider the negative impacts from future climate 
change, which is expected to accelerate in coming years: warming winter temperatures, less snow 
accumulation, and increased variability of the snowmelt patterns.   
 

 The Pacific Northwest climate change impacts on streamflow– past and future – have been well 
documented by the University of Washington’s Climate Impacts Group (Mantua 2006, Mote 2006).  
Dittmer (2005) shows that during the last 100 years, the sub-basins of Washington have seen the 
median of the seasonal runoff shift earlier in time by 2 to 17 days and an 8% to 26% shift of spring-
summer seasonal flows to autumn-winter.  Any baseline assessment needs to take into account 
observed climate change impacts. 
 
Section 3.2.2 (Reservoirs and Hydropower): 
 
 The observed flow record – with many upriver diversions – can give a false picture.  It is desirable 
to compare the observed flow record with a modified-adjusted streamflow record that takes upriver 
storage regulation changes, irrigation withdrawls, and evapotranspiration into account.  Such data 
has existed for years, maintained by Bonneville Power Administration and recently updated (BPA 
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2004).  Draft fails to consider the BPA modified-adjusted streamflow record, so the cumulative 
effects on the Columbia River cannot be properly assessed. 
 

New flow forecast tools are now available to improve water management that Washington DOE 
may not be using (Hamlet et.al. 2003; Wood 2006).  Even changes to flood control operations must 
be considered to mitigate for the regional impacts of global warming (Lee et.al. 2006). 
 
The Draft fails to recognize that BPA’s Hydro-Sim hydro-regulation model is outdated.  It is 
desirable to use a standardized, more modern, regional hydro-regulation model, like GENESYS 
(NPPC 2006), which is a more advanced version of BPA’s HYDSIM.  GENESYS could help 
outside users can better understand the proposed operational changes and cumulative impacts. 
 
Section 3.3.3.1  Water Metering 
 
Until there is a reasonable quantification of water use via implementation of a comprehensive 
metering system for all irrigation and municipal water withdrawals from the mainstem Snake and 
Columbia Rivers, additional water rights and withdrawals from the rivers should not be considered.  
The report should indicate how such a system will be funded (should be the responsibility of the 
entity that is withdrawing the water) and when it will be in place. 
 
Section 3.3.3.2  Odessa Subbasin 
 
Ecology should not have allowed pumping of the aquifer before a decision was made to expand the 
Columbia Basin Irrigation Project.  BOR declared a moratorium on the Project expansion in the 
early 1990’s due to the ESA listing of salmon stocks.  Since that time, more listings have occurred 
and non-listed stocks, such as Pacific lamprey are in very serious decline.  In the face of these 
serious obstacles, there should be no consideration of expanding the Project.  If Ecology and the 
irrigation community insist on depleting the aquifer for short term uses, there will be long term, 
likely irreversible impacts to the aquifer. 
 
Section 3.4  Other Institutional Factors 
 
This section notes that the BiOp target flows are not generally met.  Those flow objectives were 
established in the 1995 and succeeding BiOps as “… a low estimate of the flow that is likely to 
avoid high mortality.” (NMFS 1995 Basis for flow objectives for Operation of the Federal 
Columbia River Power System).  These flow objectives are in place from April 10- August 31 in the 
Snake and Columbia Rivers.  The July-August “critical” timeframe for anadromous fish flows in the 
Washington State Legislation is not consistent with the BiOps. 
 
Ecology grants Section 401 CWA certifications for FERC-licensed hydroprojects.  These 
certifications affect water quantity and quality and should be included as other institutional and 
legal factors. 
 
There is no mention of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act in this Section that was established 
to mitigate the impacts of FCRPS dams on Fish and Wildlife. 
 
 
Section 3.5.3  Forecasting 
 
Improved forecasting is vital to retaining more storage for fish and other uses and better manage 
flood control in the Columbia Basin.  The NRCS has developed statistical methods to provide 
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forecasting in daily time steps at several Columbia River basin subbasin index sites. The methods 
can be found at:  ftp://ftp.wcc.nrcs.usda.gov/data/water/wcs/daily_forecast/  
  
This system needs to be expanded to provide daily forecasts for all major basin index points. In 
addition to our ongoing monitoring and forecasting of current conditions, the NRCS is 
implementing improvements in resource data monitoring and assessment capabilities by: 

 
• Further automating of manual snow courses to SNOTEL sites where real-time information is 

needed to provide water supply forecasts. 
 
• Expansion of SCAN to provide governments, water managers, agricultural producers, 

businesses and researchers improved information about soil moisture conditions and 
potential droughts. 

 
• Improving models and computational capacity to provide more frequent and accurate water 

supply forecasts and assessments of soil moisture. 
 
 
Section 3.5.3.2 (NWRFC – Northwest River Forecast Center): 
 
The NWRFC no longer uses the SSARR model.  NWSRFS is their sole river forecast tool. 
 
 

Chapter 4   Water Inventory 
 
We appreciate the amount of work over a short time period that was accomplished in generating this 
overview of river water use in Central Washington.  However, there needs to be much more careful 
and extensive quantification of water use than presented in this Chapter in the final water inventory.  
This is very important because the foundation of consideration of any more water withdrawals must 
be premised on the actual, quantifiable, existing use. 
 
4.2.3 Return Flows 
 
It is not mentioned as to how much of the return flows are surface return flows or water table return 
flows.  Further, the water quality characteristics of the return flows are not specified.  Return flows 
that are polluted with agricultural chemicals impact fish.  
 
4.4.1.1. Reservoir Operations 
 
It is not mentioned in this Section but reservoirs are operated to maintain ESA listed lower 
Columbia River chum flows of about an 11.5 foot tailwater at Bonneville Dam (about 125 kcfs 
depending on ambient flows, bank storage and tides).  While it is mentioned in another report 
section, reservoirs are also operated to maintain Hanford Reach spawning and redds from 
November through early May.  Thus, fall and winter fish flows are also important.  Reservoir 
elevations are determined by flood control rule curves and also power rule curves.  If elevations are 
below flood control rule curves, power rule curves determine reservoir management. 
 
The amount and timing of water use, including return flows, water lost to evapo-transpiration, 
changes in consumptive use, unaccounted water and conservation need to be quantified before 
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consideration of additional river withdrawals. The methodologies to calculate water use are 
explained in the following footnote: 
 

 
 
There are no error bounds given for any of these metrics.  In particular, the method used when 
actual water use cannot be calculated (TIR –CIR/EA) does not have any qualifiers as to how 
accurate this method is to actual usage. 
 
4.5.3 Modification of Existing Storage Facilities 
 
As mentioned above in these comments, over 30 MAF of existing storage exists in large reservoirs 
in the Columbia Basin.  Better management of this storage would allow for more water for fish and 
other uses at a fraction of the cost of building new basin storage facilities.  The final inventory 
report should explore the potential of this concept. 
 
Section 5.1 (Water Supply and Demand Forecast): 
 
The Draft fails to consider new planning tools by the Climate Impacts Group (Hamlet 2006) that 
takes climate change into account for future water plans. Recent conferences (C-CIARN 2005) 
stress the need for future management systems to adapt to more timely and flexible strategies to 
mitigate for rapidly changing environmental conditions.  Future water management needs to be 
much more flexible if multiple needs are to be met (Cohen et.al. 2000).  Environment Canada 
(Brugman 2002) research suggests that the glaciers of the Upper Columbia will entirely melt in 20 
to 200 years.  The Columbia’s summer baseflow could drop 30% to 95%.  The draft makes no 
substantial mention of the impacts of climate change and variability – a major shortcoming. 
 
There is no mention of returning the FCRPS to a natural-normative system, as part of a holistic 
basin-wide ecosystem approach to species recovery.  Technical staffs repeatedly recommend a 
holistic ecosystem and natural river regime approach to managing water and salmon resources in 
degraded basins (C-CIARN Conference 2005; Transboundary Conference 2002, Bunn and 
Arthington 2002, Williams et.al. 2000). 
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