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A6-65

A6-66

A6-67

A6-68

A6-65
See response to Comment A6-62.

A6-66
See response to Comment A6-62.

A6-67
Presumably, this comment refers to the spread of whirling disease.  The
presence of a dam on the White Salmon River that blocks upstream
migration of fish would not prevent the spread of whirling disease above
the dam.  Whirling disease is spread by stocking infected hatchery fish,
the source usually being from non-permitted stocking by individuals who
obtain diseased fish from private hatcheries.  Other sources of contami-
nation are migratory water birds, boats, waders, and bait fish that trans-
port the disease.  Whirling disease is far more likely to enter the upper
White Salmon River basin on the felt-soles of an angler who failed to
disinfect wading boots (and fly lines, rubber rafts, kayaks, etc.) used in an
infected watershed before wading into the White Salmon River to fish.

A6-68
The spread of whirling disease and future diseases of fish in the White
Salmon River are best dealt with by educating the public to disinfect their
fishing and boating gear before transporting it to another watershed and
ensuring that only disease-free fish are stocked in a watershed if stocking
is mandated by state, federal, and tribal management.  Even with com-
plete control of manmade sources, migratory birds and other migratory
animals have the potential of transporting the disease to new watersheds.
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A6-68
Continued

A6-69

A6-70

A6-71

A6-69
The total loss of fish and other aquatic organism populations in the White
Salmon River below Condit Dam is the conservative assumption used in
the impact analysis.  However, the habitat loss would be neither complete
and total, nor long term.  Some habitat for some organisms would be
useable almost immediately after the initial flush, and recovery would
continue rapidly, based on evidence from the Toutle River after the
eruption of Mt. St. Helens.  Fish and aquatic organism populations would
also recover within a few years and many would expand upstream.  The
comparison of whether the partial removal of sediment would provide
enough benefits to offset the impacts and costs was already made by
FERC in their FSEIS.  Their conclusion was that the benefits, including
the differential of impacts, did not outweigh the costs.  The Biological
Opinions of both the USFWS and NMFS also concluded that the inciden-
tal take was acceptable (USFWS 2005; NMF6 2006).

A6-70
This is a legal argument to which no response is required because it is not
directly relevant to SEPA.

A6-71
This is a legal argument to which no response is required because it is not
directly relevant to SEPA.
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A6-71
Continued

A6-72

A6-73

A6-72
This is a legal argument to which no response is required because it is not
directly relevant to SEPA.

A6-73
If AKART applies, based on analysis the proposed actions would meet it.
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A6-73
Continued

A6-74

A6-75

A6-76

A6-74
The potential impacts to surface water and groundwater quality due to
the short-term storage and on-site disposal of concrete debris is described
in Section 4.2.2 of the DSEIS and FSEIS.  Additional text has been added
to the FSEIS in this section to clarify that only a relatively small volume of
concrete powder would be expected to adhere to the larger pieces of
concrete debris.  The FSEIS also includes a new mitigation measure in
Section 4.2.3 that recommends monitoring shallow groundwater
downgradient of the concrete disposal site in the event this disposal option
is selected.  In the event that groundwater quality standards were ex-
ceeded, additional measures (e.g., remediation) could be required by
regulations such as the Model Toxics Control Act Cleanup Regulations
(WAC 173-340).

The pH impact to the river due to concrete cutting would be mitigated by
collecting the cutting fluids that contain the concrete powder, as described
in Section 4.2.3 of the DSEIS and the FSEIS.  The changes in pH as
described in Section 4.2.2 of the DSEIS and FSEIS are not considered
catastrophic, as they are estimated to return to near normal pH levels
within 15 minutes of the blast and would only be at lethal levels for less
than a minute.

A6-75
If concrete is able to be recycled, crushing would not occur at the dam or
transfer/disposal site.  If recycling is feasible, the concrete would be
hauled to a recycling location and all crushing would occur there under
the recycler’s permits and using the BMPs applied to those permits.  A
scenario for a recycling alternative has been developed and included in
Section 4.6.2 Transportation Impacts of the FSEIS.

A6-76
See response to Comment A6-74.
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A6-77

A6-78

A6-77
In the context of the Northwestern Lake sampling plan, “upstream
gravels” is simply a reference to the upstream Dredged Material Man-
agement Unit (DMMU) and the word “gravel” is not used in a soil
classification context as it is used on page 7 of the Sediment Behavior
Analysis Report (G&G Associates 2004a).  This comment presumes that
all of the material in a DMMU must be “homogenous” with the definition
of homogenous met only if the material in the DMMU consists of the
same size soil particles under the Unified Soil Classification System.  That
is not the case.  With the Dredged Material Evaluation Framework,
homogenous sediment does not mean sediment of the same particle size,
but rather material that is deposited together and may likely contain the
same contamination.  It does not have the meaning presumed in the
comment.

Regardless, it is not necessary for PacifiCorp or Ecology to respond to
this comment since the Corps would determine if the proposed sampling
plan meets their requirements.  The Corps, through email communication
to Todd Olson of PacifiCorp on October 16, 2006, has approved the
sampling plan.

A6-78
Ecology believes the proposed mitigation is appropriate given the unique
circumstances, including the type of wetlands to be lost.
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A6-78
Continued

A6-79

A6-79
Ecology believes the proposed mitigation is appropriate given the unique
circumstances, including the type of wetlands to be lost.
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A6-80

A6-81

A6-82

A6-83

A6-84

A6-85

A6-86

A6-80
Ecology believes the proposed mitigation is appropriate given the unique
circumstances, including the type of wetlands to be lost.

A6-81
Ecology believes the proposed mitigation is appropriate given the unique
circumstances, including the type of wetlands to be lost.

A6-82
This is a legal argument to which no response is required because it is not
directly relevant to SEPA.

A6-83
Some monitoring is related to mitigation, but other monitoring is indeed
designed to inform other future dam removal projects.  Ecology concludes
that is appropriate given the unique circumstances.

A6-84
Monitoring of turbidity and flow is one way of estimating the amount of
material moved by the river.  This would be directly useful for adjusting
the application of active measures for sediment removal/stabilization.
Otherwise, the monitoring data would have application for future projects.

A6-85
Other mitigation measures, including the use of water cannons, are
proposed to address the major unstable sediment locations.  Revegetation
is  to address surface erosion.

A6-86
This is a legal argument to which no response is required because it is not
directly relevant to SEPA.  Please note that the revised Settlement
Agreement changes the cap on mitigation costs to $5.3 million.  Further,
FERC settlement policy states that FERC will not likely limit obligations
by a settlement cap, and any 401 certification that the state issues will not
limit obligations by such a cap.
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A6-86
Continued

A6-87

A6-88

A6-87
FERC’s FSEIS conclusions are consistent with the SEPA DSEIS conclu-
sions.  More information and more mitigation measures are now part of
the proposed alternative than in 1996.

A6-88
FERC and all of the signatory entities of the Settlement Agreement have
already concluded that the short-term impacts associated with the
proposed dam removal method are acceptable in trade for the long-term
benefits.  This SEPA FSEIS builds upon the analysis done by others, has
applied additional design information and mitigation measures, and further
documents the short-term nature of most of the impacts, given the latest
information.
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A6-88
Continued

A6-89

A6-89
Despite the commenters’ opinions, the NMFS Biological Opinion con-
cludes that the proposed removal process will not jeopardize the listed fish
species or adversely harm critical habitat (NMFS 2006).  The Biological
Opinions of both NMFS and USFWS provide for incidental take of listed
species (NMFS 2006; USFWS 2005).
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