
23

33757695 agencies.pmd

A4-1

A4-2

A4-1
The wording in the FSEIS (e.g., Section 2.2) has been modified to more
completely acknowledge the previous conclusions of the resource co-
managers.

A4-2
While the SEPA SEIS must address all SEPA issues, it does not reach
different conclusions regarding the trade-offs between short-term and
long-term impacts.
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A4-2
Continued

A4-3

A4-4

A4-5

A4-3
The sentence has been changed.  Based on available literature, the
worst-case situation would result in all fish and macroinvertebrates being
killed.  There is a remote possibility that some fish may survive being
swept into Bonneville pool, but nothing in the literature indicates this is
likely.  If there were tributaries below the dam where small populations of
fish may escape the effects of elevated levels of suspended sediments
and deposition of sediments, then survival of those aquatic organisms
would be expected, but this is not the case on the White Salmon River
below Condit Dam.  It may be that some fish and macroinvetebrates
would survive, but making a case for how many would be difficult.

A4-4
Comment acknowledged and change made.

A4-5
Comment acknowledged and change made.
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A4-6

A4-7

A4-8

A4-9

A4-10

A4-11

A4-6
Comment acknowledged and change made.

A4-7
Comment acknowledged, but this is a permit issue, not an EIS issue.

A4-8
Comment noted.

A4-9
Comment noted.  The FSEIS has been revised and the sentence indicat-
ing that data are not available for the smaller tributaries to Northwestern
Lake has been deleted.

A4-10
Comment noted.  Section 4.2.2 has been revised as per your comment.

A4-11
BZ Falls is reported to vary between about 15 and 17 feet in height and is
a complete barrier to coho salmon.  Although spring Chinook salmon
would likely be in far better condition than fall Chinook salmon upon
reaching the falls, the height of BZ Falls is far above the calculated
leaping ability of Chinook salmon (and coho salmon) (Osborn 1985) and
(Powers and Osborn 1985) under ideal conditions.  Chapman et al. (1990)
stated that BZ Falls was passable with some difficulty by steelhead trout.
While not venturing an opinion about the ability of Chinook salmon to pass
over the falls, Chapman et al. (1990) stated that the falls presents a
passage problem for adult salmonids.  This was based on conflicting
anecdotal information in LLA (1981).  Chapman et al. (1990) questioned
the accuracy of the information concerning the historical presence of
Chinook salmon above Husum Falls.  LeMier and Smith (1955) did not
believe that spring-run Chinook entered the White Salmon River and
noted that an interview with one of the residents present in the area
before construction of Condit dam indicated that spring Chinook were not
present before the dam was completed.  Bair et al. (2002) indicated that
BZ Falls is the upstream limit for salmon, but not steelhead.  The height
and physical configuration of BZ Falls is a long way from ideal for leaping
spring Chinook salmon to successfully clear.  The majority of the avail-
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able literature and the physical configuration of BZ Falls do not support
the likelihood of coho or Chinook salmon passing BZ Falls.

The height and configuration of the series of falls at lower Rattlesnake
Falls do not meet the calculated requirements for passage by Chinook
salmon in Osborn (1985) and Powers and Osborn (1985).  Although it is
unlikely that coho salmon can pass lower Rattlesnake Falls, the available
pools and pockets may be large enough for a coho salmon to pass over
the falls under ideal flow conditions.  There is not sufficient habitat above
the falls for it to be considered accessible to coho salmon.  Much the
same can be said for the remote possibility of spring Chinook salmon
accessing habitat above BZ Falls.  Individual fish may manage the feat on
rare occasions, but that does not constitute habitat that is accessible by a
viable population.

The presence of an impassable waterfall at RM 3.2 on Buck Creek was
confirmed, and the text in Section 4.3.1 of the FSEIS has been modified.
Table 4.3-1, Figures 4.3-1 through 4.3-3, and Appendix C have also been
modified in the FSEIS.  The diversion dam at RM 1.9 is listed as a barrier
to upstream migration by small salmonids less than 9 inches in length, not
as a barrier to larger salmonids.  Table 4.3.1 has been modified to reflect
accessibility of Buck Creek above RM 1.9 to salmon.
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A4-11
Continued

A4-12

A4-13

A4-12
Comment noted and the text has been modified to note the presence of
freshwater mussels in Rattlesnake and Indian Creeks.

A4-13
Habitat is considered available for a species (or ecotype) if it is acces-
sible on a consistent basis at expected flows during the upstream migra-
tion period.  The possibility that a barrier falls can be occasionally passed
by a few individuals during exceptional circumstances is not considered
evidence of habitat being available for a salmonid species or ecotype.
Questionable anecdotal accounts, such as reports of steelhead trout as far
upstream as Trout Lake, are not considered evidence that habitat would
be available after the removal of Condit Dam.  If there is a reasonable
possibility of consistent passage over a barrier falls in numbers adequate
to sustain a viable population, the habitat is considered available.  This
does not take into account the quality of the habitat for spawning and
rearing (i.e., salmon can pass over the diversion dam at RM 1.9 on Buck
Creek, but the habitat above the dam is marginal for salmon).

Available steelhead habitat in Buck Creek was reduced to reflect the
presence of an impassable waterfall at RM 3.2.  Available salmon habitat
in Buck creek was increased to reflect accessibility above RM 1.9.
Section 4.3.2, Table 4.3-1, Figures 4.3-1 through 4.3-3, and Appendix C
have been modified in the FSEIS.
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A5-1

A5-2

A5-3

A5-4

A5-1
Preference acknowledged.

A5-2
Comment acknowledged.

A5-3
Comment acknowledged.

A5-4
Preference and comments acknowledged.
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A5-5

A5-6

A5-7

A5-8

A5-9

A5-10

A5-11

A5-5
The entire year-class of age-0 (juveniles produced during the spring of
the year of dam removal) winter-run steelhead are expected to be lost as
a result of turbidity levels in the river associated with the proposed dam
removal.  This would substantially reduce the number of expected
returning adult steelhead 4 years in the future, when the majority of the
lost year-class of steelhead would have been expected to return.  During
that year, the return of winter-run steelhead would be primarily composed
of 3-year-old steelhead and strays from other river basins.  Returns of
winter-run steelhead would likely be reduced every fourth year for
several generation cycles.  A portion of the previous year-class of
steelhead juveniles (age-1 fish) would also be lost.  Section 2.3.1 of the
FSEIS has been clarified.

A5-6
The FSEIS concurs with the Northwest Power Planning Council’s
subbasin summary (WDFW 2000) and Washington Conservation
Commission’s limiting factors report (WCC 1999) that the removal of
Condit Dam would increase the available habitat for anadromous fish
within the White Salmon River basin, increasing the long-term viability of
existing anadromous fish populations in the basin.

A5-7
Comment acknowledged.  The FSEIS references the WRIA reports in
Section 4.3.

A5-8
The benefits of the proposed Condit Dam removal project to the region’s
salmon and steelhead recovery efforts are noted in Section 4.3 of the
FSEIS.  The FSEIS acknowledges that the removal of Condit Dam would
increase the available habitat for anadromous fish within the White
Salmon River basin, thus increasing the long-term viability of existing
anadromous fish populations in the basin.

A5-9
Short-term increases in turbidity within the Bonneville pool after the
removal of Condit Dam would likely cause avoidance behavior and
“displacement” of some fish in the Bonneville pool.  These fish would not
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A5-11
Continued

A5-12

A5-13

be displaced from the Bonneville pool, but would seek out areas of the
pool with lower turbidity.  Korstrom and Birtwell (2006), found that the
ability of sediment-exposed Chinook salmon to escape to cover was
impaired and that there was a significant increase in stuporous behavior
and a significant reduction in cover-seeking response in sediment-exposed
fish.  They concluded that exposure to elevated levels of suspended
sediment could indirectly jeopardize survival in the wild, as such overt
performance and behavioral changes would probably render juvenile
Chinook salmon more conspicuous and therefore more susceptible to
avian and aquatic predators.

A5-10
NOAA has considered this a “take” (NMFS 2006).  The sentence in
Section 1.6.3 regarding “take” has been modified.

A5-11
Phrase has been deleted.

A5-12
Comment acknowledged.  The U.S. Forest Service had opportunity to
comment on the project during the EIS public comment period and has
the responsibility to determine consistency with Scenic Area Act.

A5-13
Comment acknowledged.  As described in Section 4.2.3 Mitigation
Measures of the FSEIS, PacifiCorp would consult with the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers to determine the feasibility of lowering the Bonneville
pool prior to dam breaching, in the event that the pool elevation is near the
higher end of its range of fluctuation.


