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Public Comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement and Responses

Introduction

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was published for public review and comment
in August 2010. The comment period was open for 120 days (75 Fed. Reg. 47591, August 6,
2010; 75 Fed. Reg. 54146, September 3, 2010). Additionally, a series of public meetings was held
throughout the Columbia River Basin, in the states of Washington, Oregon, and Idaho

(Section 1.6.6, Public Review and Comment). This public process resulted in the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) receiving more than 1,100 comments via letter, email, and public

testimony. These comments were used to inform, shape, and improve this final EIS.

This comment and response appendix (Appendix L) is organized into three (3) sections. The first
section (Appendix L1) is designed to organize and respond to comments with common general
themes. NMFS refers to these as “global” comments. The second section (Appendix L2) contains
all comments received during the public process, as well as NMFS’ written responses. These are
organized into a table with a reference to the letter number and the comment number of the
individual letters/testimonies received and the response to each. The last section (Appendix L3)
contains copies of the original individual letters/emails/testimonies received. These documents
(referred to as “letters” for organization purposes) identify the individual letter number and
comment number contained in each letter. In addition to the specific letters from individuals,
there are also a number of form letters that were submitted by more than one individual.
Appendix L3 contains only one copy of each of the form letters. The letters in Appendix L3 can
be used as a reference with the table in Appendix L2.
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Appendix L1

Global Comments and Responses

In reviewing comments received on the draft EIS, NMFS found that there were common themes

in many of the comments. Many of these comments were based on the reviewer’s

misunderstanding of either the scope of the EIS and NMFS’ intent for the EIS (i.e., purpose and

need), or a misunderstanding about the relationship between the alternatives and the example

implementation scenarios used to analyze the effects of the alternatives. As noted below and in its

response to individual comments (Appendix L2), to address these misunderstandings NMFS has

revised and provided additionally clarifying language throughout the EIS.

NMFS has organized these common themes into a series of “global comments.” Rather than

responding to these comments individually and likely repeating very similar if not exact answers,

NMFS has generated a series of global responses to address these commonly themed, global

comments. These global responses cover seven (7) areas of general comment:

1.

2.

6.

7.

Comments stating a preference and/or ideas for the EIS preferred alternative
Comments addressing the scope of the EIS
Comments addressing the EIS process

Comments asserting and referring to a mitigation obligation associated with the Mitchell
Act or calling for NMFS to define the obligation

Comments addressing the EIS and its relationship to other plans, regulations, agreements,

laws, and executive and secretarial orders
Comments addressing the range of EIS alternatives

Comments addressing the supporting analyses within the EIS

Below are the global responses to each of these comment themes.
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1. Comments Stating a Preference (Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred
Alternative

NMFS did not identify a preferred alternative in the draft EIS. During the public review of the

draft EIS, NMFS encouraged reviewers to “[flormulate a notion of what the hatchery programs

should accomplish; that is, formulate a notion of the policy direction they think should guide

NMFS decisions on hatchery production in the Columbia River Basin,” and “After considering

the effects (presented in Chapters 4 and 5), comment on how NMFS should formulate a preferred

alternative for publication in the final EIS and record of decision.”

Many commenters identified a preferred alternative. NMFS appreciates these comments. These
preferences covered a wide range of ideas including the following: comments stating a
preference for one or more of the alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS; comments on an
alternative that increased hatchery production; comments calling for a no hatchery production
alternative; and comments calling for alternatives outside the scope of this EIS, such as
management options for the hydropower system or habitat restoration alternatives. These
comments provided NMFS with a diverse spectrum of opinions from interested parties, and they
helped the agency formulate the preferred alternative (Section 2.5.6, Alternative 6 [Preferred
Alternative - All Hatchery Programs Meet Stronger Performance Goal]) for the final EIS.
Alternative 6, the preferred alternative for this EIS, represents a combination or blending of
several of the draft EIS alternatives.

2. Comments Addressing the Scope of this EIS

a. Commenter’s views that the EIS considers alternatives that are inconsistent with
NMFES’ current authority
Some commenters supported NMFS’ inclusion of a full range of alternatives for review.
However, several commenters expressed concern that some of the alternatives included
actions beyond NMFS’ current legal jurisdiction or that may be inconsistent with existing
management plans and agreements. Commenters said that inclusion of these actions is

not reasonable.

First, most of the comments arise out of a misunderstanding regarding the purpose of the

implementation scenarios. These implementation scenarios were a tool NMFS developed
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to facilitate the comparison of environmental effects associated with various alternatives,

and they are not intended to suggest ultimate options. See Response 7(a).

Second, NMFS recognizes that certain actions within the example implementation
scenarios may be viewed as inconsistent with current laws, plans, and agreements (e.g.,
actions to fund hatchery programs not currently funded by the Mitchell Act, or proposed
changes to hatchery programs that do not currently affect ESA-listed species under
NMFS’ jurisdiction). However, NMFS believes that including these actions is important
to ensure that decision makers have the best available information on all relevant

environmental effects.

The Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) supports this broad-based approach and
states that a potential conflict with Federal or local law does not necessarily render an
alternative unreasonable (40 CFR 1502.14[c]), and the lead agency should do the

following:
Include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.

CEQ further clarifies this regulation in the “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning
CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act Regulations” paper
(http://energy.gov/nepa/downloads/forty-most-asked-questions-concerning-ceqs-

national-environmental-policy-act), stating the following in response to question 2b:

An alternative that is outside the legal jurisdiction of the lead agency must still
be analyzed in the EIS if it is reasonable. A potential conflict with local or
federal law does not necessarily render an alternative unreasonable, although

such conflicts must be considered.

NMFS anticipates that the resource effects analyzed in this EIS will be informative for
policy decisions for approximately 10 years. Consequently, the EIS must evaluate actions
that may be beyond NMFS’ existing regulatory authority, but possibly are within future
legal authorities that allow implementation of scenario measures (e.g., through future
Mitchell Act hatchery funding or through additional ESA listings). Laws, plans, and
agreements may be amended or repealed. Accordingly, NMFS included some actions
within the example implementation scenarios that may conflict with current
implementation of existing laws and agreements. This approach accommodates the
possibility that laws and agreements may change in the future, and it ensures the vitality
of this EIS.
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Finally, by including these actions, NMFS does not suggest or anticipate future decision
making related to compliance with existing agreements or plans. Ultimately, Mitchell Act
hatchery funding decisions must harmonize with many preexisting plans, regulations,
agreements, laws, and executive and secretarial orders. Future decisions regarding
Mitchell Act hatchery funding will be coordinated through the various management

forums that exist in the Columbia River Basin, as appropriate.
b. EIS scope is too broad or too narrow

Some commenters suggested that NMFS narrow the scope of the EIS to make it more
manageable and to focus only on the hatchery programs that are currently funded through
the Mitchell Act. NMFS agrees that narrowing the scope of the EIS might simplify the
document, but it would hinder informed decision making for future funding decisions
(Section 1.2, Purpose and Need for Action). Mitchell Act funds can be spent throughout
the Columbia River Basin, not just on hatchery programs that currently receive Mitchell
Act funds. As a result, the EIS considered options for hatchery production throughout the
Columbia River Basin. However, as noted throughout the responses to comments, NMFS
took every opportunity it could to update, correct, and clarify the EIS, as appropriate, to

ease reader comprehension.

Although some commenters suggested that the scope of the EIS should be reduced, other
commenters suggested that the scope of the EIS should be expanded to include the
following: screens and fishways that are funded through the Mitchell Act, harvest
management, habitat restoration, and/or the operation of hydropower facilities, since all
of these actions affect salmon and steelhead in the Columbia River Basin. NMFS agrees
that all of these types of actions have an effect on salmon and steelhead populations in the
Columbia River Basin and included the current estimated effects of several of these
(harvest, hydropower, and current habitat) in the baseline condition discussions

(Chapter 3, Affected Environment). Further, the analysis of effects (Chapter 4,
Environmental Consequences) considered the effects of the hatchery alternatives on an
environment that is also being affected by actions in non-hatchery sectors. NMFS did not
evaluate alternatives for hatchery management in these non-hatchery sectors, because this
action would confound the purpose and need, which focus on the ability to meaningfully

inform hatchery-related decisions.
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c. Scope should focus on hatchery funding decisions, not on future ESA
determinations
Many commenters supported use of the EIS to guide NMFS’ distribution of Mitchell Act
funds, but commented that it should not be used for analyses of individual hatchery
programs under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Commenters questioned whether an
analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was appropriate or
sufficient to make determinations under ESA. These commenters misinterpreted the
inclusion of the ESA-related information in the purpose and need section of the EIS; this
information was intended merely to help inform future ESA analyses, but not to replace

these analyses.

The relationship between ESA and NEPA is complex, in part because both laws address
environmental values related to the impacts of a proposed action. However, each law has
a distinct purpose, and the scope and standards of review under each statute are different.
The purpose of an EIS under NEPA is to promote disclosure, analysis, and consideration
of the broad range of environmental issues surrounding a proposed major Federal action
by considering a full range of reasonable alternatives, including a no-action alternative.
Public involvement promotes this purpose. The purpose of ESA is to conserve listed
species and the ecosystems upon which they depend. Determinations about whether
hatchery programs meet ESA requirements are made under separate evaluations for ESA
section 4(d), section 7, or section 10 (Section 1.3.3, Potential Future Decisions in
Response to Hatchery Actions). Each of these ESA sections has its own substantive
requirements, and the documents that reflect the analysis and decisions are different than

those related to a NEPA analysis.

As a result of these comments, NMFS revised the purpose and need section and its
proposed action to avoid misunderstanding NMFS” purpose, as related to ESA. In the
final EIS, the proposed action is to develop a NMFS policy direction that will guide the
distribution of Mitchell Act hatchery funds. The proposed action does not include
development of a policy direction to inform NMFS’s future review of individual hatchery

programs under ESA.
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3. Comments Addressing the EIS Process

a. More coordination with tribal and state co-managers

Several commenters suggested that NMFS should have included more coordination with
the co-managers, particularly tribes, during the development of the draft EIS. NMFS
recognizes that it is the Federal government’s and NMFS’ policy to meet and confer
(consult) with the tribes on all issues where Federal actions may affect the tribes, tribal
resources, or Federal Trust responsibilities. Executive Order 13175, Commerce
Departmental Administrative Order 218-8, and Secretarial Order 3206 all direct NMFS to
confer early and often with tribal officials when developing Federal policies with tribal

implications.

In developing the draft EIS, NMFS sought input from individual tribes as well as multi-
tribal management organizations (e.g., Columbia River Inter-tribal Fish Commission)
during the initial project scoping (2004), subsequent scoping (2009), and development of
the draft EIS alternatives. Following the public review of the draft EIS, NMFS worked
diligently to continue to fulfill these policies, holding government-to-government
meetings with tribes throughout the basin, as well as maintaining consistent and thorough
reporting of the EIS progress in all applicable co-manager forums. Additionally, NMFS
worked extensively with the co-managers in the action area since the draft EIS was
released to ensure that the information presented in the EIS is accurate and includes the
best available information regarding the status of and likely effects on all of the resources

included.
b. Comments on producing a supplemental EIS

Some commenters suggested that the EIS be withdrawn or that a supplemental draft EIS
be produced. As stated earlier, most of these comments were based on confusion
experienced by commenters regarding the following: the EIS would be used to replace
future ESA determinations, rather than merely to inform future ESA analyses as intended
by NMFS, and misunderstanding concerning the purpose of the implementation scenarios
(See global response 7, Comments Addressing the Analysis). To address this confusion,

NMFS made text and format changes in the final EIS. Neither of these changes meets the
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criteria in the CEQ regulations to issue a supplemental EIS. Those regulations stipulate
the following in Forty (40) CFR 1502.9(c)(1):

Agencies [s]hall prepare supplements to either draft or final environmental
impact statements if:

(i) The agency makes substantial changes in the proposed action that are
relevant to environmental concerns; or

(ii) There are significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.

Additionally, even though the final EIS reflects some changes to the draft EIS, none of

these represents substantial changes to the proposed action, relevant to environmental

concerns, significant new circumstances, or information pertinent to environmental

concerns or to the proposed action.

NMFS carefully considered the changes that were made to the draft EIS, relative to
40 CFR 1502.9(c) requirements, and decided that a supplemental draft EIS is not

necessary for the following reasons:

Changes to the EIS, since the draft, were based on the addition of the preferred
alternative, revision and refinement of the text to avoid reader confusion, and
updates to the supporting data and information that was presented in the draft

EIS, none of which suggested changes relevant to environmental concerns.

NMFS’s preferred alternative is a combination of Alternative 1, Alternative 3,
Alternative 4, and Alternative 5, all of which were analyzed in the draft EIS. The
effects of the preferred alternative are similar to effects of alternatives analyzed
in the draft EIS (Subsection 4.0, Environmental Consequences). For example, the
preferred alternative policy guidance, performance goals, and additional goals
and principles were all analyzed, in a variety of combinations, in one or more of
the draft EIS alternatives.

The preferred alternative falls within the range of alternatives that the public
could have reasonably anticipated that NMFS would consider from the draft EIS
(Section 1.3.1, Preferred Alternative Formulated and Identified in the Final EIS;
Box 2-1, Was there a preferred alternative in the draft EIS?; and Section 2.8,
Selection of a Preferred Alternative).
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e Information added to or updated in the EIS, since the draft EIS, takes the

following form:

» Clarifying language and information based on comments received during the
public review of the draft EIS

» Updating information and data related to inaccuracies in the draft EIS that
were informed by the public review of the draft EIS

» Providing relevant updates and refinements of information, since the draft

EIS, related to the baseline status of the affected resources

o Comments received on the draft EIS meaningfully informed NMFS of the
public’s attitudes toward the preferred alternative because the preferred
alternative is a combination of components included in the alternatives evaluated
in the draft EIS. That is, the comments that NMFS received on the various
alternatives presented in the draft EIS meaningfully informed NMFS of the

public’s attitudes towards our preferred alternative.

e NMFS identified a preferred alternative only after considering comments
received on the draft alternatives, so the preferred alternative was influenced

directly through the public review process.

4. Comments Asserting and Referring to the Mitchell Act’s Mitigation Obligation or
Calling for NMFS to Define the Obligation

When Congress authorized the Mitchell Act (Act) in 1938, it did not specify goals for annual
hatchery production or annual funding levels to support hatcheries and other actions directed by
the Act. The development of hatchery facilities and other projects associated with the Mitchell
Act evolved in the decades that followed. The Act was amended in 1946 to allow the Federal
government to pass funding on to the states of Washington, Oregon, and Idaho to carry out the
work of the Act, in addition to the Federal Department of the Interior. In 1947, the Lower
Columbia River Fisheries Development Plan was authorized for funding. Thus began the era of
Mitchell Act hatchery construction and funding. During that time and since, Congress has not
identified specific quantitative goals for hatchery production, nor have permanent levels of
funding been established in the law, notwithstanding NMFS’ short-term production agreements
(e.g., U.S. v. Oregon [(Section 1.7.4, U.S. v. Oregon)] management agreements) that specify
objectives for some Mitchell Act-funded programs.
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Several commenters requested that the EIS define the Mitchell Act’s mitigation obligation. In
addition, some commenters believed that the EIS appeared to “subsume” the Mitchell Act under
ESA and, in effect, to “abolish” the mitigation requirements of the Mitchell Act. To help the
reader better understand the Act and its history, NMFS has added historical information to
Chapter 1 (Section 1.1.1, The Mitchell Act) and the full text of the Mitchell Act, which was

included in the draft EIS, remains in this final EIS.

NMFS will not use the EIS to define the mitigation obligation, in terms of fixed hatchery
production objectives. The purpose of the EIS is not to define or specify the Mitchell Act
mitigation obligation. The purpose of the EIS is to provide best available information and science
to inform NMFS’ policy on the distribution of funds for hatchery production under the Mitchell
Act (Section 1.2, Purpose and Need for Action). Ultimately, Mitchell Act hatchery funding
decisions must harmonize with many preexisting plans, regulations, agreements, laws, and
executive and secretarial orders. Future decisions regarding Mitchell Act hatchery funding will be
coordinated through the various management forums that exist in the Columbia River Basin as
appropriate. See global response 2, Comments Addressing the Scope of this EIS, and global
response 5, Comments Addressing the EIS and its Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations,

Agreements, Laws, and Executive and Secretarial Orders.

5. Comments Addressing the EIS and Its Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations,

Agreements, Laws, and Executive and Secretarial Orders

Several commenters recommended that the draft EIS be revised to ensure better consistency with
the hatchery strategies identified in NMFS’ biological opinions, the Columbia River Fish
Accords, the U.S. v. Oregon Management Agreement, the Pacific Salmon Treaty, the Lower
Snake River Compensation Plan, mitigation agreements, existing hatchery reform efforts, and

salmon and steelhead recovery plans.

Forty CFR 1502.14 requires that an EIS examine all reasonable alternatives to a proposal. In
determining the scope of alternatives to be considered, the emphasis is on what is “reasonable,”
rather than on whether the proponent or applicant likes or is itself capable of carrying out a
particular alternative. Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply desirable from
the standpoint of the applicant (CEQ’s Forty Most Asked Questions

[http://energy.gov/nepa/downloads/forty-most-asked-questions-concerning-ceqs-national-
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environmental-policy-act]). Doing so ensures that decision makers have access to all relevant
information. Consequently, this EIS includes hatchery strategies that may be different from

strategies currently identified in some existing agreements and plans.

In response to these comments, information was added to better describe how NMFS’ future
Mitchell Act hatchery funding decisions, guided by the EIS, relate to other current plans,
regulations, agreements, laws, and executive and secretarial orders (Section 1.7, Relationship to
Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and Executive and Secretarial Orders). For
example, new sections have been added to the EIS recognizing Executive Order 13175
(Section 1.7.1) and Commerce Departmental Administrative Order 218-8 (Section 1.7.2).

Ultimately, NMFS recognizes that future Mitchell Act hatchery funding decisions must
harmonize with many preexisting plans, regulations, agreements, laws, and executive and
secretarial orders. Future decisions regarding Mitchell Act hatchery funding will be coordinated
through the various management forums that exist in the Columbia River Basin to implement

these plans, regulations, agreements, laws, executive and secretarial orders.

6. Comments Addressing the Range of Draft EIS Alternatives

Comments on the alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS centered on 11 core issues:

a. The No-action Alternative should be updated to capture the current state of
hatchery management.
NMFS agreed and updated the No-action Alternative (Section 2.5.1, Alternative 1 [No
Action]). NMFS also added expanded text in Chapter 3 (Section 3.2.3.1, General Risks
and Benefits of Hatchery Programs to Salmon and Steelhead Species) and Chapter 4
(Section 4.1.2, Mitigation), describing current measures commonly incorporated by
hatchery operators to reduce program risks.

b. The alternatives should not distinguish between the upper and lower Columbia
River.
The decision to develop and analyze alternatives in the draft EIS, which proposed
different policy directions (performance goals) for the Interior Columbia Recovery
Domain and the Willamette/Lower Columbia Recovery Domain (Alternative 4 and
Alternative 5), was informed by the public scoping process, as well as recognition that
there are important aspects of Columbia River salmon and steelhead planning and

management that have varying management objectives for the interior Columbia River
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Basin (i.e., above Bonneville Dam) and the Lower Columbia Basin (i.e., below
Bonneville Dam). These include recovery domain delineation, Federal Columbia River
Power System (FCRPS) management, and important hatchery production and harvest

management aspects of the current U.S. v. Oregon management agreement.

Alternative 4 and Alternative 5 were developed to compare and contrast the likely effects
on the resources, in both the human and natural environment, by assuming some
geographic variability in the application of NMFS policy direction. Either of the
performance goals (stronger or intermediate) are meant, in general, to reduce the risks
that hatchery programs present to natural-origin salmon and steelhead populations
compared to the baseline, Alternative 1. The variable between Alternative 4 and
Alternative 5 was the geographic implementation of the stronger and intermediate
performance goals: Alternative 4 applied the stronger performance goal to the
Willamette/Lower Columbia Recovery Domain and the intermediate performance goal to
the Interior Columbia River Recovery Domain; Alternative 5 reversed the performance

goal application.

NMFS remains confident that Alternative 4 and Alternative 5 provide important
information to NMFS and the public on the likely effects and the variation of those
effects for the different resources (i.e., fish, socioeconomics, and environmental justice).
Such information will help guide NMFS’ Mitchell Act hatchery funding decisions.

c. The EIS should include an alternative that increases production levels and is more
supportive of harvest than the existing alternatives.
Comments on this issue point to a misunderstanding over the difference between the
alternatives and the example implementation of the alternatives. NMFS understands that
the presentation of this difference in the draft EIS was confusing. NMFS, therefore, made
efforts, based on public comment, to improve these sections and clarify these differences
(see global response 7, Comments Addressing the Analysis). As clarification, other than
Alternative 2, which assumes that Mitchell Act hatchery program funding would be
eliminated and would undoubtedly result in a decrease in overall basinwide hatchery
production, none of the other alternatives (Alternative 3 through Alternative 6) would

preclude increases in program production.

The implementation scenarios are responsible for generating the estimated, assumed
production of implementing each alternative. They are one example of a scenario directed
at meeting the alternative policy goals. NMFS developed these scenarios under a set of

Final EIS L-12 Appendix L: Responses to Comments
on the Draft EIS



implementation measures (Section 4.1.3.3, Implementation Measures), based on current
and reasonable approaches to reducing hatchery program risks and enhancing program
benefits for natural-origin salmon and steelhead populations. There are likely many
additional approaches or combinations of the measures applied in this analysis that may
present opportunities for programs to increase their production while still meeting

performance goals.

For Alternative 5 and Alternative 6, the implementation scenario specifically identifies
that “[b]ecause some existing hatchery production levels would be reduced, under the
implementation scenario, for Alternative 5 [and Alternative 6] to ensure that hatchery
programs could meet performance metrics, opportunities would be explored for
increasing hatchery production in other existing hatchery facilities while still meeting
target performance metrics.”

d. The alternatives should accommodate new hatchery programs, not just changes to
the production levels in existing hatchery programs. The alternatives should also
allow for the construction of new, innovative hatchery facilities.

Several of the alternatives presented in the draft EIS, as well as the preferred alternative
presented in the final EIS, would allow for new hatchery programs for conservation,
harvest, or both (Section 2.5, Alternatives Analyzed in Detail). Only Alternative 2 and
Alternative 3 assume that no new hatchery programs would be initiated (Section 2.5,
Alternatives Analyzed in Detail). Table 4-15, summarizing the new hatchery programs
assumed to be initiated under each alternative’s implementation scenario, can be found at

the end of Section 4.1.3.4, Comparison of Implementation Scenarios.

Text addressing the construction of new hatchery facilities was updated, based on public
comment, in Section 2.7.3, Construction of New Hatchery Facilities with Mitchell Act
Funds. While decisions regarding the scope of review in this EIS would not preclude the
construction of new or expanded hatchery facilities in the Columbia River Basin, current
and reasonably foreseeable appropriations under the Mitchell Act for hatchery production

would preclude the option to construct new hatchery facilities in the project area.
e. The EIS should include an alternative that increases funding levels.

The annual congressional appropriations for Mitchell Act hatchery program operations
and maintenance have declined for over a decade. This is in addition to significant
reductions that took place during the mid-1990s. Based on this recent history, NMFS

cannot speculate on how much funding Congress will allocate to the Mitchell Act in
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future years. Therefore, NMFS did not place a funding cap on the alternatives or their
example implementation scenarios. As a result, some alternatives would likely increase
the total cost of operating hatcheries in the Columbia River Basin relative to baseline
conditions. For example, total estimated annual hatchery facility costs increased under
the implementation scenarios for Alternative 4 through Alternative 6, decreased for the
implementation scenario for Alternative 2, and remained stable for the implementation
scenario for Alternative 3, compared to Alternative 1 (Table 4-100). Projected costs are
presented for comparison of the alternatives in Section 4.3.3, Hatchery Program Costs,
and they are summarized in Table 4-100.

f. The EIS should include more specific information on research, monitoring, and
evaluation.
The Mitchell Act hatchery program has had a specific segment of annual appropriations
directed toward the monitoring and evaluation of Mitchell Act hatchery programs since
2001 (Table 1-3). The title for this Mitchell Act activity is monitoring, evaluation, and
reform (MER) (Section 1.1.1, The Mitchell Act). Monitoring and evaluation activities
provide the hatchery managers with the information they need to adaptively manage their

hatchery programs over time, as needed, when new information becomes available.

While the EIS does not identify specific activities associated with the alternatives for
MER, it does discuss the need for these activities to occur under all alternatives.
Variations in application of the MER objective occur in all MER activities guided by a
comprehensive, basinwide MER plan (Alternative 2 through Alternative 5) or in MER
activities developed at the local, hatchery program, and population levels (Alternative 1
and Alternative 6). MER activities vary in both scale and cost, dependent on species, run,
geography, hydrology, etc. These factors make broad application assumptions, and the

costs associated with them highly speculative.

g. The same performance goals should not be applied to primary and contributing
populations.

The EIS alternatives provide a range of performance goal application, including
alternatives that apply the same performance goal for both contributing and primary
populations. Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 both apply the intermediate performance
goal to all primary and contributing populations of salmon and steelhead basinwide.
Alternative 6, the preferred alternative, applies the stronger performance goal basinwide.
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The stronger and intermediate performance goals that are proposed in the alternatives are
goals that are objectives for risk reduction and/or benefit increases relative to the baseline
(Alternative 1). By varying the application of these two performance goals across
population types and geographic scope, the EIS can best inform NMFS and the public

regarding differences in resource effects across these categories.

The programs that are generated in the alternative’s implementation scenarios should
only be interpreted as one example of how programs might be modified to meet an
alternative performance goal. They should not be seen as absolute, prescriptive plans for
future hatchery production. Likewise, the implementation measures and performance
metrics should also be viewed as examples of ways to implement change, where needed,

and examples of ways to measure the outcomes.
h. The use or prohibition of weirs should not be a component of the alternatives.

NMFS agrees that weirs are a tool and, like other tools (e.g., selective fisheries or
program operational strategy), should be considered as a measure to be implemented and
not a goal for or component of the alternatives themselves. The use of weirs, which was a
goal or objective of the alternatives, as presented in the draft EIS, was removed from the
alternatives themselves. Weirs are used in the analysis portion of the EIS, to varying
degrees, as one of several implementation measures (Section 4.1.3.3, Implementation
Measures).

i. The EIS should include an alternative that alters production programs to reduce
adverse effects on natural-origin spawners and results in significantly increased
numbers of natural-origin fish.

All of the action alternatives, including Alternative 6 (preferred alternative), have
performance goals for reducing the adverse effects of hatchery programs, compared to
the baseline, Alternative 1, on primary and contributing populations (Box 1-5, What are
recovery plans? What are primary, contributing, and stabilizing populations?) in the
Columbia River Basin. The implementation scenarios for Alternative 2 through
Alternative 6 all result in increases of estimated natural-origin spawner abundance,
compared to the baseline, Alternative 1 (Table 4-19 and Table 4-122).

j.  The alternatives should include innovative hatchery practices that consider marine
conditions such as ocean productivity.

Although the alternatives do not explicitly include hatchery practices that consider

marine conditions such as ocean productivity, the scope of the EIS does not preclude the
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use of information such as consideration of ocean productivity from informing future
decisions on hatchery program production. NMFS anticipates that increased
understanding of potential relationships among environmental factors such as ocean
productivity and performance of hatchery-produced and naturally-produced salmon and
steelhead will add to existing and other future considerations when planning hatchery

program size and operation.
k. The EIS should evaluate an alternative that includes habitat restoration.

As described in Section 2.7.6, Alternative that Focuses on Habitat Improvements Rather
than Hatchery Production, Congress directs NMFS to use the Mitchell Act funds subject
to this environmental review specifically for Columbia River hatchery production. As a

result, this alternative was considered, but it was eliminated from detailed analysis.

7. Comments Addressing the Analysis within the EIS
Comments on the draft EIS’s effects analysis centered around four core issues:
a. Confusion between the alternatives and the implementation scenarios

NMFS agrees that language in the draft EIS regarding the differences between the
alternatives and the alternatives’ implementation scenarios was confusing and proved
difficult for reviewers to understand. The primary misunderstanding concerned separating
the alternatives themselves from the examples (implementation scenarios) used in the
analysis. Based on many public comments on this subject, NMFS improved this element
of the EIS by reordering and revising the sections associated with describing the
implementation scenarios. The EIS sections on implementation scenarios were moved
from Chapter 2, Alternatives, to a more appropriate location in Chapter 4, Environmental
Consequences (Section 4.1.3, Implementation Scenarios). This helped further
differentiate the alternatives, which are variations of the proposed action, from the
implementation scenarios, which are examples and part of the analysis.

While the alternatives contain broad, goal-oriented, policy language (e.g., meet stronger
performance goals), the alternatives do not provide specific guidance for fulfilling the
alternative policy direction (Section 4.1.3, Implementation Scenarios). This is purposeful
in that NMFS recognizes that hatchery operators throughout the Columbia River Basin

have diverse goals and objectives for hatchery production. Thus, hatchery program
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planning is best done on a program-by-program basis. The EIS alternatives also
recognize that there are likely many ways in which hatchery operators can approach the
alternative performance goals (i.e., more than one way to minimize risks to a natural-

origin population [stronger performance goal]).

To analyze, illustrate, and compare the potential environmental effects of each
alternative, an example of how each alternative might be implemented was necessary.
Accordingly, an implementation scenario was developed for the policy direction under
each alternative. Each implementation scenario is one example of how hatchery programs
could be operated to meet the policy direction of the alternative. There are, however,
different potential implementation scenarios that managers could apply and still remain
consistent with each alternative policy direction.

NMFS does not advocate for any of the implementation scenarios evaluated in this EIS
over any other potential scenarios that managers could use, and the analysis may show
that implementing some components of a scenario might be unreasonable. For example,
some components of these implementation scenarios may or may not be viewed as
consistent with commitments in the current U.S. v. Oregon Management Agreement
(Section 1.7.4, U.S. v. Oregon), or other current congressional mitigation agreements
(e.g., Lower Snake River Compensation Plan). The EIS does not make a determination
that an alternative or its implementation scenario is or is not consistent with the U.S. v.
Oregon Management Agreement or other mitigation agreements, and no such assertion is
made (Section 1.7, Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
Executive and Secretarial Orders). Likewise, the programs developed through the
alternatives’ implementation scenarios should not be viewed as necessarily being
consistent with ESA applications. ESA determinations will be made during program-

specific consultations with NMFS when hatchery managers seek ESA authorizations.
b. Criticism of the use of the All-H Analyzer in the EIS analysis

Many commenters questioned the applicability of the All-H Analyzer for the type of
analysis needed in this EIS. Questions were raised about the All-H Analyzer assumptions
regarding hatchery-origin relative reproductive success (fitness) and how it incorporates
them; questions were raised about the assumptions of hatchery and natural population
optimal fitness parameters; commenters were also concerned about how the information
produced from the All-H Analyzer, reported in the EIS, would be interpreted or

misinterpreted.
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The All-H Analyzer, in present form, was developed during the Hatchery Scientific
Review Group’s (HSRG’s) review of the Columbia River Hatchery System

(http://hatcheryreform.us/hrp/reports/system/welcome_show.action). Congress funded

and established the HSRG in 2000 because it believed the hatchery system needed a
comprehensive review. Since then, the All-H Analyzer has been used in other NMFS
West Coast, region-wide, hatchery reviews, e.g., the USFWS’s Pacific Region Hatchery

Review (http://www.fws.gov/pacific/Fisheries/Hatcheryreview/reports.html).

NMFS chose the All-H Analyzer for this EIS based on its capability to model all of the
Columbia River Basin hatchery programs at one time and to allow hatchery program fish
to interact with all natural-origin populations. The All-H Analyzer facilitates the
comparison of potential effects on salmon and steelhead resources across the alternatives.
The All-H Analyzer was designed to allow fish managers to compare alternative
management scenarios and to understand how each scenario might perform relative to

other scenarios.

The All-H Analyzer is not a tool designed to predict the exact numbers of hatchery-origin
or natural-origin fish that would result from different management actions. Results from
the All-H Analyzer should be considered in the context of general qualitative, rather than
guantitative, changes that might be expected from substantial hatchery program

adjustments. See Appendix | for a detailed review of the All-H Analyzer.
c. Comments on data quality in the EIS

Several commenters identified errors in the analysis or areas where the technical
information could be updated or improved. In response, NMFS worked with technical
staff from federal, tribal, and state fisheries management agencies throughout the
Columbia River Basin to update the information used in the analysis and in the modeling

assumptions to ensure use of best available science and information.

NMFS’ work included an update of the baseline hatchery production to reflect 2010
hatchery releases. Additionally, the EIS harvest model was updated to reflect the current
Columbia River fisheries management, as agreed to in the 2008 to 2017 U.S. v. Oregon
Management Agreement (Appendix B). The EIS harvest model was also updated to
reflect relevant changes to the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) and Pacific
Salmon Commission (PSC) regulated fisheries affecting Columbia River stocks
(Appendix K).
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Several commenters identified specific issues with Appendix I in the draft EIS and
wondered why NMFS included it in the draft EIS. NMFS originally included this report
as a socioeconomic appendix for context and transparency. However, NMFS decided that
including it as an appendix was confusing and unnecessary, as it is cited as a source in the
references for the socioeconomics section in the final EIS (The Research Group 2009 in
Chapter 6, References, Chapter 3 and Chapter 4, Socioeconomics). Therefore, the report

is not included in the final EIS.
d. Comments on the presentation of the analysis results in the EIS

Several commenters suggested that the information presented in the chapters and
appendices was too technical for an EIS analysis and should be refined and presented in
more qualitative ways. NMFS agrees that the EIS contains a large amount of information
related to the baseline environment and the effects of the alternatives, particularly the

salmon and steelhead resources sections.

NMFS attempted, in this final EIS, to improve the way the information is presented by
using additional qualitative approaches to compare the effects on the various resources
across alternatives. Table 4-122, in Section 4-8, Summary of Resource Effects, is an

example of these improvements. In doing so, however, NMFS continued to ensure that

the EIS was based on and incorporated best available science and information.
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Appendix L2
Individual Comments and Responses

The table below contains all of the individual comments received during the public review of the
draft EIS. It is organized by letter number and comment number within each letter. These can be
used to reference the original letters, which are contained in the next section, Appendix L3. In the
response column of this table, you will read either an individual response or see a reference to one
of the global responses in Appendix L1.
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TABLE L2-1.

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES.

Letter/

Comment # | Comment Response

1/1 Overall, BPA recommends that the Draft EIS be revised to ensure better See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
consistency with the hatchery strategy and findings in the Federal Columbia | Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
River Power System (FCRPS) Biological Opinion, the Biological Opinion on Executive and Secretarial Orders.

U.S. v. Oregon, and the Upper Snake Biological Opinion that are currently in
place.

1/2 As described below, we encourage NOAA Fisheries to reformulate the See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
alternatives and analysis and clarify the ultimate objective: to provide for Draft EIS Alternatives.
both 1) ESA directives to recover naturally spawning salmon and steelhead,
and 2) commitments to produce hatchery fish under legally mandated
mitigation and tribal treaty and trust obligations.

1/3 One way to simplify the EIS would be to focus on Mitchell Act funding only. | See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
This would scale back the EIS to a more manageable level. A more narrowly | EIS.
focused EIS would establish a viable Mitchell Act funding policy and still
allow the individual hatchery projects to continue their present path of
obtaining individual ESA compliance, and would not prohibit later National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) efforts from considering other, focused
initiatives.

1/4 The purpose and objectives for this EIS are unclear. Tying the EIS to specific | Please refer to updated and expanded language in Section 1.2,
objectives — e.g. enabling hatchery production commitments while Purpose and Need for Action.
minimizing impacts to wild fish --would build an understanding of why this
EIS needs to go forward and the benefits it may provide. A clearer
statement of the underlying need may also help, as the need can then be
used to help define the alternatives.

1/5 Is the intent to inform future hatchery operations decisions under the ESA a | The purpose of this EIS is to provide a broad analysis of the
purpose for the document, or is it a cumulative impact—i.e. a reasonably effects of varying hatchery production policies (Alternatives) to
foreseeable future action—at least in a general sense and at the level of a guide NMFS' continued funding of the Mitchell Act hatchery
policy-type EIS? program. Please refer to updated and expanded language in

Section 1.2, Purpose and Need for Action.

1/6 One confusing aspect is that the alternative proposed policies seem to be NMPFS understands that the fact that ESA-listed salmon and
based upon achieving specific quantitative Endangered Species Act (ESA) steelhead populations present in the Columbia River Basin are
performance goals, but the EIS, at the same time, seems to disassociate affected by the alternatives in this EIS makes it difficult not to
itself from having any use for ESA purposes (i.e., it does not contribute to draw conclusions with regard to a particular alternative’s
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TABLE L2-1.

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED).

Letter/

Comment# | Comment Response
conclusions about whether an alternative meets or does not meet ESA consistency with a determination under ESA. However, It is not
requirements). This seems contradictory and inconsistent. It is hard to the purpose of this EIS to suggest to the reader any conclusions
understand how the alternative policies proposed, all of which would relative to ESA. While the Record of Decision (ROD) identifies the
introduce significant changes to existing hatchery practices, can be selected NEPA alternative, the ROD does not determine whether
analyzed without serious consideration to both ESA coverage and legal that alternative complies with ESA. For a more thorough
commitments to produce hatchery fish. Hatchery operators and the public | description of links between this EIS and ESA, please see Section
need to know whether compliance with the new policy would help them 1.3, Decisions to be Made.
achieve ESA compliance and meet the requirements of mandated US v.

Oregon fishery production and harvest targets.

1/7 We suggest that the purpose and need statement, as well as the See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
alternatives, be modified to include and address other mandates, such as Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
US v. Oregon obligations and commitments, a process for achieving ESA Executive and Secretarial Orders.
compliance, and tribal trust responsibilities. As an example, since so much
of the Mitchell Act funding is used to meet U.S. v. Oregon needs, it seems
problematic to omit these obligations as a central component of the EIS.

The hatchery policy and the comprehensive review of hatchery programs to
inform decision-makers on how to proceed with individual hatchery
programs under the ESA require a balancing of the goals of ESA against
other project purposes, such as the value of meeting mitigation obligations
and tribal trust responsibilities.

1/8 In formulating a hatchery policy, NOAA Fisheries should undertake a See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
comprehensive analysis that considers the various legal mandates that Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
must be met, rather than trying to avoid making determinations of whether | Executive and Secretarial Orders.
compliance with competing legal processes is likely to be achieved.

Considering only the one purpose, without evaluating its effects upon other
purposes, would likely produce a skewed approach.

1/9 If NOAA Fisheries decides to continue with a combined EIS approach, then See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
we recommend that the alternatives be revisited. A fuller range of Draft EIS Alternatives.
reasonable policy-level alternatives should be considered, to provide NOAA
Fisheries with a better analysis and understanding of environmental
impacts. In particular, the alternatives presented in the EIS tend to be too
technical for the broad level of analysis NOAA Fisheries suggests it is trying
to achieve, and reduce flexibility in terms of being able to incorporate
changing science over time.
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TABLE L2-1. INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED)

Letter/

Comment# | Comment Response

1/10 Each of the alternatives should also incorporate an adaptive management See Section 2.5, Alternatives Analyzed in Detail. Adaptive

approach in order to allow change to take place over time as new
information is collected and assessed.

management is a component of each of the alternative policy
statements (Alternative 2 through Alternative 6).

1/11 The alternatives should enable NOAA Fisheries to evaluate the sometimes Comment noted. See response to next comment (letter 1,
competing needs of mitigation and tribal trust responsibilities versus ESA comment 12).
compliance needs. These needs must be balanced, so that neither goal is
excluded. For example, the stated purpose for the Puget Sound Chinook
Harvest Resource Management Plan EIS was defined as “to ensure the
sustainability of Puget Sound Chinook salmon by conserving the
productivity, abundance and diversity of the populations within the Puget
Sound ESU while optimizing harvest of abundant Puget Sound salmon, and
to meet the criteria under Limit 6 of the ESA 4(d) rule.”
1/12 NOAA Fisheries could take a similar approach in this EIS, emphasizing This comment should be combined with the one above. Unlike
sustainability while meeting mitigation and tribal trust responsibilities. the Puget Sound Chinook Harvest Resource Management Plan
EIS, which reviews alternatives relative to a proposed action by
the state of Washington and the Puget Sound treaty tribes, this
EIS is being used to develop a policy direction for Mitchell Act
hatchery funding decisions.
1/13 It is unclear why NOAA Fisheries used a seemingly arbitrary distinction See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
between Alternatives 4 and 5, focusing on upper versus lower river Draft EIS Alternatives.
hatcheries for stronger performance goals. If specific performance goals
are kept in the alternatives, why not tie the need for the stronger
performance goals to populations that are weaker and/or more important
for recovery?
1/14 Other criteria that should affect formulation of a hatchery funding policy See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference

might include importance of the hatchery’s contribution to harvest
objectives, its economic value, its ceremonial or subsistence value to Native
Americans, the cost and ease of implementation, and the relative merit of
funding on the ground improvements versus the need to fund monitoring
and evaluation. While some of these criteria are presented in the draft EIS,
others are not. And, for those that are presented, it is difficult to discern
their relative importance in terms of your pending policy decision. NOAA
Fisheries should provide its assessment of the tradeoffs, limitations, or
synergistic effects these various components might offer.

(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
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TABLE L2-1. INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED).

Letter/

Comment # | Comment Response

1/15 The difference between “activities not considered” and “alternatives not The EIS has been revised to address this comment. Please see
considered” is unclear. For example, in the Executive Summary and revised and clarified language regarding alternatives not
Purpose and Need chapter, the EIS describes “activities” that are not considered in Section 2.7, Alternatives Considered but
considered reasonable. However, in the main alternatives chapter the EIS Eliminated from Detailed Analysis. Language regarding specific
describes “alternatives” not considered reasonable. The use of these terms | activities not considered for further analysis has been removed
should be clarified to avoid confusion. from the EIS.

1/16 Once clarified, the section on alternatives and activities that have been The EIS has been revised to address this comment. Please see
considered but dismissed should be re-written to provide a better rationale | revised and clarified language regarding alternatives not
as to why they were dismissed. Several of the dismissed activities seem to considered in Section 2.7, Alternatives Considered but
artificially restrict the reasonable array of alternatives (e.g. no new Eliminated from Detailed Analysis.
hatchery facilities, no hatchery practices with adverse effects, and no
habitat restoration). In some instances, these types of actions or
alternatives might make sense. To eliminate them completely from
consideration could be seen as pre-decisional.

1/17 Alternative 1 fails to recognize that, under present policies, there are See revised and expanded language in Section 2.5.1, Alternative
already changes expected in hatchery operation based on the FCRPS 1, as well as Section 1.3.3, Potential Future Decisions in
Biological Opinion and the ESA. All hatcheries need ESA coverage, and all Response to Hatchery Actions.
hatcheries are currently already preparing Hatchery and Genetic
Management Plans (HGMPs). NOAA Fisheries, even without this new
programmatic policy, is already in the process of reviewing those HGMPs
and issuing compliance documents, which may alter hatchery operations to
minimize effects on wild fish. Recognition of these efforts should be
included in the EIS.

1/18 It is unclear why Alternative 2 should be the only alternative that contains a | NMFS has included an additional alternative in this final EIS,
limitation of no new weirs or selective fisheries. The isolated application of | Alternative 6, the preferred alternative. Alternative 6 does not
this limitation on Alternative 2 only would seem to skew the results of the implement new weirs or new selective fisheries, when compared
comparison. Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 all utilize new weirs and selective to Alternative 1 (baseline).
fisheries and are thus treated differently than Alternative 2. Overall, why
would a policy alternative get into such a level of technical detail? If NOAA
Fisheries wants to analyze the effects of including weirs, or selective
fisheries, consider doing it by including them in all alternatives where they
make sense based on the definition of the alternative, and excluding them
in the alternatives where they don’t make sense based on the definition.
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TABLE L2-1.

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED)

Letter/

Comment # | Comment Response

1/19 Further, the EIS should explore the range of ways that can be used to See Section 3.2.3.1, General Risks and Benefits of Hatchery
minimize impacts of hatchery fish on wild fish. Programs to Salmon and Steelhead Species, for a description of

current approaches to minimizing risks associated with hatchery
programs. Further, see Section 4.1.3.3, Implementation
Measures, for a description of all the potential measures to
reduce risks associated with hatchery programs employed across
the alternatives in the EIS.

1/20 Cost of implementation: One criterion that does not seem to be addressed | Costs for application of the proposed Implementation measures
at all is the cost of implementation. While the EIS presents information on of each alternative (Table 4-3) are estimated within Chapter 4,
socio-economic impacts to the fisherman, and those who receive money Section 4.3.3, Hatchery Program Costs. The effects on hatchery
from fisherman, it doesn’t seem to consider budgetary constraints of those | program costs are estimated for each alternative, including any
who would have to implement the policies, i.e. pay for the weirs, new additional costs for implementation of measures such as weirs
fishing terminals, construction of new hatcheries, etc. Cost of and facility best management practices (BMPs).
implementation is a large factor in terms of how quickly, or even whether,
some of these policies may be realistically implemented.

1/21 Summary of resource effects: In the summary of resource effects, it is hard | NMFS agrees with the commenter that the summary of effects
to determine, based on numbers alone, if the impact is adverse or presented in the draft EIS (which contained many numbers) may
beneficial, making the comparison of alternatives more difficult. We have made it difficult for many readers to gain a qualitative
suggest NOAA Fisheries use more qualitative descriptions of the effects in understanding of the effects of the different alternatives on any
the summary, and elaborate on how these impacts to resources may affect | of the resources. Please see the revised summary of resources
the regulated public. Numbers of fish and dollars are not sufficient for this effects table in Section 4-8, Summary of Resource Effects.
purpose. Of course, then they could be backed up by the numbers as
appropriate.

1/22 Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance suggests that only past Support for the suggestion that baseline conditions do not
(not present) actions should be reflected in the baseline. Present actions include present actions/conditions could not be found in the CEQ
should be part of the cumulative impact analysis. In addition, there is some | regulations or the CEQ 40 Most Asked Questions (CEQ. 1981.
guidance that although past actions need not be analyzed individually they | Forty Most Asked Questions. Available at
should be catalogued in such a way to show they were considered. Also, http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/40/40p3.htm). CEQ
only past actions that have current impacts need to be considered. CEQ has | regulations require that the affected environment describe the
produced several guidance documents, including a document entitled environment of the area(s) to be affected (40 CFR 1502.15). This
“Guidance on Consideration of Past Actions in Cumulative Effects Analysis.” | cannot be accomplished without a description of the present
In contrast, this document states that consideration of past actions is only condition of the action area. Further, the regulations contain
necessary in so far as it informs agency decisionmaking. In the EIS, NOAA many references to requirements about the state of the human
considers both past and present actions as part of the environmental environment. Impacts to the current state of the human
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TABLE L2-1. INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED).
Letter/
Comment# | Comment Response

baseline and only analyzes reasonably foreseeable future actions as part of
their cumulative impacts analysis, which seems inconsistent with the
guidance referenced above. BPA suggests that the cumulative impact
analysis be restructured accordingly.

environment cannot be accurately assessed without a clear
understanding of the current, present condition of the human
environment. CEQ regulations do not require that descriptions of
present actions be solely confined to the cumulative effects
analysis. Direct and indirect effects on the affected environment
(i.e., present condition/actions) must be analzyed under the
environmental consequences review (40 CFR 1502.16), but the
regulations do not address cumulative effects as being a part of
the environmental consequences analysis. Therefore, the
cumulative effects analysis can be distinct from the direct and
indirect effects analysis (see also 40 CFR 1508.25). The
commenter has not provided the guidance about past actions
being catalogued to show they were considered. Regardless, the
EIS demonstrates how past actions were considered in the
cumulative effects analysis (Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects), and
in the summary of related ongoing and planned actions and
policies (Section 1.7, Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations,
Agreements, Laws, and Executive and Secretarial Orders) that
have bearing on the EIS analysis. Finally, the condition of the
affected environment (i.e., baseline conditions) appropriately
reflects the state of the human environment as a result of both
past and present actions. It would be remiss to remove past
actions from consideration of baseline conditions since these
actions formed the current conditon along with current actions.
As such, the affected environment depicts the current condition,
which incorporates past and present actions. Adding future
actions to the affected environment condition for a cumulative
analysis then rounds out the full study of how reasonably
foreseeable actions could affect the current state of the human
environment (which, again, is a reflection of past and present
actions). While there are numerous, allowable ways to present
direct, indirect, and cumulative information, the EIS fully
discloses the environmental impacts of alternatives on the
affected environment (which represents the condition of the
human environment from past and present actions) and the
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TABLE L2-1. INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED)

Letter/

Comment # | Comment Response

cumulative effect of alternatives on the affected environment.

1/23 We suggest that the impacts on greenhouse gas emission be addressed. NMFS does not see the relevance of an analysis on the potential
Under NEPA, climate change is not a cumulative action but rather a range for hatchery actions to cumulatively add to the impact of
of shifting future scenarios. Combining the two can be confusing. Consider | greenhouse gases since there is little or no potential for this
revising this section to be more in line with CEQ draft guidance. impact nexus. As such, NMFS did not address greenhouse gases

in the cumulative effects analysis. NMFS believes the cumulative
effects analysis complies with CEQ regulations as well as the
current CEQ guidance (CEQ. 2005. Guidance on the
Consideration of Past Actions in Cumulative Effects Analysis.
June 24. Available at
http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/Guidance_on_CE.pdf).

1/24 Length of Time for EIS: The EIS suggests that the analysis is only good for NMFS agrees with the commenter and did not intend that the
ten years. Setting a period such as this seems arbitrary as the analysis is final EIS’s reference to a 10-year time frame would equate to an
valid so long as the conditions warranting a supplemental EIS have not expiration date for the final EIS. Rather, the 10-year time frame
been met. These conditions include substantial changes to the proposed provided a reference point from which to measure and evaluate
action that are relevant to environmental concerns or there are significant cumulative effects. NMFS will continue to evaluate the
new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns (see | information and analyses that inform the final EIS and
40 CFR 1502.9(c)). supplement as warranted pursuant to regulatory and statutory

criteria.

2/1 Our review of this DEIS found numerous areas in which the technical See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
information and analysis for hatchery and harvest programs in the within the EIS.

Columbia Basin require modification and improvement. In addition, it is our
understanding that the model used in analyzing the alternatives was
constructed in 1999 and that model assumptions, data inputs, and the
resulting impact analyses may be in error.

2/2 The DEIS does not address how the hatchery performance policy being See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
developed correlates to the existing hatchery strategy in the 2008 Federal Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
Columbia River Power System Biological Opinion (FCRPS BiOp); the 2008- Executive and Secretarial Orders.

2017 U.S. v. Oregon Management Agreement; or the Columbia River
Fisheries Management Agreement (CRFMA) which was negotiated under
the authority of the U.S. v. Oregon court proceedings and accepted by the
Oregon Federal District Court in 2008. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service) operates hatchery programs funded under the Mitchell Act in
support of the CRFMA, and the Department believes any modifications to
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED).

Letter/
Comment #

Comment

Response

Mitchell Act hatchery programs that reflect the provisions of the CRFMA
must be agreed upon by the U.S. v. Oregon parties.

2/3

Further, the Department believes that the development of the DEIS would
have benefited from the participation of the Federal, Tribal, and State
Columbia Basin co-managers.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.

2/4

CEQ Regulations 1502.9(c)(1)(ii) direct agencies to prepare a supplemental
draft or final environmental impact statement in the presence of
“significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.” The
Department believes that issues and commitments associated with the
FCRPS BiOp, U.S. v. Oregon, and the CRFMA need to be addressed and
analyzed in association with the proposed action. Further, too many
agreements and too many fisheries depend upon Columbia River hatchery
production at current levels to make alterations without more certainty as
to the validity of the modeling effort and the subsequent impacts analyses.
The correction of these deficiencies will provide significant new
circumstances and information that are relevant to environmental
concerns and that will affect the proposed action and its impacts. The
significant deficiencies in this document cannot be rectified in a Final EIS.
Therefore, the Department recommends that NOAA Fisheries prepare and
issue a Supplemental DEIS for further public review prior to issuing the
Final EIS.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.

2/5

Conversely, if NOAA Fisheries no longer considers funding hatchery
programs appropriate Federal mitigation, a regional discussion among the
Columbia Basin co-managers needs to occur on what type of mitigation
would be appropriate, what levels of mitigation would be commensurate
with the impacts associated with Federal water resource development, and
how to secure the funding necessary to fulfill the Federal mitigation
obligation.

Comment noted.

2/6

There are two stated purposes for the proposed action in this DEIS: 1) to
develop policy direction to guide future funding and direction for Mitchell
Act programs and 2) to develop hatchery performance policy direction to
inform subsequent Endangered Species Act (ESA) consultations. Funding
hatchery programs is only part of the mitigation being provided under the

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
EIS.
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Letter/
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Mitchell Act. Fish screens and fish passage programs are also funded under
the Mitchell Act and are critically important mitigation measures for
Federal water resource development in the Columbia Basin. The
Department recommends that, in the SDEIS, the analysis be expanded to
include all programs funded under the Mitchell Act to facilitate a better
understanding of the scope of the entire program as well as allow for the
identification of potential mitigation trade-offs and alternative mitigation,
particularly in watersheds where NOAA Fisheries may conclude that
hatchery production may affect wild salmon and steelhead and ESA
recovery.

2/7 When NOAA Fisheries began this process (2004), the original intent was to See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
provide direction for distributing funding for the Mitchell Act Program. EIS.

However, in 2009 the scope of the analysis was expanded to the second
objective: develop hatchery performance policy for all Columbia Basin
hatchery programs. The Department supported the initial scope of the EIS,
as well the expansion of the analysis to all hatchery programs in the
Columbia Basin as a means of providing context for the Mitchell Act
programs; however, we do not support the development of policy
alternatives for hatchery programs that are beyond the authority of the
NOAA Fisheries to implement under this DEIS.

2/8 The other hatchery programs in the Columbia Basin, except those funded See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
under the Mitchell Act, are operated and/or administered by the Service; EIS.

the States of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho; several Tribes; and numerous
private entities. For those hatchery programs funded by Federal agencies -
including the BPA, the Corps of Engineers, and the Bureau of Reclamation -
the responsibility for program implementation and any necessary NEPA
processes rests with that funding entity. The Department recommends that
the analysis in the SDEIS address only those programs where NOAA
Fisheries has direct authority to implement the proposed alternatives
through Mitchell Act funding. Other hatchery programs in the Columbia
Basin, such as the Lower Snake Compensation Plan or the John Day
Mitigation Program, may be appropriate for inclusion in the analysis, but
only for the purpose of providing context for the Mitchell Act programs.
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2/9

The Department supports engaging the Columbia Basin co-managers in a
detailed discussion of ESA compliance, performance standards, and metrics
that may be used in the ESA consultation process, as well as NOAA
Fisheries" efforts to provide as much guidance as possible relative to their
ESA consultation responsibilities for hatchery programs. However, it is not
clear that the current DEIS outlines the specific risks and benefits in
sufficient detail to make an informed decision on how these hatchery
programs are affecting the environment in which they occur, or what
alternatives might exist to reduce any potential adverse effects.
Consequently, a site-specific and watershed-specific NEPA analysis will still
be required at the time of ESA consultation, despite the inclusion of these
hatchery programs in this EIS. The Department recommends that the two
primary purposes of the EIS be separated and addressed under separate
documents. The Department recommends that the SDEIS for the Mitchell
Act eliminate references to ESA, except to state that all hatchery programs
in the Columbia Basin need to be consistent with the ESA.

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
EIS.

2/10

Where the ESA is concerned, NOAA Fisheries" adherence to the principles
of Secretarial Order 3206 could have vastly improved the validity of the
DEIS. None of the alternatives presented address Secretarial Order 3206
requirements to minimize ESA impacts to tribal fisheries.

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
EIS.

2/11

The Department believes that there are other alternatives that would
accomplish NOAA Fisheries" purpose without adversely impacting tribal
fisheries, and these alternatives should be formulated and properly
analyzed in a SDEIS. It is not necessary to choose an alternative that
reduces the number of fish available to tribal fisheries.

See Global Response 6.c: The EIS should include an alternative
that increases production levels and is more supportive of
harvest than the existing alternatives.

2/12

However, there are other ways in which we believe the Secretarial Order
was violated. The DEIS quotes portions of Secretarial Order 3206, but
excludes an especially relevant portion regarding consultation, i.e.:

“Whenever the agencies, bureaus, and offices of the Departments are
aware that their actions planned under the Act may impact tribal trust
resources, the exercise of tribal rights, or Indian lands, they shall
consult with, and seek the participation of, the affected Indian tribes to
the maximum extent practicable. This shall include providing affected

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.

Final EIS

L-32

Appendix L: Responses to Comments
on the Draft EIS




TABLE L2-1. INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED)

Letter/
Comment # | Comment

Response

tribes adequate opportunities to participate in data collection,
consensus seeking, and associated processes.”

This does not appear to be what occurred in the preparation of the DEIS.
Because tribes are co-managers, possess treaty rights, that the Federal
government is obliged to protect, and are staffed by biologists that are
experts in their field, NOAA Fisheries should consult with the tribes
immediately, and throughout the preparation of a SDEIS.

2/13 An alternate means of providing mitigation for the lost fishery resources of
the Columbia River will be necessary if hatchery programs need to be
significantly modified to achieve consistency with the ESA. Mitigation for
Federal water resource development is a legal responsibility and represents
a commitment to the people of the Pacific Northwest, including the Native
American tribes. Any reduction in the mitigation provided by the Mitchell
Act hatchery programs represents a loss to the fishery resources of the
Columbia River and the Pacific coastal fisheries. This loss must be offset by
alternate mitigation. This could include habitat restoration, removing
obsolete infrastructure from watersheds, restoring instream flows,
remediating contaminated areas, long-term habitat acquisition and
protection, restoring fish passage into blocked areas, and possibly opening
up additional habitat to anadromous fish. As previously stated, a
comprehensive evaluation of all Mitchell Act programs would facilitate this
analysis.

See Global Response 4: Comments Asserting and Referring to
the Mitchell Act’s Mitigation Obligation or Calling for NMFS to
Define the Obligation.

2/14 The DEIS does not address how the hatchery performance policy being
developed correlates to the existing FCRPS BiOp hatchery strategy. The
FCRPS BiOp and Reasonable and Prudent Alternative received intense
scrutiny through extensive regional collaboration, as a consequence of
ongoing court challenges and, most recently, due to a change in
Presidential Administration. The Obama Administration (represented by
four different Cabinet-level agencies and the White House, including Dr.
Jane Lubchenco for the Department of Commerce), engaged in a
substantial and thorough consideration of the FCRPS BiOp that included the
science on which the BiOp was based?. The FCRPS BiOp calls for, among
other things, “implementing safety net and conservation hatchery

See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
Executive and Secretarial Orders.
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programs to assist recovery; and ensuring that hatchery operations do not
impede recovery?.” The FCRPS BiOp includes a programmatic review of
specified non-Mitchell Act hatcheries and a requirement to complete site-
specific ESA consultations for each FCRPS mitigation hatchery, but it is not
clear how the alternatives described in the DEIS relate to the existing
hatchery strategy already encompassed in the FCRPS BiOp . The
Department recommends that the SDEIS include a description of the link
between the Mitchell Act DEIS, the hatchery strategy in the FCRPS BiOp,

and the hatchery strategies in existing salmon plans.

2/15

The 2008-2017 United States v. Oregon Management Agreement of May,
2008 (Management Agreement) was signed by all parties, including NOAA
Fisheries, on May 5, 2008. The DEIS was released July 19, 2010. The DEIS
includes a disclaimer stating that determinations of consistency of the “EIS
analysis” with the Management Agreement are not asserted. Commitments
under U.S. v. Oregon should be addressed and analyzed in the SDEIS.

See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
Executive and Secretarial Orders.

2/16

In addition, the Service administers hatchery programs funded under the
Mitchell Act that support the CRFMA. The CRFMA is an agreement between
the States of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho; the treaty Tribes of the
Columbia Basin (Yakama, Warm Springs, Umatilla, and Nez Perce Tribes);
and the U.S. Federal government. The purpose of the CRFMA is to
determine how harvest and hatchery production of Pacific salmon and
steelhead will be implemented in the Columbia Basin, primarily on the
mainstem Columbia River. NOAA Fisheries and the Service are the Federal
agencies responsible for implementing the CRFMA on behalf of the U.S.
government. The provisions of the agreement (e.g., hatchery production
tables) that were negotiated and agreed upon in the CRFMA are binding on
the signatories, and any modifications to our Mitchell Act hatchery
programs, which reflect the provisions of the CRFMA, must be agreed upon
by the U.S. v. Oregon parties. The SDEIS should analyze the impact of the
alternatives on CRFMA obligations.

See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
Executive and Secretarial Orders.

2/17

It is well established that the Federal government has an obligation to
provide mitigation for the loss of the fishery resources of the Columbia
Basin that were affected by the construction and operation of the Federal
Columbia River Power System (FCRPS). The Mitchell Act is one of the

See Global Response 4: Comments Asserting and Referring to
the Mitchell Act’s Mitigation Obligation or Calling for NMFS to
Define the Obligation.
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primary means by which Congress provides the mitigation funding
associated with the FCRPS and other Federal activities; however, the
Federal mitigation obligations under the Mitchell Act are not well defined.
The text of the Mitchell Act does not contain specific mitigation goals or
objectives. As such, NOAA Fisheries has requested, and Congress has
appropriated, funding under the Mitchell Act for decades without the
benefit of explicit and well defined goals and objectives. This EIS is an
important opportunity to establish a framework for the Mitchell Act,
including a vision, a mission statement, goals, and objectives. As part of
that framework, the Department recommends that NOAA Fisheries and the
co-managers, working collaboratively, define the Federal mitigation
obligation under the Mitchell Act in terms of hatchery programs,
production goals, fish screens, fish passage, and funding levels; articulate
the goals and objective for the program; and begin the process for
determining whether the Federal government is being successful, or not, in
meeting its mitigation obligations. This must include input from the
Columbia River treaty tribes who had no voice in early Mitchell Act program
decisions but were affected by early decisions regarding Mitchell Act
hatchery facilities.

2/18

It is critical that integrated hatchery programs are maintained in order to
insure the existence of the species into the future.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

2/19

In that regard, the Department recommends that the SDEIS include a
history of annual appropriations, previous NEPA efforts for distribution of
these funds, and a historical record of the Columbia River fisheries program
to help inform those mitigation obligations, vision, mission statement, and
future goals and objectives for the Mitchell Act.

Comment noted. Please see final EIS Table 1-3 for updated
information on recent Mitchell Act hatchery program
appropriations. See Global Response 4: Comments Asserting and
Referring to the Mitchell Act’s Mitigation Obligation associated
or Calling for NMFS to Define the Obligation.

2/20

NOAA Fisheries has requested approximately the same amount of hatchery
operation and maintenance funding from Congress (511 million) for the
Mitchell Act since the mid 1990's. During this time, production from
Mitchell Act hatcheries decreased from about 128 million juvenile salmon
and steelhead to about 60 million, and the number of hatchery facilities
and rearing ponds has decreased from 25 to 17. The majority of the
decreases have been a result of flat funding, continued infrastructure
maintenance, and increasing costs of operations (e.g., fish feed). These

Comment noted.

Appendix L: Responses to Comments L-35

on the Draft EIS

Final EIS




TABLE L2-1.

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED).

Letter/
Comment #

Comment

Response

factors are eroding the Service’s capability to provide juvenile salmon and
steelhead consistent with Federal obligations, such as in the CRFMA.
Similarly, these factors are eroding the ability of State and Tribal partners
to fulfill their hatchery obligations. This has created a scenario in which
funding is essentially being cut due to inflation, production is declining, and
hatchery facilities and valuable fish stocks are at risk from inadequate
maintenance. This is not consistent with good hatchery management and is
incompatible with the commitments in the CRFMA (section IIl.A.5) that
requires the signatories to use their best efforts to secure sufficient funding
to carry out production management measures in the agreement. It may
also set the stage for conflicts if hatchery practices and production goals
required by the CRFMA cannot be reconciled with the needs of ESA-listed
Pacific salmon and steelhead. Likewise, we are concerned that any
reductions in our Mitchell Act programs, particularly funding, could affect
the ability of the Federal government to fulfill their obligations under the
CRFMA.

2/21

The Service receives approximately $3.75 million annually under the
Mitchell Act from the NMFS to operate and maintain five National Fish
Hatcheries for the production of Pacific salmon and steelhead in the
Columbia River Basin. These include Carson, Little White Salmon, Willard,
Spring Creek, and Eagle Creek National Fish Hatcheries. The Service
hatchery programs funded under the Mitchell Act support the CRFMA. The
following is a brief summary of the hatchery programs implemented by the
Service at these facilities.

Spring Creek National Fish Hatchery. Spring Creek National Fish Hatchery
(NFH) is located on the banks of the mainstem Columbia River near
Underwood Washington. Spring Creek NFH provides "tule" fall Chinook for
mitigation and harvest as part of the CRFMA, and is funded through the
Mitchell Act. Fall Chinook production from Spring Creek NFH contributes
significant harvest to ocean fisheries (including Washington, Oregon, and
Canadian commercial and recreational fisheries) and in-river commercial,
sport, and tribal fisheries. Spring Creek NFH's program has a brood stock
goal of at least 8,000 tule fall Chinook (4,000 females). The adult returns
are used to meet the hatchery release goal of 12.2 million sub-yearlings

Comment noted.
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(10.5 million releases at Spring Creek NFH and 1.7 million releases at Little
White Salmon NFH). Eggs from Spring Creek NFH (2.8 million) are
transferred to Bonneville State Hatchery just downstream of Bonneville
Dam for their tule fall Chinook program.

The native White Salmon River fall Chinook population was the founding
source for Spring Creek fall Chinook and is considered the stock of choice
for reintroduction into the White Salmon River pending Condit Dam
removal.

Carson National Fish Hatchery. Carson NFH is located on the Wind River
upstream from the Columbia River near Stevenson, Washington. Carson
NFH's spring Chinook program operates as part of the CRFMA and is funded
through the Mitchell Act to provide spring Chinook for mitigation and
harvest. The purpose of the hatchery is to rear 1.17 million Spring Chinook
salmon smolts for release on-station into the Wind River. In addition,
Carson NFH produces 250,000 Spring Chinook smolts for transfer and
release into the Walla Walla River basin as part of a Umatilla tribal
restoration program. The releases are to partially mitigate for fish losses in
the Columbia River Basin caused by mainstem hydropower projects and
other water resource development.

Fish releases contribute to important terminal area tribal ceremonial and
subsistence fisheries and non-tribal sport fisheries, as well as mainstem
Columbia River tribal and non-tribal commercial and sport fisheries, while
providing for adequate escapement for hatchery production. Hatchery
operations strive to meet mitigation requirements of the Mitchell Act and
the production commitments of the CRFMA.

Little White Salmon/Willard National Fish Hatcheries. These two hatcheries
are located in the Columbia River Gorge on the Little White Salmon River
near Cook, Washington. They are administered as a single Complex. Little
White Salmon NFH produces 1.0 million spring Chinook salmon released
on-site, 2.0 million upriver bright fall Chinook released on-site, and 1.7
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million upriver bright fall Chinook transferred and released on the Yakama
Nation near Toppenish, Washington. This facility also acclimates 1.7 million
tule fall Chinook from Spring Creek NFH and 2.5 million upriver bright fall
Chinook from Bonneville State Hatchery for release on-site. Willard NFH
produces coho salmon released off-site in the Wenatchee River for the
Yakama Nation using locally adapted fish stocks. Funding for the
Wenatchee River coho program is shared between the Bonneville Power
Administration (BPA) (60 percent) and NMFS through the Mitchell Act (40
percent).

The purpose of the Spring Chinook program is to mitigate for fish losses in
the Columbia River caused from Federal hydropower projects and other
Federal water resource development. These programs contribute to
important terminal area tribal ceremonial and subsistence fisheries, and
recreational fisheries, as well as tribal and non-tribal mainstem Columbia
River commercial and sport fisheries, while providing escapement for
hatchery production to meet mitigation requirements of the CRFMA.

The purpose of the fall Chinook program is to rear and release 4.5 million
upriver bright and tule fall Chinook salmon into the Little White Salmon
River to provide mitigation for Federal hydropower development, to meet
Federal obligations under the CRFMA and to produce sub-yearlings for
transfer to the Yakima River basin.

Upriver bright fall Chinook salmon are reared and released from Little
White Salmon NFH as part of the John Day Dam mitigation program funded
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Fall Chinook production from Little
White Salmon NFH contributes harvest to ocean fisheries (including Alaska,
British Columbia, Washington, and Oregon commercial and recreational
fisheries) and in-river commercial, sport, and tribal fisheries. Adult upriver
bright fall Chinook returning to the hatchery also provide an important fall
terminal-area tribal fishery. Additional upriver bright fall Chinook adults are
collected and spawned to provide eggs for the Klickitat Tribal Hatchery,
which is a Mitchell Act facility operated by the Yakama Nation.
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The purpose of the cooperative coho program is to assist with the
development of locally adapted, naturally spawning populations of coho
salmon in the Wenatchee River system. This is a cost-share program with
the Yakama Nation with funding provided by the NMFS under the Mitchell
Act and the BPA.

Eagle Creek National Fish Hatchery. Eagle Creek NFH is located in
northwest Oregon in the Clackamas River watershed, near Portland. The
purpose of Eagle Creek NFH is to mitigate for the lost and degraded habitat
and fish populations caused by the construction and operation of the
Columbia River hydropower projects by providing 350,000 coho salmon
and 100,000 winter steelhead for on-site releases from locally adapted
brood stock for sport, commercial, and international harvest. Eagle Creek
NFH also supports important tribal restoration programs, including
approximately 550,000 coho yearlings for the Nez Perce Tribe to the
Clearwater River, Idaho, 500,000 coho yearlings for the Yakama Nation to
the Yakima River, Washington using locally adapted broodstock, and
provides 1.5 million coho salmon eggs to the State of Idaho to support
State resident coho release programs in Idaho.

2/22

The DEIS provides some discussion of the potential impacts associated with
terminating hatchery programs or closing Federal, State, or Tribal
hatcheries funded by the Mitchell Act. The presumption under Alternative
2 is that all Mitchell Act funded programs would cease. It also appears likely
that under some of the alternatives, terminating hatchery programs and
closing facilities is a potential outcome. The EIS should recognize these
potential realities but, we do not recommend analyzing the environmental
risks and benefits of terminating hatchery programs in this EIS. Rather, this
observation strengthens our recommendation that site-specific NEPA
analysis will be necessary when evaluating the environmental effects of
specific hatchery programs in the watersheds in which they occur. This is
particularly evident in those watersheds where hatchery production may
need to be significantly modified to manage the risks associated with wild
fish and hatchery fish on the spawning grounds.

As explained in Section 1.3.3.4, NEPA Requirements for NMFS
ESA Determinations under Sections 7, 4(d), or 10 on Hatchery
Operations, future proposed hatchery actions requiring NMFS
ESA section 10 permitting or section 4(d) limit determination
may need additional, site-specific analysis under NEPA.
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2/23

The current DEIS lays out a framework of alternative hatchery performance
levels that define the proportion natural influence (PNI) and proportion
hatchery origin spawners (pHQOS) as the metrics that hatchery programs
may be judged against. The DEIS analysis is then based on a set of
programmatic scenarios that appear to be focused primarily on maintaining
smolt release numbers and harvest at the highest possible values while, at
the same time, constraining hatchery programs to the degree necessary to
meet these two performance measures. Presumably, these metrics would
be applied in the ESA consultation process.

Although these two performance metrics could be used as direct measures
of genetic risk (higher values of pHOS and lower values of PNI imply higher
genetic risk), any application of those performance measures to hatchery
management would need to be performed on a program-by-program basis
where the viability and status of natural populations in the local watershed
can be used as primary factors for assessing those risks. For example, pHOS
= 0.5 would be considered a "high risk" situation for a viable, natural
population capable of sustaining itself without artificial propagation.
However, pHOS = 0.5 might also be essential for a maintaining a naturally
spawning population in an area incapable of supporting a viable natural
population under current conditions. Further, there is no evidence
presented in the DEIS as to a direct link between meeting PNI and pHOS
standards and the recovery of wild fish populations.

Implementation of a specific alternative will need to assess those risks on a
program-by-program or watershed-by-watershed basis. However, because
the DEIS is based on a single scenario for each alternative that is then used
as an example of the types of changes that could be implemented with
adoptions of a preferred alternative, the quantitative outputs of those
scenarios appear to be the criteria by which NOAA Fisheries is asking
reviewers to select a preferred alternative. Again, the Department
recommends that NOAA Fisheries refocus the scope and analysis back to
just the Mitchell Act Program in the SDEIS, with appropriate comparisons to
the total basin hatchery production, including large hatchery programs
such as the Lower Snake River Compensation Plan and the John Day

NMFS agrees that appropriate hatchery program performance
has to be determined on a program-by-program basis. Please
review updated language in Section 4.1.3, Implementation
Scenarios (revised and re-located draft EIS Section 2.7) for and
expanded explanation of Implementation scenarios, their
performance metrics, and their intended use.
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Mitigation Program.

2/24 The No-Action Alternative presented in the DEIS does not accurately See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
represent the baseline condition. Currently, Federally-funded Columbia Draft EIS Alternatives and Global Response 2.a, Commenter’s
River hatchery production must be consistent with ESA and all other laws views that the EIS considers alternatives that are inconsistent
and regulations. Hatchery ESA compliance is determined on a case-by-case | with NMFS’ current authority and Global Response2.c, Scope
basis through the development of Hatchery Genetic Management Plans. should focus on hatchery funding decisions, not on future ESA
For example, Table 2-6, page 2-27, shows that no changes would be made determinations.
under the No-Action Alternative. However, under the baseline condition,
changes could be made to some or all of the measures presented on a
case-by-case basis. These changes could be effected by NOAA Fisheries via
the site specific ESA consultations under the FCRPS BiOp or through site-
specific consultations for each of the Mitchell Act hatcheries. The
Department recommends that the SDEIS revise the No-Action Alternative
to acknowledge the many existing hatchery strategies that can incorporate
changes, including those related to the FCRPS BiOp.

2/25 The Department does not believe the other alternatives presented in the See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of

DEIS are appropriate for the Mitchell Act, or any other hatchery program in
the Columbia Basin at this time. The existing alternatives outline where ESA
consultation and hatchery reform (Lower Columbia, Upper Columbia, both,
neither) could occur, but this is premature because the goals and objectives
of the Mitchell Act Program have yet to be determined. The Department
recommends that new alternatives be developed and analyzed in the
SDEIS. These alternatives should be developed in collaboration with the co-
managers in the basin, directly relate to the mission and purpose of the
Mitchell Act program, be developed in an open and transparent manner,
and have a sound rationale for supporting the selection. In addition, the
analyses of these alternatives should consider climate change
considerations and the use of adaptive management strategies to
accommodate changes as they occur. Examples of potential alternatives
could include:

e Different funding and production between the lower Columbia
Basin and the upper Basin.

e Differing funding between hatcheries, fish screens, and fish

Draft EIS Alternatives and Global Response 2.a, Commenter’s

views that the EIS considers alternatives that are inconsistent

with NMFS’ current authority and Global Response2.c, Scope

should focus on hatchery funding decisions, not on future ESA
determinations.
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passage facilities.
e Adjusting current production programs to reflect the actual fish
stocks that were lost due to Federal water resource development.
e Altering production programs to reduce the effect on natural
origin spawners.
e Additional funding to fully implement existing agreements, such as
the CRFMA.
Increased appropriations for infrastructure maintenance, increased support
for State and Tribal hatcheries, and increased costs of operations.

2/26 NOAA Fisheries, as a federal trustee to Native American people, is held to Please refer to Section 4.4.3.1, Tribal Indicators of Environmental
high standards of fiduciary conduct. These fiduciary standards extend Justice Effects, through Section 4.4.4.3, Tribal Salmon Fishing and
beyond those encompassed by NEPA. NOAA Fisheries" fiduciary conduct Hatchery Program Revenue, for the analysis of the alternatives
standards require it to keep trust property (i.e. salmon) productive for the on fish harvest and tribal value, ceremonial and subsistence
beneficiary (Tribes with treaty fishing rights), and also require that harvest for tribes, and tribal salmon fishing and hatchery
reasonable care and skill be exercised in the way NOAA Fisheries program revenue.
administers the elements of the trust under its control.

Increasingly, treaty fisheries have had to rely on hatchery production to
maintain the relevance of the treaty-fishing right. Without that mitigation,
many tribal fishers would be unable to exercise their treaty rights. The DEIS
fails to acknowledge this essential role that hatchery production in the
Columbia River plays in enabling the tribes to exercise their treaty fishing
rights. The SDEIS should analyze the connection between the federal trust
responsibility and the need to keep trust property productive, ...

2/27 ... include new Alternatives that accommodate the needs of the ESA, the See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference and/or
recovery of salmon in general, and the simultaneous maintenance of Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
hatchery production that is so vital to sustaining treaty fishing rights.

2/28 Alternatives assessed on the idea that even local natural stocks reared See Section 3.2.3.1, General Risks and Benefits of Hatchery
under best management practices must be stopped from spawning in the Programs to Salmon and Steelhead Species. Additionally see
natural environment or they will hinder recovery efforts, appears arbitrary Global Response 4: Comments Asserting and Referring to the
and capricious. Given the scientific uncertainties, the Federal government's | Mitchell Act’s Mitigation Obligation or Calling for NMFS to Define
obligation to honor their treaties with Indian tribes, and Congress's clear the Obligation.
expression of intent to mitigate for losses that badly degraded and blocked
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habitats have wrought, we believe NOAA Fisheries has an obligation to
maintain and restore levels of Columbia River hatchery production so that
moderate standards of living are sustained by tribal fishers. Treaty rights
are not maintained by the analysis of divisive DEIS Alternatives that
continue to avoid Mitchell Act mitigation in-kind and in-place (i.e., above
Bonneville Dam where the bulk of losses have occurred).

2/29

In addition CEQ Memorandum of 7-28-1999 urges agencies to actively
solicit the participation of Tribes as “cooperating agencies” in implementing
the environmental impact statement process under the National
Environmental Policy Act. This solicitation is to begin as soon as practicable,
but no later than the scoping process. Invitations are to be extended to
identified tribal government agencies which have jurisdiction by law or
special expertise with respect reasonable alternatives or significant
environmental, social or economic impacts associated with a proposed
action that requires an EIS. This has not occurred. Again, the Department
recommends that NOAA Fisheries consult with the tribes immediately and
throughout the preparation of the SDEIS.

In adherence with the policies and government-to-government
intentions supporting the CEQ 1999 Memorandum regarding
tribal involvment, and with CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1501.6, 40
CFR 1508.5, CEQ’s Forty Most Asked Questions [1981] available
at http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/40/40p3.htm), NMFS made
early and consistent efforts to invite all tribes and tribal
organizations potentially affected by this action to particiate in
the NEPA process. This information is on file at NMFS, and is
available upon request. The Notice of Intent to conduct public
scoping was published on September 3, 2004. Three months
prior to this announcement, in a letter dated June 9, 2004, NMFS
formally invited the tribes and tribal organizations listed below
to particiate in development of the EIS. The formal written
letters requested tribal participation (stating "Your participation
is crucial to the development of this EIS."), and a draft
description of the purpose and need statement was attached.
This letter also provided invitations to an informational meeting
on June 28, 2004, to supply NMFS with information important to
tribes prior to initating work on this EIS. On March 17, 2009,
NMPFS again notified the same tribes and tribal organizations
with an announcement regarding a change in EIS scope, and
inviting comment during the public comment period related to
this change, as well as an invitation to contact the responsible
NMFS staff lead directly. This direct notification was in addition
to the Federal Register Notice announcing a new 30-day
comment period on the change in EIS scope. Regarding the
March 17, 2009 invitation to contact NMFS staff, NMFS has only
one documented written response from the Shoshone-Bannock
Tribes dated April 16, 2009, which followed a telephone
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conversation with the NMFS staff lead. The following tribes and
tribal organizations received direct formal communications
inviting their participation on June 9, 2004 and March 17, 2009:
Nez Perce Tribe, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla
Reservation, Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs
Reservation of Oregon, Yakama Tribal Council, Colville Business
Council of the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation,
Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission, and Northwest
Indian Fisheries Commission. From this list, the following
attended the informational meeting on June 28, 2004:
Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission, Confederated Tribes of
the Colville Reservation, Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish
Commission, Nez Perce Tribe, and the Institute for Tribal
Government.
2/30 The DEIS appears to endorse the mistaken belief that natural production See Global Comment 2b: EIS scope is too broad or too narrow.
can be increased by simply controlling the composition of naturally-
spawning fish and does not address the role of habitat restoration as a
means of protecting the genetic qualities of salmon populations in the
natural environment. It is reasonably predictable that were hatchery
production eliminated entirely, the sad state of unmet habitat
requirements would still prevent natural salmon recovery. It may not be
included in the purpose statement, but it is not possible to ignore the
effects of habitat when evaluating the success of salmon restoration
efforts. The SDEIS should include an analysis of the role habitat plays in
restoration levels. In this way, the key component of a comprehensive
recovery will be analyzed, putting into proper context the assumption that
natural production can be meaningfully increased or protected by simply
controlling the composition of naturally-spawning fish.
2/31 The DEIS does not adequately address economic impacts to fishers. There The EIS has been updated to address this comment. Since
are numerous errors and omissions in the DEIS descriptions of existing publication of the draft EIS, NMFS has worked with technical
hatchery programs. This includes the incorrect harvest estimates under all staff from federal, tribal, and state fisheries management
of the alternatives. Consequently none of the analyses of harvest agencies throughout the Columbia River Basin to update the
differences between the alternatives are valid. Consequently, the information utilized in the analysis and in the modeling
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predictions of economic impacts premised on erroneous harvest inputs are | assumptions. See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the
also not valid. Analysis within the EIS.

2/32 Of particular concern to the Department is that the DEIS economic analyses | Please refer to Section 4.4.3.1, Tribal Indicators of Environmental
does not provide any meaningful discussion of the actual impacts on Native | Justice Effects, through Section 4.4.4.3, Tribal Salmon Fishing and
people to be expected from implementing the DEIS Action Alternatives. Hatchery Program Revenue, for the analysis of the alternatives

on fish harvest and tribal value, ceremonial and subsistence
harvest for tribes, and tribal salmon fishing and hatchery
program revenue.

2/33 It is not clear how the DEIS range of Alternatives, which only proposes The commenter is confusing the implementation scenarios
stasis or declines in salmon released from hatcheries, will achieve a balance | analyzed with the alternative goals. The alternative goals do not
between populations and resource use which will permit high standards of | propose any level of increase or decrease in hatchery
living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities in accordance with the production. Rather, they focus on decreases in risk to natural-
requirements in NEPA origin salmon and steelhead populations. The EIS acknowledges

that there are various implementation scenarios that managers
could apply to meet alternative goals. However, no practicable
scenarios that would not be speculative could be identifed to
demonstrate increases in production with decreases in salmonid
population risks. Further, Mitchell Act funding would not likely
support increases in production. The NEPA requirement
presented by the commenter is one component of six
responsibilities set for by Congress for the Federal Government
in the Delcaration of National Environmental Policy (42 USC
4321, Sec. 101 (b)(1-6)). When taking into consideration all
required responsibilites in the Declaration of National
Environmental Policy, NMFS is confident that its range of
alternatives not only represents all reasonable alternatives that
would meet the purpose and need for development of hatchery
policy directions, but that also balances the six specified
requirements by Congress.

2/34 Few Native people and fewer treaty fishers achieve a high standard of Comment noted. Please refer to Section 4.4.3.1, Tribal Indicators
living. The DEIS does not assess the impacts on the native communities of Environmental Justice Effects, through Section 4.4.4.3, Tribal
that, while sometimes dispersed across a myriad of counties, come Salmon Fishing and Hatchery Program Revenue, for the analysis
together and are a single class by virtue of their treaty protected livelihood. | of the alternatives on fish harvest and tribal value, ceremonial
For example, 43% of Yakama Indian Nation families were in poverty by one | and subsistence harvest for tribes, and tribal salmon fishing and
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estimate (Meyer Resources, 1999), and the majority of fishers in Zone 6 are | hatchery program revenue.
known to be Yakama tribal members. The DEIS does not analyze the
impacts on the already crushing poverty faced by these people. The SDEIS
should include an analysis of the impacts on the poverty levels faced by
these treaty fishers.

2/35 A model of Economic Analysis, although dated and written for a differing Thank you. NMFS has incorporated the suggested document into
document, is the Tribal Circumstances and Perspectives report, Meyer Section 3.4.4.1.1, Fish Harvests and Tribal Values, and Section
Resources, 1999. It is summarized in Appendices I, section 5 of the Lower 3.4.4.1.2, Ceremonial and Subsistence Harvests.
Snake River Juvenile Salmon Migration Feasibility Report. This document
should be utilized in the development of additional alternatives in a SDEIS
that address economic impacts to treaty fishers.

2/36 Additionally, the DEIS does not address effects of the Action Alternatives on | Refer to Section 3.4.3.1.1, Fish Harvests and Tribal Values, for an
the availability of salmon as an accessible healthy food for minorities and explanation of how effects on tribal health, relative to the
low income people. These groups will likely suffer disproportionate effects alternatives, is factored into the environmental justice analysis.
from the Action Alternatives. Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1994 In particular, the effects to tribal subsistence and ceremonial
gives all Departments, including the Dept. of Commerce direction harvest, are analyzed as an indicator of tribal health effects in
concerning Federal Actions affecting ,,Environmental Justice in Minority Section 4.4.4, Analysis of Environmental Justice Effects.
Populations and Low-Income Populations®. While the DEIS acknowledges
the existence of the order it does not adequately discuss the impacts to
minority and low-income populations. The SDEIS should include a more
detailed analysis identify differential patterns of consumption of natural
resources among minority populations and low-income populations.

2/37 All of the Action Alternatives in the DEIS result in reductions in the The commenter is confusing the alternatives with the
carcasses available to the environment, via the removal of salmon from Implementation scenarios analyzed under the alternatives. See
weirs, and/or reductions in the numbers of salmon released from Mitchell Global Comment 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis within
Act and other hatcheries. There are growing indications of the ecological the EIS. Additionally, the effects of carcasses on the environment
importance of salmon in aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems, yet the DEIS is is addressed in Section 3.2.3.1.12, Benefits of Nutrient Cycling,
nearly entirely silent on this topic. Section 3.5.6.5, in a single paragraph and the effects of each alternative's implementation scenario on
citing a carcass distribution as a means of replacing “some of the nutrients the availability of carcasses, relative to baseline (Alternative 1)
in nutrient-deficient areas where spawning salmon and steelhead are are analyzed in Section 4.2.3.1.5, Benefits of Nutrient Cycling.
limiting or lacking.” Also, the relationship between salmon carcasses and the effect

they have on the ecosytem is discussed in the Section 3.5.6.5

Salmon-derived nutrient subsidies may have significant and wide ranging Nutrients/Distribution of Salmon Carcasses, as well as the effect
impacts on both freshwater and riparian communities and on the life of the alternatives on this relationship in Section 4.5.3.4,
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histories of organisms that live there. The SDEIS needs to include a more Availability of Nutrients/Distribution of Salmon Carcasses.
comprehensive analysis of this nutrient distribution into the context of the | Additionally, the commenter is confusing the alternatives with
severe truncation of marine-derived nutrient distribution already extantin | the implementation scenarios analyzed under the alternatives
the Columbia River basin. when commenting on the results of the "Action Alternatives";

see Global Comment 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
within the EIS.

2/38 The cumulative impacts analysis in the DEIS does not adequately address See Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, for a description of past and
the ecological effects of diminished salmon in the Columbia Basin by present actions and how they are represented for analysis in the
utilizing a project boundary that excludes large portions of the Columbia EIS.

River ecosystem accessed and influenced by salmon in the recent past. An
analysis of the significance of reducing salmon abundance under DEIS
Alternatives cannot be placed in context if the proportions of salmon lost is
not explained. The magnitude and distribution of those losses shed light on
the high significance of salmon to those areas where they are still found.
Historic populations of salmon in the Columbia Basin are estimated to have
been 16 fold higher than in recent years. Between 10 million and 16 million
salmon and steelhead are believed to have returned to the river to spawn
annually prior to the 1840 (Northwest Power Planning Council. 1986.
Compilation of information on salmon and steelhead losses in the Columbia
River basin. Portland, OR).

2/39 In addition, the SDEIS would benefit from an analysis of the direct and NMFS thanks the commenter for the resources provided. Both
indirect ecological implications of salmon depletion. The Department expected direct and indirect ecological effects of the
recommends that the following publication on the subject be considered in | alternative's implementation scenarios are included in Chapter 4,
the development of the SDEIS: Environmental Consequences. We specifically refer the reader to

Section 4.2.3.1.3, Risk of Competition with and Predation from

Gende, S.M., Edwards, R.T., Willson, M.F., and Wipfli, M.S. 2002. Pacific | Hatchery-origin Fish (on salmon and steelhead); Section

salmon in aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems. Bioscience, 52: 917-928. | 4.2.3.1.5, Benefits of Nutrient Cycling (on salmon and steelhead);
Competition and Predation Risks subsections within each salmon
and steelhead ESU/DPS section; Section 4.2.4, Effects on Other
Fish Species that Have a Relationship to Salmon and Steelhead;
Section 4.5.3.1, Availability of Salmon and Steelhead to Wildlife
Predators; Section 4.5.3.4, Availability of Nutrients/Distribution
of Salmon Carcasses (and effects on wildlife); and the species-
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specific discussion of each potentially affected wildlife species
under Section 4.5.4, Wildlife Species Effects.

2/40 Too many agreements and too many fisheries depend upon Columbia River | Comment noted. The draft EIS considered effects of the
hatchery production at current levels to alter that production without more | alternatives on harvest outside of the Columbia River Basin,
certainty as to the validity of the modeling effort and the subsequent including on the California, Oregon, and Washington Coasts;
impacts analyses. The loss of even small portions of the Columbia River Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca; and Southeast
hatchery production could alter the impacts northern fisheries have on Alaska and British Columbia. As described in Appendix K, Chinook
stocks that are important to southern fisheries, making it necessary for and Coho Salmon Fishery Modeling Approach for Application to
fishery managers to impose more conservative measures on fishers in the Mitchell Act EIS, the fishery model did not speculate on how
Puget Sound, coastal Washington and the Columbia River. This possibility fishery managers would adjust regulations in the future.
has not been adequately assessed, and must be in a SDEIS.

2/41 Speculations on a detrimental effect of competition among salmon with Thank you for the information.
differing rearing histories (natural or hatchery facility) also need to make
mention of historic run sizes. Components of this ecosystem once
supported much higher densities of salmon, and perhaps could again if
these environments are restored. This needs to be addressed in the SDEIS.

2/42 Our review indicates numerous areas for updating and improving the See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
technical information and analysis. In addition, it is our understanding that | within the EIS.
the model used in analyzing the alternatives was constructed in 1999 and
that model assumptions, data inputs, and the resulting impact analyses
may be in error. Given the complexity of the various hatchery programs,
and comprehensive analysis in the DEIS, we believe that correcting and
clarifying the technical information is best done by experts in those specific
programs. The Department, through the Department’s bureaus (the
Service, Bureau of Indian Affairs, and Bureau of Reclamation), offer our
assistance to address any inconsistencies and to ensure the most up-to-
date information is used in the analysis.

2/43 Page iii, Line 15: Replace “PCFRF” with “PCSRF.” The EIS was updated to make the noted revision.

2/44 Page iii, Line 20: Delete second reference to PNI. The EIS was updated to make the noted revision.

2/45 Page viii, Line 12: Replace “rake” with “take.” The EIS was updated to make the noted revision.

2/46 Page 1-12, Lines 8-10: Here the document states that this DEIS analyzes NMFS agrees and has modified the language in Section 1.2,
effects of hatchery programs on the environment, including natural-origin Purpose and Need for Action, accordingly.
salmon and steelhead populations. This DEIS does not effectively analyze
specific effects of each hatchery program. The Department recommends
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that the SDEIS include revised language to specifically state that the
document provides a comparison of effects from applying different broad
goals or principles to hatchery programs.

2/47

Page 1-12, Box 1-6: This box explains the relationship between NOAA
Fisheries and Mitchell Act funded hatchery operators. The SDEIS should
include an additional box that explains the relationship between NOAA
Fisheries and non-Mitchell Act funded hatchery operators and their funding
agencies.

This is now Box 1-7. The EIS was updated to make the noted
revision.

2/48

Page 1-12, Box 1-6: The SDEIS should also include a clearer distinction
between Mitchell Act funded hatcheries and hatcheries operated under
other authorities such as mitigation. Mitchell Act funded hatcheries may
provide the opportunity to be more flexible to different operational
scenarios or hatchery actions that meet a policy direction developed
through public process, whereas non-Mitchell Act funded hatcheries may
not have as much flexibility or discretion in their programs.

This is now Box 1-7. The EIS was updated to make the noted
revision

2/49

Page 1-12, Box 1-6: Reverse the order of “way” and “the” in the third line in
first paragraph,

This is now Box 1-7. The EIS was updated to make the noted
revision

2/50

Page 1-15, Paragraph 1.3.3.1 includes the following statements: “As
mentioned above, section 7 of the ESA requires Federal agencies to consult
with NOAA Fisheries on any actions that may adversely affect listed salmon
and steelhead. Section 7 provides a mechanism to authorize the incidental
take of listed species should it be found to occur as a result of hatchery
actions.”

These statements are not correct. The Department recommends the SDEIS
include revised language that reads:

“As mentioned above, section 7 of the ESA requires Federal agencies to
consult with NMFS on any actions that they authorize, fund, or carry
out that may affect listed salmon and steelhead. Section 7 provides a
mechanism to exempt the incidental take of listed species from the
prohibitions in Section 9 should it be found to occur as a result of
otherwise lawful actions.”

The EIS was updated to make the noted revision.
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2/51

Page 1-21

Lines 14-19: The SDEIS should include the Bureau of Reclamation or Corps
of Engineers in this discussion. These entities also provide considerable
funding to Columbia River hatchery programs.

The EIS was updated to make the noted revision.

2/52

Page 1-27
Klickitat Hatchery is operated by the Yakama Nation not WDFW.

The EIS was updated to make the noted revision.

2/53

Page 1-33
Funding source for “USFWS Carson NFH” “Walla Walla Spring Chinook
Salmon” program is “Mitchell Act” not “Other”.

“Upper Yakima-Naches Coho Salmon” program listed under “USFWS Little
White Salmon/Willard NFH Complex” should be under “USFWS Eagle Creek
NFH”.

Need to include “Summer Chinook Salmon” program at “USFWS Entiat
NFH” (“Harvest” “Other”).

Need to include “Summer Steelhead” program at “USFWS Hagerman NFH”
(“Harvest” “Other”).

Delete “Umatilla Spring Chinook Salmon” program at “USFWS LWS/Willard
NFH Complex”. This program has been discontinued.

The EIS was updated to make the noted revisions. Additionally,
Table 1-4 has been updated to reflect 2010 production
programs.

2/54

Page 2-15

Lines 13-15: The bullets are not accurate as stated. They specify that “... if
any money remains, MER occurs.” MER has been a line item component of
Mitchell Act hatchery funding since 2001 and has ranged between $1.162M
and $1.7M from 2001-2009 with $1.689M designated in 2009 (see Table 1-
3 on page 1-8).

The EIS was updated to make the noted revision.

2/55

Lines 29-30: Eliminating MA funding and closing all MA facilities would
conflict with the 2008-2017 Management Agreement which outlines
production commitments for most hatchery programs above Bonneville
Dam, a number of which are wholly or partially funded by the Mitchell Act.
This should be acknowledged for Alternative 2.

See Global Comment 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
Executive and Secretarial Orders.
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2/56 Page 2-30, Lines 4-5: Change “Nine” to “Eight” after correction to Table 2- The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. This
12 which should have “Entiat” deleted from all alternatives (summer section has been moved to page 4-21, and text has been
Chinook are reared and released in-basin by Entiat NFH) and change corrected.

Alternative “2” to “1”.

2/57 Page 2-28: Should include three lines for each alternative (i.e., All hatchery | The EIS has been updated in response to the noted comment.
programs, non-Mitchell Act funded hatchery programs, and Mitchell Act This section has been moved to page 4-12, and suggested
funded hatchery programs) for ease of alternative comparisons. changes have been made.

2/58 Page 2-37: Delete “Entiat” from all alternatives. Entiat NFH has transitioned | The EIS has been updated in response to the comment This
from an in-basin spring Chinook salmon release program to an in-basin section has been moved to page 4-19. Suggested changes have
summer Chinook salmon release program. been made.

2/59 Page 2-38: Need to include clarifying language that other non-Mitchell Act Table 4-4 (draft Table 2-7) has been updated to show changes in
funded basin wide production is also reduced by 29% to achieve hatchery production for Mitchell Act-funded and non-Mitchell
intermediate level of performance metrics (Table 2-7). Act-funded hatchery production.

2/60 Page 2-38, Lines 7-10: Numbers of programs terminated in Table 2-8 and The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Hatchery
Table 2-13 do not match across ecological provinces. production numbers and programs have all been updated to

2010 production levels. This has resulted in updates to all EIS
tables with hatchery program numbers and program releases
affected by alternatives. NMFS has made every effort to provide
consistent information that is cross-referenced in the final EIS.

2/61 Page 2-38, Line 14: Table 2-13 implies “88” programs are terminated rather | The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Hatchery
than the “72” stated here and listed in Table 2-8. production numbers and programs have all been updated to

2010 production levels. This has resulted in updates to all EIS
tables with hatchery program numbers and program releases
affected by alternatives. NMFS has made every effort to provide
consistent information that is cross-referenced in the final EIS.

2/62 Page 2-40, Line 1: Change “Twenty-one” to “Twenty” (“Entiat” needs to be | The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Hatchery
deleted from all alternatives in Table 2-12.) production numbers and programs have all been updated to

2010 production levels. This has resulted in updates to all EIS
tables with hatchery program numbers and program releases
affected by alternatives. NMFS has made every effort to provide
consistent information that is cross-referenced in the final EIS.

2/63 Page 2-42, Lines 2-5: Table 2-14 implies “10” programs are terminated The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Hatchery
rather than the “Seventeen” stated here and listed in Table 2-8. production numbers and programs have all been updated to
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2010 production levels. This has resulted in updates to all EIS
tables with hatchery program numbers and program releases
affected by alternatives. NMFS has made every effort to provide
consistent information that is cross-referenced in the final EIS.
2/64 Page 2-44, Line 7: Replace “(Box 2-9)” with “(Box 2-10)". The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. This
section is now on page 4-28 and reference to correct box (Box 4-
4) has been made.
2/65 Page 2-46, Line 24: Add the following at the end of the sentence, “assuming | Comment noted.
facility space is available for these programs with corresponding
termination of other programs that do not achieve performance metrics.
2/66 Page 2-46, Lines 23-31: Program numbers in the text do not match those The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Hatchery
identified in Table 2-17. production numbers and programs have all been updated to
2010 production levels. This has resulted in updates to all EIS
tables with hatchery program numbers and program releases
affected by alternatives. NMFS has made every effort to provide
consistent information that is cross-referenced in the final EIS.
2/67 Page 2-47, Lines 1-6: Number of terminated programs does not match The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Hatchery
between Table 2-8 and Table 2-15. production numbers and programs have all been updated to
2010 production levels. This has resulted in updates to all EIS
tables with hatchery program numbers and program releases
affected by alternatives. NMFS has made every effort to provide
consistent information that is cross-referenced in the final EIS.
2/68 Page 2-47, Lines 16-19: Rewrite as follows, “Of the 27 contributing The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Hatchery
populations, 11 (41 percent) would achieve or exceed target stronger production numbers and programs have all been updated to
performance metrics but some hatchery programs would continue 2010 production levels. This has resulted in updates to all EIS
operations even though they affect 8 contributing populations (30 percent) | tables with hatchery program numbers and program releases
that would not meet even the intermediate performance metrics (Table 2- | affected by alternatives. NMFS has made every effort to provide
10).” consistent information that is cross-referenced in the final EIS.
2/69 Page 2-48, Line 18: Insert “intermediate” between “target” and The EIS has been updated in response to the comment.
“performance”.
2/70 Page 2-50, Lines 3-9: Number of new programs between Table 2-8 and The EIS has been updated in response to the comment.
Table 2-17 do not match.
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2/71 Page 2-50, Lines 18-21: Number of terminated programs between Table 2-8 | The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Hatchery
and Table 2-16 do not match. production numbers and programs have all been updated to
2010 production levels. This has resulted in updates to all EIS
tables with hatchery program numbers and program releases
affected by alternatives. NMFS has made every effort to provide
consistent information that is cross-referenced in the final EIS.
2/72 Page 2-50, Lines 31-33 through Lines 1-2 on Page 2-51: Rewrite as follows, The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Hatchery
“Of the 22 contributing populations, 8 populations (36 percent) would production numbers and programs have all been updated to
achieve or exceed the target stronger performance metrics (Table 2-10). 2010 production levels. This has resulted in updates to all EIS
Some hatchery programs would be maintained under the implementation tables with hatchery program numbers and program releases
scenario for Alternative 5 even though 9 contributing populations (41 affected by alternatives. NMFS has made every effort to provide
percent) would not achieve even the intermediate performance metrics consistent information that is cross-referenced in the final EIS.
(Table 2-10)".
2/73 Page 3-4, Line 15: Replace the first reference to “natural-origin” with The EIS has been updated in response to the comment.
“hatchery-origin”.
2/74 Page 3-5, Line 6: Insert “be” between “not” and “that”. The EIS has been updated in response to the comment.
2/75 Page 3-6, Line 21: Replace “displaying” with “displacing”. The EIS has been updated in response to the comment.
2/76 Page 3-8, Table 3-3: It would be informative to list the ESA status for each The EIS has been updated in response to the comment.
ESU/DPS in the first column (e.g., endangered, threatened, or not
warranted).
2/77 Page 3-20, Line 17: Replace “benefit from” with “provide benefits for”. The EIS has been updated in response to the comment.
2/78 Page 3-27, Line 5: Insert “summer/fall run” between “of” and “Chinook” to | The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. A change
distinguish this run of Chinook from the spring run of Chinook which is was made to line 8 of page 3-30 in the final EIS.
endemic to this basin.
2/79 Page 3-74, Line 15: Add the following to the end of the sentence after The EIS has been revised to address this comment.
“directive”: “for federally operated, administered, or funded programs that
produce fish for harvest”.
2/80 Page 3-78, Line 21: Add “occur elsewhere” to end of sentence. The EIS has been revised to address this comment.
2/81 Page 3-79, Line 16: Delete “south of Cape Falcon, Oregon” and replace with | The EIS has been revised to address this comment.
“off California”. Insert “for Chinook” between “closures” and “in the
Klamath ...”
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2/82 Page 3-84, Lines 8-9: Replace “tribal commercial” with “recreational” and The EIS has been revised to address this comment.
likewise “recreational fisheries” with “tribal commercial” to match Table 3-

11.

2/83 Page 3-84, Line 14: Delete “but only 6 percent of the tribal commercial The suggested corrections were noted; however these numbers
fishery” and replace “1” with “11” relative to percent of the non-tribal have changed in the final EIS as a result of revised harvest
commercial fishery to match Table 3-11. estimates.

2/84 Page 3-84, Line 24: Insert “northern” between “along the” and “Oregon The EIS has been revised to address this comment.
coast”.

2/85 Page 3-85, Table 3-17: Should include a section for Oregon Coast-South of It is understood that some harvest of Columbia River Chinook
Cape Falcon (i.e., south of Garibaldi, Oregon (see Table 3-11). occurs south of Cape Falcon. However, available information

indicates that the contribution is small, and the fisheries there
are largely affected by the status of populations south of Cape
Falcon. Columbia River Chinook are largely north-migrating, so
variations in alternative Columbia River production levels would
have negligible impacts on harvests by fisheries south of Cape
Falcon.

2/86 Page 3-87, Table 3-19: The average non-tribal commercial catch values of Thank you. This table is now Table 3-18 in the final EIS. The
9,375 Chinook and 4,165 coho are for the northern Oregon coast (Astoria values represent the Astoria area only. Table 3-18 and other
catch area) only, not the entire Oregon coast as is implied by the table and | tables have had footnote and header information added, where
in the preceding narrative on Page 3-86, Lines 6-8. Need to add a section necessary, to clarify this.
for Oregon Coast-South of Cape Falcon. (See Table 3-11 and suggestion for
revised Table 3-17 as stated above.)

2/87 Page 3-88, Lines 2-4: Replace “66 percent” with “65 percent”, “39,697,033 The suggested corrections were noted; however, these numbers
fish” with “149,783 fish”, and “59,707,540 fish” with “228,886 fish” to have changed in the final EIS as a result of updated harvest
correctly match Table 3-20. estimates.

2/88 Page 3-109, Lines 21-31: Should note and acknowledge that no economic The EIS has been revised to address this comment.
value has been assigned to tribal ceremonial and subsistence harvests,
which from a tribal perspective have religious, social, and cultural value far
above the economic value of commercial fisheries.

2/89 Page 3-112, Line 28: Delete “Wheeler” from the list. The EIS has been revised to address this comment.

2/90 Page 3-125, Lines 16-19: Should include “white sturgeon” in this list of prey | The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Please
species for Stellar sea lions. see revisions to Section 3.5.5.1.1. Steller Sea Lion.
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2/91 The timeframe of analysis is not clear; therefore, the reader cannot Natural population responses (productivity and abundance) to

determine whether the outputs indicatel year into the future, 10 years, or
more, which in turn makes it difficult to make any assumptions about
populations and productivity.

harvest and hatchery management actions were projected
forward 100 generations using the All-H-Analyzer. The natural
population outputs reflect a long-term future projection of
impacts for comparison across alternatives.

2/92 The models do not appear to account for possible population responses to The analysis does, in fact, account for the long-term response of
stronger metrics which may occur but could take several generations to natural populations to hatchery influence affecting productivity
show up. For example, if a population had a fairly high pHOS, and hatchery | and abundance. Natural population responses (productivity and
reforms brought that down to meet the stronger metric. If the models did abundance) to hatchery contribution (pHOS) were projected
account for these items, it seems as though there would be fewer fish forward 100 generations using the All-H-Analyzer model. The
initially if the reform resulted in decreased hatchery production. initial state in the model was to assume fully fit natural

populations. If NMFS were to plot trends over the 100
generations, there would be a decline in productivity and
abundance in cases of high pHOS and less or no decline for
populations managed for the stronger metrics. NMFS reported
the long-term equilibrium response to describe future effects for
comparison across alternatives.

2/93 The document did not, however, explore if there would be a long-term Depending on the status of the existing population there may be
population response, i.e. initial drop and then increasing population over a short-term drop in abundance of some natural populations
time due to increased productivity of natural origin spawners. The entire with a recovery over multiple generations. NMFS reported the
socioeconomic analysis is based on numbers of fish, so this analysis could long-term equilibrium response to describe long-term future
affect the socioeconomic section significantly. projection of effects for comparison across alternatives.

2/94 The Department recommends that the SDEIS clarify the timeframe of NMFS has added language regarding the timeframe of the
analysis, discuss possible population responses to proposed reform actions | analysis to Section 1, Purpose of and Need for the Proposed
in this section, and discuss the uncertainties of population numbers in the Action.
socioeconomics section.

2/95 Recreational harvest and economic value is not a linear relationship, with NMFS acknowledges that the relationship between angler effort

angling economic output decreasing drastically with decreasing
populations. The Department recommends that the SDEIS clarify whether
or not this is incorporated into the socioeconomic analysis under
recreational harvest and economic value sections.

and economic values (both gross and net economic values) is not
likely linear. However, the precise form of this relationship varies
substantially depending on many relevant factors. As discussed
in most of the 124 studies identified as sources for the valuation
database (Boyle et al. [1999]) cited in Appendix J for identifying
point estimates of net WTP values for the draft EIS analysis, the
effect that changes in recreational catch (as determined by
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hatchery production, among other factors) have on angler effort
and economic values varies across the range of angler demand
for fishing. Information has been added to Appendix |
(Socioeconomic Impact Methods) explaining this issue.

2/96 Page 4-9, Line 28: Here the document states that the model outputs, as The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. This
well as consequential socioeconomic analyses, are only raw numbers and section has been moved to Section 4.2.2, Methods for Analyzing
not specific predictions. In the SDEIS, this should be clearly stated Effects, starting on page 4-55 in the final EIS. This language has
throughout the document, as appropriate. been clarified and is restated in several additional sections

throughout the EIS, as appropriate.

2/97 Page 4-11, Line 19: Replace “Four” with “Three”. Comment noted.

2/98 Page 4-28, Line 15: Replace “Alternative 4” with “Alternative 5”. Comment noted.

2/99 Page 4-64, Lines 11-12: Replace “56 percent”, “8 percent”, and “24 The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Hatchery
percent” with “64 percent”, “9 percent”, and “27 percent”, respectively production numbers and programs have all been updated to
and correct all values in Table 4-56 for the three right- hand columns. 2010 production levels. This has resulted in updates to all EIS

tables with hatchery program numbers and program releases
affected by alternatives. Additionally, the results of these
updates on the natural-origin population and their levels of
performance, by alternative, have also been updated. NMFS has
made every effort to provide consistent information that is
cross-referenced in the final EIS.

2/100 Page 4-66, Lines 15-18: Text does not match values in Table 4-59 for Comment noted.

Alternative 5.

2/101 Page 4-83, Line 6: Add “except for Alternative 4 which increases by 17 The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Hatchery

percent” to the end of the sentence to match the values in Table 4-80. production numbers and programs have all been updated to
2010 production levels. This has resulted in updates to all EIS
tables with hatchery program numbers and program releases
affected by alternatives. NMFS has made every effort to provide
consistent information that is cross-referenced in the final EIS.

2/102 Page 4-90, Line 3: Delete “onon” and replace with “on”. Comment noted.

2/103 Page 4-119, Line 26: Delete “$113,067 for the Southeast Alaska economic The EIS has been revised to address this comment.
impact region”. This is an increase not a decrease as noted earlier in the
text.
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2/104 Page 4-202 and 4-208, Line 4: Water quality would improve under the no The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Thank
action alternative because facilities with National Pollution Discharge you. Section 3.6.3.2.1, Federal Regulations, Section 4.6.3, Water
Elimination Systems (NPDES) permits and watersheds with Total Maximum | Quality, and Section 4.7.3, Hatchery Chemical Use, Handling, and
Daily Loads (TMDLs) in place, or upcoming, will be required to reduce their | Safety, were revised to reflect the comment.
pollutant discharge levels in order to comply with the NPDES permit or
TMDL. Discharge levels for both NPDES permits and TMDLs are often
revised and lowered. NPDES permits are renewed on a five to ten year
basis. The Department recommends these water quality control processes
be recognized and included as part of the analysis in the SDEIS.

2/105 Page 5-6, Line 15: Replace “Clark County” with “Multnomah County”. Comment noted.

2/106 Appendices C through F are the most critical part of the analysis from the Several format changes have been made to the species-specific
standpoint of impacts to the fishery resources. However, it is difficult to appendices to aid in navigating through them. However, the
determine which hatchery programs might be terminated and which appendices remain very large. This is out of necessity to report
programs are new under each of the alternatives in those appendices. the information in a format that can be printable.

Tables 2-13 through 2-17 provide this information, but cross-comparison
among alternatives, as one can do in Appendices C through F, is difficult
and time-consuming.

2/107 Also, the number of smolts released under each of the modeled scenarios Hatchery program production levels under each alternative are
for each Alternative is not presented in the DEIS. Some of this production present in the species-specific appendices (C-F) in the EIS, under
information is presented as pooled information (e.g., Table 2-3, Table 2-7), | the "Hatchery Smolt Release" column headers.
but the production levels for each individual program under each
alternative/scenario are not presented.

2/108 Our recommendation is to create an additional Table or Appendix that has | The EIS has been updated to reflect a number of the suggestions.
the same rows as Appendices C through F, categorized by “Population NMFS has made several changes to the label categories and
name”, but with columnar headings under each alternative indicating (a) information presented in the species-specific appendices (C
natural, integrated, or segregated, and (b) the number of hatchery-origin through F) to help the reader understand what information is
fish released from each population under each of the five alternatives. The | presented.
number of hatchery-origin fish would be zero or N/A for populations
categorized as “natural” under a particular alterative. For current programs
that might be terminated under one or more of Alternatives 2 through 5,

“Terminated” should be entered under the column labeled “Number of fish
released”. For new hatchery programs that currently do not exist, “New”
should be entered for Alternative 1 in the column “Number of fish
released”. For example, if a segregated program is terminated and an
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integrated program is developed to replace it under Alternative 4, then the
segregated “population” would show “Term.” for the number of smolts
released under Alternative 4, the “natural” population would show “New”
for the number of smolts released under Alternative 1, and “natural” would
be replaced with “integrated” and the proposed or modeled number of
smolts to be released under Alternative 4 would be presented. This
additional table or Appendix would allow a more comprehensive
assessment of the scenario modeled to illustrate each alternative.
2/109 In Appendices C through F, information for Alternatives 4 and 5 are Comment noted.
presented in a separate line than information for Alternatives 1, 2 and 3.
Our recommendation is to eliminate the “ESU” and “Designation” columns
in Appendices C through F, and group the entries by “ESU” table headings,
and present the information for all 5 Alternatives as a single row for each
population.
2/110 The use of weirs to exclude hatchery-origin fish from natural spawning The commenter is correct that all of the information about the
areas is a critical component of Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. However, this weirs, assumed to be used under each alternative’s
information is not clearly presented in a single table or location (compare implementation scenario, is not available in a single location.
Tables 2-9, 3-4, 4-6, 4-10, 4-15, 4-24, etc.). However the weir information is organized in just a few locations
in the document. Table 4-6 shows the number and location
(recovery domain/ecological province) of all of the weirs used in
the alternative implementation scenarios. Additionally the
location (stream) and assumed weir efficiency for all alternative
implementation scenarios are contained in individual tables for
each ESU/DPS in Section 4.2.3.2, Effects on Salmon ESUs and
Steelhead DPSs Under All Alternatives.
2/111 In Chapter 4 where information is presented for each ESU (e.g., Table 4-10), | The location of new weirs as referenced in Chapter 4 tables
it is not clear whether the columnar heading “Location” refers to the refers to an unspecified mainstem location within the
mainstem of the presumed river/stream (e.g., “Elochoman”) or whether watershed. The weir location is assumed to be downstream of
“Location” refers to some location within the indicated watershed. the primary population spawning locations to allow removal of
hatchery-origin adults from the natural spawning aggregate.
2/112 Also, Mill, Abernathy, and Germany creeks are three separate streams with | This table assumes weirs in all three streams, downstream of the
an existing weir on Abernathy Creek at the Service’s Abernathy Fish fall Chinook spawning locations. The Mill/Abernathy/Germany
Technology Center. Is Alternative 4 proposing one new weir or three new fall Chinook population was identified as a “primary” population
weirs to control Fall Chinook in these three streams? (a population that is targeted for restoration to high or very high
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persistence probability) in the final NMFS recovery plan for lower
This is confusing because those three small creeks do not support native Columbia River salmon and steelhead, as well as the 2004 draft
populations of Chinook salmon. LCFRB plan and the final LCFRB plan.

2/113 Coho and steelhead inhabit these streams, with chum salmon historically NMFS’ assessment of hatchery coho contribution to these
spawning in the lower reaches. However, in Table 4-74, no weirs are listed streams is approximately 10%. However, that is an average, and
for Mill, Germany, and Abernathy creek for the Lower Columbia coho ESU NMFS recognizes that hatchery contribution likely varies
although approximately 50 percent of the adult coho migrating up those considerably from year to year. Performance goals were
three streams are stray hatchery coho. achieved through reform of nearby hatchery programs

contributing hatchery strays to this population. Thus weirs were
not needed to achieve goals.

2/114 The Department recommends that all the information on weirs (Tables 2-9, | The commenter is correct that all of the information about the
3-4, 4-6, 4-10, etc.) be consolidated into a single table and categorize weirs, assumed to be used under each alternative’s
presence/absence by watershed in the first column and not by separate implementation scenario, is not available in a single location.
tables for each Evolutionary Species Unit. In column 2 of this proposed However the weir information is organized in just a few locations
table, all of the populations affected by an existing or new weir would then | in the document. Table 4-6 shows the number and location
be listed; if a particular weir was going to be used to control pHOS for more | (recovery domain/ecological province) of all of the weirs used in
than one natural population (e.g., coho, steelhead, Chinook), then all those | the alternative implementation scenarios. Additionally the
populations would be listed under column 2. For example, under the location (stream) and assumed weir efficiency for all alternative
Elochoman River, both Fall Chinook (Table 4-10) and “Late-Type N” coho implementation scenarios are contained in individual tables for
would be listed. If separate weirs would be developed for each species each ESU/DPS in Section 4.2.3.2, Effects on Salmon ESUs and
within a particular river, then each weir would need to be listed separately. | Steelhead DPSs Under All Alternatives.

This table should clearly show all existing weirs, which of those existing
weirs would be replaced or upgraded, and all new weirs for each of the
Alternatives. In general, we believe the analysis of the risks associated with
weirs necessitates a more detailed and comprehensive presentation, if this
becomes a realistic alternative.

2/115 Appendix |, Page 23, Table 3.4: The share percentages for North of Cape Several commenters identified specific issues with Appendix |
Falcon Commercial Coho and Total column values appear low, perhaps by (The Research Group 2009a) in the draft EIS and wondered why
an order of magnitude. The Department recommends these numbers be NMFS included it in the draft EIS. NMFS originally included this
validated in the SDEIS. report as a socioeconomic appendix for context and

transparency. However, NMFS has decided that including it as an
appendix was confusing and unnecessary, as it is included as a
source in the references to the socioeconomic and
environmental justice sections. Therefore, the report is not
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included in the final EIS.

3/1

The EIS considers four action alternatives in order to inform a National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) policy direction that will guide the
distribution of Mitchell Act hatchery funds and inform NMFS' future review
of Columbia River basin hatchery programs under the Endangered Species
Act (ESA). The alternatives are crafted with the recognition that adverse
effects of hatchery operations are contributing to the decline of listed
salmon and steelhead in the Columbia Basin. As a result, each of the action
alternatives utilizes a different suite of strategies to reduce the adverse
effects of hatchery operation on natural-origin fish. We are broadly
supportive of this direction, and we believe that the species recovery goals
under ESA are directly in line with the "fishable/swimmable" goal of the
Clean Water Act (protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife
and recreation in and on the water)). We encourage NMFS to consider
CWA goals in conjunction with ESA goals as a preferred alternative is
crafted in the FEIS.

NMFS has considered requirements of the CWA in its analyses of
all alternatives, including the preferred alternative. The action
alternatives all require that hatchery facilities meet best
management practices, including CWA compliance/NPDES
permitting.

3/2

While we are supportive of the direction being pursued in the DEIS, our
review of the document raised a number of questions and concerns. Many
of our concerns relate to the completeness of the DEIS with regard to the
range of alternatives and implementation scenarios analyzed. We also
identified concerns related to a lack of information on the economic
analysis; the monitoring, evaluation and reform (MER) program; tribal
consultation; and the basis for the hatchery reform principles put forward
in the document. Finally, we provide a detailed review of the water quality
sections (3.6 and 4.6) and we make some recommendations to improve the
readability of the document.

Thank you. NMFS has reviewed your comments and has
provided responses accordingly.

3/3

Based on our review, we have assigned the DEIS a rating of EC-2. A copy of
the EPA rating system is also enclosed.

Thank you. Rating noted.

3/4

We appreciate the effort on the part of NMFS to expand the scope of this
analysis to include all 178 hatchery programs in the Columbia River basin.
The impacts associated with the operations of Mitchell Act hatcheries
cannot be analyzed and understood without also considering the
operations and impacts of the other hatcheries in the basin. We are
challenged, however, by the implementation scenarios for a number of

See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
Executive and Secretarial Orders. Additionally, see Global
Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of Draft EIS
Alternatives.
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reasons. We recognize that the implementation scenarios were developed
for the purposes of analysis only, and that the DE IS is not intending to
make a determination about the operation or closure of any specific
hatchery. We believe, however, that the scenarios developed and analyzed
should be implementable.

3/5 As noted on page 2-56 of the DEIS, NMFS does not fund or operate non- NMFS’ intent, in evaluating changes to all hatchery production
Mitchell Act funded hatcheries and, therefore, cannot mandate their programs in the basin, is to disclose the effects of alternative
termination. Further, because NMFS does not guide the disbursement of performance goals on the resources throughout the basin. NMFS
non-Mitchell Act funds, it is not clear how the non-Mitchell Act-funded intends to distribute Mitchell Act hatchery funding basinwide,
hatcheries could be required to meet the performance metrics established | where it can best be used to benefit the anadromous fishery
in the DEIS. We recognize that NMFS reviews non-Mitchell Act-funded resources of the Columbia River. To that end, it is necessary to
hatchery programs under the Endangered Species Act, but as noted in the understand the potential effects of the policy guidance
DEIS, those reviews only occur in response to specific proposals for alternatives throughout the basin, even for program and
operational changes submitted by operating agencies and tribes. Given activities that are not currently funded with Mitchell Act
these limiting factors, it is not clear why the DEIS did not analyze an hatchery funds, but that may seek to receive Mitchell Act
alternative that seeks to meet the established performance goals while hatchery funding in the future.
assuming no change in non-Mitchell Act-funded hatcheries. If performance
goals cannot be met without operational changes at the non-Mitchell Act-
funded hatcheries, that fact should be disclosed, and carefully considered
as a preferred alternative is developed.

3/6 Another implementation concern has to do with how the various See Global Comment 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
implementation scenarios address commitments under the 2008 Columbia | Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
River Fish Management Plan authorized in U.S. v Oregon. Our concerns are | Executive and Secretarial Orders.
not that some of the implementation scenarios under certain alternatives
may be inconsistent with the commitments in the Management Agreement
since CEQ guidance?and legal precedent?® support the development of a
broad range of alternatives, and alternatives that may be outside of the
legal jurisdiction of the lead agency. What is concerning, however, is the
lack of clarity in the document around the process for addressing the
requirements of the Management Agreement in the future. The DEIS states
that, "NMFS assumes that affected parties will exercise their authority
regarding production measures following this environmental analysis in a
manner that is consistent with the most current Management Agreement"

(DE IS p. 2-21). If parties to the agreement are to proceed with
management that is consistent with the current Management Agreement,
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but the management direction is not consistent with what was analyzed
under the EIS, it is not clear how the DEIS is supporting the decision-making
process.

3/7 The performance metrics and the "primary, contributing, and stabilizing" The concept of "primary,” “contributing,” and “stabilizing"
population designations provide the underlying basis for the analyzed population designations was first developed by the Lower
alternatives. The document notes that these hatchery reform concepts Columbia Fish Recovery Board (2004) and eventually adopted in
were developed by the Hatchery Science Review Group (HSRG), but does the final NOAA Recovery Plan (2013). The HSRG expanded this
not provide additional information about the scientific basis for the concept to all populations in the Columbia Basin to guide their
proposed reform concepts. In order to provide agency and public reviewers | process (Paquet et al. 2011). The application of particular
with a level of confidence that the proposed metrics represent the best performance metrics for specific population designations was
available science, we recommend that the FEIS provide a discussion of applied in the EIS as a measure of risk reduction for the natural-
whether and to what extent these concepts have been peer reviewed and origin populations. For a review of the application of metrics
tested. such as PNI and pHOS, please see Appendix |, Recovery

Implementation Science Team 2009.

3/8 It would also be helpful to include a discussion of hatchery reform concepts | Thank you. The EIS discusses many aspects of hatchery program
other than proportion of hatchery origin spawners (pHOS) and proportion management and different strategies and approaches used by
of natural origin broodstock (pNOB), and why these were not considered in | hatchery operators to achieve the desired goals for performance
the context of alternative development. and/or risk reductions. These are detailed in Section 3.2.3.1,

General Risks and Benefits of Hatchery Programs to Salmon and
Steelhead Species. Each of the sections has a subsection titled
"Current Approaches for Reducing Risks to. . .." Additionally,
Section 4.1.2, Mitigation, summarizes current approaches that
are generally applied to reduce the risks associated with
hatchery production. The EIS does not attempt to define the
term "hatchery reform," to which the commenter alludes. All of
the measures NMFS has pointed to in the response could be
considered "reform" measures.

3/9 In their report to Congress on hatchery reform in the Columbia River basin, | See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of EIS
the HSRG recommended 1) setting clear goals; 2) scientific defensibility; Alternatives.
and 3) monitoring, evaluation and adaptive management®. This last
recommendation is reflected in the DEIS on page 2-14, where the
document states that each alternative's policy direction includes goals
and/or principles related to monitoring, evaluation, and reform (MER). We
support this direction agree that MER is foundational to successful hatchery
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reform in the basin. The document falls short, however, in elaborating on
what a comprehensive, basin-wide plan for MER would look like. We
recommend that the FEIS include a robust discussion of the monitoring
program, including program development; key monitoring parameters;
how implementation and effectiveness monitoring would be addressed;
triggers for adaptation/reform; and the likely extent to which it would be
adequately implemented/funded.

3/10

The DEIS is very conscientious about breaking out and analyzing impacts to
tribes and tribal fisheries, and we appreciate the attention given to this
component of the analysis. We are concerned, however, over the lack of
detail in the document around tribal consultation, and compliance with
Executive Order 13175 (Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments). Given the role of tribes as co-managers within the basin,
and the potential ramification of the proposed alternatives to tribal
fisheries and hatchery operations, it is reasonable to expect a robust
discussion of consultation efforts and outcomes in the EIS. Tribal
involvement is noted at the scoping phase (DEIS p. 2-11), and a number of
tribal representatives are listed among the list of preparers on page 8-2,
but it is not clear from these brief notations if formal consultation was
pursued. We strongly recommend that the FEIS include a discussion of
tribal consultation efforts and outcomes, and how tribal concerns will be
addressed in accordance with federal tribal trust responsibilities.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.

3/11

The Mitchell Act Coalition has reported that the total Columbia River basin
household personal income generated from Columbia Basin fisheries is
about $408 million, of which $142 million come from anadromous wild and
hatchery salmon and steelhead®. Table 3-24 of the EIS puts this estimate at
S46 million. We recognize that this large discrepancy may be driven in large
part by the smolt to adult return (SAR) ratio utilized in the economic
analysis. Appendix J of the EIS demonstrates that a higher SAR can greatly
influence the results of an economic analysis. Because the overall
assessment of social, economic and environmental justice impacts rests in
part on the assessment of harvest-related income, we recommend that the
FEIS address these conflicting estimates directly, and elaborate on the
rationale behind the methodology selected.

The source for the economic values identified in this comment
apparently is a handout for a meeting of the Mitchell Act
Coalition of agencies, tribes, and other interested parties. The
original source for most of the economic values identified in the
handout is a December 2005 report prepared by the
Independent Economic Analysis Board (IEAB), entitled "Economic
Effects from Columbia River Basin anadromous salmonid fish
production." This report can be found at
http://www.nwcouncil.org/library/ieab/ieab2005-1.pdf.

A closer examination of the IEAB report reveals that the $142
million estimate of personal income generated by salmon and
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steelhead fisheries in the Columbia River includes an estimated
$81.7 million in the Columbia River Basin. As a comparison,
estimates of personal income derived for the final EIS (see
revised Table 4-95) using revised hatchery production estimates
include $109.2 million in in-basin personal income (the in-basin
personal income estimate for the draft EIS was $104.0 million).
Considering that the IEAB estimate of $89.1 million represented
"early 2000s" fisheries in the Columbia River Basin, and the
estimates for the Mitchell Act EIS (both for the draft EIS and the
final EIS) are in more recent (2009) dollars and reflect more
recent fish prices and other factors, the two estimates of in-basin
personal income are considered consistent. This finding is not
surprising considering that similar FEAM and IMPLAN modeling
factors were used in both of the analyses.
3/12 The document analyzes four action alternatives. Alternatives four and five See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
are distinct among these because they draw a geographical distinction Draft EIS Alternatives.
between the Interior Columbia recovery domain and the Willamette/Lower
Columbia recovery domain and because they apply different performance
metrics in each of these domains. The analysis provides valuable insight
regarding how the "intermediate" and "stronger" performance goals would
affect each of these domains. The analysis does not, however, provide a
rationale for applying different metrics to each domain. It also does not
provide a rationale for treating the two domains separately.
3/13 We find that the current construction does add value to the decision- See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
making process, but we recommend that in the FEIS, another alternative be | (Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
crafted that applies the stronger performance metric to both domains.
Given the overall goal of species recovery, and the overarching direction
from the HSRG to manage harvest, hatchery broodstock and natural
spawning escapement to meet or exceed the HSRG standards, an
alternative that applies the stronger performance metric to the entire basin
seems to be a logical bookend for the purposes of analysis. If the
development of such an alternative is not pursued, the rationale for that
decision should be provided in the FEIS.
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3/14 As noted in our cover letter, we believe that the species recovery goals See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
under ESA are directly in line with the "fishable/swimmable" goal of the Draft EIS Alternatives.

CWA?®. We encourage NMFS to consider CWA goals in conjunction with ESA
goals as a preferred alternative is crafted in the FEIS.

3/15 Page 3-140 at 31: The DEIS states, "The water quality parameters discussed | Thank you. Section 3.6.3.1, Water Quality Parameters, was
could be transported from hatcheries to the aquatic system through revised to reflect the comment.
discharges of hatchery water used for operations (referred to as effluent),
decomposition of hatchery-origin salmon carcasses placed in streams to
enhance nutrient levels, and releases of large numbers of hatchery-origin
salmon into receiving streams." We note that NPDES permits only address
the discharge of pollutants from hatcheries, not the planting of carcasses in
the watershed, or the release of fish to the stream. The carcasses and fish
are not seen as pollutants.

3/16 Page 3-141 at 11: The DEIS describes chemical or physical parameters Thank you. Section 3.6.3, Water Quality, and Section 3.6.3.1.5,
associated with hatchery operation that have the potential to impact Sediment (Turbidity, Total Suspended Solids, and Settleable
receiving waters. Among the parameters listed is "sediment". We note that | Solids), were revised to reflect the comment.
in effluent, this is measured as "settleable solids" and "total suspended
solids"; in the stream, it is discussed as turbidity or sediment.

3/17 Page 3-141 at 12: The DEIS states that some water quality parameters Thank you. Section 3.6.3.1, Water Quality Parameters, was
could also be affected by decomposition of salmon carcasses and suggests revised to reflect the comment.
that spawned-out salmon could occur at the facility site. We note that
permits usually prohibit discharge of carcasses at the hatchery.

3/18 Page 3-142 at 6: The DEIS states that effluent discharge permits for Thank you. Section 3.6.3.1.1, Temperature, was revised to reflect
hatcheries specify effluent temperature limits. We note that only some the comment.
permits have temperature limits; most do not.

3/19 Page 3-143 at 10: The DEIS states that there is a low risk of water quality Thank you. Section 3.6.3.1.2, Nutrients, was revised to reflect the
violations from nutrients with adequate dilution by receiving water. We comment.
note that risk of nutrient impairment depends on the characteristics of the
stream. Icicle Creek is impaired because of phosphorus, primarily from the
Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery.

3/20 Page 3-143 at 10: We also note that dilution comes into play only if there is | Thank you. Section 3.6.3.1.2, Nutrients, was revised to reflect the
a mixing zone allowed by the state. We are not aware of any such mixing comment.
zones for the hatcheries in Washington and Idaho.
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3/21 Page 3-144 at 6: The DEIS states that changes in pH likely arise from Thank you. Section 3.6.3.1.4, pH, was revised to reflect the
primary production (algal growth via photosynthesis) within hatcheries. We | comment.
recommend that NMFS consider the findings in the 2006 TMDL study of the
Wenatchee River prepared by the Washington Department of Ecology. That
study showed pH above the acceptable 8.5 can be caused by excess growth
of periphyton in the river, which can be caused by excess nutrients from
any source, including hatchery effluent.

3/22 Page 3-144 at 22: The DEIS makes reference to "settling nutrients". More Thank you. Section 3.6.3.1.5, Sediment (Turbidity, Total
appropriately, the DEIS should discuss "settling solids" -which have Suspended Solids, and Settleable Solids) was revised to reflect
nutrients in or on them, rather than settling nutrients as a methods to the comment.
reduce solids.

3/23 Page 3-147 at 3: The DEIS states that, "for discharges from hatcheries not Thank you. Section 3.6.3.2.1, Federal Regulations, was revised to
located on Federal or tribal lands within Oregon and Washington, the EPA reflect the comment.
has delegated its regulatory oversight to the states" and that, "Oregon,

Washington, and Idaho are all responsible for certifying that NPDES-
permitted projects not located on Federal or tribal lands comply with state
water quality standards." We add to this with the following clarifications:
Oregon has the NPDES program for federal facilities but not for tribal
facilities; Washington certifies EPA written federal permits that are not on
tribal land, but does not certify tribal permits; and Idaho certifies all
permits (EPA written) except tribal permits.

3/24 Page 3-151 at 5: We note that there is no mention or discussion of the Section 3.6.3.2.1, Federal Regulations, was revised to include a
federal hatchery general permit which EPA issued effective August 1, 2009. | discussion of EPA's federal hatchery general permit for
It applies to 10 federal and tribal hatcheries in Washington in the Columbia | Washington. The discussion of EPA's cold water hatchery general
River basin. EPA also issued a general permit for cold water hatcheries in permit for Idaho was moved from Section 3.6.3.2.2, State
Idaho, including 8 in the Columbia-Snake River basin. It was effective Dec. Regulations, to Section 3.6.3.2.1, Federal Regulations.

1, 2007.

3/25 Page 3-152 at 28: We note that pH, temperature, and total ammonia as The discussion of the EPA's cold water hatchery general permit
nitrogen are only required for direct discharges from offline settling basins, | for Idaho was moved from Section 3.6.3.2.2, State Regulations,
which is a small percentage of the facilities. to Section 3.6.3.2.1, Federal Regulations. The text was revised to

reflect the comment.

3/26 Page 3-152 at 31: We note that temperature monitoring is only required of | The discussion of the EPA's cold water hatchery general permit
warm water facilities, and that copper & hardness are only required when for Idaho was moved from Section 3.6.3.2.2, State Regulations,
copper is being used. to Section 3.6.3.2.1, Federal Regulations. The text was revised to
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reflect the comment.
3/27 Page 3-153 at 1: We note that monitoring of total inorganic nitrogen and The discussion of the EPA's cold water hatchery general permit
total nitrogen is only required at one facility each. for Idaho was moved from Section 3.6.3.2.2, State Regulations,
to Section 3.6.3.2.1, Federal Regulations. The text was revised to
reflect the comment.
3/28 Page 4-201 at 20: Federal regulations do not have water quantity Section 4.6.3, Water Quality, was revised to reflect the
requirements. comment.
3/29 Page 4-201 at 22: The DEIS states that all hatchery programs in the analysis | Section 4.6.3, Water Quality, was revised to reflect the
area are in compliance with their NPDES discharge permit. This is a broad comment, recognizing that some NPDES permits may not reflect
characterization of the hatchery system. We recommend that the FEIS current water quality conditions and technologies.
provide additional basis for this statement.
3/30 Page 4-201 at 22: We also recommend that consideration be given to the Section 4.6.3, Water Quality, Section 3.6.3.2.1, Federal
status of the hatchery NPDES permits. For example, the Leavenworth Regulations, and Section 3.6.3.2.2, State Regulations, were
National Fish Hatchery is under a 35 year old permit. Efforts are ongoing to | revised to reflect the comment, recognizing that some NPDES
issue a new permit, but the much has changed in both the water quality permits may not reflect current water quality conditions and
and technology arena that bring into question the benefit complying with a | technologies.
35-year-old permit.
3/31 Page 4-201 at 26: The DEIS states that hatcheries have not been identified Section 4.6.3, Water Quality, was revised to reflect the
as a source of impairment to streams. Again, this is a broad comment, recognizing that some NPDES permits may not reflect
characterization that cannot be applied to all hatcheries. For example, the current water quality conditions and technologies.
Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery is seen as a source of impairment to
Icicle Creek at least for dissolved oxygen and pH, and because of its
phosphorus discharges that encourage algal growth. We recommend that
the FEIS provide a more careful characterization of the water quality
impacts from hatcheries.
3/32 Page 4-201 at 29: The DEIS states that any hatchery facility that would Section 3.6.3.2.1, Federal Regulations, and Section 4.6.3, Water
increase production under any of the alternatives would have to do so in Quality were revised to reflect the comment.
compliance with an NPDES permit. We note that a standard condition of
NPDES permits is that any proposed increase in discharge of pollutants
must be reported to the permitting authority (which may then take action
to modify a permit). Some permits, however, have mass limits on
pollutants, which would limit such hypothetical increases.
3/33 Page 4-202 at 7 (and repeated throughout the document): We recommend | Section 4.6.3, Water Quality, was revised to reflect the
that the FEIS utilize language consistent with water quality permitting. comment, and suggested language was replaced throughout the
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Water quality is not something to be "increased" or "decreased". Rather, document.
water quality is something to either be "improved" or "degraded".

3/34 Page 4-202 at 9: Each of the action alternatives is characterized as Section 4.6.3, Water Quality, was revised to reflect the comment
decreasing the contribution of hatchery facilities to the impairment of by removing conflicting language.

303(d) waters. We understand the rationale behind this statement, but
note that these statements conflict with previous statements in the EIS that
hatcheries, "have not been identified as a source of impairment" (4.6.3 at
26). We recommend that the FEIS revisit the logical progression of these
statements in order to allay confusion on the part of the reviewer.

3/35 Enhancing public participation in government planning and decision making | Thank you for your comments. These comments echoed others
is fundamental to NEPA. A well developed document, written in language received during the public review of the draft EIS. In response,
that can be understood by a broad range of stakeholders, is critical to NMFS has revised many of the more complicated and hard-to-
ensuring successful public involvement. We found the Mitchell Act DE IS to | understand sections of the EIS. In particular, NMFS has expanded
be cumbersome to read, particularly with regard to the lack of explanation | the description of the performance goals in Section 2.4.2,
around technical concepts (such as the performance goals and metrics), Alternative Performance Goals. NMFS intends that the
and the overuse of acronyms that are not familiar to readers outside the alternatives, which are goal-oriented policy guidance, not be
hatchery management process. We recommend that as the FEIS is crafted, limited to examples of potential implementation that are
care is taken to improve the readability of the document. In particular we presented in the EIS. To that end, NMFS has attempted to
recommend that the discussions on page 2-22 related to the performance further separate the alternatives, presented in Chapter 2, from
goals and metrics be expanded. It would also be helpful to introduce these | the language and metrics associated with the implementation
foundational concepts before the alternatives are presented. We also scenarios. All of the information regarding the performance
recommend that the use of acronyms be scaled back. metrics and implementation measures has been moved to

Chapter 4 (Section 4-1, Introduction) to better associate them,
for the reader, with the analysis of example implementation
scenarios.

a/1 The Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation ("Colville Tribes" or Comment noted.

"Tribes") appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement to Inform Columbia River Basin Hatchery
Operations and the Funding of Mitchell Act Hatchery Programs ("DEIS").
The Colville Tribes see this DEIS as an important opportunity to provide
much needed guidance to the region on how best to operate hatcheries
and to integrate hatcheries into a fisheries management framework that
could both promote conservation of the Basin's salmon populations and
sustain harvest in a manner compatible with species recovery. Such
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guidance and clarity are long overdue.

| appreciate your having taken the time earlier this year to meet with my
staff to discuss the Tribes' salmon and steelhead programs and the broader
actions that are needed for recovery of our upper Columbia River
anadromous fish. We will only see recovery and sustainable harvest of
salmon and steelhead in the upper Columbia if NO A A and the region make
sensible reforms to hatchery programs and harvest regimes concurrently
with ongoing reforms of the Federal Columbia River Power System and
improvements to tributary habitats.

The Colville Tribes' comments on the DEIS are attached. We request you
give our comments careful consideration as NOAA drafts its policy and
adopts a preferred alternative for operation of your Mitchell Act Hatchery
Program. Should you or your staff have any questions regarding our
comments, please do not hesitate to contact the Tribes' Fish and Wildlife
Department Director, Joe Peone, at (509) 634-2110.

4/2

The Colville Tribes encourage NOAA to promptly complete this DEIS and
policy process. The region has needed policy clarification and consistency
on hatchery operations pursuant to the Mitchell Act and the Endangered
Species Act ("ESA"). Hatchery programs throughout the Columbia River
Basin need to be operated in a manner consistent with species
conservation and within a framework for sustainable harvest that is also
consistent with conservation. The best available scientific information is
demonstrating that too many hatchery fish spawning in the wild can
significantly depress the productivity of natural populations, thereby
inhibiting their viability and persistence. Further, the abundance of
hatchery-origin salmon in the ocean and in many runs of Columbia River
salmon directly enables higher fishing mortalities on the natural-origin
salmon in these mixed stock fisheries as harvest rates are often based on
aggregate fish abundance.

Reforms to these hatchery programs and the fisheries they enable are
available and feasible. We trust our comments will assist NOAA in directing

Comment noted.
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needed reforms through a comprehensive policy implementing its
authorities under the Mitchell Act, ESA, and sustainable fishery mandates
in addition to NOAA's trust responsibilities for the reserved rights of Native
Americans. NOAA should always remember that the underlying principle in
each of these laws and responsibilities is effective salmon conservation.

4/3

In developing a preferred alternative and policy, the Colville Tribes
encourage NOAA to look to the work completed by the Columbia River
Hatchery and Scientific Review Group ("HSRG"). The HSRG has developed
hatchery standards, metrics and a flexible plan for their application that the
Tribes believe offer a means to reform hatchery programs for the benefit of
species conservation and sustainable harvest. The HSRG standards and
metrics offer a pragmatic means for application of the pertinent and best
available scientific information for the management of salmon.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference and/or
Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

4/4

As proposed by the HSRG, the Colville Tribes encourage NOAA to adopt a
policy applying HSRG standards and metrics flexible to salmon and
steelhead populations based both on their importance to species
conservation and on the need to promote sustainable tribal, sport and
commercial fisheries. Managing the Mitchell Act Hatchery Program and
guiding operations of other hatcheries to HSRG standards for Primary,
Contributing and Stabilizing designated populations provides a justifiable
strategy for addressing NOAA's multiple mandates. Stronger (i.e., more
conservation oriented) standards can be applied to those Primary
populations essential to species recovery and persistence. Intermediate
performance standards can be applied to populations designated as
Contributing. Populations designated as Stabilizing can be managed at
lesser conservation standards and therefore provide locations for hatchery
programs that can support important fisheries. Hatchery programs can be
reformed and production adjusted or relocated to both meet conservation
needs and provide salmon for the marine and freshwater fisheries.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference and/or
Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

4/5

Designation of populations within each evolutionarily significant unit
("ESU") and application of HSRG standards (or similar NOAA hatchery
performance goals) should be carefully considered based in large part on
recovery plans, Interior Columbia Technical Recovery Team criteria, and
locations of existing hatchery programs and fisheries (particularly tribal

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference and/or
Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

Final EIS

L-70

Appendix L: Responses to Comments
on the Draft EIS




TABLE L2-1.

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED)

Letter/
Comment #

Comment

Response

fisheries).

4/6

In crafting a preferred alternative, the Tribes encourage NOAA to take a
regional approach and avoid a geographic boundary, such as Bonneville
Dam, as the basis for applying hatchery performance goals. Performance
standards should be applied consistently across all ESUs, upriver and
downriver. The same principles of conservation biology apply to all ESUs
regardless of locale. But, as stated above, flexibility exists within each ESU,
ESA-listed or not, for application of the performance goals based on
population designations.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference and/or
Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

4/7

Finally, with regard to integrating the work of the HSRG into a policy for
Mitchell Act funding and ESA reviews, NOAA should adopt a pHOS metric
for integrated populations as well as segregated populations. The HSRG
recommended a pHOS not to exceed 30% for Primary and Contributing
populations.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference and/or
Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

4/8

The Colville Tribes offer their summer/fall Chinook management plan for
the Okanogan River and Chief Joseph Hatchery as a realistic example of
how the HSRG principles, standards and metrics can be successfully applied
for management of salmon in a Primary population. Hatchery production
can be implemented, harvest increased, and natural spawning
escapements improved for population health and persistence.

Comment noted.

4/9

The Colville Tribes understand that developing, adopting and implementing
a Basin-wide hatchery policy that directs hatchery performance standards
is a daunting task. There are fiscal, political, and logistical complexities and
constraints to reforms that must be considered. The policy should
therefore include guidelines for prioritizing implementation. We suggest
performance standards for reforming hatchery operations should generally
occur first for those ESA-listed ESUs for which recovery is not evident or
lagging. Second, priority should generally be given to funding reform
actions needed for Primary populations within the ESA-listed ESUs to
ensure conservation of the most essential populations. Also, policy priority
should be given to actions that maintain ceremonial and subsistence
fisheries for Native Americans.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference and/or
Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

4/10

The Colville Tribes offer that hatchery and harvest management and reform
are inseparable and both should be addressed in the NOAA policy for two

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of the
EIS.
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key reasons. First, necessary reduction of hatchery salmon spawning in the
wild can be accomplished in significant part through converting many of
the existing marine and freshwater sport and commercial fisheries over to
selective methods. Additional hatchery salmon and steelhead can also be
harvested by initiating new sport or tribal selective fisheries in terminal
locations to harvest hatchery fish escaping the existing mainstem fisheries.
Secondly, 85% of the Mitchell Act hatchery fish are produced for harvest
purposes. Likewise because of other hatcheries operating in the Basin,
roughly 80% of most salmon and steelhead runs consist of hatchery-origin
fish. In mixed stock, abundance-based fisheries, the production of these
hatchery fish is directly accountable and responsible for higher harvest
rates that also increase the mortality to the wild salmon for which ESA
recovery and species conservation depends.

4/11

By concurrently improving harvest management, reforms of hatchery
programs could proceed in a manner less detrimental to tribal, sport and
commercial fisheries. Additional selective fishing also offers an opportunity
to achieve additional value from hatchery programs by increasing harvest
while lessening the numbers of hatchery strays spawning in the wild.
Inclusion of selective fishing in harvest management regimes would be a
more sustainable model biologically and fiscally, and, in the long term,
politically.

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of the
EIS.

4/12

The Colville Tribes see significant inconsistencies in how NOAA has
addressed salmon consultations for fishery management activities and
those for hydroelectric projects and other actions that degrade salmon
habitat. The Tribes have worked hard in sovereign forums with NOAA to
improve the survival of specific salmon ESUs and their attendant
populations. NOAA's science clearly supports populations as the building
blocks for ESU health and viability. Mitigation actions are developed,
funded and implemented through these consultations to recover specific
populations of ESA-listed salmon. The success or failure of these
consultations is monitored, evaluated and regulated based on resulting
survival and recovery of ESUs and populations.

Yet in Mitchell Act hatchery operations and harvest consultations, this

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating Stating a Preference
and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
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same concern for all ESA-listed ESUs and populations is not evident. The
Columbia River hatchery/harvest management system is held to a different
standard. The system and many of its component actions are not
monitored, evaluated and regulated to achieve a consistent contribution to
ESU recovery and sustainability. The hatchery system is operated to
substantially increase aggregate salmon abundance in the ocean and in
Columbia River runs; then fisheries are approved that are not tempered
based on the status of the individual ESUs and populations. The biological
gains and progress towards recovery of populations being made through
hydropower and habitat consultations, and recovery plans can be negated
by the lack of consistent hatchery and harvest management and
consultation. Productivity gains for many salmon populations made
through improved passage survivals can be lost to excessive spawning of
hatchery fish or increased harvest of wild salmon when mixed stock
fisheries are managed on the aggregate run. The policy NOAA adopts
through this process should strive to achieve the needed consistency across
the life cycle of the salmon to ensure recovery and sustainability
throughout the Basin.?

4/13

The DEIS is confusing as to the future use of Mitchell Act funding for new
"hatchery facilities". The Colville Tribes agree that the funding burden for
hatchery and harvest reform likely does not allow for new programs in the
foreseeable future. However, at the same time, new facilities are likely
needed to reform existing programs and production agreements.

NMFS agrees with the commenter that the draft EIS was not
clear on the role of Mitchell Act funding related to new hatchery
facilities in the Columbia River Basin. NMFS has included
language in Section 2.7.3, Construction of New Hatchery
Facilities with Mitchell Act Funds, that more clearly explains that
reasonably foreseeable funding levels would preclude the
Mitchell Act from funding the construction of new hatchery
facilities. This would not preclude financing new facilities from
other funding sources. Additionally, this does not necessarily
mean that Mitchell Act funds would not or could not be used for
new construction at existing facilities.

4/14

The HSRG proposed shifting some existing production from lower river
hatcheries to net pen operations in off-channel, terminal fishing sites as a
reform that would increase harvest of hatchery fish, reduce mortality of
wild fish in mixed stock fisheries, reduce surplus hatchery returns, and
reduce straying into spawning habitats. Investment in such net pen

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
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facilities should be considered as a viable action under NOAA's policy.

4/15

Similarly, the Colville Tribes have proposed construction of new acclimation
facilities in the terminal area below Chief Joseph Dam as a reform action to
maintain harvest for others in the Basin and provide, for the first time, the
Colville Tribes with a modicum of program benefits ("environmental
justice"), while reducing conservation conflicts in tributary habitats.

Comment noted.

4/16

The Colville Tribes obviously see the need for substantial hatchery and
harvest reforms in the Columbia Basin. The Tribes believe that current
management of the hatchery/harvest system is a weak link in the recovery
and sustainable future for salmon and steelhead in the Columbia River
Basin. For this reason, the Tribes believe Mitchell Act funding for the
"...conservation of the fishery resources..." should be directed specifically
towards hatchery and harvest reforms. These reforms will require
substantial and carefully prioritized funding.

The Mitchell Act program should ensure progress towards vibrant sport,
commercial and tribal fisheries that are sustainable and consistent with
conservation goals by, for example, allocating Mitchell Act funds to develop
and test selective fishing gears for use in fisheries enabled by the program's
hatchery fish production. The Tribes do not see the flexibility to divert
these needed reform funds toward other conservation endeavors, such as
fish passage, habitat improvements and research. The contribution Mitchell
Act funding could make to these worthwhile endeavors would be
insignificant relative to the current dollars allocated from other programs.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

4/17

The Colville Tribes believe a priority for the Mitchell Act Hatchery Program
should be recovery of ESA-listed chum salmon populations in the lower
Columbia River. Most of the historical populations are functionally extinct
and require reintroduction actions from nearby, healthier populations.
Artificial propagation has been shown to be an effective means of
reestablishing chum populations, and chum reintroduction programs using
existing hatcheries are inexpensive.

A Mitchell Act program specifically supporting widespread chum
reintroduction is a priority to the Colville Tribes. Currently, Lake Roosevelt

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

Final EIS

L-74

Appendix L: Responses to Comments
on the Draft EIS




TABLE L2-1.

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED)

Letter/
Comment #

Comment

Response

is drafted in the fall through spring period to support spawning flows for a
portion of one chum population below Bonneville Dam. This operation
degrades the lake environment on the Colville Reservation, harms the
economic interests of the Colville Tribes, and reallocates storage in Lake
Roosevelt that in many years can be used to support the survival of spring
migrating salmon and steelhead originating from all ESUs from the upper
Columbia and Snake river basins. Drafting of Lake Roosevelt as a recovery
action for lower Columbia River chum is a very inefficient and costly means
for supporting one chum population at the loss to all other upper basin
ESUs, particularly when other alternatives for more widespread chum
recovery are readily available through the Mitchell Act program.

4/18

The Colville Tribes encourage NOAA to promptly develop and adopt a
policy for hatchery and related harvest reforms for Columbia Basin salmon
and steelhead. The policy should not only address the funding of Mitchell
Act hatcheries and NOAA's ESA review of hatchery programs, but all of
NOAA's mandates and responsibilities, particularly to the rights of Native
Americans. The policy should include hatchery performance standards and
measurable metrics that are flexibly applied to salmon and steelhead
populations based on population designations that reflect their importance
to ESU persistence and recovery. The policy's performance metrics should
reflect those recommended by the HSRG. The policy should include an
adaptive management process to periodically review and update metrics, if
needed, based upon future scientific findings.

Prompt policy development and application is needed to thwart the
continued declines in population productivity caused by ongoing hatchery
programs, and related harvest regimes. And finally a hatchery and harvest
reform policy needs to address management and recovery of ESUs and
populations consistently with that of other factors affecting the life cycle of
salmon and steelhead.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference

(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

5/1

... we are concerned with the precedent that this DEIS might set for NMFS
policies and plans for the hatchery system on the Columbia River, and in
the Northwest in general.

NMPFS appreciates your comment and concern. Please see
revised language in Section 1.2, Purpose and Need for Action;
Section 1.3.3. Potential Future Decisions in Response to Hatchery

Actions; and Section 1.7, Relationship to Other Plans,
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Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and Executive and Secretarial
Orders.
5/2 Of the five alternatives listed in the EIS, the current hatchery program Comment noted. “No action” as defined by NEPA does not
funding - and the alternative with the highest level of hatchery production - | preclude actions currently taking place. It is used to describe
is listed as Alternative 1, the "No Action" alternative. We do not consider expected conditions if the proposed action is not implemented,
the current condition to be "no action." We consider it to be hatchery which, in this case, would be a continuation of status quo
production that helps to supports fisheries, while at the same time management. Please see changes that have been made to
conserving wild stocks. Alternative 1 (no action) (Section 2.5.1, Alternative 1 [No Action])
to better capture the current state of hatchery management.
5/3 To be fair, contributing to harvest and conserving natural stocks is See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of EIS
mentioned in the first bullet-point in the description of this alternative on Alternatives.
page 2-15. Yet the other seven bullet-points are written with such negative
terms as to give the reader the impression that NMFS is biased from the
start against these hatchery programs. This impression is further reinforced
in the description of the other four alternatives, all of which involve partial
or complete cuts in hatchery funding, and therefore lead to reductions in
fisheries.
5/4 That said, it is also important to note that the current levels of production See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of EIS
(the highest levels of production among the EIS alternatives) are Alternatives.
themselves reduced from production levels in recent decades. Mitchell Act
funding for these hatcheries has been flat since the mid-1990's, while
funding has been diverted to other salmon-related projects in the Columbia
Basin. In that light, we ask why there is not an alternative that reflects
production levels from years with adequate Mitchell Act funding.
By making the "no action" alternative the current level of funding, and then
setting all the other alternatives with lower levels of funding (including one
with no funding) you limit from the beginning the range of alternatives you
consider, and you limit the analysis to alternatives with sub-optimal levels
of operation. Since there were higher levels of hatchery production in the
past, we suggest that to cover the full range of alternatives, you establish
and analyze, at least one alternative with higher levels of funding and
production than the current levels.
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5/5 We appreciate the efforts of your fishery modelers, and the approach they | Comment noted.
took to comparing the alternatives listed in the EIS for their impacts on
fisheries. However, as a "reality-check" we took a different approach to
evaluate the importance of the Mitchell Act-funded hatcheries and
programs to our troll fishery. We looked at our actual troll catches, and,
using coded-wire tag data (from return years 1988 through 2008) we
estimated the contribution of Mitchell Act-funded programs to our catch.
Bearing in mind the cautions that your modelers noted in Appendix K of the
EIS, we found remarkable agreement between the results of the two
approaches to estimating the contribution of the Mitchell Act hatcheries to
our troll fishery (Table 1, below). Our estimate from the CWT data is that
these hatcheries contribute 32 percent of the chinook and 6 percent of the
coho taken in our treaty ocean troll fishery. The modeled estimates in the
EIS amount to 33 percent of our chinook and 4 percent of our troll coho
< Table 1: Evaluating the Impact of Alternative 2 (No Funding) on the
Treaty Troll Fishery Comparing CWT Data with EIS Modeling on page 2 of
comment letter. >

5/6 Given this close agreement in the results of our two approaches, the As discussed on page 4-164 of the draft EIS, reductions in catch
guestion remains: are these reductions important? To the Makah Tribe, the | and harvest revenue for tribes are estimated to be greatest
answer is a resounding "yes". Under the "No Funding" Alternative 2, we under Alternative 2, resulting in adverse environmental justice
could expect an average reduction in our chinook catch of 32 percent (our effects. The effects on the salmon harvest of specific tribes,
estimate) to 33 percent (your estimate). While the proportions of chinook however, were not estimated in the draft EIS, nor are they
and coho in our catch vary year-by-year, the value of our chinook catch, in estimated for the final EIS. It is unclear where the estimate
particular, is such that reductions of that magnitude would amount to a identified in the comment letter of a 33% negative impact (and
major reduction in income to our fishermen. Reduced to simple ex-vessel $250,000) on the tribal harvest came from, unless the
value, we would expect an annual loss of more than $250,000 to our commenter misinterpreted values in draft EIS Table 4-88 that
fishermen alone (using 2001-2010 average prices). Because our fishermen provide combined harvest estimates for treaty and non-treaty
live in Neah Bay, and spend much of their income locally on fuel, groceries commercial salmon fisheries along the Washington Coast. Note
and fishing supplies, we could expect a considerably larger impact on the that the Makah tribe is specifically mentioned as one of the
economy of Neah Bay as a whole. tribes that would be affected by catch reductions under the

alternatives (draft EIS page 4-164, lines 19-21), although effects
specific to the Makah tribe are not estimated.
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5/7 But these might be conservative estimates of the impacts on our fishery. The effects on catch in the ocean fisheries, under the alternative

The direct contribution of fish from Mitchell Act-funded hatcheries is not
their only effect on our fishery. By diluting the impact on wild stocks, the
Mitchell Act-funded hatchery fish make it possible to conduct
commercial and sport fisheries without adversely affecting the wild
stocks.

The effect of hatchery reductions on ocean fisheries should not be
calculated simply as the reduction of hatchery fish in the catches. By
increasing the abundance of fish in the ocean, hatchery production also
reduces the impact of ocean fisheries on wild fish. If hatchery production is
reduced on the Columbia River, there will be some years - perhaps many
years - in which some weak stocks will be so vulnerable to exploitation in
ocean fisheries that we will not be able to conduct a fishery at all. Our
fisheries will be deprived of the opportunity to harvest not only Mitchell
Act-produced fish, but also fish from other abundant hatchery runs. This is
not a hypothetical scenario: our ocean troll fishery is already restricted on
a nearly annual basis, as NMFS implements its ESA jeopardy standards
during the PFMC process. We anticipate greater restrictions on our ocean
fishery under any of the alternatives except Alternative 1.

Therefore, in years when the shortage of hatchery fish prevents us from
conducting ocean fisheries, the effect of reductions would likely be
considerably more than 33 percent of our chinook. It could lead to a
complete closure of chinook fishing in the Washington ocean fisheries.

implementation scenarios, accounts not only for the difference
in harvest of Mitchell Act hatchery fish, it also accounts for the
effect on total harvest of all stocks encountered in the particular
fishery. The analysis does account for and report expected
changes in the overall total harvest for the alternatives. These
include the current (2010) ESA impact limits, so they do account
for the effect on the total catch to which the commenter refers.
Please see updated final EIS Appendix K for more detail on the
fishery model and the limits and assumptions within.

5/8 Finally, even if we ignore the ESA-related restrictions on our fishery, as the | The commenter is correct in noting that fishing effort and related
abundance of hatchery salmon in the ocean is reduced, they will become cost may increase as the abundance of hatchery fish declines
more and more difficult to catch. Then it will take longer per fish for our under Alternative 2 through Alternative 5. The methodology
fishermen to take what quota they can get. They will have to fish longer, used in the EIS to assess changes in the net economic value of
burn more fuel, and incur more expenses per fish, which will further reduce | harvests employs an average net value factor that may not fully
the net value of our fishery. capture the effects of increasing incremental costs as abundance

declines. As a result, the estimates of changes in the net
economic value of the commercial harvest (final EIS Table 4-103)
may be somewhat low, particularly for alternatives with
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relatively large changes, such as Alternative 2. This has been
noted in the Socioeconomic Impact Methods Appendix
(Appendix J of the final EIS).

5/9 More importantly, the value of these fish to the tribes is not something that | NMFS agrees that the availability of harvestable salmon for
can be measured in mere dollars. These fish have a cultural value to the tribes represents more than just the potential economic benefit.
tribes, dating from ancestral times. This is a value that cannot be replaced if | The cultural importance of salmon to the tribes of the Columbia
chinook abundance is allowed to decline and if our ocean fisheries cannot River Basin and the coastal areas of Washington, including the
harvest them. Puget Sound, cannot be overstated. NMFS has worked to

incorporate a more thorough description of this relationship into
the EIS. Please see Section 4.3.4, Harvest and Economic Values,
and Section 4.4.4.1, Fish Harvest and Tribal Values, for revised
and updated language on this subject.

5/10 NMFS's arguments for reducing hatchery production rely heavily on Comment noted.
purported problems with low survival and recruitment of hatchery fish,
especially when they share habitat with wild fish. Yet the issue of hatchery
and wild fish sharing rivers is not as simple as this. Numerous publications,
including some from your own agency, show that this is a simplistic view of
the question of relative fitness. We respectfully suggest that this problem
might not be simply a function of the fish being of hatchery origin, but
could be related to the selection of broodstock, and the habitat into which
the hatchery fish are released.

For decades, hatchery broodstock were selected and propagated as if
hatchery managers were "playing Johnny Appleseed" spreading fish around
the region without regard to their ancestral origins or their genetic
adaptation to certain habitats. As a consequence, many hatcheries are
producing fish that, if they stray into spawning streams, are poorly suited
to live in the natural habitat. This problem might be addressed to a great
extent by more thoughtful selection of broodstock, rather than by
wholesale reductions in hatchery production.

5/11 In addition, the hatchery fish are placed at a disadvantage by the locations Comment noted.
into which they are released. Hatcheries are not generally constructed, and
hatchery fish are generally not released, at locations where the wild stocks
are already thriving. If wild stocks were thriving, there would be no need
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for hatchery supplementation. The hatcheries on the Columbia River, in
particular, were constructed to mitigate for losses due to the hydroelectric
dams and other habitat degradation. The dams remain and the habitat has
not been restored. In that light, is it surprising that fish do not survive and
reproduce well in this habitat? Blaming this poor survival on the
introduction of hatchery fish is a sad excuse for your agency to avoid the
need to restore the quality of the salmon habitat in the Columbia Basin.

5/12

The EIS simplifies the question of hatchery-wild interactions by reducing
them to the PNI standard, which is a function of hatchery-origin spawners
in the streams and natural-origin broodstock in the hatcheries. While this
metric might be easy to calculate, it oversimplifies a situation that is a
function of many other conditions. As we noted above, introducing
broodstock fish that aren't well adapted to a watershed is not a wise
practice, but the simple presence of hatchery-origin fish on the spawning
grounds does not guarantee interbreeding genetic mixing.

Comment noted.

5/13

The anti-hatchery bias in the EIS raises our concerns. To cite all instances of
this bias in the EIS, we would require a document that would be
considerably longer and more detailed than this letter. Overall, the
perspective presented by the EIS appears to be that anything associated
with a hatchery presents risks to the wild fish. The bias takes extreme
proportions in Section 4.2.3.1.2, which cites among the possible risks of
hatcheries to fish of natural origin, real or potential catastrophic events in
hatcheries that present far more risks to the fish being raised in the
hatchery. If hatchery-origin fish are such a problem, then perhaps these
events should be viewed (at least by your EIS-preparers) as beneficial to
wild salmon. Instead, these possibilities, too, since they are associated with
hatcheries, are depicted only as risks to wild salmon.

The commenter has misinterpreted the section related to
hatchery facility risks. The risk associated with facility failure
relates to instances when natural-origin fish are being held at a
facility, or when facilities are housing programs need for
conservation of a species.

5/14

Likewise, the EIS cites the possibility of predation by hatchery-origin fish on
wild fish, but ignores the possibility that juvenile wild salmon might prey on
juvenile hatchery salmon -and benefit from that food source. We realize
that the hatchery fish are not produced to be a food source for wild fish,
but we mention this as just one more example of the anti-hatchery bias
that pervades the EIS.

Comment noted.
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5/15

We mentioned earlier in this letter that the hatchery-produced fish help
reduce the impact of fisheries on wild stocks. This function is important,
not only to support fisheries, but also to conserve wild stocks that cannot
support heavy levels of fishing. In some cases, the hatcheries play a vital
role in sustaining the gene pool of wild stocks when they are at critical
abundance levels. The Makah Tribe is quite familiar with this function: we
operate the Hoko River Hatchery, which is vital to sustaining the Hoko fall
chinook, even though we have not fished this stock since the early 1980's.

Comment noted.

5/16

After several years of negotiations, the United States and Canada last year

entered into a new chinook agreement as part of the Pacific Salmon Treaty.

These negotiations were conducted in the background of certain levels of
chinook production in both countries. This should not be news to you. Your
own agency issued a biological opinion on the consequences of that
agreement. The analyses that went into that opinion also incorporate a
number of assumptions about chinook production and availability.

Major reductions in Columbia River chinook production, such as are
envisioned in the DEIS, would change the context from that in which the
treaty was negotiated, and would likely have a number of negative
consequences. Most notably, we would see increased exploitation of ESA-
listed and other wild chinook stocks in fisheries managed under the Pacific
Salmon Treaty. For example, with fewer Columbia River hatchery fish
available to the AABM chinook fisheries on the west coast of Vancouver
Island, the impacts of those fisheries would likely shift more to Puget
Sound chinook.

Further, it is not impossible that in 2014 Canada would invoke the
provisions of Annex IV, Chapter 3, Section 6(c) of the Treaty, and would
withdraw from the chinook conservation program established in the
agreement. The consequences of such a withdrawal on our ESA-listed
chinook stocks are terrible to contemplate. Certainly, it would make it
much more difficult for NMFS and the tribal and state co-managers to
recover listed stocks.

Comment noted.
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5/17

The Mitchell Act hatcheries are a partial fulfillment of the federal
government's obligation to the tribes to mitigate for losses of wild salmon
caused by hydroelectric dams and other developments in the Columbia
River basin. Any reduction in hatchery production is a violation of that
commitment.

When we signed a treaty with the United States government, our people
were guaranteed the right to fish. Because we fish in the ocean, our tribe
has harvested chinook from the Columbia River runs, which were
considerably more abundant when the treaties were signed. The
construction and operation of the dams on the Columbia River diminished
the value of that treaty right, but the fish produced by the Mitchell Act
hatcheries have helped to partially restore it. As we noted earlier, and as
your modeling shows, those hatcheries account for approximately one-
third of the chinook we take in the ocean troll fishery. Closing those
hatcheries, or reducing their production, would once again reduce the
value of the fishing rights.

As long as the dams remain on the Columbia River system, and as long as
they reduce the abundance of fish on the river, the hatcheries should
remain fully operational. They should produce at their capacity, and they
should be fully funded to do so.

See Global Response 4: Comments Asserting and Referring to
the Mitchell Act’s Mitigation Obligation or Calling for NMFS to
Define the Obligation.

5/18

Alternatives 3, 4 and 5, while they may be well-intentioned measures

aimed at recovering wild stocks, are also untried, experimental approaches.

They would involve sweeping changes in the management and production
of hatchery programs, and of fishing, in large areas of the Columbia Basin
and in the ocean. Further, implementing them involves considerable funds,
which would have to be diverted from hatchery production. Given the life
span of chinook salmon, the entire salmon fishing community, sport and
commercial, from Oregon to southeast Alaska, could see its catches
reduced for decades, as we wait for results of these experimental
techniques, and for enough data to allow scientifically valid conclusions.

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.

5/19

If NMFS wants to test some of these approaches, such as weirs or terminal
selective fisheries to reduce the numbers of hatchery fish on the spawning

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative
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grounds, or different choices of broodstock, perhaps a more sensible
approach would be to tie them in one or two small tributaries, where the
experiment would not impact the entire Columbia River system and the
ocean fisheries. Treat this as the experiment it would be: collect the data
for as many years as it takes, analyze the results in consultation with the
co-managers, and then perhaps we can agree on an improved approach to
hatchery operations on the Columbia River.

5/20 In closing, we see the draft EIS as an evidence of NMFS's intent to reduce Thank you for your comments. NMFS understands the
hatchery production on the Columbia River. That reduction would also commenter's concern regarding significant changes to hatchery
reduce our tribal catch, and would therefore substantially reduce the value | production in the Columbia River Basin. The commenter may be
of our treaty right. But the impacts go well beyond our fishery. Our tribal confusing the alternatives themselves with one or more of the
fishermen fish in the same ocean, and harvest the same stocks as non-tribal | implementation scenarios analyzed. Please refer to Global
commercial and sport fishermen. We therefore believe that the impacts on | Response 7.a, Confusion between the alternatives and the
our fishery will be felt by all ocean fisheries, from Alaska to Oregon, and we | implementation scenarios the alternatives and the
stand together with all ocean fishermen in opposing the reductions in implementation scenarios.

Mitchell Act hatchery funding and operation.

5/21 We respectfully recommend that NMFS withdraw the EIS, and the See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.
proposals in it, and consult with the tribes and with non-tribal groups
concerned about fisheries, about how you might take our concerns into
account before you make any further decisions on the use of Mitchell Act
funds.

6/1 ... we attach or incorporate by reference our testimony of October 13,2010 | Thank you. Comment noted.

(Attachment 1), ...
< Attachment 1: See T8 >

6/2 ... the testimony and comments of the Columbia River Inter-tribal Fish Thank you. Comment noted.
Commission, ...

6/3 ... and the comments of the Technical Advisory Committee and Production Thank you. Comment noted.
Advisory Committee of U.S. v Oregon.

6/4 As the Tribe has made clear in our testimony, we believe the DEIS is fatally See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of this
flawed. The Tribe believes the overbroad purpose of the DEIS, the way it EIS.
was developed without partners in the Columbia Basin, its advocacy for
abrogating congressional mitigation mandates and legal agreements, and
its potential real-life effects on our fishermen, all call for NOAA to start
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over. NOAA Fisheries should narrow this DEIS to just focus on Mitchell Act
funding, it should use appropriate evaluation methods in doing so, and it
should leave policy direction on Columbia Basin hatchery practices for a
more fully informed collaborative effort.

6/5

It is disturbing that the DEIS openly admits that it may affect the Nez Perce
Tribe (3-104) and yet the Nez Perce Tribe was only contacted at the scoping
phase over five years ago and NOAA never consulted on a Government-to-
Government basis with the Tribe as it prepared the DEIS.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.

6/6

Equally disturbing, and a consequence of NOAA's failure to consult with the
Tribe throughout the preparation of the DEIS, is that the DEIS' statement
concerning the Tribe, the Tribe's Reservation, the Treaty-reserved fishing
rights the Tribe reserved and the United States secured, and the
importance of salmon to the Tribe (3-104 to 3-105) is incomplete,
inaccurate, and internally inconsistent. We cannot understand how NOAA
Fisheries would have so mischaracterized these issues considering how
frequently and extensively we interact with NOAA Fisheries®.

Please replace the existing statement on pages 3-104 to 3-105 with the
following:

The Nez Perce Indian Reservation contains 770,000 acres in north-
central Idaho. The Nez Perce Tribe, in its 1855 Treaty with the United
States, reserved "[t]he exclusive right of taking fish in all the streams
where running through or bordering said reservation is further secured
to said Indians; as also the right of taking fish at all usual and
accustomed places in common with citizens of the Territory..." 12 Stat.
957. Salmon and steelhead are central to the Tribe's culture, spiritual
beliefs, economics, and way of life. The Tribe is committed to
rebuilding salmon and steelhead to healthy, harvestable levels and
fairly sharing the conservation burden so that it may fully exercise its
right to take fish at all usual and accustomed fishing places. The Tribe
currently conducts ceremonial, subsistence, and commercial fisheries
in the mainstem Columbia "Zone 6" fishery and at its usual and
accustomed fishing places throughout most of the Columbia and Snake

The final EIS has been revised to include the text suggested by
the commenter. Additionally, please see Global Response 3.a.,
More coordination with tribal and state co-managers.
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River Basin.

<1See Attachment 2, A Summary of Nez Perce Fishing >

6/7

It is also disturbing that the DEIS in this "Tribes" section is just as
ungrounded from legal realities (including but not limited to U.S. v. Oregon)
in this section as it is throughout the DEIS. The statement that "The
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes have a long history of salmon fishing...in the
Columbia basin, and this has been judicially affirmed" (3-107) is simply
inaccurate. As the 2008-2018 U.S. v. Oregon Management Agreement —
that NOAA entered into and that has been entered as a Court Order --
describes (at pp. 2-3), and as the U.S. v. Oregon court has repeatedly
stated, Shoshone-Bannock fishing claims and allegations based on their
treaty remain legally unestablished and undetermined in nature and scope.
The statement that "Currently [SBT] tribal members do not fish the Zone 6
commercial tribal fishery (located between Bonneville and McNary Dams"
is misleading as the reason for this is not provided. The reason is the
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes do not fish in Zone 6 is because the United States
refused to bring claims on their behalf in U.S. v. Oregon and the SBT
themselves have not established any treaty-based fishing rights in this area.
This is made clear by the proceedings in U.S. v. Oregon itself as well as in
the 2008-2018 U.S. v. Oregon Management Agreement. The DEIS'
statement that "[SBT] Tribal members fish mostly in the Salmon and Snake
Rivers in Idaho" is inaccurate; there are no lawful or agreed-upon SBT
fisheries in the Snake River and any that occur in the Salmon are contested
by the Nez Perce Tribe. The statement that "[SBT tribal members] "plan to
continue to develop fisheries in Northeast Oregon and southwest
Washington is again misleading and inconsistent with status of the SBT as
described in the U.S. v. Oregon proceedings and the 2008-2018 U.S. v.
Oregon Management Agreement that NOAA has agreed to and has been
entered as a Court Order. Particularly with respect to Northeast Oregon,
southwest Washington, and the Snake River, the United States has never
adopted the SBT's allegations and theories; the DEIS appears to do so here.
The Nez Perce Tribe simply requests that an accurate statement with
respect to the status of the SBT's allegations and desires, similar to that
found in the U.S. v. Oregon proceedings or in the U.S. v. Oregon

Thank you for your comments. Please refer to the revised section
in Chapter 3, Section 3.4.4.1, Native American Tribes of Concern.
NMPFS has worked directly with the tribes of the Columbia River
Basin and outside of the basin to provide more complete and
accurate descriptions of the tribes potentially affected by the
actions evaluated in this EIS.
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Management Agreement is included in this description.

6/8

The DEIS provides only cursory history, background and purpose
information on the Mitchell Act program in less than four pages. The
Mitchell Act was developed in response to significant habitat loss that led
to substantial fish loss on the mainstem Columbia River due to construction
of hydroelectric dams. This document should provide a concise history and
a chronology of how the program was developed and has been modified
over the past 80 years. It should include what the funding levels have been,
'what production levels have been, which hatcheries have been shut down,
and what other funding sources fish managers have had to tap to keep the
Mitchell Act production going.

See Global Response 4: Comments Asserting and Referring to
the Mitchell Act’s Mitigation Obligation or Calling for NMFS to
Define the Obligation.

6/9

The draft alternatives are unreasonable and would call for implementing
reductions in production that are not legally possible as they are
inconsistent with Congressionally and legally mandated mitigation
responsibility of hatchery programs in the Columbia Basin. These do NOT
provide a full range of alternatives as stated in the DEIS.

See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
Executive and Secretarial Orders.

6/10

Further, "Alternative 1 -No Action" totally misrepresents the current status
of hatchery production in the Columbia Basin as being out-of-control,
mismanaged, and unmonitored. While this characterization may be true for
Mitchell Act hatcheries below Bonneville Dam, it is not true for hatchery
programs contained the U.S. vs. Oregon Management Agreement. This
global characterization of hatchery production is erroneous, misinformed,
offensive, and out-of-touch with what's happening in the Basin.

NMFS has revised language in this final EIS to better reflect more
current improvements in hatchery program management. Please
see Section 2.5, Alternatives Analyzed in Detail.

6/11

The implementation scenarios for Alternatives 2-5 produce substantial
reductions in hatchery production and harvest levels. The analysis done by
the Production Advisory Committee (PAC) concludes that the DEIS
alternatives would reduce current production in the US v. Oregon
Management Agreement of 86 million juveniles to 23 million, 66 million, 69
million, and 68 million in Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5, respectively. These
dramatic reductions are unacceptable and inconsistent with legally
mandated agreements governing hatchery production in the Columbia
Basin including the U.S. v. Oregon Management Agreement that NOAA
agreed to and that has been entered as a court order.

See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
Executive and Secretarial Orders.
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6/12 Any development of policy that affects U.S. v. Oregon production needs to See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
be done in a collaborative fashion in the appropriate forum. Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and

Executive and Secretarial Orders.

6/13 The harvest analysis appears to use the mainstem harvest rates and See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
assumptions from 2007 rather than the 2008-2017 U.S. v.Oregon within the EIS.
Management Agreement. All information needs to be updated to reflect
the information and abundance based harvest management approach in
the current Agreement and associated Biological Opinion.

6/14 Substantial errors are contained in the baseline harvest data, in the See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
approaches used to estimate harvest rates, and in harvest assumptions within the EIS.
used in the DEIS. All Columbia River harvest numbers (treaty, commercial
and sport) in Section 3.3.5.1 have some kind of error in them.

6/15 Economic values of the various salmonids by area and stock also are not See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
accurate. within the EIS.

6/16 The harvest analysis relies in part on AHA modeling which cannot use the NMFS disagrees. A typical use of the All-H Analyzer does not
abundance based harvest rate approaches used in most mainstem include abundance based harvest rates. However, specific,
fisheries. abundance-based harvest models were developed for the EIS to

adjust rates based on average abundance conditions associated
with each alterative. Abundance was based on the predicted
average from the All-H Analyzer.

6/17 The incorrect data and errors in the DEIS has a compounding effect on See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
analysis. Incorrect harvest information would result in incorrect adult within the EIS.
escapements, which would likely affect estimates of productivity and the
production performance standards in the DEIS (for example PNI and pHOS)
which drive whether hatchery programs need to be adjusted to meet
predefined production performance metrics.

6/18 It is incredulous to us that the economic analysis model identifies an The commenter is correct in noting that overall hatchery
increase in tribal fishing revenue in Zone 6 0f$554,000 under alternative 5 production declines under the implementation scenario for
(Table 4-100) when the production under alternative 5 involves a reduction | Alternative 5 (draft EIS), while the total harvest value increases
from the U.S. v. Oregon Agreement of 5 million spring Chinook, 3 million relative to Alternative 1. Across the entire Columbia River Basin,
sockeye, 5 million (essentially all) Snake River fall Chinook, and 4 million the number of hatchery Chinook salmon released declined by 17
steelhead (including all the B-run supplementation releases). Perhaps this million under implementation scenario for Alternative 5.
conclusion is due to the substantial errors in the harvest and economic data | However, nearly all of the decline was in hatchery production
mentioned above. below Zone 6 (below Bonneville Dam). Upper Columbia River
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hatchery production (particularly summer Chinook salmon)
changed little between the implementation scenarios for
Alternative 1 and Alternative 5. Also, the strategies implemented
as part of the implementation scenarios for Alternative 5
resulted in an additional 2 million natural juvenile Chinook
salmon produced upstream of Bonneville Dam. Although total
tribal harvests of all salmon species were estimated to fall by
5,793 fish under the implementation scenario for Alternative 5,
Chinook salmon harvests were estimated to increase, partially
offsetting estimated reductions in coho and steelhead harvests.
The greater average per fish value of Chinook ($3.61 per pound
compared to $0.83 per pound for coho) resulted in net revenues
increasing relative to Alternative 1 levels. Harvest estimates and
fish values have been revised for the final EIS, and resulting tribal
salmon revenues have changed.

6/19 We have similar concerns with harvest information in the Snake Basin; the Thank you. NMFS has coordinated with CRITFC and the Nez
harvest data reported and used in the DEIS is inaccurate and not up to Perce Tribe and has used the information provided to update
date. The Nez Perce Tribe can provide to NOAA our estimates of tributary and evaluate effects to the tribal commercial and C&S fisheries in
harvest in Snake Basin for Chinook salmon and steelhead. We request the lower Snake River economic impact area, across the EIS
NOAA incorporate our harvest estimates and any other harvest-related alternatives.
items that may need to be refined.

6/20 Also, the Tribe reminds NOAA that the Tribe is coordinating with other Comment noted.
appropriate Snake Basin co-managers, including NOAA Fisheries, to develop
an integrative harvest framework for treaty and non-treaty fisheries on
Chinook salmon and steelhead in the basin. This coordination will be
affected by this DEIS.

6/21 We are further amazed that the economic analysis model identifies an Thank you for your comment. For the updated analysis in the
$23,000 increase in tribal fishing revenue in the Snake Basin under final EIS, the spring Chinook salmon program at the Rapid River
Alternative 5 (Table 4-100) when under that same Alternative the DEIS Hatchery remains in place under all alternatives (see Appendix C,
scenario terminates the release of 3 million spring Chinook from Rapid pages 3 and 4, population number 39). For a revised list of
River Hatchery in the Snake Basin. hatchery programs terminated under each scenario, see Table 4-

10 through Table 4-14 in the final EIS.

6/22 The economic information in the socioeconomics section for the Nez Perce | As described in Section 2.1 of the Socioeconomic Impacts
Tribe annual hatchery facility costs is also wrong (Table 4-85). The value of Methods Appendix (Appendix J), total hatchery production costs
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.9 million should be changed to 6.0 million for non-MA hatchery programs. | for all affected hatcheries were estimated using average
The values for other tribal programs (Umatilla and Yakama) are also wrong | production values (Table A-8) derived from cost information
and Warm Springs, Colvilles, and Sho-Ban Tribes hatchery programs should | available for Mitchell Act facilities, along with smolt production
be added. estimates for each alternative. The commenter states that

annual hatchery costs for the Nez Perce Tribes should be
changed to $6.0 million but does not identify the source for this
estimate of operating costs or how this estimate was derived. It
is recognized and acknowledged that using average production
costs, even ones that are species- and entity-specific, can
introduce potential error in the estimate of total production
costs for specific hatcheries. However, the average-cost
approach that was used to estimate total production costs is
considered reasonable, given the number of affected facilities to
evaluate and the production cost data available.

6/23 The DEIS states that one of the main purposes of this document was to Thank you. NMFS agrees that the purpose, as proposed in the
inform NOAA with respect to future ESA consultation. Unfortunately, the draft EIS, to inform future ESA decisions with this EIS was
alternatives and proposed policy direction in this DEIS is inconsistent with confusing and not clearly substantiated. Please see Global
hatchery assessments in recent ESA documents also developed by NOAA. Response 2.c., Scope should focus on hatchery funding decisions,

not on future ESA determinations.

6/24 NOAA staff also informed us that the expansion of the DEIS beyond the Thank you. NMFS agrees that the purpose, as proposed in the
Mitchell Act-programs to include the entire Columbia Basin would provide draft EIS, to inform future ESA decisions with this EIS was
NEPA coverage for Section 10 or 4(d) ( direct take) ESA consultations for confusing and not clearly substantiated. Please see Global
programs in the U.S. v. Oregon Management Agreement. We question Response 2.c., Scope should focus on hatchery funding decisions,
whether this NEPA document would be sufficient to provide such coverage. | not on future ESA determinations.

Further we question whether this global NEPA coverage provides much
benefit. Mitchell Act fish make up 38% of the production in the U.S. v.
Oregon Agreement — none of these programs involve direct take
consultation. Only 16% (14 million) of the production in the Agreement
involves direct take of ESA listed fish.

6/25 The Tribe is terribly disappointed with NOAA's actions in producing this See Global Response 2.c., Scope should focus on hatchery
DEIS the way it has. The Tribe works regularly with NOAA Fisheries, and itis | funding decisions, not on future ESA determinations.
incomprehensible how your agency could have proceeded with releasing
such a significant document without notice and consultation with the Nez
Perce, as well as other Columbia River Tribes. As a result, the document is
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riddled with errors and inaccuracies; it has needlessly caused alarm and
misunderstandings and damaged trust.

6/26

NOAA Fisheries should start over; the focus of the DEIS should be narrowed
to analyzing the environmental effects of congressional appropriations for
the long-standing Mitchell Act program.

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of this
EIS.

6/27

NOAA Fisheries should leave policy direction on Columbia Basin hatchery
practices for a more fully informed collaborative effort.

Comment noted.

7/1

The DEIS fails to emphasize that hatchery production in the Columbia is
fundamentally essential to preserving the opportunity for tribes to exercise
their treaty rights. The EIS should better reflect the trust responsibilities of
federal agencies in the context of implementing the ESA, and the mandate
to minimize effects on tribal trust resources in pursuit of the common goals
of salmon recovery. Alternatives considered by the DEIS, and their
implementation scenarios, omit approaches that could maintain tribal
fishing opportunity, while achieving ESA conservation standards for key
salmon and steelhead stocks.

See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
Executive and Secretarial Orders.

7/2

Until unequivocal scientific evidence quantifies the genetic and ecological
aspects of interactions between hatchery- and natural-origin salmon,
particularly for Chinook and coho, and offers the NMFS a factual basis for
deciding whether these risks truly impede the recovery of listed or other
wild populations, Federal treaties with Indian tribes, and Congressional
intent to mitigate degradation of habitat, mandates that hatchery
production continue at current levels to enhance fishing opportunity and to
protect wild populations from extinction

Comment noted.

7/3

The PST objectives for assuring equitable harvest opportunity in the U.S.
and Canada are served by the large contribution of Columbia River
hatchery Chinook to many coastal fisheries. Hatchery production 'dilutes'
the impacts of fisheries on key wild Chinook stocks originating in B.C., Puget
Sound, and the Columbia River.

Reduced Columbia River hatchery production, as described in Alternatives
2-5, may be inconsistent with the assumptions underlying the PST Chinook
Agreement. Before the NMFS advocates any significant changes in
Columbia River hatchery production, the potential effects on PST

See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
Executive and Secretarial Orders.
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agreements should be more thoroughly explored

7/4 We are concerned that substantial reductions in Columbia River hatchery Effects of any changes in Mitchell Act hatcheries on Puget Sound
production (particularly for Lower River fall Chinook) would have more Chinook salmon stocks are expected to be very small, likely
significant consequences on Washington coastal and Puget Sound fisheries | negligible. PFMC (2014) stated the following relative to how
than are revealed by the harvest model used for the Mitchell DEIS. Under Puget Sound stocks are affected by the Council-area fisheries:
current conditions, Chinook abundance is generally much lower than during | "Puget Sound stocks contribute to fisheries off B.C., are present
the model base period. Small increases in the exploitation rate on Puget to a lesser degree off SEAK, and are impacted to a minor degree
Sound stocks in Alaskan, B.C., and Washington coastal fisheries could result | by Council-area ocean fisheries. Because Council-area fishery
in the need for substantial further constraint of Puget Sound fisheries to impacts to Puget Sound Chinook stocks are negligible, ocean
achieve exploitation rate ceilings imposed by the ESA and the Puget Sound regulations are not generally used to manage these stocks."
Chinook Harvest Management Plan. Of particular concern are changes in
the exploitation rate for Puget Sound Chinook stocks in critical status which
greatly influence on Puget Sound fisheries management.

7/5 The ratio of hatchery- and natural-origin spawners (i.e. the proportionate Comment noted.
natural influence or PNI) is a simplistic approximation of gene flow between
hatchery- and natural-origin salmon. Absent a more precise understanding
of the temporal, spatial and behavioral isolating mechanisms of hatchery-
and natural-origin, or direct measures of gene flow, PNI as utilized in the
DEIS is, at best, a coarse indicator of potential genetic risk, and is not an
appropriate performance goal for hatchery management.

7/6 Utilization of PNI as an index of gene flow emerged from theoretical Thank you for your comment. As noted by the commenter, the
modeling of the rate of change in a single hypothetical genetic trait with All-H analyzer and results produced from it have to be
defined bimodal fitness peak for hatchery and natural environments interpreted appropriately. NMFS has added language to the final
respectively (Ford 2006). Based on theoretical rate of trait change, the AHA | EIS related to this need for understanding. Please see Section
model, using PNI, assumes the fitness of wild populations decline 4.1.3.3, Implementation Measures; Section 4.2.2, Methods for
precipitously under the influence of hatchery programs. But AHA is Analyzing Effects; and the inclusion of the RIST (2009) report,
unsuited to quantifying genetic risk (RIST 2009). AHA simulations typically cited by the commenter, as final EIS Appendix .
limit fitness loss to 50 percent to prevent the modeled population from
declining to extinction, indicating that the reductive model does not
capture mitigating factors that occur in the real environment. Many natural
populations of Chinook and coho long-influenced by hatchery programs
remain productive (i.e., their fitness has not apparently declined to the
extent predicted by theoretical models), though many are clearly
constrained by habitat condition. The AHA model allows specification of the
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shape of fitness curves, distance separating fitness peaks of the
hypothetical trait in natural and hatchery environments, and reproductive
success of hatchery fish in the natural environment and in the hatchery, but
the model has usually been run with these parameters at default levels that
have already been shown to produce unrealistic results.

7/7

There is ample evidence that domestication selection occurs among salmon
in the hatchery environment, but its effect on the fitness of juvenile
salmon, particularly for sub-yearling Chinook programs, is not understood.
A NMFS study showed survival rates of hatchery- and natural-origin Hood
Canal summer chum were similar (Berejikian et al 2009); most Chinook
hatchery programs release sub-yearling smolts after a similar short period
of rearing. The risk of reduced fitness in cultured fish is inferred from
studies of farmed Atlantic salmon, which have been subjected to many
generations of deliberate domestication, and on steelhead which have
substantially different life history and longer hatchery residence than most
Chinook hatchery programs. Some studies that measure gene flow directly,
by estimating the similarity of wild and hatchery genotypes, indicate that
wild populations of steelhead, Chinook, and Atlantic salmon (NRC 2002)
retain their diversity and remain genetically distinct from co-occurring
hatchery populations even after decades of hatchery production.

Thank you for your comment. Please see final EIS Section
3.2.3.1.1.2, Effects on Genetic Diversity, for a revised and
updated discussion of the potential genetic effects of hatchery
programs.

7/8

Substantial evidence also exists that wild populations are more productive
(i.e., fit) in terms of smolt production or survival than suggested by the AHA
model's assumptions about, although their productivity is clearly
constrained by habitat conditions. Recovery and reintroduction programs,
even those using stocks with a long history in the hatchery environment,
have been successful in reestablishing or supplementing natural
production.

Comment noted.

7/9

Genetic theory suggests risks associated with effects on within- and among-
population diversity, may also be associated with hatchery production. The
DEIS offers no insight on the potential for improved culture practices, such
as carefully designed broodstock selection and mating protocols, to
mitigate these risks. Many programs have already implemented these
improvements.

Thank you for your comment. Please see revised and expanded
language in Section 3.2.3.1.1.3, Current Approaches for Reducing
Risks to Genetic Diversity.
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7/10 The DEIS should include a more balanced assessment that describes the Thank you for your comment. NMFS agrees with the commenter

potential negative effects of utilizing natural origin adults for integrated
hatchery broodstock, as a means of increasing PNI. Removing natural-origin
adults for use as hatchery broodstock may not be sustainable. Broodstock
mining has in the past resulted in fewer natural-origin recruits as the
remainder of that brood matures, and potentially forces use of an ever
larger proportion of them as hatchery broodstock in subsequent years.
Sequentially reducing the number of natural-origin spawners is contrary to
the VSP principles of conservation, particularly when the real benefits to
the fitness of hatchery-origin fish are highly uncertain.

and has acknowledged this potential in the EIS, in Section
4.1.3.2, Performance Metrics.

7/11

The DEIS explains why habitat restoration measures were not specified as
part of any of the Alternatives or implementation scenarios, but salmon
populations will not recover unless habitat function is restored. The DEIS
perpetuates the fallacy that manipulation of the composition of spawners
will, by itself, result in substantially increased natural productivity.
Increased fitness, associated with alleviating the effects of domestication
selection, may improve the productivity of natural populations to some
degree, but restoring habitat function is absolutely essential to rebuilding
populations to viable levels of abundance and productivity. Improved
natural productivity could have a greater positive effect on PNI.

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of this
EIS.

7/12

Preliminary drafts of the Puget Sound DEIS describing genetic risks and
ecological interactions among hatchery and natural-origin salmon and
steelhead include much greater technical detail, and a more nuanced and
accurate view of how to mitigate those risks, compared with the Mitchell
DEIS. If consultation regarding ESA compliance of Columbia River hatchery
programs takes the simplistic approach of the Mitchell DEIS, we are
concerned that precedents thus established will influence the NMFS'
subsequent review of Puget Sound hatchery programs.

Thank you for your comment. Please see revised and expanded
language in Section 3.2.3.1.1.3, Current Approaches for Reducing
Risks to Genetic Diversity. Additionally, see Global Response 2.c.,
Scope should focus on hatchery funding decisions, not on future
ESA determinations.

7/13

Broad scale reduction of mitigation hatchery programs, and possible
constraint of recovery programs intended to conserve the diversity of ESUs,
is inappropriate and unnecessary when uncertainty persists regarding the
effectiveness of such measures to materially improve the status of listed
salmon and steelhead stocks. Reduced hatchery production will have
certain and substantial negative consequences to the economic and

Comment noted.
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cultural well-being of the tribes. Tribes are attentive to the potential risks
of hatchery programs to wild salmon stocks, and are engaged in scientific
inquiry and adaptive management to address these risks.

7/14

We expect further consultation on these issues as the NMFS further
develops policies to guide authorization of salmon and steelhead hatchery
programs under the ESA.

Comment noted.

8/1

Hatchery programs in the Columbia River Basin play an important role in
regional economics by supplying jobs directly through hatchery operations
as well as commercial and recreational fisheries. Furthermore, many of
those hatcheries are in place to mitigate the effects on fisheries by dams
that provide hydropower to the region. In any assessment of the Columbia
River Basin hatchery programs, these benefits plus the supply of
harvestable fish to tribes, recreational anglers and the commercial fishing
industry cannot be overlooked. However, the impact those hatchery
programs have on wild fish populations must also be considered.

The effects of hatchery-origin fish on wild populations have been
documented in profusion and many of the documented effects would be
detrimental. Concerns expressed in literature include: alteration of native
population genetics, increased predation on juveniles during out-migration,
increased density-dependant mortality, and decreased productivity of wild
populations in the presence of large quantities of hatchery fish. These
negative impacts can be largely mitigated through the implementation of a
coordinated hatchery management plan. Some aspects of such a
management plan are included in one or more of the alternatives proposed
in the Draft EIS.

Comment noted.

8/2

If the objective here was to choose one of the alternatives listed,
Alternative 5 would be the most appealing to the Tribe.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

8/3

While the comments offered here show that the Burns Paiute Tribe
supports NMFS’ efforts to reduce the impacts of Mitchell Act-funded
hatchery operations on wild populations, the Tribe does not feel that these
efforts necessitate a reduction in the number of fish returning to the
Columbia Basin.

Comment noted.
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8/4

Performance Goals for Mitchell Act-funded hatchery programs should be
set by NMFS.

This should be done on an individual program basis in cooperation with
hatchery managers and should take into consideration both desired and
undesired effects on wild populations affected by a given program. The
Burns Paiute Tribe understands that setting specific performance goals is
not included in the intent of the DEIS, but the notion that this should be left
to hatchery managers seems to risk neglecting the stated objective of
reducing impacts of Mitchell Act-funded hatchery programs on native
populations. It appears to leave too much leeway for the status quo. NMFS-
prescribed performance goals would allow hatchery managers to pursue all
possible approaches to meet those goals while seeking to meet their
production goals. In the case of a single native population being affected by
multiple Mitchell Act-funded hatcheries, the prescribed performance goals
would also provide NMFS with a means of evaluating and controlling the
cumulative effects of those hatcheries on that population.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference

(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

8/5

Performance Goals should be integrated with mandatory monitoring,
evaluation, and reform (MER).

PNI and pHOS as performance metrics seem to be a reasonable way of
measuring the influence of hatchery programs on native populations and,
thus, appear to be sensible means for evaluating the performance of a
hatchery in regards to its prescribed goals. However, in addressing the
problem posed by maintaining a prescribed PNI in integrated populations
with a small number of natural-origin spawners, it may be better to reduce
the output of the hatchery affecting that population rather than use the
natural-origin fish for broodstock. The integration of performance goals
and MER could lead to such a situation being recognized and managed in a
manner that would allow production of hatchery fish (albeit at a
temporarily reduced level) while maintaining the prescribed performance
goals. The key idea here is adaptive management. With prescribed
performance goals and mandatory MER, hatchery managers would be
better informed as to both what was expected from their hatchery in
regards to performance goals and the consequences of not meeting those
goals.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference

(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
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8/6 Allocation of Mitchell Act funds should reflect the performance of See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference

individual hatchery programs.

NMPFS should use the allocation of Mitchell Act funds to get individual
hatchery programs to adhere to their respective performance goals. If an
individual hatchery program does not meet its performance goals, its
funding should reflect that. If a program’s current funding cannot support a
balance between its production and performance goals, it may be an
indication that the program needs to be reevaluated. Perhaps that
program’s production should be curtailed while steps are taken to increase
its ability to meet its performance goals. For example, a program could
move funding allocations from fish production to weir installation and
operation. In any case, in order to receive Mitchell Act funding, individual
hatchery programs need to be accountable for their effects on native
populations. The risk of funding reductions or decreased fish production
would likely persuade hatchery managers meet performance goals.

(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

8/7

As previously mentioned, the above comments show that the Burns Paiute
Tribe supports NMFS’ efforts to reduce the impacts of Mitchell Act-funded
hatchery operations on native populations, however, the Tribe does not
support reducing the number of fish returning to the Columbia Basin. The
Tribe feels that other options exist for lessening the impacts of hatchery
operations on native populations, especially at the smolt life stage, which
could be implemented with relative ease while allowing returns to remain
at or near their current levels.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

8/8

Installation of weirs to control pHOS.

Weirs are an effective means of controlling the number of hatchery fish on
spawning grounds and should be installed whenever feasible. If natural
spawning of hatchery fish is prescribed as part of a recovery plan for a
native population, those fish can be passed upstream in accordance with
that plan. Excess hatchery returns to a weir could be recycled downstream
for increased harvest opportunities or distributed to tribes for subsistence
purposes. For these reasons, weirs should be a significant component of
the policy direction.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

8/9

Stagger releases of hatchery-reared juveniles.
The negative impacts of hatchery releases of juveniles on out-migrating

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
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wild juveniles have been documented repeatedly. Large releases of
juveniles from hatcheries have been cited as partly responsible for those
negative impacts. One of the suggested tactics for decreasing those impacts
is to stagger releases of smolts from hatcheries. This seems to be a
relatively simple action that could lead to better survival of native smolts by
decreasing density-dependant mortality and predation.

8/10

Delay the release of hatchery-reared juveniles until native smolts have
migrated downstream of the acclimation site.

Again this point speaks to reducing the negative impacts of hatchery
operations early in the salmonid life cycle. Though this method may involve
more effort than simply staggering hatchery releases, it would do more to
reduce interactions between hatchery and native smolts, thereby further
decreasing density-dependant mortalities and predation.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

8/11

Mark 100% of hatchery-reared fish.

In order to truly understand the extent of interactions between hatchery-
reared fish and native populations, managers must be able to identify every
fish as such. The Tribe understands that some upriver interests have
concerns about fin-clipped fish destined for upriver locations being
harvested in the lower river, but in order to monitor hatchery returns to
much of the basin and allow for the harvest of hatchery fish, fin clips are
necessary. If fish reared in upriver hatcheries are intended to return for
integration with wild populations, we suggest PIT tagging as an alternative
marking technique.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

8/12

Use Mitchell Act funds to reintroduce extirpated populations.

The use of Mitchell Act funds to reintroduce extirpated populations could
reduce the interaction of hatchery stocks and wild populations. By placing
hatchery-raised juveniles in waters within historic habitat that are currently
uninhabited by wild populations, an added benefit could be the recovery of
extirpated populations. Considering the number of populations throughout
the Columbia Basin extirpated by activities meant to be mitigated for by
Mitchell Act funds, especially in the uppermost reaches (e.g., Snake River
and tributaries above Hell’s Canyon), there are many options for such
reintroduction efforts.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
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8/13

In conclusion, the Burns Paiute Tribe agrees that steps need to be taken to
ensure that the negative impacts of Mitchell Act-funded hatcheries on
native populations are minimized. The Tribe believes that this can be
accomplished through coordinated hatchery management plans and NMFS
is in a position to realize that coordination. By attentively distributing
Mitchell Act funds, NMFS could effect positive changes to much of the
Columbia Basin hatchery system without necessarily reducing hatchery
output.

Comment noted.

8/14

Paramount among those gaps is NMFS’ apparent reluctance to take part in
the determination of performance goals for Mitchell Act-funded hatcheries.
We understand that blanket performance goals would be ineffective and, in
some cases counterproductive. However, NMFS should take part in
establishing performance goals in conjunction with individual hatchery
program managers in order to make certain that those goals are striving to
minimize negative impacts of hatchery operations on wild populations.
Though it would be a tedious and arduous process, the benefits could be
far-reaching.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

8/15

Furthermore, NMFS should make MER mandatory for recipients of Mitchell
Act funds. This would lead to a better understanding of how individual
hatchery operations effect wild populations and which techniques are most
effective for mitigating those negative effects. If NMFS were to require
such MER to be reported regularly, it could facilitate idea exchange
throughout a significant portion of the Columbia Basin hatchery system.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

8/16

Lastly, the Tribe would like to see a shift in the distribution of Mitchell Act
funds to include more recovery efforts in the upper reaches of the
Columbia Basin. The effects of hydroelectric dams have been most severe
in the upper reaches, yet the lower river has the majority of hatcheries
operated under Mitchell Act funds. We believe this distribution to be
flawed and it should be addressed during the process of planning the
future of Mitchell Act fund allocations.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

9/1

... believes the DEIS is fatally flawed. The Commission submits these
comments and further recommends that the DEIS be narrowly focused on
Mitchell Act funding with a more fully informed collaborative effort, or
withdrawn.

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of the
EIS.
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9/2

Parties that were consulted during the development of the DEIS are listed
in the document. Glaring omissions in that list include our member tribes,
which were not consulted in the development of the DEIS. This lack of
consultation is disturbing. As recognized by the federal courts, our member
tribes are co-managers of salmon in the Columbia Basin. Our tribes are
hatchery operators. The lack of consultation dismisses this relationship.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.

9/3

There are defects in the scope and purpose of the DEIS. The original scope
of the DEIS was appropriately limited to funding of Mitchell Act facilities. At
some point, the scope was expanded to include an analytical framework for
Endangered Species Act consultations for all hatchery facilities in the
Columbia Basin. The expansion of the scope of the DEIS creates an
awkward document that fails to give adequate treatment to the original
scope.

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of the
EIS.

9/4

Since 1982 the tribes have formally advocated for a Mitchell Act program
that emphasizes in-place, in-kind mitigation, focused on the areas that have
suffered the most impacts, which are above the Bonneville Dam. (See,
Mitigation of Anadromous Fish Losses: Efforts Related to Columbia and
Snake River Dams and a Plan for Reprogramming Hatcheries, CRITFC,
August 1982.) The current structure of the DEIS makes it very difficult to
identify the proposed changes to Mitchell Act funding under the proposed
alternatives. Indeed, the DEIS does not recognize any mitigation
responsibility whatsoever associated with the Mitchell Act.

See Global Response 4: Comments Asserting and Referring to
the Mitchell Act’s Mitigation Obligation or Calling for NMFS to
Define the Obligation.

9/5

Further, the DEIS does not contain a full range of alternatives (See
Appendix A: Adequacy of Alternatives). The implementation scenarios in
the DEIS all call for a reduction in hatchery production from the 2007
baseline.! There are no alternatives or implementation scenarios that
include increases in total Mitchell Act or total other production upstream of
Bonneville Dam. The DEIS does not appear to address new hatcheries. It
does not address current programs in transition such as summer Chinook in
the Entiat sub-basin or summer Chinook restoration efforts of the Yakama
Nation in the Yakama sub-basin. The DEIS also does not appear to allow for
completely new programs, such as reintroduction programs for sockeye or
Coho in the Grande Ronde system.

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives. See Global Response 7: Comments
Addressing the Analysis within the EIS.
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9/6 NMFS staff has told our tribes that there is a distinction between the See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
alternatives and the implementation scenarios. From our perspective we within the EIS.
see no distinction. We can only comment on what is written in the DEIS.

The implementation scenarios provide insight on the actions NMFS believes
necessary to accomplish the alternatives.

9/7 The tribes believe that hatcheries are a key element of a comprehensive See Global Response 7.a, Confusion between the alternatives
approach to salmon management in the Columbia Basin. The tribes have and the implementation scenarios, and Global Response 6.c., The
worked diligently for decades on restoration efforts that include the use of | EIS should include an alternative that increases production levels
hatchery fish. The positive trend in Snake River fall Chinook returns, as well | and is more supportive of harvest than the existing alternatives.
as the reintroduction of Umatilla spring Chinook, Walla Walla spring
Chinook, and Coho upstream of the Klickitat River are only a few examples
of successful tribal programs. The reduction in hatchery production called
for in the DEIS threatens to unravel tribal restoration efforts.

9/8 The tribes have worked collaboratively with state and federal agencies in See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
developing regional and international agreements that address the Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
resource. The Columbia Basin Fish Accords, the 2008-2017 U.S. v. Oregon Executive and Secretarial Orders.

Management Agreement, and the Pacific Salmon Treaty all recognize the
importance of hatchery production. The reduction in hatchery production
called for in the DEIS is inconsistent with and threatens the existing federal
obligations in these regional agreements.

9/9 Hatchery programs play an important role in conservation and mitigation. See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
Loss of fish production due to destroyed and degraded habitat, are often Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
mitigated through hatchery production. The DEIS calls for reduced hatchery | Executive and Secretarial Orders.
production without offering any alternatives for mitigation. The
consequence is an implicit removal of the mitigation obligation. The tribes
believe this is contrary to the federal government’s duty to make sure that
those accountable for damages provide compensation for the losses
incurred. Moreover, the loss of mitigation fish would also have a profound
effect on all fisheries from southeast Alaska to the Oregon coast and inland
to the Snake River through reductions and restructuring in recreational,
commercial and tribal fisheries.

9/10 Any major changes to the tribal fisheries must be consistent with federal See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
case law (See Appendix B: Environmental Justice). Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and

Executive and Secretarial Orders..
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9/11 With respect to the technical substance of the DEIS, the document is See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
plagued by a flawed analytical construct, and littered with erroneous within the EIS.
information (See Appendix C: Section by Section Comments).

9/12 The proposed evaluation metrics (PNI and pHOS) are arbitrary, static and Thank you for your comment. NMFS agrees with the
too simplistic to capture the complexities of the sub-basin by sub-basin commenter's statement regarding the need for flexibility at the
variations throughout the entire Columbia Basin. The invariant nature of local level. The use of the performance metrics for determining
these metrics defies the accepted need for management that is flexible and | effects on genetic diversity (PNl and pHOS) in the analysis of the
responsive to changing conditions. No evidence is presented as to why alternative effects should not be perceived as NMFS advocating
these standards are appropriate and should be fixed. Nor is there any for their use. They represent one method to compare the
evidence linking these standards to the recovery of wild fish populations. potential genetic effects of the EIS alternatives.

9/13 The range of habitat conditions in the Columbia River Basin refutes the Thank you for the information. NMFS disagrees with the
efficacy of a onesize-fits-all approach.? This myopic view of the effects of commenter's assessment of the "one-size-fits-all" approach in
hatchery fish on the genetic fitness of the populations ignores the the EIS. The EIS utilizes a range of approaches to disclose
oftentimes determinative demographic risks suffered by those populations | potential benefits and risks of hatcheries. The commenter has
and the positive effects that hatchery supplementation can affect on not thoroughly reviewed the sections in the EIS related to the
abundance, spatial structure and diversity. Further, the DEIS applies this acknowledged benefits of hatcheries (Section 3.2.3.1, General
analysis to both listed and non-listed ESUs, without explanation. At best, Risks and Benefits of Hatchery Programs to Salmon and
the DEIS approach results in remnant population management. At worst, it | Steelhead Species).
may speed up the process of extirpation by limiting options to address
demographic risk. The beneficial effect of increasing populations of weak
stocks through hatchery supplementation may well outweigh any adverse
genetic effects. (See Appendix D: Review of Fitness Studies.)

9/14 In addition, the alternatives were analyzed using the AHA (All H Analyzer) NMEFS disagrees. While the analysis uses abundance-based
model. The modeling exercise was simplistic and did not accurately reflect harvest rates, which rely on average abundance estimates from
current conditions. Therefore, the ability of the AHA model to forecast the All-H Analyzer, NMFS concludes that the model and analysis
future conditions is compromised. For example, harvest rates were held are useful as an accounting tool to make relative comparisons of
constant, while the current co-management agreements prescribe harvest effects among the EIS alternatives. Harvest rules in the analysis
rates that vary as abundances change. The erroneous assumptions in the have been updated to reflect the abundance-based harvest rate
harvest modeling also lead to flawed conclusions in the economic analysis. schedules in the 2008 to 2017 U.S. v. Oregon management
In the Hatchery section, the model is parameterized with unrealistically agreement. The values for heritability and strength of selection
high values for heritability and for strength of selection in the hatchery used in the genetic fitness model were sufficient to provide a
environment. The model is highly sensitive to both these parameters, and relative measure among alternatives of potential effect of
their high values over estimate what might be a deleterious effect of hatchery influence on natural populations. For more information
hatchery supplementation on natural population productivity. (See on the use of the heritability and selection strength setting in the
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Appendix E: Genetic Risks and PNI Standard.) All-H Analyzer, please see Appendix I, Recovery Implementation

Science Team 2009.

9/15 We have identified additional documents that should be considered by NMFS appreciates contribution to this EIS process and will
NOAA. We are providing these in a CD to be included in the record as part review your submitted information. See Global Response 7.c.,
of CRITFC's comments. Comments on data quality in the EIS.

9/16 Based on policy and technical concerns, the tribes recommend that NOAA Comment noted.
does not proceed on developing a preferred alternative and a final
environmental impact statement.

9/17 NMFS has failed to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives by not See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
including alternatives that consider the tribes’ scoping comments or Draft EIS Alternatives.
implement the United States v. Oregon and Accords agreements and by
only including alternatives (other than the no action alternative) that are
counter to these agreements.

9/18 First the DEIS confounds implementation of the Mitchell Act hatchery See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of the
program with hatchery management policy generally. Ultimately, the EIS.
analysis of hatchery policy completely overshadows longstanding questions
about Mitchell Act hatchery implementation.

9/19 Second, the hatchery policy alternatives examined by NMFS are See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
alternatives essentially defined by the metrics of PNI and PHOS, metrics within the EIS.
that are used throughout the DEIS and its appendices. The fact that DEIS
suggests that these metrics are only one hypothetical measurement is
belied by the document itself and its voluminous analyses framed by these
metrics.

9/20 NEPA Requires a Reasonable Range of Alternatives Please see revised sections within Chapter 2, Alternatives,

The CEQ Regulations implementing NEPA, at 40 C.F.R. §1502.14, read as including Section 2.3, Context for the Alternatives; 2.4,

follows: Alternative Development; and Section 2.7, Alternatives
Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis. Additionally,

Sec. 1502.14 Alternatives including the proposed action. see Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of this
EIS and Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of

This section is the heart of the environmental impact statement. Based on e

the information and analysis presented in the sections on the Affected

Environment (Sec. 1502.15) and the Environmental Consequences (Sec.

1502.16), it should present the environmental impacts of the proposal and
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the alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and
providing a clear basis for choice among options by the decisionmaker and
the public. In this section agencies shall:

(a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable
alternatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed
study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated.

(b) Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in
detail including the proposed action so that reviewers may evaluate
their comparative merits.

(c) Include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the
lead agency.

(d) Include the alternative of no action.

(e) Identify the agency's preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or
more exists, in the draft statement and identify such alternative in the
final statement unless another law prohibits the expression of such a
preference.

(f) Include appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the
proposed action or alternatives.

As the regulations state, NEPA requires agencies to “rigorously explore and
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives” to a proposed plan of
action that has significant environmental effects. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(a)
(2000). This is “the heart” of an EIS. City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. United
States Dep't of Transp., 123 F.3d 1142, 1155 (9th Cir.1997). “The existence
of a viable but unexamined alternative renders an environmental impact
statement inadequate.” Citizens for a Better Henderson v. Hodel, 768 F.2d
1051, 1057 (9th Cir.1985).

The range of reasonable alternatives is “dictated by the nature and scope
of the proposed action, and [must be] sufficient to permit a reasoned
choice.” Idaho Conservation League v. Mumma, 956 F.2d 1508, 1520 (Sth
Cir.1992) (internal citation and quotations omitted). The “no action”
alternative must also be considered in detail. Alaska Wilderness Recreation
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& Tourism Ass’n v. Morrison, 67 F.3d 726, 729 -730 (9th 1995). CEQ’s
guidance, Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s NEPA Regulations,
Fed Reg 18026 (1981), elaborates on the range of alternatives:

Q1b. How many alternatives have to be discussed when there is an
infinite number of possible alternatives?

A. For some proposals there may exist a very large or even an infinite
number of possible reasonable alternatives. For example, a proposal to
designate wilderness areas within a National Forest could be said to
involve an infinite number of alternatives from 0 to 100 percent of the
forest. When there are potentially a very large number of alternatives,
only a reasonable number of examples, covering the full spectrum of
alternatives, must be analyzed and compared in the EIS. An
appropriate series of alternatives might include dedicating 0, 10, 30,
50, 70, 90, or 100 percent of the Forest to wilderness. What
constitutes a reasonable range of alternatives depends on the nature
of the proposal and the facts in each case.

As discussed more below, the DEIS fails to rigorously explore a full
spectrum or series of alternatives. While purporting to review Mitchell Act
funding, the DEIS fails to recognize the mitigation objective of the Mitchell
Act and the agreements in U.S. v. Oregon and the Fish Accords. These
agreements and mitigation objectives render it reasonable that Mitchell
Act appropriations and hatchery production might increase — a viable
alternative that NMFS fails to consider. NMFS needed to consider a broader
spectrum of alternatives and its failure to do so renders the DEIS
inadequate.

9/21

The DEIS unreasonably fails to include additional alternatives that were
identified through public comments.

Since CRITFC and the tribes provided scoping comments on the DEIS that
included other alternatives, NMFS should have included some alternative
to cover that range of alternatives. Since 1982, the Commission and its
member tribes have called for various reforms to Mitchell Act hatchery
implementation. The Tribes’ 1983 Reprogramming proposal attached to

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.
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these comments reflects one such call for reform:

As shown in this report, past efforts to mitigate fish losses caused by
the hydro-projects have been, at best, less than complete. If this
situation is to be reversed, the redirection of many hatchery programs,
initiated as mitigative efforts, will be required. Primary among these
programs are those receiving funds und the provisions of the Mitchell
Act of 1938 (as amended in 1946) and those of the John Day Dam
mitigation program.

Mitigation of fish losses caused by hydro-development of the Columbia
system cannot and will not occur until fish produced as mitigation are
reestablished in the areas of loss.

The tribes’ 1983 request was similar to the 1983 Commerce Appropriations
language calling on NMFS to use the Mitchell Act to rebuild upriver salmon
runs. These and subsequent calls for hatchery reform are detailed in “Fight
of the Salmon People”, a copy of which is being provided with these
comments and request that the full text be placed in the administrative
record.

These calls for Mitchell Act reform were echoed in CRITFC’s scoping
comments for this DEIS, wherein the tribes again requested that the
Mitchell Act be directed to in-place, in-kind mitigation. The tribes’
alternative calling for in place, in kind mitigation was not among the range
of alternatives examined in the DEIS. It was and is a reasonable alternative,
albeit one that might not be meaningfully framed or discussed within the
limitations of the PNI and PHOS analytical scheme used by NMFS in the
DEIS. NMFS cannot “apply a threshold test of superiority to reject
alternatives before they are considered in the impact statement.”
Roosevelt Campobello Int’| Park Comm’n v. EPA, 684 F.2d 1041 (1st Cir.
1982).

9/22

The range of alternatives in the DEIS fail to illuminate the impacts of
Mitchell Act

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.
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implementation and the metrics used to frame the alternatives further
obscure the effects of the Mitchell Act implementation on tribal fisheries.

The range of alternatives appears to be constrained by two underlying tacit
policy determinations. First, despite decades of requests by the states of
Oregon, Washington and the Commission’s member tribes, the DEIS
nowhere analyzes the prospect of restoring and expanding Mitchell Act
hatchery programs. Instead the alternatives in the DEIS look only at options
that would reduce Mitchell Act programs, which have already been
reduced by years of funding attrition. NMFS could have considered
alternatives that would implement the physical facilities rehabilitation
agreed to by states and tribes for many years. The DEIS does not do this
either. In essence, the DEIS is written as if NMFS has determined that the
Mitchell Act is constrained to current budget levels.

9/23

The second tacit policy determination is something like “hatchery fish are
bad”. With this as a starting premise, NMFS essentially rejects alternatives
that call for any sizeable expansion of hatchery production in the Columbia
Basin. Without saying so, the DEIS constrains the policy options for
restoring salmon in the Columbia River Basin to modification of harvest,
hydro, and habitat management. We believe that such a consequence is
inconsistent with the U.S. v. Oregon 2008-2017 Management Agreement,
the Columbia Basin Accords agreements, and the Secretarial Order on ESA
and Trust Responsibilities.

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.

9/24

In this regard, NMFS utter failure to consult with the Commission’s member
tribes on the DEIS is especially disconcerting.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.

9/25

Had the DEIS considered the alternative of in place, in kind mitigation, the
DEIS would have illuminated the devastating effects that mitigation failures
have had on the four tribes fisheries. Instead the DEIS present an obscure
picture of the role of hatcheries in the Columbia Basin, primarily disclosed
in the context of PNI and PHOS. NEPA, however, requires that an agency
“present complete and accurate information to the decision makers and to
the public to allow an informed comparison of the alternatives considered.”
Natural Res. Def. Council v. U.S. Forest Serv., 421 F.3d 797, 813 (9th Cir.
2005). If in fact the alternatives would allow for broader hatchery

See Global Response 4: Comments Asserting and Referring to
the Mitchell Act’s Mitigation Obligation or Calling for NMFS to
Define the Obligation. Additionally, NMFS disagrees with the
commenter's characterization of the information in the draft EIS
as "incomplete or misleading." See Global Response 6:
Comments Addressing the Range of Draft EIS Alternatives.
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management alternatives, the DEIS fails to present such information and
allow for an informed comparison. The DEIS would need to be revised to
demonstrate the breadth of the alternatives. “Where the information
contained in the initial EIS [is] so incomplete or misleading that the decision
maker and the public [cannot] make an informed comparison of the
alternatives, revision of the EIS may be necessary to provide a reasonable,
good faith, and objective presentation of the subjects required by NEPA.”
Animal Def. Council v. Hodel, 840 F.2d 1432, 1439 (9th Cir. 1988), amended
by 867 F.2d 1244 (9th Cir. 1989)(internal citation and quotations omitted).

9/26

Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice
in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations,” provides that “each
Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its
mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately
high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs,
policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income
populations. ” The Executive Order makes clear that its provisions apply
fully to programs involving Native Americans.

In the memorandum to heads of departments and agencies that
accompanied Executive Order 12898, the President specifically recognized
the importance of procedures under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) for identifying and addressing environmental justice concerns. The
memorandum states that “each Federal agency shall analyze the
environmental effects, including human health, economic and social
effects, of Federal actions, including effects on minority communities and
low-income communities, when such analysis is required by [NEPA].” The
memorandum particularly emphasizes the importance of NEPA’s public
participation process, directing that “each Federal agency shall provide
opportunities for community input in the NEPA process.” Agencies are
further directed to “identify potential effects and mitigation measures in
consultation with affected communities, and improve the accessibility of
meetings, crucial documents, and notices.” Basically, the Executive Order
says that federal agencies must to talk to affected Indian tribes and disclose
the impacts to them.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.
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9/27 Consultation with tribes is required by Executive Order 12898 and NMFS See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.
utterly failed to consult with the Columbia River Treaty Tribes in preparing Also note that in response to this and other comments on
the DEIS. Had it done so, NMFS would have learned of the generational Section 3.4, Environmental Justice, a new section was added to
trauma that resulted from the discriminatory effects that implementation the final EIS that discusses the cultural and historical importance
of the Mitchell Act had on tribal fisheries. Documentation of the impacts of | of salmon to Columbia River Basin tribes. See Section 3.4.4.1.1,
the Mitchell Act implementation on tribal economies and culture can be Fish Harvests and Tribal Values, Importance of Salmon to Tribes.
found in Meyer (1999), Dupris (2006) and Dompier (2005). NMFS also Additionally, substantial information on the cultural importance
would have learned of the Treaty Tribes’ proposed remedies, which are of ceremonial and subsistence harvests to tribes was added to
nowhere meaningfully discussed in the DEIS. final EIS Section 3.4.4.1.2, Ceremonial and Subsistence Harvests.
9/28 The DEIS misapprehends the nature of the Treaty Tribes’ fisheries. For Thank you. In response to this and other comments on the draft
example, the DEIS’ description of Spring ceremonial fisheries fails to wholly | EIS, substantial new information on the importance of
portray the importance of ceremonial fishing ascribed separately by each of | ceremonial and subsistence harvests to tribal culture was added
the Treaty Tribes to the maintenance of their cultures. This is but one to Section 3.4.4.1.2, Ceremonial and Subsistence Harvests.
example among many of how the DEIS is culturally encapsulated, i.e.
written from a mono-cultural perspective ignorant of the diverse cultural
backgrounds at stake and the effects of the proposed action on those
cultures.
9/29 The DEIS is Culturally Encapsulated and Fails to Adequately Consider Tribal See response to letter 9 comments 27 and 28.
Culture and Cultural Impacts
Nowhere does the DEIS truly acknowledge the role that salmon has played
and now plays in the Treaty Tribes’ culture and economies or the
associated generational trauma associated with the construction of the
Columbia River dams and the resulting failures in mitigating impacts to the
Treaty Tribes’ fisheries. Generational or historical trauma is still very real
for the tribal members of the Treaty Tribes. Generational trauma is
explained in an article by Whitbeck et al., 2004:
In a series of articles Brave Heart (Brave Heart, 1998; 1999a,b; Brave-
Heart & DeBruyn, 1988; Brave Heart-Jordan & DeBruyn, 1995), ties the
American Indian genocide, ethnic cleansing, and policies of forced
acculturation to the Holocaust experience and alludes to patterns of
symptoms that correspond in many respects to those experienced by
Holocaust survivors and their families. The symptoms identified by
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Brave Heart and colleagues run the gamut of those associated with
posttraumatic stress disorder (i.e., Brave Heart’s symptoms of
“Historical Trauma” (Brave Heart, 1998, p. 288)) to symptoms of
unresolved grief (p. 291). However, many of the symptoms overlap and
their number encompasses almost the entire range of
psychopathology.

Documentation of the importance of salmon to the Tribes, generational
trauma in the tribal peoples’ own words, and the cautions associated with
cultural encapsulation was readily available to NMFS. The DEIS’s ignorance,
is in itself, an affront to the role that salmon plays in the cultures of the
Columbia River Treaty Tribes.

Meyer (1999) describes the dangers with cultural encapsulation in the
context of the Columbia River Treaty Tribes as follows:

Even today, where the tribes participate in “white man’s market
exchanges” voluntarily — or where such participation is sometimes
forced - differing value perceptions based on differing culture still exist.
In particular, tribal cultures share a strong concern for intrinsic values —
both use and nonuse related - with economists of the previous
century.

What kind of foods did God set aside for you, reserve for you (non-
Indians)? Like salmon and deer meat and the roots and berries
were set aside for us. That’s what we still obtain yet. We still go
out and get it. And that’s what we eat today. And that’s what we
use for communion with God. (remarks of Hazel Miller)

It’s just that salmon are part of the country, they’re part of the
environment. They belong here as much as Indians belong here.
And in that way they complement each other. They’ve become
part of us because it’s what we depend on to live... . You know, it
becomes a part of the person’s or peoples’ culture. (remarks of
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Antone Minthorn)

These differences in perception of value pose strong risks that economists
may culturally encapsulate project impacts on tribes. Too often in the past,
economic valuation models have misrepresented tribal effects and
damaged tribal interests. Alternatively, tribal values have not been treated
substantively - and such values have been marginalized and appendicized in
related reports. This has been damaging to reasonable consideration of
tribal effects.

9/30

The impacts of Bonneville Dam construction and hatchery mitigation are
well documented, though largely ignored in the DEIS. Meyer (1999)
discusses how the Treaty Tribes’ traditional Indian fishing grounds at the
Long Narrows and Great Cascades were flooded in 1938 when the
government constructed Bonneville Dam on the Columbia River. And, that
Congress passed legislation promising that the salmon and steelhead that
had been destroyed would be replaced by hatchery fish (i.e., The Mitchell
Act). However, the Act was implemented by establishing almost all of the
hatcheries downriver from Bonneville Dam, where only non-Indians fished,
instead of upriver in the tribal fishing areas.

Dompier (2005) describes how testimony before Congress reflected
concern for the impacts of the dams to the middle Columbia and Snake
River tributaries, but that hatchery mitigation was constructed below the
dams. The timing of this hatchery development and repeated attempts to
close the tribal commercial fishery above Bonneville Dam were coincident
in time and well-documented. When The Dalles Dam inundated Celilo falls
many non-Indians were joyful that the tribal fishery at the falls had been
eliminated. And, coincidentally, discussions then began about moving
Mitchell Act hatchery development to the Columbia River tributaries above
McNary Dam.

Tribal spokespersons did not agree with the transformation of the
Columbia/Snake system into one which produces extensive wealth
associated with electricity and crops - but fewer and fewer salmon. The

Thank you for your comment. The final EIS has been revised and
updated to include a more expansive description of the
importance of salmon to tribes. Please see Section 3.4.4.1.1, Fish
Harvests and Tribal Values.
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tribes concerns with respect to their Treaty resources were largely ignored.
Meyer (1999) recounts the following tribal sentiments:

The Indians didn’t have no voice at all. Because | remember when they
built the John Day Dam the fish wouldn’t go up the fish ladders. And
they said the fish down there just died by the thousands at The Dalles
Dam, because they didn’t know how to go up them ladders. Plus the
water was several degrees warmer above than it was below, and they
couldn’t adjust to that. Everyone knew that, even white people.
(Denny Williams, at Mission, October 13, 1982).

On each reservation, the story is the same. Inadequate provision for
salmon and steelhead during dam construction and operation--
consequent decline of natural stocks--broken and discarded promises
by hydroelectric interests respecting safeguards and compensation--
and severe inroads into capability for tribal survival. These conditions
have also spawned a present attitude of almost universal mistrust
among Indian people, accompanied either by hopelessness or outrage-
-depending on the person involved.(Meyer Resources, 1983).

The DEIS’s failure to adequately acknowledge these basic tribal
circumstances attending dam development and the failure of the Mitchell
Act implementation makes it is apparent that the DEIS is repeating the
mistakes of the past, including utter disregard for tribal peoples and their
culture. This failure must be remedied.

9/31 Executive Summary, Page 7. The document states that it does not include Please see revised sections within Chapter 2, Alternatives,
any actions that would increase adverse effects on wild fish. However, the including Section 2.3, Context for Alternatives; 2.4, Alternative
presence of hatchery fish is considered an adverse impact. Therefore, all Development; and Section 2.7, Alternatives Considered but
the alternatives involve various levels of reduced hatchery production. In Eliminated from Detailed Analysis. Additionally, see Global
other words, the assumption that all hatchery fish represent a negative Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of Draft EIS
impact results in a document in which the only reasonable alternative is to | Alternatives.
reduce hatchery production. Such an assumption on the effects of hatchery
fish is erroneous.
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9/32 Executive Summary, Page 17. The structure of the DEIS contains very NMFS has made many revisions to the document, including the
confusing definitions and descriptions of performance goals and Executive Summary, to better clarify confusing language
performance metrics. The document claims there are two performance identified through the public review of the draft EIS. See Global
goals, stronger and intermediate. There are also performance metrics Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis within the EIS.
which are defined as PNI and pHOS standards. The DEIS states that the
policy being considered is the performance goal not the performance
metrics. But there is no way to understand the goal without looking at the
metric that is used to define and achieve it. It appears that the stated PNI
and pHOS metrics are the actual policies that are being considered. There is
no flexibility stated in these policies (metrics).

9/33 Page 1-13. The discussion of options not considered to be within the range | See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
of reasonable alternatives is flawed. The DEIS does not consider Draft EIS Alternatives.
construction of new hatcheries with Mitchell Act funding. This fails to
recognize that the mitigation objectives of the Mitchell Act remain
incompletely fulfilled, that additional Mitchell Act appropriations would
further those mitigation purposes, and that CRITFC member tribes are
actively pursuing efforts to build new facilities with using such funding
sources. These new facilities include but are not limited to the proposed NE
Oregon Hatchery, a summer Chinook facility in the Yakama sub-basin, a
coho and fall Chinook facility in the Klickitat subbasin, and a sockeye and/or
coho program in the Grande Ronde sub-basin.

9/34 Page 1-13. Also, the DEIS does not consider any hatchery practices that NMFS did not make a decision to look only at status quo or
increase adverse effects on listed fish. This may be a result of the decision reduced production, and the alternatives do not represent this.
to only analyze status quo production and various versions of reduced The commenter is confusing the alternatives with the
production, which in turn appears to be based on the erroneous implementation scenarios. See Global Response 7: Comments
assumption that hatchery fish have a significant adverse effect on ESA Addressing the Analysis within the EIS. NMFS disagrees with the
listed wild fish. Even excepting this logic, it is unclear why the DEIS commenter's dismissal of the effects of hatchery-origin fish on
considers reductions and sometimes elimination of programs that do not ESA-listed wild fish. Hatchery-produced fish have been listed as a
have associated listed populations (e.g., Clearwater spring chinook, Klickitat | factor in the status of several of the ESUs/DPSs listed in the
coho, Upper Columbia summer fall chinook, and Round Butte spring Columbia River Basin. This was the basis for the decision to look
chinook). only at alternatives that reduce adverse effects on natural-origin

populations compared to the baseline.

9/35 Table 1.4, page 1-29. This list of hatchery programs would be easier to use The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Table 1-4
if it were organized by either species and/or geographic area. It is unclear has been reordered, alphabetically, by hatchery program
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as structured whether this table is consistent with the program descriptions | operator. Additionally, the table has been updated to reflect
agreed to by all parties, including NOAA Fisheries, in the 2008-2017 US v. 2010 hatchery programs, including the Wenatchee sockeye
Oregon Management Agreement and Court Order. The table does not salmon program. The Okanogan sockeye is in Canada and is not
include existing sockeye programs in the Wenatchee or Okanagan, Chief considered for hatchery program alternatives in this EIS. Table 1-
Joseph hatchery, or the Entiat Hatchery in the list of current hatcheries. It 4 is meant to reflect hatchery programs operating in 2010 and,
also does not mention the Yakama Nation summer Chinook program. as such, does not contain future hatchery programs.
Finally, it does not mention future programs such as NEOH or a coho or
sockeye re-introduction program in the Grande Ronde system.
9/36 Page 1-41. Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and | Please see updated and expanded Section 1.7, Relationship to
Secretarial Orders The DEIS fails to discuss any mitigation agreements with | Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and Executive and
Public Utility Districts,the US Fish and Wildlife Service’s Lower Snake Secretarial Orders.
Compensation Plan, or the US Corps of Engineers’ John Day Mitigation
obligations.
9/37 Page 1-42. In its discussion of the 2008-2017 US v. Oregon Management See revised language in this section in the final EIS. See Global
Agreement, the DEIS provides: Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its Relationship
to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and Executive
“For the purpose of analysis, NMFS developed alternatives that may or | and Secretarial Orders.
may not be viewed by any particular commenter as consistent with the
current (production) commitments in the Management Agreement.
Rather, NMFS assumes that affected parties will exercise their
authority regarding production measures following this environmental
analysis in a manner that is consistent with the most current
Management Agreement.”
What does this mean? What is the purpose of proposing an assortment of
production decreases/eliminations that are clearly not consistent with the
US v. Oregon Management Agreement? Does it mean that NMFS thinks it
has the authority to unilaterally force changes in the Management
Agreement based on the analysis framework of a NEPA document? This
approach is inconsistent with guidance NOAA previously provided to the
region in 2010.
9/38 Page 1-45. FCRPS Biological Opinion. The DEIS fails to discuss the Information on the Columbia Basin Fish Accords has been added
relationship between Snake River Fall Chinook production and the to Section 1.7.5, The Columbia Basin Fish Accords, of the final
Columbia Basin Fish Accords. EIS. See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and
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Its Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws,
and Executive and Secretarial Orders.

9/39 Table 2.3, page 2-6. The table uses outdated and (in some instances See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
significantly inaccurate) hatchery production by species data. within the EIS.

9/40 Pages 2-11 - 2-13. The hatchery performance goals are inappropriately Thank you for your comment. Please see revised and expanded
limited to only reducing negative effects of hatchery programs on natural language in new Section 2.4.2.1, Performance Goals Defined.
origin salmon and steelhead. The two performance goals are “stronger
performance goal” which appears to mean a large reduction in negative
effects, and an “intermediate performance goal” which appears to mean a
smaller reduction in negative effects compared to either current conditions
or in some cases status quo — it is not really clear.

9/41 Pages 2-11 - 2-13 . Additionally, the use of the HSRG adapted definitions of | Comment noted.
primary, contributing, and stabilizing populations are limiting, and not
warranted.

9/42 Pages 2-11 - 2-13 . The DEIS provides, “These (performance) goals are not The statement is only meant to separate the use of the
intended to infer compliance with any legal standard, nor are they intended | performance goals for evaluations outside of the EIS. These
to be analogous to ESA terminology or threshold standards, but they are performance goals are relevant and applicable for the purposes
helpful in aggregating and describing the effect of multiple hatchery of this EIS. Please see revised and expanded language in the final
programs on natural-origin populations of salmon and steelhead.” What EIS related to the Performance goals (Section 2.4.2) and their
does this statement mean? How are the goals useful for such effects if they | definitions (Section 2.4.2.1).
are not correlated with any standard of significance for the consideration of
environmental impacts? Does this mean that the goals do not comply with
a NEPA analysis? What purpose do they serve in a DEIS they do not infer
compliance with the alleged purposes of the document?

9/43 Table 2-5, page 2-22. As discussed in the cover letter and elsewhere in the Comment noted.

Appendices, the PNI and pHOS standards are arbitrary and fixed for all
populations.
9/44 Page 2-21. The DEIS provides: See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
Relationship to other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
“For example, some components of these implementation scenarios Executive and Secretarial Orders and Executive and Secretarial
may or may not be viewed as consistent with the commitments in the Orders.
U.S. v. Oregon Management Agreement (Section 1.7.1, U.S. v. Oregon).
The intent of the EIS analysis is not to make a determination that an
alternative or its implementation scenario is or is not consistent with
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the U.S. v. Oregon Management Agreement, and no such assertion is
made. Rather NMFS anticipates that the affected parties will ensure
their hatchery plans (e.g. hatchery genetic and management plans) are
consistent with the most current Management Agreement.”

NMFS’ apparent claimed unfamiliarity with the U.S. v. Oregon Management
Agreement is startling and seemingly inexcusable. It is a party to the
Management Agreement, and has issued guidance to the region regarding
HGMP development with explicit reference to the Management
Agreement. Why does the DEIS include in its alternatives measures which
clearly conflict with the Management Agreement? Such inclusion gives the
appearance of duplicity, and is not faithful to the Management Agreement.

9/45 Box 2-8, page 2-23. The statement that weirs require an external mark to NMFS agrees. This statement has been removed. This box has
be able to identify hatchery-origin fish is misleading. A mark of some kind is | been moved to Chapter 4 and now appears as Box 4-2.
required, but it may not need to be external.

9/46 Table 2-7, page 2-28. The table does not include the correct sockeye Thank you for the comment. Draft EIS Table 2-7 now appears as
hatchery production; it omits the Wenatchee and Okanagan production. Table 4-4 in the final EIS. NMFS reviewed the program release

data and contacted the hatchery managers to ensure reporting
the correct number released as of 2010. The Okanogan sockeye
program is in Canada and was not included in the EIS scope.

9/47 Table 2-11, page 2-37. The harvest data is incorrect because of errors in See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
projected in-river harvest. The DEIS incorporates erroneous mainstem within the EIS.
harvest rates and incorrect tributary harvest data. This table should be re-
done.

9/48 Table 2-12, page 2-37. This table of “no releases” is inaccurate. It does not Thank you for the comment. Draft EIS Table 2-12 is now Table 4-
address existing steelhead and summer Chinook programs in the Entiat 9. NMFS reviewed the program release data and contacted the
River. hatchery managers to ensure reporting the correct number

released as of 2010. The table of watersheds with no hatchery
releases (Table 4-9) has been updated to correct the
information.

9/49 Pages 2-38 et seq. There are numerous factual errors in the discussion of Thank you. This section is now located in Section 4.1.5,
Implementation Scenario for Alternative 2 (no Mitchell Act Funding). The Implementation Scenario for Alternative 2 (No Mitchell Act
document indicates there would be an existing spring Chinook program Funding). There were several transcription errors in the location
that would be continued in the White Salmon. While there is a spring you reference in Chapter 2. These errors have been addressed.
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Chinook program in the Little White Salmon, there is no current spring Also, NMFS reviewed the program release data and contacted
Chinook program in the White Salmon River. Similarly, the document the hatchery managers to ensure reporting the correct number
indicates an existing spring Chinook program in the Entiat would be released as of 2010. Several programs were revised in recent
continued. This program was already terminated by the U.S. v. Oregon years, and the updated numbers reflect these changes. Harvest
parties. The document also references a steelhead program in the Yakima rules in the analysis have been updated to reflect the
River that does not exist. Further, the document indicates harvest under abundance-based harvest rate schedules in the 2008 to 2017
Alternative 2 would be 51% of Alternative 1. This is not valid because U.S. v. Oregon management agreement.
neither Alternative 1 harvest nor Alternative 2 harvest assumptions are
correct.

9/50 Box 2-9, page 2-41. The document does not establish that weirs help NMFS disagrees. This box has been moved to Chapter 4 and is
achieve performance goals. Rather, the DEIS makes arbitrary and fixed now Box 4-3. NMFS clearly identifies that there are variable rates
assumptions about the effectiveness of weirs at keeping hatchery fish from | to a weir’s effectiveness depending on the type of weir.
spawning. In so doing, it minimizes the potential risks of delaying or Additionally, negative effects associated with weir operations are
preventing wild fish from passing, or adverse impacts on other species and | clearly identified in Box 4-2. Please also see Section 3.2.3.1.1.3,
on juvenile fish. Current Approaches for Reducing Risks to Genetic Diversity, for a

detailed discussion of these risks.

9/51 Pages 2-44 et seq. There are also numerous errors in the discussion of Thank you. This section is now located in Section 4.1.6,
Implementation Scenario for Alternative 3. The document indicates a spring | Implementation Scenario for Alternative 3. There were several
Chinook program in the White Salmon and a coho program in the Hood transcription errors in the location you reference in Chapter 2.
River would be retained, but there are no such programs in these rivers. These errors have been addressed. Also, NMFS reviewed the
The document indicates steelhead programs would be retained in the program release data and contacted the hatchery managers to
Entiat and the Yakima River, but there are no such programs. The ensure reporting the correct number released as of 2010. Several
document indicates harvest under Alternative 3 would be 80% of programs were revised in recent years, and the updated
Alternative 1. This is not valid because neither Alternative 1 harvest nor numbers reflect these changes. Harvest rules in the analysis have
Alternative 3 harvest assumptions are correct. been updated to reflect the abundance-based harvest rate

schedules in the 2008 to 2017 U.S. v. Oregon management
agreement.

9/52 Pages 2-47 et seq. There are also numerous errors in the discussion of Thank you. This section is now located in Section 4.1.7,
Implementation Scenario for Alternative 4. The document indicates a spring | Implementation Scenario for Alternative 4. There were several
Chinook program and a fall Chinook program in the White Salmon would be | transcription errors in the location you reference in Chapter 2.
continued, but there are no such programs currently. The document These errors have been addressed. Also, NMFS reviewed the
indicates a coho program in the Hood River, and steelhead programs in the | program release data and contacted the hatchery managers to
Entiat and Yakima would be continued, but there are no such programs ensure reporting the correct number released as of 2010. Several
currently. The document indicates harvest under Alternative 4 would be programs were revised in recent years, and the updated
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89% of Alternative 1. This is not valid because neither Alternative 1 harvest | numbers reflect these changes. Harvest rules in the analysis have
nor Alternative 4 harvest assumptions are correct. been updated to reflect the abundance-based harvest rate

schedules in the 2008 to 2017 U.S. v. Oregon management
agreement.

9/53 Pages 2-50 et seq. There are also numerous errors in the discussion of Thank you for the comment. Assumptions related to programs
Implementation Scenario for Alternative 5. The document states that, “At that are assumed to be terminated under each of the alternative
least one hatchery program would be terminated in all ecological implementation scenarios have been reviewed for consistency.
provinces, except Mountain Snake.” In Table 2-16, however, the document | Additionally, harvest assumptions in the EIS have been updated
states that three programs would be terminated in the Mountain Snake to align with the 2008 to 2017 U.S. v. Oregon management
Province (South Fork Clearwater B steelhead, Rapid River spring Chinook, agreement.
and East Fork Salmon B steelhead). The document indicates a steelhead
program would be continued in the Entiat River, but there is no such
current program. The document indicates coho programs in the Hood River
and Chinook programs in the White Salmon would be continued, but there
are no current programs there. The document indicates harvest under
Alternative 5 would be 83% of Alternative 1. This is not valid because
neither Alternative 1 harvest nor Alternative 5 harvest assumptions are
correct.

9/54 Section 2.8. Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis. | See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
There are no alternatives discussed which move Mitchell Act production Draft EIS Alternatives.
upstream of Bonneville Dam (in kind, in place mitigation). There are no
alternatives discussed which presume appropriate funding of the Mitchell
Act. There are no alternatives discussed which increase production based
on tribal recommendations. There is no mention of tribal views or
recommendations. These omissions are inappropriate.

9/55 Page 2-56. Alternative that Terminates Non-Mitchell Act-funded Hatchery See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Programs that meet Performance Metrics. The DEIS proposes eliminating Draft EIS Alternatives.

Mitchell Act funding in Alternative 2 even though many of the Mitchell Act
programs are mandated under the 2008 Columbia River Fish Management
Plan under U.S. v. Oregon. It fails to mention that many of the programs
proposed for termination are mandated under the 2008-2017 U.S. v.
Oregon Management Agreement, FERC agreements, the Columbia Basin
Accords, and/or the Lower Snake River Compensation Plan. The DEIS dos
not explain why it includes alternatives that violate these various mandates
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and federal obligations.

9/56 The DEIS also states that because NMFS does not fund or operate non- NMFS is not proposing to terminate any programs. The
Mitchell Act funded hatcheries, they could not mandate their termination. commenter is confusing the implementation scenario analyzed
Why does the DEIS propose terminating programs that NMFS has no with the alternatives themselves. Please see Global Response 7:
control over? Comments Addressing the Analysis within the EIS.

9/57 Table 2-13, page 2-62. Hatchery Programs Terminated under the Alternative 2, in addition to assuming the elimination of all
Implementation Scenario for Alternative 2. Alternative 2 addresses no Mitchell Act funding, also assumes that all remaining, non-
Mitchell Act funding. It is not clear as to why NMFS proposes elimination of | Mitchell Act-funded programs, would meet the Intermediate
Round Butte (Deschutes) spring Chinook and several Clearwater spring performance goals. Given the updated baseline in this final EIS,
Chinook programs because of stray issues. These programs do not involve neither the Round Butte spring Chinook program nor the
Mitchell Act funding. Clearwater Basin spring Chinook programs are terminated under

the Implementation scenario for Alternative 2. See Table 4-10 in
the final EIS.

9/58 Table 2-13, page 2-62. Hatchery Programs Terminated under the Alternative 2, in addition to assuming the elimination of all
Implementation Scenario for Alternative 2. It is also unclear what authority | Mitchell Act funding, also assumes that all remaining, non-
or justification NMFS has to set standards for strays for populations where Mitchell Act-funded programs, would meet the Intermediate
there are no listed fish, such as spring Chinook in the Deschutes and performance goals. Given the updated baseline in this final EIS,
Clearwater. some programs that were terminated in Alternative 2, in the

draft EIS, are not necessarily terminated under the
Implementation scenario for Alternative 2 in this final EIS. See
Table 4-10 in the final EIS.

9/59 Table 2-14, page 2-65. Hatchery Programs Terminated under the See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Implementation Scenario for Alternative 3. Rapid River Hatchery is Draft EIS Alternatives.
proposed for termination along with other programs mandated in the U.S.

v. Oregon Management Agreement. This is contrary to the Management
Agreement that NMFS signed.

9/60 Table 2-15, page 2-68. Hatchery Programs Terminated under the See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Implementation Scenario for Alternative 4. Several upriver programs Draft EIS Alternatives.
proposed for termination are also mandated in the U.S. v. Oregon
Management Agreement.

9/61 Table 2-16. Hatchery Programs Terminated under the Implementation Please note that draft EIS Table 2-16 has been relocated into
Scenario for Alternative 5. Page 2-69. Rapid River Hatchery is proposed for Chapter 4, at the end of Section 4.1.3.4, Comparison of
termination along with other programs mandated in the U.S. v. Oregon Implementation Scenarios, Table 4-13, Hatchery Programs
Management Agreement. Terminated under the Implementation Scenario for Alternative

Final EIS L-118 Appendix L: Responses to Comments

on the Draft EIS




TABLE L2-1. INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED)

Letter/

Comment # | Comment Response

5. The closure of the Rapid River spring Chinook program was an
error in the draft EIS. It has been corrected in this final EIS.

9/62 Table 2-17, page 2-71. New Hatchery Programs Proposed under one or This table is now Table 4-15 in Section 4.1.3.4, Comparison of
more of the Implementation Scenarios. The table indicates new Klickitat Implementation Scenarios. In this analysis, new programs
steelhead programs would be started. There are already steelhead include one that changes broodstock source. The existing
programs in the Klickitat, so these would not be new programs. The table Klickitat steelhead program is an isolated summer steelhead
also indicates a new steelhead program would be started for steelhead in program using Skamania stock fish. The new program is an
Hells Canyon. There is already a Hells Canyon steelhead program, so this is integrated program using natural-origin adults collected from the
not new. The table indicates a new spring Chinook program at Ringold. Klickitat River and local brood hatchery adults returning to the
Spring Chinook have been produced there in the past, but are not currently | Klickitat River. With regard to Yankee Fork, NMFS reviewed the
produced there. The U.S. v. Oregon parties do not have current plans to program release data and contacted the regional managers to
produce spring Chinook there. The table indicates that a new spring ensure reporting the correct number released as of 2010.
Chinook program would be started at Yankee Fork in the Upper Salmon. Programs were updated, and a hatchery program at Yankee Fork
There is already a spring Chinook program there, so this is not a new was not identified. The Ringold spring Chinook program was
program. This table should be corrected. evaluated under Alternative 5 to replace lost harvest in the Mid-

Columbia ESU due to reductions in other programs.

9/63 3.2.3.1, page 3-13. Risks from Competition with Hatchery-origin Fish. The Comment noted.

DEIS is critical of sub-yearling production because of unwarranted fears of
competition. If hatchery fish are going to be produced like the wild fish
(integrated program), we need to produce sub-yearlings.

9/64 3.2.3.1.7, page 3-14. Risks of Predation from Hatchery Origin Fish. There is NMFS disagrees. See Section 3.2.3.1.6, Risks of Predation from
no evidence presented that hatchery fish may eat wild fish, or that this is a Hatchery-origin Fish.
problem.

9/65 3.2.3.1.7, page 3-14. Risks of Predation from Hatchery Origin Fish. There is Comment noted.
no discussion that wild fish may also eat hatchery fish which could be under
some circumstances of benefit to wild fish.

9/66 3.2.3.1.10, page 3-17. Current Approaches for Reducing the Risks of The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. This
Masking. There are other ways to mark fish besides the use of adipose fin section is now 3.2.3.1.9, Current Approaches for Reducing the
clips that are useful for monitoring the numbers and origins of hatchery fish | Risks of Masking. The language has been expanded to include
in natural spawning areas. Otolith marks and PIT tags are examples that not | other ways to mark hatchery fish for identification.
only allow fish to be identified, but they can be identified by age and by
origin which is something that adipose fin clips by themselves can not do.

These should be discussed and favored over adipose fin clips.
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9/67 3.2.3.1.11, page 3-17. Risks Associated with Fisheries that Target Hatchery- | The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Text in
Origin Fish. The DEIS provides, “Efforts to focus fishing effort on harvest of the section has been revised to clarify the issue raised by the
hatchery-origin fish can lead to the incidental harvest of natural origin fish commenter.
in excess of levels compatible with their survival and recovery.” While this
is theoretically a valid concern, in practice, all fisheries that impact listed
fish must have ESA coverage which limits overall wild impacts to levels
which NMFS has determined do not endanger them and do not adversely
impact the ability to recover wild fish population levels.

9/68 3.2.3.1.12, page 3-18. Current Approaches for Reducing Risks Associated The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Please
with Fisheries that Target Hatchery Origin Fish. The document indicates see revised Section 3.2.3.1.11, Current Approaches for Reducing
that requiring the release of all unmarked natural origin fish will reduce the | Risks Associated with Fisheries that Target Hatchery-origin Fish.
risks from fisheries targeting hatchery fish. The DEIS should discuss the fact
that release mortality rates can vary by gear and by temperature and by
location of fisheries. Some rates can be quite high. Some fisheries do not
have agreed to release mortality rates which can greatly increase the
uncertainty in estimating wild harvest rates. Fish can be handled multiple
times in different fisheries which may increase mortality. More accurate
fish mortality rates need to be developed.

9/69 Using mark selective fisheries has caused increased uncertainties in harvest | Comment noted.
management due to problems associated with using CWT data from
marked hatchery fish that are harvested at different rates than the wild fish
they represent.

9/70 The document states that fisheries should be managed for cumulative The commenter does not provide a citation for the referenced
harvest rates. This is not possible since many tributary sport and upstream language. NMFS is not certain of the location of the referenced
mainstem fisheries do not have complete creel monitoring and harvest language in the draft EIS. NMFS does not make statements in the
estimates are not made until voluntarily reported catch record cards are final EIS regarding how harvest should be managed, rather it
analyzed which is sometimes years after the fishery takes place. describes how fisheries, related to impacts on limiting stock are

managed. See Section 2.3.4, Harvest, Habitat, and Hydro — the
other “H”s.

9/71 The document states that fisheries should be monitored. Mark selective The commenter does not provide a citation for the referenced
fisheries are more expensive and complicated to monitor than full language. NMFS is not certain of the location of the referenced
retention fisheries. NMFS does not discuss the effects on agency budgets of | language in the draft EIS. NMFS does not make statements in the
the more complicated monitoring and harvest analysis associated with final EIS regarding either monitoring requirements or the costs of
mark selective fisheries compared to full retention fisheries. mark-selective fisheries versus full-retention fisheries.
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9/72 Table 3.7, page 3-22. Several of the Total Natural Spawner Abundances are | This table is now Table 3-2 in the final EIS. Survival rates for
low and need to be corrected. These include the Upper Columbia natural- and hatchery-origin smolts have been updated to reflect
Summer/Fall run Chinook spawner abundance, the Snake River steelhead more recent (2010) survival rates. The abundances in Table 3-2
abundance, the Upper Columbia Steelhead and the Snake River sockeye now reflect these adjustments.
abundance is low. Instead of relying on the flawed AHA model, NMFS
should have used actual spawner abundance data for recent years.
9/73 3.2.3.2, page 3-23. Status of Salmon ESU’s and Steelhead DPS’s. . The NMFS based the ESUs/DPSs used in the EIS off of those that have
document states that all coho salmon in the analysis are found in one ESU. been officially delineated to date. Please see the salmon and
This is not correct. The document includes information on coho found steelhead species boundary information here:
upstream of the Lower Columbia ESU. http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/maps_data/species_p
opulation_boundaries.html&
9/74 3.2.3.2, page 3-23. Status of Salmon ESU’s and Steelhead DPS’s. The The analysis includes all salmon and steelhead populations
document fails to discuss the relationship of fish not included in listed ESU’s | within U.S. waters of the Columbia River Basin. Okanogan
such as Upper Columbia River sockeye, Clearwater Spring Chinook, Umatilla | Sockeye salmon are in Canada. ESU and DPS designations are not
Spring Chinook and Walla Walla Spring Chinook. There are hatchery based on ESA listing. Please see
programs affecting these groups of fish. (http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/maps_data/species_p
opulation_boundaries.html) for more information on ESU/DPS
determinations and the populations that are included in each.
9/75 3.2.3.2, page 3-23. Status of Salmon ESU’s and Steelhead DPS’s. The DEIS The EIS does not limit the effects analysis to only ESA-listed
alternatives propose cuts to some of these programs but does not clarify salmon and steelhead ESU/DPSs. In Section 3.2.3.2, Status of
that these are not listed populations. Salmon ESUs and Steelhead DPSs, the current status and trends
for each of the 17 ESU/DPSs in the Columbia River Basin, 13 of
which are listed, are discussed. For additional information on
why NMFS has chosen to analyze alternatives for hatchery
programs that affect non-listed salmon and steelhead
populations, see Section 2.4, Alternative Development and in
particular, Box 2-5, Challenge 2, Effects of All Columbia River
Basin Salmon and Steelhead Hatchery Programs Should be
Analyzed.
9/76 3.2.3.2, page 3-23. Status of Salmon ESU’s and Steelhead DPS’s. The The EIS does not limit the effects analysis to only ESA-listed
authority of NMFS to propose cuts in these programs is not specified. salmon and steelhead ESU/DPSs. In Section 3.2.3.2, the current
status and trends for each of the 17 ESU/DPSs in the Columbia
River Basin, 13 of which are listed. For additional information on
why NMFS has chosen to analyze alternatives for hatchery
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programs that effect non-listed salmon and steelhead
populations, see Section 2.4, Alternative Development and in
particular, Box 2-5, Challenge 2, Effects of All Columbia River
Basin Salmon and Steelhead Hatchery Programs Should be
Analyzed.

9/77 3.2.3.2.2, page 3-26. Mid-Columbia Spring Run Chinook Salmon ESU. The The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. NMFS
DEIS states that the spring Chinook populations in the Walla Walla and has added text to the Mid-Columbia spring Chinook salmon ESU
Umatilla may have been part of the ESU but are considered extinct. The section regarding the reintroduction efforts in the Walla Walla
DEIS fails to mention that the tribes have reintroduced spring Chinook into | and Umatilla Basins.
both basins using hatchery fish and that there are now natural spawning
populations in both basins.

9/78 3.2.3.2.3 Deschutes River Summer Fall Chinook ESU. Under the Current The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Language
Status and Recent Trend section, the text is misleading and the last alluding to a lack of agreed-to method for abundance estimation
sentence is incorrect. ODFW and Warm Springs have reached technical has been removed for this section.
agreement on the basin returns and spawning escapement. The text uses
basin return numbers which are inaccurate as an index of abundance due
to tributary harvest. The DEIS appears to argue that the somewhat lower
2008 returns are indicative of a declining population. The spawning
escapement estimates are a better estimate of status and should be used.

From 1990-2009, there is a slight upward trend in spawner escapement,
but the trend is not statistically significant. Spawning escapement in the
Deschutes appears to be somewhat cyclical, with some good years and
some years with poorer escapement.

9/79 3.2.3.2.5, page 3-28. Upper Columbia Summer/Fall Run Chinook Salmon Comment noted.

ESU. The DEIS implies that there has been a declining trend for this ESU.
This implication is inaccurate, and is based on incorrect and incomplete
information. The document states, “Between 2003 and 2008, the adult
returns have ranged between 114,500 and 373,200 fish (ODFW and WDFW
2009). However, a steady declining trend occurred from a high of 373,000
fish in 2003 to a low of 114,000 fish in 2007, while the 2008 return was
higher at 197,300 fish.” First, these are TAC estimates of the URB stock run
size at the river mouth. These numbers include Deschutes fish which are
not in the ESU and they also include the Snake River fall Chinook ESU. But
they do not include Upper Columbia Summer Chinook which are in the ESU.
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Deschutes fish are a small but somewhat variable component of these
numbers. There are no river mouth run size estimates for the ESU that do
not also include the Deschutes. However, there is also no declining trend,
especially if the last 10 years of data are used. The figure below shows URB
plus upper Columbia Summer Chinook at the Columbia River mouth since
2000. 2010 data are preliminary in-season estimates. This figure clearly
shows the natural cyclic nature of this group of fish and indicates that there
is no declining trend.
< Figure: River Mouth Run Size of URB fall Chinook and UC Summer
Chinook, page 8 in Appendix C, Section by Section Comments >

9/80 3.2.3.2.8, Page 3.31. Snake River Fall-run Chinook Salmon ESU. The DEIS The EIS analysis was updated in response to the comment to
states that the recent 10 year average abundance of natural origin Snake better reflect recent year survival of hatchery and wild
River fall Chinook is 1,273 fish. This is not correct. The 10 year average production. The number of natural-origin Snake River fall
natural abundance is over 2,500 at Lower Granite Dam, based on TAC Chinook salmon adults returning to spawn in the updated
estimates. analysis was 2,400.

9/81 3.2.3.2.10, page 3-33. Middle Columbia River Steelhead DPS. The DEIS fails | The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. The Mid-
to mention the new passage system for Steelhead at Round Butte Dam. Columbia River Steelhead are in Section 3.2.3.2.9. Language

describing the Round Butte juvenile passage project has been
added to this section.

9/82 3.2.3.2.13, page 3-35. Upper Columbia River Steelhead DPS. The DEIS The EIS has been updated in response to the comment, and the
contains the speculative statement, “Naturally spawning hatchery-origin noted statement has been removed from section.
fish were not adapted to local conditions, which most likely limited their
effectiveness and depressed the production of the population as a whole.

While there are not precise means to measure the full effect of these
practices, they likely contributed substantially to the current low recruits-
per-spawner (R/S) productivities for naturally spawning fish.” No data or
citations are shown to support this claim. This statement should be
removed.

9/83 3.2.3.2.17, page 3-39. Snake River Sockeye ESU. The DEIS provides, “The See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
Stanley Basin Technical Oversight Committee has determined that the next | Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
step toward meeting the goal of amplifying the natural-origin populationis | Executive and Secretarial Orders.
to increase the number of smolts released.” The DEIS does not explain how
the proposed reduction in smolt releases from the 1,000,000 target release
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in the U.S. v. Oregon Management agreement to 750,000 in Alternatives 3,

4, and 5 (as well as the elimination of the program in Alternative 2) are
consistent with the concept of amplifying the natural origin population.

9/84 3.2.4, page 3-40. Other Fish Species that Have a Relationship with Salmon Thank you. American shad have been added to Section 3.2.5,
and/or Steelhead. The DEIS does not mention white sturgeon or American Nonindigenous Fish Species. For white sturgeon, please see
Shad. response to letter 29, comment 39.

9/85 3.2.4, page 3-40. Other Fish Species that Have a Relationship with Salmon Thank you. This statement, which still remains in the final EIS, is
and/or Steelhead. The DEIS also indicates that hatchery rainbow trout are meant to demonstrate the potential effects related to artificially-
competitors and predators of juvenile salmon and steelhead, but fails to stocked rainbow trout.
mention that wild rainbow trout may also be competitors and predators of
juvenile salmon and steelhead. The DEIS speculates that competition
between native rainbows and salmon and steelhead does not occur, but
does no support for this statement whatsoever. No information is provided
to explain why hatchery trout would compete with juvenile salmonids, but
wild trout would not.

9/86 3.3.1,page 3-67. Socioeconomics Introduction. Harvest data from 2002- Thank you for your comment. The fishery impact analysis
2006 do not represent the best data to use for ocean and mainstem presented in the final EIS incorporates changes to fishery rules
Columbia River fisheries. The economic value of the fisheries is significantly | based on provisions of the 2008 amendments to the Pacific
different today. Salmon Treaty, updated ESA guidance given by NOAA Fisheries

(through 2010), and updated provisions of the latest U.S. vs.
Oregon agreement (2008 to 2017). There were also several
corrections made to how some rates were calculated. Aspects of
these changes have been reviewed with co-manager biologists.
The harvest data for 2002 to 2006 were meant to represent a
recent baseline for analysis. These estimates have been
expanded in the final EIS to include harvest in 2007 to 2009. See
Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis within
the EIS.

9/87 Table 3-11, page 3-68. Estimated Catch of Columbia River Basin Stocks as a It is understood that some harvest of Columbia River Chinook
Percentage of total harvest by area and Fishery. The table indicates no salmon occurs south of Cape Falcon. However, available
harvest of Columbia River Chinook south of Cape Falcon. This is not correct. | information indicates that the contribution is small, and the

fisheries there are largely affected by the status of populations
south of Cape Falcon. Columbia River Chinook salmon are largely
north-migrating, so variations in alternative Columbia River
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production levels would have negligible impacts on harvests by
fisheries south of Cape Falcon.
9/88 Table 3-12, page 3-74. Hatchery Production of Salmon and Steelhead in the | Thank you for the comment. This table is Table 3-11 in the final
Columbia River Basin in 2007. The sockeye release number is incomplete. EIS. NMFS reviewed the program release data and contacted the
The Wenatchee and Okanagan programs are not included. hatchery managers to ensure reporting the correct number
released as of 2010. The Okanogan sockeye program is in Canada
and was not included in the EIS scope.
9/89 3.3.3, page 3-74. Hatchery Program Costs. The DEIS should clarify and The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. The text
explain the statement that marking hatchery origin fish with either an in this section has been updated to clarify the language
adipose fin clip or CWT is a federal directive. Only salmon and steelhead regarding the Federal requirement for mass-marking with an
intended for harvest only and produced by federal hatcheries or with adipose fin clip.
federal money must be marked with an adipose fin clip. Fish intended for
non-harvest purposes, such as recovery purposes, are not required to be
marked with adipose fin clips. There is no specific federal requirement for
CWT marking (although certain levels of CWT marking is required under
Management Agreements and for general harvest monitoring purposes).
9/90 3.3.4.1, pages 3-77 and 3-78. Historical Overview — Columbia River Basin. According to The Research Group (2009), tribes used a wide

The sections on tribal fishing are incomplete and contain numerous errors.
The list of fishing gears used in mainstem fisheries is not correct. The
statement that no fish are sold until ceremonial and subsistence needs are
met is not correct. There is no mention of summer season fisheries. The
statement that spring Chinook were only available for ceremonial purposes
until 1995 is not correct. The total catches listed are not correct. There is no
mention of tribal tributary fisheries. There is no mention of direct sales to
the public. There is no mention of the new tribal fish processing plant.
There is no mention of the commercial fish buyers in the Portland area.

variety of gears and methods over the years, including hoop and
dip nets at cascades such as Celilo and Willamette Falls, and
spears, weirs, and traps, usually in smaller streams and
headwater areas. This is consistent with information presented
on page 3-76 of the draft EIS; therefore, no change in gear
descriptions was made to the final EIS. Information concerning
ceremonial and subsistence fisheries was modified in the final
EIS to correct the statement than no commercial sales occur until
ceremonial and subsistence needs are met. The spring Chinook
salmon fishery has now been added to the list (on page 3-83) of
commercial fisheries that are important to tribes. The statement
that spring Chinook salmon were only available for ceremonial
purposes until 1995 has been deleted from the final EIS. The
total catch numbers listed on draft EIS page 3-77, line 19, could
not be confirmed and have been deleted from the final EIS.
Tributary fisheries are now mentioned on page 3-83. Information
on direct sales to the public and on the new tribal fish processing
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plant in White Salmon has been added to the final EIS.
Commercial fish buyers in the Portland area were mentioned on
draft EIS page 3-77 (final EIS page 3-84); therefore, no changes
have been made to the final EIS.

9/91 3.3.4.2, Pages 3-78 and 3-79. Pacific Ocean and Puget Sound. There is Harvest information pertaining to the treaty troll fishery is
inadequate reference to the treaty troll fishery and the buyers buying fish included in Table 3-18 of the draft EIS. The comment that buyers
at tribal ports including the tribal buyer (Quinault Enterprises). purchasing fish at tribal ports includes tribal buyers is noted, but

the relevance of this information to the economic analysis is
unclear. Potential income effects on buyers and processors are
included in the estimates of personal income presented in Table
4-109 (Total [Direct and Secondary] Economic Impacts on
Personal Income in the Columbia River Basin by Alternative);
impacts on specific fishery-related sectors, such as buyers and
processors, are considered beyond the scope for this
programmatic assessment, which is based on the application of
multipliers that consider total effects across all sectors (see
Appendix J for details on the methodology).

9/92 3.3.5.1,page 3-80. Commercial Harvest and Economic Value — Columbia The descriptions of the locations of the non-tribal and tribal
River Basin. This section is inaccurate. Tribal commercial fishing occurs in commercial fisheries on draft EIS page 3-80, lines 3 to 6, have
the Zone 6 area between Bonneville and McNary Dames, in the tribal fishing | been revised in the final EIS to reflect the information provided
area just downstream of Bonneville, in certain Zone 6 tributaries (Wind, by the comment. The comment does not specify how the harvest
Little White Salmon — Drano Lake, and Klickitat Rivers), in Icicle Creek in the | numbers in the text are incorrect, nor does it provide different
Wenatchee, and in parts of the Clearwater Basin. Non-treaty commercial numbers. The harvest numbers cited on Draft EIS page 3-80
fishing occurs in the mainstem in Zones 1-5 as well as in the Select Areas match the harvest numbers in Table 3-14; therefore, no changes
(off channel areas of the lower river). Further, the total catch numbers in are required to the Draft EIS. Despite the comment's assertion
the text are not correct. Correct commercial harvest data should be used. that no mention of tribal steelhead catch was made in this
There is no mention of tribal steelhead or treaty and non-treaty section, tribal catch of steelhead was mentioned on Draft EIS
commercial sockeye catches. The DEIS should also clarify that there are page 3-81, line 11, with catch listed in Table 3-15. Concerning the
significant social and and cultural benefits to tribal fishing that can not be sockeye salmon fishery, historical catch was not estimated, but a
quantified economically. The DEIS should analyze the impacts to tribal sentence was added to final EIS page 3-87 stating that small
subsistence fishing in tributary areas. Base period tribal tributary harvests numbers of sockeye salmon are caught in the Mid-Columbia
are not presented and should be. River economic impact region. Regarding the social and cultural

benefits of tribal fisheries, a sentence has been added to page 3-
90 to this effect. Existing ceremonial and subsistence harvests in
tributary areas are discussed and quantified in final EIS Section
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3.4.4.1.2, Ceremonial and Subsistence Harvests, and final EIS
Table 3-26.

9/93 Table 3-14, page 3-81. Columbia River Basin in-river historical (2002-2006 Thank you for your comment. This table is Table 3-13 in the final
catch for non-tribal commercial fisheries). This table contains numerous EIS. NMFS reviewed these tables, and there were errors
errors. It also omits sockeye harvest. Sturgeon harvest should be included translating catch data. These tables were updated to report
also since, sturgeon are economically important, and the availability of available reported catch and the catch period was expanded to
salmon for commercial harvest has a large impact on how and when include 2007 to 2009 to better describe the base period in the
sturgeon fishing can occur. analysis. Sockeye salmon harvest levels under baseline

(Alternative 1) and all action alternatives are reported in Table 4-
8. Sturgeon harvest and the effects to sturgeon harvest are not
included in in the EIS.

9/94 3.3.5.1 (cont.) Columbia River Basin. Page 3-81. The tribal harvest numbers | Thank you. Table 3-14 has updated harvest estimates. NMFS
are not correct and therefore the percentages by area are not correct. reviewed these tables, and there were errors translating catch
There is no tribal commercial mainstem fishing in the upper Columbia, nor data. NMFS contacted the appropriate tribal managers to gather
is there tribal commercial fishing in the lower Snake River. information available. In Table 3-14, the Upper Columbia

Chinook salmon harvest is Ceremonial and Subsistence and not
commercial harvest. Snake River harvest information has been
provided by the Nez Perce Tribe.

9/95 Table 3-15, page 3-82. Columbia River Basin In-river Historical Catch for Thank you. This table is Table 3-14 in the final EIS. All of these
Tribal Commercial Fisheries. The data in this table except for Mid Columbia | harvest estimates have been updated. NMFS reviewed these
coho is incorrect. The base period should use more recent years to better tables and there were errors translating catch data. NMFS
reflect future fishing. Sockeye harvest is missing. Winter season sturgeon contacted the appropriate tribal managers to gather information
fisheries should be included as there is an associated commercial steelhead | available. Sturgeon harvest and the effects to sturgeon harvest
catch that is dependent on sturgeon abundance. There is no commercial are not included in in the EIS. The Upper Columbia Chinook
fishing in the upper Columbia mainstem or in the lower Snake River. salmon harvest represents Ceremonial and Subsistence and not
Commercial fishing downstream of Bonneuville, in Icicle Creek, and in the commercial harvest. Icicle Creek is included in the Upper
Clearwater are also missing. Columbia River estimates, Clearwater is included in the Lower

Snake River estimates. No treaty commercial estimates are
included for below Bonneville Dam. Non-treaty commercial
estimates are included in Table 3-13.

9/96 Table 3-16. Average Annual Catch and Commercial Ex-vessel value for Tribal | The draft EIS was revised to incorporate updates to the various
and Non-Tribal Fisheries in the Columbia Basin. This table has incorrect rules for both the in-river (U.S. v. Oregon agreement) and ocean
numbers in part because the average catches that it is based on are fisheries for Chinook salmon, coho salmon, and steelhead. These
incorrect, and in part because the value per pound and average pounds per | were made to reflect the more recent harvest management
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fish used is incorrect. This table as well as Appendix J should be re-done.
More recent years should be used. 2002-2006 is not the best base period
because of changes in fish prices since then. The DEIS should incorporate
the higher value of tribal fish sold direct to the public in the economic value
estimates.

agreements (in-river and ocean) and ESA guidance that have
controlled fisheries in recent years (as of 2010). NMFS also
updated hatchery program release and brood stock
management for No Action Alternative 1 (baseline) to reflect
program operations as of 2010.

Survival of natural and hatchery populations varies considerably
from year to year. The draft EIS used lower survival rates and did
not adequately describe recent abundances. The survival rates
have been updated for the final EIS analysis to better reflect
recent year survival observations. For the final EIS, average
annual catch numbers have been revised to reflect catch over
the 2002 to 2009 period to better reflect recent changes in
fisheries. Additionally, average fish weights and per pound values
have been revised. As discussed in the revised and updated
socioeconomics technical appendix (Appendix J), average
weights for Columbia River salmon have been recalculated based
on data over the 2003 to 2009 period, per pound values for
Columbia River coho and spring and fall Chinook were revised
based on ex-vessel price data over the 2002 to 2009 period, and
values for Columbia River summer Chinook and sockeye were
revised based on data for the 2008 to 2009 period (data for
other years were not available). As a result, the catch and
harvest estimates presented in Table 3-16 have been revised in
the final EIS. (No data were readily available concerning values
for tribal fish sold directly to the public.)

9/97

3.3.5.2, page 3-84. Pacific Ocean and Puget Sound. For the economic value
of Washington, Oregon, and California commercial fisheries, data from
PFMC should be used.

No economic values are discussed on page 3-84 of the draft EIS.
Rather, commercial catch data are discussed. A single source for
catch data for all areas is not available, requiring that NMFS use
a variety of sources. The catch data mentioned for Oregon and
Washington were compiled from Pacific Fisheries Management
Council (PFMC) reports, as sourced for final EIS Table 3-16 and
Table 3-17. No catch data for California are described on page 3-
84 or in Table 3-16 and Table 3-17. California was not included in
the analysis as Columbia River stocks are not an appreciable
contributor to these commercial fisheries.
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9/98 Table 3-17, page 3-85. Historical Salmon Catch in Non-Tribal Pacific Ocean Thank you. Draft EIS Table 3-17 is now Table 3-16 in the final EIS.
and Puget Sound Fisheries. The Oregon Coast (Astoria) Chinook and coho NMFS reviewed these tables and discovered there were errors
catches are incorrect. PFMC catch data should be used for these catches. translating catch data from reports (PFMC). These tables were
The table should also include fisheries south of Cape Falcon since Columbia | updated to report available reported catch, and the catch period
River stocks contribute to these fisheries also. A more recent base period was expanded to include 2007 to 2009 to better describe the
should be used to reflect current fish prices. base period in the analysis. Although Columbia River populations

may contribute to fisheries south of Cape Falcon, from review of
available information, NMFS concluded that the contribution of
Columbia River stocks to commercial fisheries south of Cape
Falcon is small, and these fisheries are largely affected by the
status of populations south of Cape Falcon.

9/99 Table 3-18, page 3-86. Historical Salmon Catch in Tribal Pacific Ocean and Thank you for your comment. This table is Table 3-17 in the final
Puget Sound Fisheries. The Washington Coast Chinook catches are EIS. NMFS reviewed these tables, and there were errors
incorrect. A more recent base period should be used to reflect current fish translating catch data from reports (PFMC). These tables were
prices. updated to include available reported catch, and the catch

period was expanded to include 2007 to 2009 to better describe
the base period in the analysis.

9/100 Table 3-19, page 3-87. Average Annual Catches and Commercial Ex-Vessel Thank you. Draft EIS Table 3-19 is now Table 3-18 in the final EIS.
Value for Tribal and non-Tribal Commercial Fisheries for The Pacific Ocean The table was updated to include available reported catch
and Puget Sound. Values for California and Oregon south of Cape Falcon (PFMC), and the catch period was expanded to include 2007 to
should be included as Columbia River stocks do contribute to these 2009 to better describe the base period in the analysis. Although
fisheries. For the economic value of Washington, Oregon, and California Columbia River populations may contribute to fisheries south of
commercial fisheries, data from PFMC should be used. Cape Falcon, from review of available information, NMFS

concluded that the contribution of Columbia River stocks to
commercial fisheries south of Cape Falcon is small, and these
fisheries are largely affected by the status of populations south
of Cape Falcon.

9/101 Table 3-20, page 3-88. Average Annual Catch, Number of Trips, and Trip Thank you for your comment. This table is Table 3-19 in the final
Expenditures or Recreational Fisheries. The Upper Columbia River average EIS. NMFS reviewed these tables, and there were errors
Chinook harvest is too low. The lower Snake River average Chinook harvest | translating catch data. These tables were updated to include
is also too low. The table should site the source of the catch data so other available reported catch, and the catch period was expanded to
catch numbers can be checked as well. These data do not correspond to include 2007 to 2009 to better describe the base period in the
the averages shown in Table 3-21. analysis. Average catch values in Table 3-19 are sourced from

Table 3-20, and sources for harvest estimates were added to
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Table 3-20.

9/102 Table 3-21, page 3-90. Columbia River In-River Historical Catch for Thank you for your comment. This table is Table 3-20 in the final
Recreational Fisheries. Much of this data do not match data in ODFW and EIS. NMFS reviewed these tables, and there were errors
WDFW Joint Staff Reports which comprise the official public data reports. translating catch data. These tables were updated to report
The Zone 6 coho catch is greater than zero. The Zone 6 tributary Chinook available catch estimates from the Joint Staff Reports and other
catches are higher than those shown. The DEIS should use catch data sources. See data source information added to Table 3-20. The
available from ODFW and WDFW. The upper Columbia River Chinook catch period was expanded to include 2007 to 2009 to better
harvest shown is significantly below actual catches. The Lower Snake River | describe the base period in the analysis.

Chinook harvest is incorrect. Steelhead catches are available from the
states and should be included. Also, there are significant tributary sport
fisheries upstream of Lower Granite Dam and in upper Columbia Tributaries
that should be included. In sum, this table significantly under estimates
total recreational harvest which will produce a significant under valuation
of the recreational fisheries.

9/103 Table 3-22, page 3-92. Historical Salmon catch in Recreational Pacific Ocean | Thank you for your comment. This table is Table 3-21 in the final
and Puget Sound Fisheries. This table should include California Chinook EIS. From review of available information, NMFS concluded that
catches which do include some impacts to Columbia River fish. the contribution of Columbia River Chinook salmon stocks to

fisheries south of Cape Falcon is negligible, and these fisheries
are largely affected by the status of populations south of Cape
Falcon.

9/104 Table 3-22, page 3-92. Additionally, the harvest of fish by non-treaty tribal Draft EIS Table 3-22, on page 3-92, reports recreational harvest
groups (Shoshone Bannock, Wanapum, and Colville) should be accounted outside of the Columbia River Basin. The analysis does include
for in the DEIS. While these fish are allegedly not sold commercially, the harvest by non-treaty tribal groups in the locations mentioned by
harvest by these tribes does provide social and cultural benefits for them. the commenter. These harvest estimates are provided in Final

EIS Table 3-15, Average Annual (2002 through 2009) Catch and
Commercial Ex-vessel Value for Tribal Commercial and
Ceremonial and Subsistence Fisheries and Non-Tribal
Commercial Fisheries in the Columbia River Basin.

9/105 3.4.4.1 Native American Tribes of Concern. The four Columbia River Treaty Please see revised Section 3.4.4.1, Native American Tribes of
Tribes should be discussed separately from the non-treaty tribal groups. Concern, for updated descriptions of the tribes within the
The proper names of all four treaty tribes should be used. The descriptions | Columbia River Basin and outside of the basin that would be
of our tribes are incomplete and in-accurate. The descriptions should be affected by the alternatives analyzed in the EIS. Much of the
revised based on information from the tribes themselves. revised language was provided by the affected tribes through

their comments on the draft EIS and through further discussion

Final EIS L-130 Appendix L: Responses to Comments

on the Draft EIS




TABLE L2-1.

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED)

Letter/
Comment# | Comment Response
with NMFS.

9/106 3.4.4.1 Native American Tribes of Concern. For the description of the Comment noted.
Shoshone Bannock tribes, the DEIS should clarify that the tribe does not
have established fishing rights outside the Snake Basin and there is a
current legal dispute regarding their rights to fish in Northeast Oregon and
Southwest Washington.

9/107 3.4.4.1 Native American Tribes of Concern. For the description of the EIS has been revised to address comment
Cowlitz Tribe, the DEIS should clarify that the tribe has no legally
established fishing rights in the Columbia Basin.

9/108 3.4.4.1 Native American Tribes of Concern. The DEIS should provide more Thank you. Information about the fishing activities of the
complete descriptions of Makah, Quileute, Hoh, and Quinault Tribes, all of Washington coastal tribes has been included in Section 3.4.4.1,
which have recognized treaty fishing rights in the ocean off the Washington | Native American Tribes of Concern.

Coast and all of which would be impacted by changes in Columbia River
hatchery production.

9/109 3.4.4.1.1, page 3-109. Fish Harvests and Tribal Values. The paragraph Thank you. In the final EIS, total estimated catch in Columbia
mentions Table 3-17 which is non-treaty harvest. None of the non- River tribal commercial and ceremonial and subsistence (C&S)
commercial harvest data is presented. This noncommercial harvest is of fisheries is presented in Table 3-15. For estimated C&S harvests,
critical importance to the tribes. There is no harvest data from the included in these totals, see Table 3-26.
nontreaty tribes presented. There is quantifiable treaty tribe harvest that
occurs downstream of Bonneville Dam.

9/110 3.4.4.1.2, page 3-109. Ceremonial and Subsistence Harvest. The statement Thank you for the clarification. For the final EIS, Section 3.4.4.1.2,
that harvest of salmon for ceremonial and subsistence purposes typically Ceremonial and Subsistence Harvests, has been expanded to
occurs before fish are taken for commercial purposes is not true. include more detailed information on ceremonial and
Subsistence fishing occurs all year in both mainstem and tributary areas. subsistence harvests. As part of this addition, the statement
Some fish are sold commercially in the winter season prior to the spring concerning when fish are harvested for ceremonial and
ceremonial fisheries. subsistence purposes has been modified to reflect the

information presented in this comment. Additionally,
information on cultural uses of salmon has been added to this
section. In the final EIS, ceremonial and subsistence harvest
estimates, which have been revised, are considered as part of
the environmental justice assessment for each alternative
(Section 4.4.4.1, Fish Harvest and Tribal Values).

9/111 3.4.4.1.2, page 3-109. Ceremonial and Subsistence Harvest. The Please see updates to Section 3.4.4.1.2, Ceremonial and
assumptions regarding ceremonial and subsistence harvest on page 3-110 Subsistence Harvest, for updated estimates for C&S harvest, as
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are extremely faulty and produce wildly incorrect estimates of C&S catch. well as an expanded explanation of sources and methods used to
The tributary C&S catch estimates should be shown as well. Actual base derive these estimates.
period estimates of C&S catch are available and should have been used.

9/112 3.4.4.1.3, page 3-110. Tribal Salmon Fishing and Hatchery Program The estimates of the commercial harvest values include all
Revenue. Commercial sales of fish direct to the public should have been salmon commercially harvested by the tribes, including those
included since this is a significant source of revenue in tribal commercial sold directly to the public, along with those sold to wholesale
fisheries and the prices paid are much higher than prices paid by wholesale | buyers. NMFS acknowledges that commercial sales of salmon to
fish buyers. the public would be expected to generate higher prices per

pound, but NMFS lacks information concerning the percent of
the commercial harvest by tribes that is sold directly to the
public.

9/113 3.4.5, page 3-114. Public Outreach. The DEIS should clearly state that NMFS | Comment noted. See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing
did not engage in any consultation with the four Columbia River Treaty the EIS Process.

Tribes as part of the development of this document and these alternatives.

9/114 Table 3-30, page 3-119. Status, Distribution, Habitat Association, and The EIS has been updated in response to the comment.
Trends for Bird Species in the Analysis Area that prey on Salmon. This table | American White Pelican has been added to Table 3-30.
fails to include white pelicans.

9/115 Table 3-31, page 3-123. Status, Distribution, Habitat Association, and The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Steller
Trends for Marine Mammals of Concern. This table should include Steller sea lion has been added to Table 3-31.
sea lions since their impacts on Salmon have been increasing.

9/116 3.5.3.1.1, page 3-124. Killer Whales. The statement that it is reasonable to NMEFS disagrees. The statement is well supported in the
expect that southern resident killer whales likely prefer Chinook salmon is literature, particularly during the summer months, as discussed
conjecture and should be omitted. in Section 3.5.3.1.1, Killer Whale (Southern Resident DPS). Refer

to Ford and Ellis (2006), Ford et al. (2010), Hanson et al. (2010),
Hanson (2011), and Hempelmann et al. (2012).

9/117 3.5.3.1.1, page 3-124. Killer Whales. If the statement on page 3-125 that Agreed, and this impact is discussed in Section 4.5.4.1.1, Killer
hatchery fish may have produced benefits for killer whales is true, then it Whale (Southern Resident DPS).
should also be stated that the proposed reductions in hatchery fish in the
DEIS would also adversely impact killer whales.

9/118 3.5.3.1.2, page 3-125. Steller Sea Lion. In 2010, there was an increase in Please refer to revisions in Section 3.5.5.1.1, Steller Sea Lion,
sightings of Steller sea lions stealing salmon from California sea lions. The which describes recent annual counts of Steller sea lions at
DEIS should clarify that impacts on salmon from Steller sea lions may be Bonneville Dam.
increasing.
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9/119 4.2.2, page 4-4. Methods for Analyzing Effects. The AHA model should not See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis

have been used in the DEIS. It is not capable of utilizing the abundance
based harvest frameworks that are used in Columbia basin fisheries and
therefore provides misleading and incorrect results. The DEIS states that
the AHA model allows users to input data reflecting current habitat
productivity/capacity, harvest rates and hatchery facility operations. This is
an incorrect statement. The AHA model does not allow users to input
current abundance based harvest rates.

within the EIS.

9/120 4.2.2, page 4-4. Methods for Analyzing Effects. On page 4-7, the document | The final EIS was updated to incorporate revisions to the various
states that harvest conditions are assumed to represent recent average rules for both the in-river and the ocean fisheries for salmon and
conditions. The 2002-2006 time period is not the best time period to use as | steelhead. This revision was made to reflect the more recent
a base period. Because NMFS used incorrect harvest data for this period, harvest management agreements (in-river and ocean) and ESA
the average harvest for this period is also incorrect. Appendix K also uses guidance that have controlled fisheries in recent years (as of
incorrect harvest rates. This flawed harvest analysis produces incorrect 2010). NMFS also updated hatchery program release and brood
information for the rest of the modeling. When flawed harvest scenarios stock management for the No Action baseline to reflect program
are used, the output of numbers of hatchery and wild fish in escapement operations as of 2010. Survival assumptions were also updated
areas will be incorrect. This produces incorrect estimates of PNI and pHOS. | to better reflect abundances as of 2010.

Because NMFS has used a flawed harvest analysis, all of the information on
how many populations would meet the performance metrics under the
different alternatives is also incorrect. NMFS should either remove all of
the information regarding which populations meet which metric under the
different alternatives, or re-do the entire harvest analysis.
9/121 4.2.3.1.1, page 4-11. Genetic Risks. The DEIS states that new selective Thank you for your comment. Implementation of new mark-

fisheries would be established in terminal areas as a way of reducing
genetic risks. The DEIS fails to state where these new fisheries would be
used. The DEIS fails to discuss how the increased handle of unclipped fish
would impact wild harvest rates if increased selective fisheries were to
occur. This item should be removed from the DEIS for any tributary
fisheries upstream of Bonneville Dam as it is not realistic. Tributary fisheries
are managed cooperatively by the states and tribes with specific sharing
agreements for different fisheries. It is not possible to expand current
tributary sport fisheries without also expanding tribal fishing opportunity
which is generally nonselective. Almost all current tributary sport fisheries
are already mark selective fisheries. It is not feasible to presume that

selective terminal fisheries was a possible implementation
measure for Alternative 4 and Alternative 5 only. As described in
Box 4-2, Alternative 4 and Alternative 5 assume increased
harvest rates on hatchery-origin fish in “terminal” areas, i.e., the
tributaries into which adult fish return, when necessary to meet
the alternative performance goal. These additional fisheries are
modeled to maintain harvest limits on the natural-origin fish and
to achieve identified escapement goals.
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additional terminal mark selective fisheries could actually be implemented.

9/122 4.2.3.1.1, page 4-11. Genetic Risks. The recommendation for building new Comment noted.
temporary and permanent weirs also relies on a great deal of speculation
about their feasibility and effectiveness.

9/123 Table 4-17, page 4-35. Mean Percent Change in PRODadj and in Abundance | This table is now Table 4-28 in the final EIS. Updated information
of NOS per population in the Mid-Columbia River Spring ESU. NMFS should | has meant that the implantation scenarios for Alternative 2
clarify how a reduction in abundance of natural origin fish under through Alternative 5 now result in increases to both
Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 (presuming the analysis were correct) is a benefit to | productivity and abundance relative to the figures in the draft
the resource or to people. EIS. Alternative 6 results in increases in productivity but a small

decrease in estimated abundance. This information is presented
to show potential effects of the alternative implementation
scenarios on the indicators for the salmon and steelhead
resources. By demonstrating these potential effects, and the
interdependencies of attributes such as productivity and
abundance, the EIS better informs NMFS, hatchery operators,
and the public of the potential benefits, risks, and potential
tradeoffs of the alternatives.

9/124 Table 4-17, page 4-35. Mean Percent Change in PRODadj and in Abundance | Thank you. The reduction in abundance, relative to increases in
of NOS per population in the Mid-Columbia River Spring ESU. NMFS should | productivity, in the draft EIS, has been updated and now does
also clarify why on page 1-13, they claim to have not considered options not demonstrate a decrease in NOS abundance for Alternative 2
that increase adverse effects to natural origin fish when some of these through Alternative 5. Alternative 6 does demonstrate this
alternatives apparently would result in fewer natural origin fish which result, however, at higher total abundance than the draft EIS
should be considered an adverse effect. estimate (10,156 and 16,463, draft EIS Alternativel and final EIS

Alternative 6, respectively). See final EIS Table 4-28.

9/125 Table 4-21, page 4-38. Mean Percent Change in PRODadj and in Abundance | This table is now Table 4-33 in the final EIS. Updated information
of NOS per population in the Deschutes River Summer/Fall run Chinook has meant that the implementation scenarios for Alternative 2
Salmon ESU. NMFS should clarify how a reduction in abundance of natural through Alternative 6 now result in increases in both productivity
origin fish under Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 (presuming the analysis were and abundance. This information is presented to show potential
correct) is a benefit to the resource or to people. NMFS should also clarify effects of the alternative implementation scenarios on the
why on page 1-13, they claim to have not considered options that increase indicators for the salmon and steelhead resources. By
adverse effects to natural origin fish when some of these alternatives demonstrating these potential effects, and the
apparently would result in fewer natural origin fish which should be interdependencies of attributes such as productivity and
considered an adverse effect. abundance, the EIS better informs NMFS, hatchery operators,

and the public of the potential benefits, risks, and tradeoffs of
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the alternatives.
9/126 Table 4-26, page 4-42. Mean Percent Change in PRODadj and in Abundance | This table is now Table 4-42 in the final EIS. Updated information
of NOS per population in the Upper Columbia spring run Chinook Salmon has meant that the implementation scenarios for Alternative 2
ESU. NMFS should clarify how a reduction in abundance of ESA listed through Alternative 6 now result in increases to both
natural origin fish under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 (presuming the analysis productivity and abundance. This information is presented to
were correct) is a benefit to the resource or to people. NMFS should also show potential effects of the alternative implementation
clarify why on page 1-13, they claim to have not considered options that scenarios on the indicators for the salmon and steelhead
increase adverse effects to natural origin fish when some of these resources. By demonstrating these potential effects, and the
alternatives apparently would result in fewer natural origin fish which interdependencies of attributes such as productivity and
should be considered an adverse effect. abundance, the EIS better informs NMFS, hatchery operators,
and the public of the potential benefits, risks, and tradeoffs of
the alternatives.
9/127 Table 4-30, page 4-45. Mean Percent Change in PRODadj and in Abundance | This was a case of using low survival rates for natural and
of NOS per population in the Upper Columbia River summer/fall run hatchery populations in the draft EIS. These rates were updated
Chinook Salmon ESU. The Total NOS under Alternative 1 (status quo) is in the final EIS to better reflect recent data. The final EIS was also
unrealistically low based on actual data for this ESU. This should be updated to incorporate revisions to the various rules for both the
corrected. in-river and ocean fisheries for salmon and steelhead. This
update was made to reflect the more recent harvest
management agreements (in-river and ocean) and ESA guidance
that have controlled fisheries in recent years (as of 2010).
Natural population responses (productivity and abundance) to
harvest and hatchery management actions were projected
forward 100 generations using the All-H-Analyzer model. So the
natural population outputs reflect a long-term future projection
of impacts for comparison across alternatives.
9/128 Table 4-44, page 4-56. Mean Percent Change in PRODadj and in Abundance | This table is now Table 4-57 in the final EIS. This information is
of NOS per population in the Snake River fall run Chinook Salmon ESU. presented to show potential effects of the alternative
NMFS should clarify how a reduction in abundance of ESA listed natural implementation scenarios on the indicators for the salmon and
origin spawners under Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 (presuming the analysis steelhead resources. By demonstrating these potential effects,
were correct) is a benefit to the resource or to people. NMFS should also and the interdependencies of attributes such as productivity and
clarify why on page 1-13, they claim to have not considered options that abundance, the EIS better informs NMFS, hatchery operators,
increase adverse effects to natural origin fish when some of these and the public of the potential benefits, risks, and tradeoffs of
alternatives apparently would result in fewer natural origin fish which the alternatives.
should be considered an adverse effect.
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9/129 Table 4-67, page 4-74. Mean Percent Change in PRODadj and in Abundance | This table is now Table 4-80 in the final EIS. Updated information
of NOS per population in the Upper Columbia River Steelhead DPS. NMFS has meant that the implementation scenarios for Alternative 2,
should clarify how a reduction in abundance of ESA listed natural origin Alternative 3, Alternative 4, and Alternative 6 now result in
spawners under Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 (presuming the analysis were increases to both productivity and abundance. Alternative 5 still
correct) is a benefit to the resource or to people. NMFS should also clarify results in a small decrease in estimated total NOS abundance
why on page 1-13, they claim to have not considered options that increase | and the highest mean adjusted productivity estimate. This
adverse effects to natural origin fish when some of these alternatives information is presented to show potential effects of the
apparently would result in fewer natural origin fish which should be alternative implementation scenarios on the indicators for the
considered an adverse effect. salmon and steelhead resources. By demonstrating these
potential effects, and the interdependencies of attributes such
as productivity and abundance, the EIS better informs NMFS,
hatchery operators, and the public of the potential benefits,
risks, and tradeoffs of the alternatives.
9/130 4.3.2.1 Harvest Estimates. Page 4-109. In many cases, incorrect historical Thank you for your comment. This table is Table 3-13 in the final
data was used. EIS. NMFS reviewed these tables, and there were errors
translating catch data. These tables were updated to report
available reported catch, and the catch period was expanded to
include 2007 to 2009 to better describe the base period in the
analysis.
9/131 4.3.2.1 Harvest Estimates. Page 4-109. Appendix K also used incorrect in- The final EIS was updated to incorporate revisions to the various
river and tributary harvest rates which produces erroneous results. rules for both the in-river and ocean fisheries for salmon and
steelhead. This change was made to reflect the more recent
harvest management agreements (in-river and ocean) and ESA
guidance that have controlled fisheries in recent years (as of
2010). Actual tributary harvest rates were difficult to determine
in some cases. They also vary considerably from year to year
based on run size.
9/132 4.3.2.3. Harvest and Economic Values. Page 4-111. The value of the catch See response to letter 9, comment 112. Harvest estimates,
does not reflect current fish prices. NMFS did not include the value of fish salmon weights, and salmon values have been revised in the final
sold direct to the public. NMFS also used in some cases incorrect weights EIS to incorporate more current data.
per fish in economic value calculations. This combined with faulty harvest
modeling makes economic comparison of the alternatives impossible.
9/133 4.3.4 Harvest and Economic Values. Page 4-114 through page 4-158. See See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
Comments above. This section includes numerous errors and should either | within the EIS.
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be re-done or removed from the DEIS.

9/134 4.4.3.1 Tribal Indicators of Environmental Justice Effects. Page 4-161. There | Thank you for the information. See Global Response 4:
is no discussion of the mitigation commitments made to the tribes due to Comments Asserting and Referring to the Mitchell Act’s
the development of the Columbia River Basin. See also a full discussion of Mitigation Obligation or Calling for NMFS to Define the
Environmental Justice Considerations submitted as a separate appendix. Obligation.

9/135 4.4.4.2 Ceremonial and Subsistence Harvest. Page 4-166. The statement The ceremonial and substance (C&S) catch was updated based
that only 12,976 fish are likely taken for ceremonial and subsistence on guidance from the tribal fish managers. A complete
purposes is incorrect. The DEIS should include actual average C&S catches accounting of total C&S catch was not available, and the final EIS
which are significantly higher. has been revised to indicate reported C&S is a minimum

estimate.

9/136 4.4.4.2 Ceremonial and Subsistence Harvest. Page 4-166. The following For the final EIS, the sentences (and paragraph in which the
statements in the DEIS are incorrect and should be removed from the sentences appear) in Section 4.4.4.2, Ceremonial and
document: “Because ceremonial and subsistence fish are taken first before | Subsistence Harvests, concerning when fish are harvested for
fish are harvested for commercial harvest, changed in hatchery production | ceremonial and subsistence purposes and what effects are
would primarily affect commercial tribal fisheries. Thus, there would be a anticipated under the action alternatives have been deleted. In
negligible impact on ceremonial and subsistence fishing for all action their place, a paragraph has been added stating that although
alternatives compared to Alternative 1.” As previously stated in these ceremonial and subsistence harvest typically occurs before
comments, subsistence fishing occurs throughout the year. Also, some commercial harvests, ceremonial and subsistence fishing can
limited commercial fishing often occurs prior to the spring ceremonial occur at other times of the year. As a result, changes in hatchery
fishing. Some tribes also utilize surplus hatchery fish for cultural purposes production would be expected primarily to affect commercial
(funerals, etc.) Reducing hatchery production would have significant tribal fisheries, although effects on ceremonial and subsistence
adverse impacts on tribal ceremonial and subsistence fisheries. harvests could result from implementing certain action

alternatives. Consistent with this change, the subsections
following Section 4.4.4.2 have been added to the final EIS to
address the alternative-specific environmental justice effects of
the action alternatives on ceremonial and subsistence harvests,
and information on cultural uses of salmon has been added to
the impact discussions. In the final EIS, ceremonial and
subsistence harvest estimates have also been revised. In the final
EIS, Section 3.4.4.1.2, Ceremonial and Subsistence Harvests, has
been expanded to include more detailed information on
ceremonial and subsistence harvests.

9/137 Table 4-100. Tribal Fishing Revenue. Page 4-167. This table contains This table is now Table 4-114 in the final EIS. The final EIS has
erroneous estimates for in-river fisheries and should be re-done. The values | been updated to incorporate revisions to the various rules for
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shown are the result of erroneous harvest modeling combined with invalid | both the in-river and ocean fisheries for salmon and steelhead.
assumptions about the value of the catch. This change was made to reflect the more recent harvest
management agreements (in-river and ocean) and ESA guidance
that have controlled fisheries in recent years (as of 2010).
9/138 Table 4-100. Tribal Fishing Revenue. Page 4-167. There are also no This table is now Table 4-114 in the final EIS. The estimated tribal
commercial fisheries in the upper Columbia mainstem or in the Lower fishing revenue has been updated to reflect that no commercial
Snake River. References to these fisheries should be removed from the tribal harvest currently occurs in the Upper Columbia River
DEIS. economic impact region. However, commercial fisheries
currently occur in the lower Snake River economic impact region
(possibly not in the actual lower Snake River itself, but in some
tributaries to it). The numbers of commercially harvested fish,
under baseline conditions, were provided by the Nez Perce Tribe.
9/139 5.3.3.2 Ceremonial and Subsistence Harvest for Tribes. Page 5-20. The last | The final EIS section has been revised to respond to the
sentence regarding “localized tribal benefit over the next 10 years” is comment.
unreasonable. Given the significant adverse impacts on the tribes from the
implementation of any of the given alternatives along with possible adverse
impacts from climate change, it does not seem reasonable that there would
be any localized tribal benefit.
9/140 5.3.3.3 Tribal Fishing and Hatchery Revenue. Page 5-20. The last sentence The final EIS section has been revised to respond to the
regarding “localized tribal benefit over the next 10 years” is unreasonable. comment.
Given the significant adverse impacts on the tribes from the
implementation of any of the given alternatives along with possible adverse
impacts from climate change, it does not seem reasonable that there would
be any localized tribal benefit.
9/141 Page 8-2, Agencies Consulted. It should be specifically noted that NMFS did | See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.
not consult with the four Columbia River Treaty Tribes.
9/142 Appendix A Columbia River Hatchery Programs and Facility Information. See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
Not all Columbia Basin hatchery programs were included. within the EIS.
9/143 Appendix B 2008-2017 U.S. v. Oregon Management Agreement. See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
NMFS should have relied on the harvest rate schedules in this agreement within the EIS.
for mainstem fisheries and should provide additional information as to why
they chose alternatives that are inconsistent with this agreement that
NFMS entered, and which is a federal Court Order.
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9/144 Appendix C Hatchery Performance and Production by Alternative for NMFS has incorporated, as appropriate, information that has
Chinook Salmon been provided. Additionally, See Global Response 7: Comments
NMFS should include the review by the U.S. v. Oregon Production Advisory | Addressing the Analysis within the EIS.
Committee in the Comparison Analysis Tables, included in the attachments.
9/145 Appendix D Hatchery Performance and Production by Alternative for NMFS has incorporated, as appropriate, information that has
Coho Salmon and Steelhead. been provided. Additionally, see Global Response 7: Comments
NMFS should include the review by the U.S. v. Oregon Production Advisory | Addressing the Analysis within the EIS.
Committee in the Comparison Analysis Tables, included in the attachments.
9/146 Appendix F Hatchery Performance and Production by Alternative for NMFS has incorporated, as appropriate, information that has
Sockeye Salmon. been provided. Additionally, See Global Response 7: Comments
NMFS should include the review by the U.S. v. Oregon Production Advisory | Addressing the Analysis within the EIS.
Committee in the Comparison Analysis Tables, included in the attachments.
9/147 Appendix F Hatchery Performance and Production by Alternative for Thank you for the comment. Draft EIS Table 2-7 now appear as
Sockeye Salmon. Table 4-4 in the final EIS. NMFS reviewed the program release
Information on Wenatchee and Okanagan sockeye should also be included. | data and contacted the hatchery managers to ensure reporting
the correct number released as of 2010. The Okanogan sockeye
program is in Canada and was not included in the EIS scope.
9/148 Appendix G Overview of the All H Analyzer NMFS disagrees. A typical use of the AHA model does not include
The AHA model is not appropriate for this type of analysis since it is not abundance-based harvest rates. For this analysis, however,
capable of adequately modeling Columbia Basin mainstem fisheries utilizing | additional abundance-based harvest models were developed.
abundance based harvest rate frameworks. It should not be used in the Abundance was based on the predicted average from the AHA
DEIS. model. This required two iterations of the models to evaluate
the effect of harvest rates on abundance of natural populations.
9/149 Appendix H Assessment of Operational Effectiveness of Columbia River NMFS agrees that the broad application of rigid program
Hatchery Programs (HPV analysis) management standards may not be appropriate. The application
The best management practices for hatchery programs will vary according of BMPs in the draft EIS and in Appendix H was confusing and
to the goals and objectives of each program as well as the status of local not thoroughly explained. The final EIS clarifies that the
wild stocks. Establishing rigid protocols applicable to all programs for best | application of BMPs is relegated to the aspects of hatchery
management practices is not appropriate. facility effects, including facility failure, water quality, intake
screening, and migration of fish, both juvenile and adult, through
hatchery facilities.
9/150 Appendix | Draft Socioeconomics Report Submitted by The Research See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
Group to NMFS 2008. within the EIS.
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Section 3.3.4.1 Harvesting. Page 22. California fisheries should be included
since Columbia Basin stocks do contribute to all coastal fisheries.
9/151 Appendix | Draft Socioeconomics Report Submitted by The Research See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
Group to NMFS 2008. within the EIS.
Table 3.5. Columbia Basin Inland Harvests by Species Population Origins
and by fishery for Status Quo Alternative. Page 24. This table omits tribal
C&S harvest. It also omits tribal tributary harvest. It omits sockeye harvest.
The commercial harvest data source is not cited and the are not correct for
a recent year average.
9/152 Appendix | Draft Socioeconomics Report Submitted by The Research See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
Group to NMFS 2008. within the EIS.
3.3.4.2.1 Processing and Markets. Processing. Page 27. Tribal direct sales to
the public are not adequately included but should be, as they make up a
significant percentage of tribal commercial fishing revenue.
9/153 Appendix | Draft Socioeconomics Report Submitted by The Research As indicated in Global Response 7, the TRG 2009 document has
Group to NMFS 2008. been removed as an appendix from the final EIS because of its
3.3.4.2.1 Processing and Markets. Processing. Page 27. The statement that | limited use for the analysis. However, the text in Appendix J
lower river caught fish typically fetch higher prices than the catch in upriver | (Socioeconomic Impact Methods) was revised to reflect this
tribal fisheries is no longer true. Prices paid by wholesale buyers in tribal comment. The analysis does not differentiate prices for fish
fisheries are often equal and sometimes higher than in the lower river. caught in the lower river and elsewhere in the river.
9/154 Appendix | Draft Socioeconomics Report Submitted by The Research Columbia River fish weights and values have been revised for the
Group to NMFS 2008. final EIS to incorporate more current data, as described in the
Table 3.8. Columbia River Salmon Commercial Harvest Real Ex-vessel Price, | revised Appendix J. These revised factors were incorporated into
Value, and Pounds. Page 28. These data are not correct. PacFIN apparently | the economic modeling conducted to assess the effects of the
does not have complete final data. Data should be obtained directly from alternatives in the final EIS. As described in revised Appendix J,
the states and tribes. Prices should be broken out for spring and summer average weights were calculated using landing and weight data
fisheries separately as they are significantly different. Fall Chinook prices from fish receiving tickets, as reported by the Oregon
need to be separated by bright and tule since the prices for each are very Department of Fish and Wildlife in its Columbia River Fishing
different and the proportion of the total fall Chinook catch varies Landing Reports. For ex-vessel values, average prices were
significantly. calculated based on data from the 2009 PFMC SAFE Report and
from the Joint Columbia River Management Staff 2010 Joint Staff
Report. As requested by the commenter, weights and prices
were developed separately for spring, summer, and fall Chinook
fisheries. Although individual prices were not developed for
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brights and tules, fall-season Chinook prices were weighted by
pounds of brights and tules landed in Oregon and Washington
each year.
9/155 Appendix | Draft Socioeconomics Report Submitted by The Research The final EIS section has been revised to respond to the
Group to NMFS 2008. comment.
3.3.4.3. Economic Contributions. Page 35. The statement that no fish of any
run are sold for commercial purposes until ceremonial and subsistence
needs are met is not correct. Allocating sufficient fish for ceremonial and
subsistence harvest takes priority over commercial harvest, but this does
not mean that in all cases the C&S catch comes before the commercial
harvest. Tributary subsistence catch often occurs well after the conclusion
of mainstem commercial fishing.
9/156 Appendix J Mitchell Act Hatchery EIS Socio Economics Impact Methods As discussed in the response to letter 9, comment 154 and as
Appendix described in revised Appendix J, average weights were
Table A-1 Average Pounds per Fish (commercial) Page 12. The average recalculated using data from fish receiving tickets. Additionally,
pounds shown for in-river fisheries are not correct. Spring season, summer | as requested by the commenter, separate weights were
season, and fall season bright and tule groups should all be separated as developed for spring, summer, and fall Chinook seasons.
the average pounds varies for each group. The average steelhead and Separate weight data for brights and tules were not available;
sockeye weights are significantly high. Average weights from actual fish however, value data for brights and tules were incorporated into
tickets should have been used. Using the wrong average weights produces the analysis.
errors in other parts of the economic analysis. This should be corrected.
9/157 Appendix J Mitchell Act Hatchery EIS Socio Economics Impact Methods Individual prices were not developed for brights and tules;
Appendix however, fall-season Chinook prices were weighted by pounds of
Table A-2. Ex-vessel price per pound. Page 13. The prices shown for tribal brights and tules landed in Oregon and Washington each year.
and non-tribal commercial fisheries are not correct. Chinook prices should Prices shown in Table A-2 have been revised to show prices for
be broken out by spring, summer, and fall bright and fall tule prices as they | spring, summer, and fall Chinook.
are very different. This produces errors in the economic analysis and should
be corrected.
9/158 Appendix K Chinook and Coho Salmon Fishery Modeling Approach for See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
Application to the Mitchell Act EIS within the EIS.
The AHA model is flawed as a tool to do Columbia Basin harvest modeling.
9/159 Appendix K Chinook and Coho Salmon Fishery Modeling Approach for The AHA model includes natural population productivity and
Application to the Mitchell Act EIS capacity assumptions that predict the number of smolts and
The catch modeling relies on smolt outmigrants that come out of the AHA adults at equilibrium (based on smolt to adult survival rates)

Appendix L: Responses to Comments

on the Draft EIS

L-141

Final EIS




TABLE L2-1.

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED).

Letter/
Comment# | Comment Response
model as a starting point and then applies some sort of maturation rates prior to fisheries. The predicted adult abundances were used in
and ocean survival. The problem is in the number of smolts going out. the harvest models to determine abundance-based fishery
Because the modeling relies on inaccurate estimates of spawners, they will | harvest rates. The AHA model was rerun to estimate new
have estimated the wrong numbers of outmigrating smolts. equilibrium abundance values, then was rerun again through the
harvest models. NMFS found that two iterations were sufficient
to stabilize AHA predictions and abundance harvest rates. Ocean
survival rates applied to hatchery and natural smolts were
adjusted to better reflect recent year abundances.
9/160 Appendix K Chinook and Coho Salmon Fishery Modeling Approach for Thank you for your comment. Fishery rules for the final EIS
Application to the Mitchell Act EIS analysis are based on provisions of the 2008 amendments to the
For in -river fisheries, NMFS used the wrong harvest rates. They used the Pacific Salmon Treaty, updated ESA guidance given by NOAA
harvest rate schedules in the 2007 U.S. v Oregon Management Agreement, | Fisheries (through 2010), and updated provisions of the latest
not the current one. So they didn't incorporate catch balancing into spring | U.S. vs. Oregon agreement (agreement of 2008 for the period
chinook. NMFS did not use the abundance based fall chinook schedule. from 2008 to 2017). There have also been several corrections to
NMFS based the fall harvest rates on the Bonneville run size not the river how some calculations have been made. Aspects of these
mouth run size. And NMFS applied the URB harvest rate to the tules and changes have been reviewed with co-manager biologists.
the MCB's which is wrong. For summer chinook, they did not use a mark
selective sport fishery, and they applied a scalar to the summer harvest
rates schedule that presumes that treaty and non-treaty fisheries cant
catch all the summer Chinook allowed which is completely untrue. For coho
they used average Bonneville based harvest rates, but they started with the
wrong average catch. Since NMFS doesn't predict realistic fisheries, then
incorrect escapement of hatchery and wild fish are estimated. Incorrect
escapements will result in erroneous estimates of pHOS. Predicting pHOS
incorrectly will result in incorrect decisions on how much hatchery
production to cut (even presuming NMFS made a reasonable standard on
PNI and pHOS).
9/161 Appendix K Chinook and Coho Salmon Fishery Modeling Approach for Thank you for your comments. The C&S catch estimates were
Application to the Mitchell Act EIS significantly reworked based on interactions between the EIS
They applied a completely incorrect percentage for C&S vs Commercial modelers and biologists for CRITFC and individual tribes. The
catch for the tribal fishery. This produces additional errors in the economic | modelers conclude that the C&S estimates are as reliable as can
analysis. be without more definitive information from the tribes. It is
noted that C&S estimates in general should be regarded as
minimum estimates.
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9/162 Appendix K Chinook and Coho Salmon Fishery Modeling Approach for Appendix K of the draft EIS describes the modeling approach
Application to the Mitchell Act EIS used to estimate changes in the harvest of salmon and steelhead
They also failed to do any economic analysis of ocean troll (or sport)catches | in affected fisheries. The economic analysis of these estimated
of Columbia River stocks occurring on the Oregon Coast south of cape changes in harvest, including changes in recreational fisheries
falcon or any of the California fisheries that also have some impacts on along the entire Oregon Coast and the California Coast, were
Columbia River stocks. So they are underestimating the economic impact presented in Table 4-93 of the draft EIS. As explained in the
on those fisheries of reducing Columbia Basin hatchery production. response to letter 2, comment 85, the EIS alternatives are not
expected to affect the commercial Chinook salmon fisheries
south of Cape Falcon.
9/163 Appendix K Chinook and Coho Salmon Fishery Modeling Approach for Thank you for your comment. The draft EIS used lower survival
Application to the Mitchell Act EIS rates, thus underestimating catch compared to recent years.
As far as their economic analysis, they made some mistakes in the treaty These rates were updated in the final EIS to better match
troll chinook harvest. They also drastically underestimated all the tributary | abundance and catch as of 2010.
sport harvest. (The sport harvest data is also used to estimate average
tributary harvest, so they got their harvest modeling wrong there too). So,
the current economic value of fisheries is simply not correct. And their
predictions of economic impacts of any of the alternatives are not valid.
There is no way to read the DEIS and get a realistic understanding about
how badly any of the alternatives will affect any particular fishery.
9/164 Appendix K Chinook and Coho Salmon Fishery Modeling Approach for See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
Application to the Mitchell Act EIS within the EIS.
NMEFS is proposing reducing the Snake River fall chinook program from its
current releases of 5.9million fish anually to 330,000 under Alternatives 2-4
and reducing it to 110,000 under Alternative 5. This almost certainly
guarantees reductions in the adult returns to Lower Granite from 15-
25,000 with 2-3,000 natural origin fish to returns of probably no more than
5,000 with probably no more than 1,000 natural origin fish. If river mouth
returns of natural origin Snake River fall chinook drop to less than 2,000,
then the in-river treaty harvest rate drops to 23% and the non-treaty
harvest rate drops to 4%. If the river mouth return on natural origin fish
drops to less than 1,000, then the inriver treaty harvest rate drops to 20%
and the non-treaty harvest rate drops to 1.5%. A 1.5% harvest rate on
URB's effectively means no commercial mainstem fishing and no chinook
retention for the sport fishery in the mainstem from Buoy 10 on upstream.
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9/165 Appendix K Chinook and Coho Salmon Fishery Modeling Approach for See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
Application to the Mitchell Act EIS within the EIS.
NMFS staff were asked for detailed steelhead modeling assumptions that
were done for the DEIS, but this information was not provided.
9/166 Appendix K Chinook and Coho Salmon Fishery Modeling Approach for See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
Application to the Mitchell Act EIS within the EIS.
There is ample evidence in this appendix that the harvest and economic
analysis is completely inadequate and useless. The most appropriate action
would be for NMFS to withdraw this DEIS start over with their harvest
modeling and economic analysis. The DEIS can not be adequately analyzed
for impacts to tribal or other economies.
9/167 Appendix L Supporting Demographic and Socioeconomic Data for the Demographic data relevant to the environmental justice
Analysis of Environmental Justice Impacts assessment have been updated using data from the 2010 U.S.
Instead of just reservation population data, the actual numbers of enrolled | Census and the American Community Survey. Relevant
tribal members should have been reported along with information that demographic data in Appendix L have been shifted into the
many tribal members live along the Columbia River in various communities | environmental justice sections (Section 3.4 and Section 4.4), and
and not simply on the reservations themselves. Additional comments are Appendix L has been deleted from the final EIS. Data concerning
provided in a separate appendix. enrolled members for each tribe were not available through this
source and were, therefore, not included in the table. This
information would not affect the analysis or conclusions
presented in the environmental justice sections of the final EIS.
9/168 Analyses and the proposed alternatives presented in draft environmental See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
impact statement (DEIS) for the Mitchell Act (MA) rely heavily on use of the | within the EIS.
proportionate natural influence (PNI) and the proportion of hatchery-origin
spawners (pHOS) standards proposed by the Hatchery Scientific Review
Group (HSRG 2009). Strict application of these standards can put severe
restrictions on the scale of hatchery programs, and on the numbers of
hatchery-origin fish that are permitted to augment abundance of a natural
spawning population. Hence, all of the proposed alternatives in the MA
DEIS, other than Status Quo, require moderate to substantial reductions in
current and proposed hatchery programs in the basin.
Justification for the PNI and pHOS standards are based on the presumption
that hatchery rearing will affect a substantial negative effect on fitness of a
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natural population that is receiving hatchery-origin adults, and that this
effect is genetically-based. This presumption is derived from assessment of
results of studies that provide quantified measures of relative fitness (RF)
or relative reproductive success (RRS) of the hatchery-origin (HO) versus
natural-origin (NO) fish. In particular, two recent studies of Hood River
steelhead (Araki et al. 2007b and 2009) are widely cited as “proof” that
hatchery programs have dramatically large deleterious effects on natural
population productivity, and that even over a small number of generations,
these effects will rapidly accumulate so as to render natural fitness of the
affected population significantly reduced.

We feel that this conclusion is exaggerated and misrepresents the scientific
data that exists across the breadth of studies that have examined the issue.
Further, focus on this single aspect to drive hatchery management policy in
the Columbia basin ignores benefits that hatcheries may have on other
viable salmonid population (VSP) parameters — abundance, spatial
structure and diversity (McElhany et al. 2000), and completely disregards
the associated legal, social and political issues related to fisheries and
mitigation responsibilities for operation of the hydrosystem. It is for these
reasons, as summarized in the cover letter to our comments, that the tribes
recommend that NOAA not proceed on developing a preferred alternative
and a final environmental impact statement based on the proposed
document.

9/169

In this document, however, we concentrate solely on the rationale behind
our conclusion that the presumption that use of hatcheries to supplement
natural salmonid populations will significantly depress population fitness is
exaggerated and misrepresents the available data. We provide synopses of
all (to our knowledge) currently available information from studies of
anadromous salmonids that have derived quantified measures of RF and
RRS, then have summarized these data in a table and series of figures. The
data were compiled from published manuscripts, technical reports and oral
presentations made at scientific meetings. Results for several of these
reports were previously presented within Table 1 of Araki et al. (2008)
and/or in Figure 4 of the report Hatchery Reform Science by the Recovery
Implementation Science Team (RIST 2009), copied below. Information from

Thank you for your comment. Please see revised and expanded
Section 3.2.3.1, General Risks and Benefits of Hatchery Programs
to Salmon and Steelhead Populations. NMFS has added updated
information related to more recent studies on the relative
reproductive success of hatchery fish, including studies of
additional species (Chinook salmon) (Section 3.2.3.1.1.2, Effects
on Genetic Diversity). Additionally, the Salmon and Steelhead
resource Section 3.2.3 and Section 4.2.1 in the final EIS have
been arranged to present the baseline and effects information
relative to viable salmon population attributes, to help the
reader better understand the interconnectedness of VSP
attributes.

Appendix L: Responses to Comments

on the Draft EIS

L-145

Final EIS




TABLE L2-1.

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED).

Letter/
Comment #

Comment

Response

additional studies, many of them recently described for ongoing programs,
are also presented.

Of note, substantial caution is required in interpreting these results,
especially when illustrated together within a graph such as RIST (2009)
Figure 4, whose format was followed in the summary graphs. The data are
not necessarily directly comparable. The methodologies used to obtain the
RF and RRS measures differ greatly among studies, and the management
schemes followed by the hatchery programs vary dramatically in terms
species, source of the broodstock, broodstock management, and hatchery
rearing and juvenile release practices. These issues and how they affect the
resulting RF/RSS data are described in more detail below, followed by the
synopses, and table and graphs.

a) Some of the measures are of RF, representing differential survival
between various life stages of HO and NO fish, while other studies are
of RRS, involving differential natural spawning success plus survival to
various life stages.

b) Results for six different species are represented among these
studies. However, the substantial differences in life histories among
species will undoubtedly have varying impact on how hatchery rearing
may affect reproductive fitness and survival. For example, except for
one study each of Atlantic and Chinook salmon, the studies (limited to
those using local broodstock sources) that provided the lowest
measures of RF/RRS were of steelhead (Figures 2a and 2b).

c) Some of the studies compare performance of hatchery stocks from
non-local sources — often following several generations of deliberate
selection for altered run/spawn timing, growth and/or behaviors
relative to the natural population to which they were compared. When
the objective is to assess effects of Supplementation hatchery
programs (e.g., as described by Cuenco et al. 1993) for the purposes of
rebuilding depressed populations, results from these studies using
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non-local hatchery stocks must necessarily be excluded (as was done in
Figures 3 and 4).

d) Some of the studies involve hatchery programs which followed
segregated broodstock management (only HO adults were
incorporated into the broodstock), while others integrated NO fish into
the broodstock (from small proportions to 100%, depending on the
program) each generation. The two approaches will have obvious
impacts on the extent to which genetically-based impacts on fitness
may accumulate over generations.

e) The majority of the studies are indicated as “Confounded” within
the “Effect on RF/RRS” column in the summary table. That is, results of
the comparison between performance of HO and NO fish does not
solely represent a genetically-based effect on fitness, but instead
represents possible genetic effects plus confounding non-heritable
environmental effects associated with the different spawning and
juvenile life histories experienced by the fish being compared. If it
possible to parse out the environmental effects from the overall
RF/RRS measure, the resulting estimate for heritable RF/RRS would be
closer to 1.0, and the data points for measures <1.0 would shift
upwards. To illustrate this, the RF and RRS data from studies indicated
as Confounded and < 1.0 were recalculated on the presumption that
50% of this difference was due to non-genetic effects. Graphing of the
modified data (Figures 4a and 4b) provides a much more moderated
impression of the magnitude might be of a deleterious effect of
hatchery rearing that could accumulate (due to its heritable/genetic
nature) over generations. Of note, even in those studies whose “Effect
on RF/RRS” in the summary table is indicated as “Genetic” (studies
whose “common garden” designs permitted comparison of RF or RRS
of fish with similar immediate rearing histories, but with differential
natural versus hatchery genetic backgrounds), there are invariably
additional confounding environmental effects that may have
influenced results of the studies, typically to the detriment of the HO
fish.
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f) In Figures 3 and 4, results from the Araki et al. (2007a and b, 2009)
for Hood River (HR) steelhead are differentiated from those of other
studies using local source broodstock. These results from Araki et al
2007b and 2009 (although not those from2007a, as they indicate non-
significant effects on natural fitness following a generation of hatchery
rearing), as indicated above, have been widely referenced to support
the view that hatchery effects on natural population fitness are
substantially negative and threaten their viability, and that hatchery
programs must therefore be reduced in scope and duration. However,
examining the compiled results for all of the studies presented here, it
is evident that the RRS measures for HR steelhead are at the extreme
low end of the range for reported data. In light of the “outlier” nature
of these HR steelhead data, normal scientific caution requires that they
be noted as cause for concern, but that to the extent that one is
permitted to make generalized statements, it would be that the
magnitude of heritable effects of a properly managed hatchery
supplementation program will likely of a much reduced magnitude
relative to that indicated by the HR steelhead studies.

g) Again, a reminder is appropriate that recommendations on how
salmonid hatchery programs are scaled and managed — in particular for
supplementation of depressed natural stocks - must not be based
solely on possible deleterious fitness effects, but must also consider
counteracting positive effects on the other VSP parameters —
population abundance, diversity and spatial structure. Additionally,
decisions of how best to manage hatchery programs within the
Columbia basin must not be made in isolation from the social, political
and legal issues associated with fisheries mitigation and alternative
actions (restoration of freshwater habitat, changes in hydrosystem
management to reduce mortality, and harvest management) that
might be effective in rebuilding the basin’s salmon stocks.

In view of the substantial variation among study designs and the great
dispersion of the resulting RF/RRS data, one cannot justifiably draw a
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general conclusion as to the magnitude of the effect that hatchery rearing
may have on productivity of a natural population. The data do imply,
however, that appropriate management of a hatchery program can
diminish negative effects on reproductive fitness, both of an environmental
and a genetic basis. Instead of imposing a single set of management
standards (PNI and pHOS), hatchery programs need to be designed on a
species and river-specific basis. The management plans must also be
adaptive in nature so as to respond to environmental variation and to
changes in population VSP parameters.

9/170 PNI is a useful metric for assessing hatchery programs. Comment noted.

The rationale behind the HSRG’s promotion of improved (higher) PNl in
hatchery-affected populations, which was incorporated into the MA DEIS, is
scientifically sound — any deleterious genetic effects to natural productivity
associated with hatchery rearing will be increasingly reduced as an
integrated supplementation program can be managed for an increasingly
high PNI.

9/171 The productivity estimates (R/S) for natural origin (NO) and hatchery origin | The productivity and capacity terms, which the commenter
(HO) fish spawning naturally remain fixed in the model, whereas regards as fixed, are actually estimates of the intrinsic maximum
realistically, these values, and their ratio will, will vary over time in productivity and capacity for the population. These are used in
response to changes in relative abundance of the fish (pNOS and pHOS) and | the All-H Analyzer as parameters in a Beverton-Holt recruitment
to changes in the pNOB-pHOB ratio — which together determine PNI function. The actual productivity for a given escapement varies

based on the size of the escapement relative to the capacity
parameter (non-linear function). The All-H Analyzer uses variable
SAR and accounts for the presence of varying proportions of
hatchery-origin spawners to calculate the productivity of each
escapement of the population.

9/172 The pNOB-pHOB ratio also remains fixed in the model, whereas change in NMFS agrees with the commenter’s statement regarding the
this ratio in response to changes in NO escapement, as recommended ratio of natural-origin escapement having a dramatic effect on
below, can have dramatic effects on PNI PNI. See the response to letter 9, comment 172.

9/173 The heritability (h2) estimate for change in fitness in the model is fixed at Comment noted. Please see Appendix | (RIST 2009) for a review
0.5. This is much too high an estimate, especially for a fitness character, of the base setting utilized in the All-H Analyzer's fitness function
and even more so when it is repetitively used in the model over multiple and trait equilibrium settings.
generations. Use of a lower, more realistic value for h2 (0.5, 0.1) will
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dramatically slow down modeled depressive fitness effects associated with
hatchery rearing.

9/174

The model was run with Natural Selection Strength and Hatchery Selection
Strength both set at: w2 = 10x02, implying strong selection pressure in both
environments. While strong selection against “hatchery traits” in a natural
setting (where juvenile mortality is quite high) may be appropriate, a
presumption of strong selection against “natural traits” in the hatchery
setting is not appropriate, especially when broodstock is representatively
chosen from among the NO and HO return run each successive broodyear.
Unlike the natural stream setting, mortality in a hatchery is purposefully
quite low, making an explanation for how and when strong selection
against “natural traits” difficult to formulate. Use of a relatively lower value
for Hatchery Selection Strength will slow down modeled depressive fitness
effects associated with hatchery rearing

Comment noted. Please see Appendix | (RIST 2009) for a review
of the base setting utilized in the All-H Analyzer's fitness function
and trait equilibrium settings.

9/175

Another problem with the HSRG analysis (which was adopted in the MA
DEIS) is apparent in a sentence within Appendix C of the HSRG report —
Analytical Methods and Information Sources, p.11
(http://www.hatcheryreform.us/hrp_downloads/reports/columbia_river/s
ystem-wide/4_appendix_c_analytical_methods_and_info_sources.pdf),
which is repeated almost word for word as Appendix G — Overview of the
All H Analyzer (also p.11; http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/Salmon-Harvest-
Hatcheries/Hatcheries/upload/MA-DEIS-AppG.pdf): “All hatchery adults not
recovered in fisheries or at hatchery racks or weirs at their point of release
are considered strays.” (underlining for emphasis)

In the supplementation model, a hatchery program uses integrated
broodstock management to produce fish with the express intent to have
them return as adults to augment the depressed number of naturally
spawning fish. Yet, according to the analysis, they are nonetheless
considered as “strays” ...? Merriam-Webster defines “stray” (used as an
adjective) as: “1. having strayed or escaped from a proper or intended
place, 2 occurring at random or sporadically , 3. not serving any useful
purpose”. This is more than a problem of semantics, but bears witness to
an inherent bias in the analysis which deems all hatchery programs as

The commenter is incorrect in assuming that NMFS has adopted
the HSRG analysis in the EIS. Some methods and baseline
modeling assumptions, which were developed with the input for
the basin co-managers for their 2009 review, are utilized in the
analysis for this EIS. The term "stray" is an often misused term.
The final EIS has incorporated a more strict use of the term than
that used in the draft EIS. NMFS thanks the commenter for
information regarding the details of a supplementation program.
NMFS refers to these as conservation programs or "both," i.e.,
harvest programs with a conservation benefit as well, in the EIS.
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having a negative effect on the well-being of natural salmon populations,
and disregards potential demographic benefits, in addition to the social and
legal rationales for creation of the hatchery programs.

9/176

The MA DEIS adopts the HSRG recommendations, but it is unclear - in both
the HSRG report and in the Mitchell Act DEIS - how these PNI
goals/standards are to be practically applied to each particular hatchery
program.

It is reasonable to consider the PNI standards as goals to be worked
towards over time, through a combination of reform measures to
hydrosystem management and freshwater habitat restoration, in addition
any needed hatchery management reforms.

On the other hand, strict annual application of these standards is untenable
from all standpoints — scientific, social, and legal. From a scientific
standpoint, a strict application of a PNI standard to an integrated
supplementation program operating in a population which is at depressed
levels, will necessarily restrict the escapement of hatchery origin (HO) fish
to the spawning grounds and will restrict the number of broodstock that
can be spawned in a given year, to reflect the level of natural escapement.
That is, when natural origin (NO) escapement is low, very few hatchery
origin fish will be allowed upstream to supplement the naturally spawning
population, and the number of broodstock spawned in the hatchery must
likewise be limited (thus reducing the number supplementation juveniles
that can be produced from that broodyear). This situation negates the
ability of supplementation to provide a needed boost to population
abundance. A strict application of a PNI standard will also likely run counter
to public expectations vis a vis fisheries opportunities, and to production
levels agreed upon in the US v Oregon process.

In the EIS, the application of implementation measures, including
those that would affect PNI and or pHOS levels, is assumed to
occur immediately within the implementation scenario. Each of
the alternatives makes accommodations for conservation
programs (e.g., supplementation programs) that cannot meet an
implementation scenario objective (such as PNI or pHOS in
implementation scenarios for Alternative 2 through Alternative
5). See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
within the EIS.

9/177

Culling of HO fish at a weir: It is reasonable to prevent excessive
escapement of fish from a segregated harvest augmentation program to
natural spawning grounds. However, for a reasonably scaled and managed
integrated supplementation program, it is neither necessary nor advisable
to preclude HO fish from the spawning grounds. These fish will be

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
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sufficiently similar genetically, and their exclusion will diminish the
demographic boost obtainable through supplementation, thus slowing
down the rebuilding process. If the hatchery program is reasonably scaled,
as NO escapement rebuilds, the number of HO fish may remain relatively
stable, but pHOS will diminish —resulting in an increase in PNI. Also, culling
will preclude the contribution of marine derived nutrients to the ecosystem
that these fish would bring. (Exceptionally, if total escapement does greatly
surpass carrying capacity, and if it is deemed socially desirable to cull a
portion of the HO escapement to provide fish for a food bank, one should
prioritize males, particularly jacks.)

9/178

While short-term PNI goals for primary and contributing populations may
be different — all populations should be considered as having a long-term
PNI goal of 1.0 - a population that has been restored to a level of natural
productivity and abundance, such that a supplementation program is no
longer deemed necessary and may be reduced in scale and eventually
eliminated.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

9/179

Do not cull returning HO fish from the spawning population, unless from a
segregated harvest augmentation program.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

9/180

As opposed to adopting for each integrated hatchery program an invariant
PNI standard = 0.5 or 0.67 and an invariant guideline for pNOB and pNOB, a
sliding scale adaptive broodstock management scheme should be
developed. The sliding scale will provide a pNOB value that goes from 0% to
100% as NO escapement increases from near zero, to a population level for
escapement of NO fish beyond which pNOB will be 100%. PNI will
necessarily be low when NO escapement is low, but supplementation will
therefore not be restricted from affecting a needed demographic boost to
population abundance. As NO escapement increases, pNOB can increase
and pHOS will decline, and program PNI will increase to and eventually
beyond the PNI = 0.5 or 0.67 standards defined in the HSRG report and MA
DEIS. A sliding scale broodstock management scheme should be established
for programs in both populations classified as primary or contributing, with
this difference taken into consideration in decisions on scale of the
supplementation program and on the chosen rate for increase in pNOB in
the sliding scale. An example, provided below, is that of the management

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
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scheme utilized in the Lostine River spring Chinook supplementation
program, agreed upon by the Nez Perce Tribe and ODFW, to which we
added the final column showing the Minimum PNI value that results from
its application.

10/1 We feel that any option that cuts hatchery production in the Columbia See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
Basin is of great concern to our Tribe. We appreciate the need to protect (Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
endemic Salmon populations and fully support efforts to return our Salmon
populations to pro-dam numbers, but we do not want Salmon availability
to suffer because of this. Our Tribe relies on the hatcheries to provide us
with fish for our ceremonial and subsistence needs. The Salmon are already
in short supply and further limiting their availability is unacceptable to us.

10/2 It appears that the DEIS focuses on the negative effects of hatchery Salmon | See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
on natural fish run and does not take into consideration the potential for (Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
modern hatchery practices to help save our endangered stocks while
providing for adequate harvest opportunities. We feel it is possible to
bolster Salmon numbers while protecting endangered fish.

10/3 The second problem with the current DEIS is that it missing two very Thank you for your comment. While the EIS does not look at
important ideas: specific fish culture procedures for affecting hatchery program

performance, it does not preclude operators from developing
Inclusion of modem techniques for hatcheries such as incubation and site-specific fish culture techniques to improve the performance
rearing that closely resembles natural conditions. Also, size and release of hatchery fish for programs with a conservation or harvest
timing that mimics natural populations (i.e. using the same environmental goal.
cues that natural fish use) etc.

10/4 Supporting an environment of collaboration and cooperation amongst Comment noted.
stakeholders and management agencies. As written, the current DEIS
places sports (inland, upland etc), commercial and Tribal Fisheries at odds
with each other.

10/5 The Tribe would recommend that the DEIS be rewritten to address both See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
areas of concern mentions above. We do not support a reduction in (Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
hatchery production in the Columbia Basin. If the DEIS addresses these
areas of concern, the alternatives to lower hatchery production should no
longer be necessary.

10/6 We feel that natural and hatchery fish can coexist if we plan adequately, Comment noted.
use modern techniques and work together for the good of our Salmon.
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11/1

The Tribes expect full consideration of the following issues, leading to the
development of a new alternative that would provide a consistent and
equitable policy direction for the distribution of Mitchell Act funds. As
stated in the DEIS, the preferred policy direction could be crafted from a
combination of some of the alternatives listed in the DEIS and/or some of
the public comments received on the document.?

Thank you. See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a
Preference (Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred
Alternative.

11/2

A global check for the accuracy of the figures presented in the tables should
be performed due to the multiple inaccuracies throughout the document,
in particular with regard to the harvest schedules and the economic
estimates for the value of salmonids in the northwest.

See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
within the EIS.

11/3

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA, 42 U.S.C. 4321,-4347,
January L, L970) requires federal agencies to provide a process which
results in a more comprehensive and strategic approach to decision-
making; integrating environmental considerations into proposed federal
actions to achieve a "productive harmony" among our various social,
economic and environmental objectives. The stated goal of the Mitchell Act
DEIS is to "develop a NMFS policy direction that will 1) guide NMFS'
distribution of Mitchell Act Hatchery funds and 2) inform NMFS future
review of individual Columbia River basin hatchery programs under the
ESA."? lIt is critical that the development of any future NFMS policy
direction regarding the distribution of Mitchell Act funding be informed by
a detailed analysis in the Final Mitchell Act EIS and Record of Decision of
the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to Tribal rights and resources.

Comment noted. See Section 4.3.4, Harvest and Economic
Values, and Section 4.4.4.1, Fish Harvest and Tribal Values.

11/4

The various bands of the Shoshone and Bannock people occupied a wide
geographic area throughout the Great Basin, Snake Basin and the
Intermountain region. Prior to non-Indian settler's entry into the region,
Indians utilized the vast rich natural resources, and enjoyed the cultural
traditions and lifestyles unique to our people. The various bands of
Shoshone and Bannock peoples were subject to wars, starvation,
imprisonment and forced removal to military forts and ultimately, to Indian
reservations far from the natural resources that formed the basis for
subsistence foods, and traditional cultural practices.

During this period a series of treaties were negotiated with the various

Comment noted.
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tribes; most of which included some reserved rights to harvest natural
resources and maintain traditional livelihoods. The Treaty with the Eastern
Shoshone and Bannocks, July 3, 1868 was the only treaty ratified by
Congress between the Shoshone and Bannock peoples.? The language from
the 1868 Fort Bridger Treaty Article IV states:

The Indians herein named agree, when the agency-house and other
buildings shall be constructed on their reservations named, they will
make said reservations their permanent home, and they will make no
permanent settlement elsewhere; but they shall have the right to hunt
on the unoccupied land of the United States so long as game may be
found thereon, and so long as peace subsists among the whites and
Indians on the borders of the hunting districts.

Article IV is one mechanism for the Tribes to maintain a cultural, social and
spiritual link to our ancestral homelands through exercising subsistence-
based traditional cultural practices. In order to ensure that subsistence
resource continue to be found in abundant and harvestable quantities, the
Tribes actively engage in resource management activities throughout the
Columbia and Snake basins for the benefit of fish and wildlife. Through the
Tribes' Fish and Wildlife Department numerous programs are administered
using funds from the Bonneville Power Administration, NOAA/NMFS, the
Lower Snake River Compensation Plan-Program, Bureau of Indian Affairs
and the Tribes' general funds. The Tribes remain committed to ensuring
that the right to harvest anadromous fish off-reservation is upheld and that
the stocks of fish are both sustainable and harvestable.

11/5

When the final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is completed, prior to
the signing of the Record of Decision (ROD), it would be appropriate for the
NOAA/NMFS decision-makers and appropriate staff to engage the Tribes;
Fort Hall Business Council in formal session, to satisfy the requirements of
government to government consultation. Tribal input is a necessary part of
the NEPA process because it helps decision-makers effectively consider
Tribal rights and issues; prior to implementing a decision. Without effective
consultation the Tribes often bear the burden of conservation activities or

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.
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the adverse impacts from federal management decisions. The Tribes
request, consistent with guidance from the Executive branch, that the
proper Government to Government Consultation protocol be established
and followed with regard to the analysis and decision on this EIS.

11/6

Congress enacted the Mitchell Act in 1938 to conserve anadromous fish
resources throughout the Columbia River basin, specifically authorizing and
directing the Secretary of Commerce to "...establish one or more salmon-
cultural stations in the Columbia River Basin in each of the States of
Oregon, Washington, and Idaho."* Today there are 25 hatcheries (10 in
Oregon and 15 in Washington) that produce fish utilizing those funds. Of
the three states mentioned in the act, only Idaho has not been true a
beneficiary of these funds. Mitchell funds were used to construct a couple
of holding ponds at Pahsimeroi Fish Hatchery and on the South Fork
Salmon River weir, but not a single hatchery was constructed with Mitchell
funds and there is not one hatchery operated under these funds. The clear
intent of the Act was to equitably distribute congressionally appropriated
funds to all Columbia Basin watersheds, but for the better part of a century,
the Snake River basin has been virtually ignored in favor of downstream
interests; mainly programs to benefit fisheries below Bonneville Dam. The
downriver benefits for both tribal and sportsmen speak volumes as to the
benefits of the program, and reflect the impact of the funding disparity
between downriver harvest and terminal harvest in Idaho.

The mere fact that Idaho has been excluded from funding opportunities
over the past seventy years demonstrates that the current policy direction
of NOAA/NMFS in distributing Mitchell Act funds defeats the intent of the
legislation. Because there is not an existing Mitchell Act hatchery facility in
Idaho, and the DEIS eliminates any alternative that would propose new
Hatchery Facilities using Mitchell Act funds, there is an almost certain
outcome that future hatchery operations will not include Idaho as a
significant recipient of Mitchell Act funds.> The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
request that NOAA/NMFS select a policy direction, based on a modified
alternative, which encompasses the intent of Congress and does not
unfairly exclude Idaho from consideration for additional Mitchell Act
funding.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
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Setting a policy direction for the distribution of funding should be based on
meeting the intent and spirit of the original legislation, not maintaining
existing facilities; in particular, those facilities that have had an adverse
impact on natural-origin stocks of anadromous fish. It is indicated at the
outset of this document that operations will not include new facilities that
actually improve or contribute to salmon recovery in Idaho, and the Tribes
firmly request that a new alternative be developed that actually analyzes
the potential impacts of constructing new facilities and expending
additional funds in Idaho. Without this analysis it would be extremely
difficult for an objective and legally defensible decision to be made about
the current policy direction for Mitchell Act funds.

Under the current system, only those hatchery facilities that are a part of
the Mitchell system are allocated funding, leaving existing programs in the
interior Columbia basin without funding to implement necessary reforms
that would directly contribute to the recovery of listed anadromous fish.
With the increases in hatchery costs, efforts to maintain effective hatchery
programs has been severely constrained, with the members of the
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes and the sportsmen of Idaho shouldering the
burden of conservation, without the requisite support for interior fisheries
from Mitchell funds. While several of Idaho's hatchery facilities are
contributing to salmon recovery, there is a demonstrated need to include
additional programs that would have positive system-wide benefits for
anadromous fish in the Snake River basin. This is particularly obvious when
one considers that the Snake River basin significantly contributes to
downriver harvest, but is forced to curtail fisheries each season due to low
adult escapement to the tributaries.

The Tribes specifically request that a new alternative be developed that
would permit the construction and operation of at least one facility in
Idaho; with the necessary funds being shifted from downriver facilities and
operations. While this may seem unreasonable to request that downriver
hatcheries tighten their fiscal belts, it should be noted that in order to meet
the congressional intent of the Mitchell Act; it is a requirement that the
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Secretary perform this function. The Tribes are unwilling to support any
NEPA document as adequate, without first making a detailed and objective
analysis of the potential impacts, both positive and negative, of shifting
funds from downriver to Idaho.

11/7

In addition to this analysis, the Tribes also support and request a specific
allocation for retrofitting existing hatchery facilities in Idaho to help meet
hatchery reform goals for salmon recovery in the Salmon River sub-basin.
This may require allocating funds to construct new components of existing
hatcheries such acclimation ponds, holding facilities and other acceptable
hatchery projects that contribute to the recovery of listed stocks.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

11/8

The Tribes' support the expenditure of funds to improve and propagate
listed stocks to maintain the fisheries in the Columbia River basin,
consistent with the principles of sound biological science. If the current
funding levels are inadequate to meet the congressional intent of the
Mitchell Act, and NOAA/NMFS is unable to secure additional appropriations
to meet a policy direction that ensures interior fisheries share in the
benefits of funding, then there must be an evaluation of the current
funding appropriations and a commensurate shift of those funds to the
interior.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

11/9

As indicated by the US v. Oregon TAC and other entities throughout the
Columbia River basin, the Tribes share concerns about both the
assumptions used to develop the alternatives and how to objectively
evaluate the Mitchell Act DEIS. NOAA/NMFS emphasizes in the DEIS that
the implementation scenarios are not intended to represent on the ground
regional scenarios, but are intended to be illustrative of some reasonable
scenarios resulting from the selected policy direction. Accordingly, it
remains unclear as to how the Tribes will conduct an objective evaluation
of the document without assuming that the features of the implementation
scenarios, such as the fixed PNI and pHOS standards, are actually the goals
under each alternative.

See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
within the EIS.

11/10

The assumptions used to evaluate each of the alternatives in the DEIS
should accurately and consistently match the general management
direction that is found in the NPCC Fish and Wildlife program, the US.v
Oregon Management Agreement, and/or the Columbia Basin Fish Accords.

See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
within the EIS.
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Without appropriately estimating population level harvest impacts for both
main-stem and terminal fisheries, the Tribes find it difficult to truly gage
the impact of any of the alternatives. Any error in the estimates for adult
returns could have serious implications for the actual impact of any given
alternative.

11/11

The current management and recovery paradigms depend on an evaluation
of the relative success of individual populations within an Evolutionary
Significant Unit (ESU) or Distinct population Segment (DPS) and have been
prioritized based on a hierarchical framework developed by the managers.
These priority populations have been noted by both the Technical Recovery
Team documents and the managers for the role they play in stabilizing and
rebuilding the ESU/DPS. This analysis is further complicated by the fact that
there are not many stabilizing populations above the mid-Columbia region
and any new production would require an investment of funds that we are
told by the DEIS, does not exist. overall, the fish managers of the Columbia
have agreed on some fundamental principles for salmon recovery that
would require a shift in the policy direction of Mitchell Act funds to
implement. In Alternatives 3-5, the targets for recovery would be shifted
without the requisite realignment of production and supplementation
programs. Specifically, the Tribes remain concerned about the potential
impact that changing the current stock make-up would have on the
continued harvest of anadromous fish in the terminal areas. This change
may lead to impacts for Tribal fisheries and the Tribes' ability to effectively
manage tributary fisheries.

Thank you for your comment. The commenter does not provide
enough information for NMFS to understand the statement that
"Alternative 3 through Alternative 5, the targets for recovery
would be shifted without the requisite realignment of
production and supplementation programs". The EIS does not
shift any recovery targets for any of the populations under any of
the alternatives. What the EIS does do is disclose the potential
effects of alternative hatchery policy direction on the salmon and
steelhead populations (and other resources). The EIS makes no
assumptions with regard to the other factors currently affecting
these populations. This ultimately acts to isolate the potential
effects of hatcheries, both beneficial and adverse, to better
inform NMFS, hatchery operators, and the public.

11/12

Notwithstanding our objections to the relevant IJS v. Oregon Management
Agreement (Agreement) provisions, the DEIS should have objectively
evaluated and developed an alternative that encompassed the obligations
and goals of the managers for each specific population. While the Tribes
have only agreed to the administrative portions of the Agreement, opting
out of the provisions governing harvest and production due to technical
and policy level objections in some parts, it would benefit the analysis by
including some on the ground data from the relevant managers. The
analysis for Alternatives 2-5 reveals a significant reduction of production
capacity in direct conflict with the programs proposed for the next ten

See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
Executive and Secretarial Orders.
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years of the Agreement.

11/13

In addition to the Agreement, the DEIS should also include in that
evaluation the commitments made in the Columbia Basin Fish Accords, the
Lower Snake Compensation Plan and the 2008 Biological Opinion for the
Federal Columbia River Power System. It should be noted that while the
focus of these programs is primarily addressing mitigation measures, the
purpose of the Mitchell Act funds has been to conserve fisheries' These two
goals are intended to complement one another, and not be made in lieu of
each other. While the DEIS states that there is no intended conflict, the
Tribes are having trouble seeing the value of a hypothetical evaluation of
funding priorities when an objective analysis would include the actual
program framework.

See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
Executive and Secretarial Orders.

11/14

Notwithstanding the above mentioned uncertainties, modifying Alternative
5 would seem to present NOAA/NMFS with an opportunity to change its
funding priorities and shift Mitchell funds to those programs in the interior
Columbia basin that meet the goals of recovery and provide additional
opportunities to harvest fish for the Tribes. The Tribes recognize that there
is a substantial investment that was made in downriver hatchery programs,
but that does not justify a funding system that virtually ignores the
significant recovery needs of distinct populations within interior Columbia
basin. In selecting a priority for funds that improve interior Columbia River
goals, NOAA/NMFS could improve the delivery of Mitchell Act funds to
programs that will contribute to salmon recovery in the tributaries, where
additional funding could implement much needed changes at existing
facilities.

In advocating for a modified Alternative 5, the Tribes posit that it would be
the only alternative that would meet the congressional intent of the
Mitchell Act, the harvest demands of the Snake basin and the recovery
needs of distinct population segments within the interior Columbia basin.
The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes request a fundamental shift in the priorities
for Mitchell Act funds to include actions that: 1) improve the segregation of
hatchery produced fish from spawning gravels, consistent with HSRG
recommendation; 2) implement new or modify existing conservation

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
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hatchery programs for populations deemed at high risk of extinction; 3)
improve the existing performance standards to improve the return of wild
fish, proportionate to returning hatchery stocks; and, 4) provide
management flexibility for entities to determine the appropriate treatment
methods for individual stocks with an ESU. While this policy direction would
require a shift of funds from existing facilities, the change in funding would
demonstrate NOAA/NMFS commitment to the full implementation of the
original intent of the Mitchell Act and those funds appropriated for salmon
recovery.

11/15

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes support the current NEPA evaluation of the
NOAA/NMFS policy direction for disbursing Mitchell Act funds, but remain
concerned that these valid issues will go unaddressed if there is not a
corresponding commitment from Congress and NOAA/NMFS to force a
change in the program. The Snake basin and the excellent programs run by
the various co-managers, stands ready to implement effective Mitchell Act
programs that truly contribute to the recovery of fish; not simply sustain
commercial fisheries below Bonneville Dam and in the main-stem Columbia
River. The Tribes will continue to work diligently to implement programs
that directly contribute to recovery of struggling stocks of wild fish in the
interior basin, but require the support envisioned over seventy years ago
when the Mitchell Act was passed. The Tribes repeat our stance that an
objective evaluation of the program, the intent of Congress, and the needs
of the interior Columbia will inescapably lead to the conclusion that a
paradigm shift to include the interior basin in Mitchell operations is
appropriate.

Comment noted.

12/1

None of the Columbia River or Puget Sound Treaty Tribes were
adequately consulted during all phases of development of the CRDEIS
The Nez Perce, Umatilla, Warm Springs and Yakama Tribes, as well as all of
the Puget Sound Treaty Tribes, were not consulted in the development of
the CRDEIS. This goes against the regulations and guidance of the Council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) requiring Federal agencies to contact
Indian tribes and provide them with opportunities to participate at various
stages as cooperating agencies with Federal agencies in NEPA reviews and
preparation of EAs or EISs. Particularly, Section 40 CFR 1501.2(d)(2)

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.
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requires that Federal agencies consult with Indian Tribes early in the NEPA
process. Other sections also refer to interacting with Indian Tribes while
implementing the NEPA process (see Part 1.B.2 in WH-IAEWG 2009; NEPA
Guidance 2004).

The process under which the CRDEIS was developed is not consistent with
Treaty Rights, circumvented the Tribal Trust relationship, and does not
recognize the co-management authority of the tribes or the responsibilities
of the federal government in ensuring that those relationships be honored.

12/2

The CRDEIS relies on the work of the Hatchery Scientific review Group
(HSRG) and other advisors who have no management authority

As you are aware, the tribes, state and federal governments have well-
established co-management roles and intergovernmental relationships
specifically documented through numerous orders (U.S. v. Washington,
759 F.2d 1353, 1358-59 (9th Cir. 1985); resulting in current law such as
the Puget Sound Salmon Management Plan (PSSMP), developed by the
comanagers and adopted as an order of the Federal Court in 1985.

In all watersheds, the state, tribes and the federal government operate
jointly-coordinated hatchery, harvest and research programs in compliance
with ESA opinions, permits and exemptions and there can be no separate
goals or policies that are incompatible with the other key entities and
agencies that depend upon them. Our joint management process does not
single out hatchery- or fishery-only actions but instead requires an "all-H"
approach closely coordinated between the co-managers on all of our
regional goals, policies and guidelines because our programs are so closely
coordinated and entirely interdependent and inseparable. Within our area,
this integrated management approach is legally mandated under the
PSSMP, which includes the Equilibrium Brood Document. Also, all of the
coordinated hatchery, harvest, and habitat programs that are currently
exempted from take and authorized by NOAA Fisheries under the ESA call
for integrated management of the Hs.

See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
within the EIS.

12/3

None of the CRDEIS alternatives are adequate; either separately or in
combination

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.

Final EIS

L-162

Appendix L: Responses to Comments
on the Draft EIS




TABLE L2-1.

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED)

Letter/
Comment #

Comment

Response

The lack of consultation with the tribes likely was the cause of tribal
concerns not being taken into account when identifying, considering, and
analyzing the alternatives. We are especially concerned about important
alternatives that should have been included but were not (see "Habitat
alternative left out" under "ltems missing from the alternatives presented"
and our comments pertaining to maintaining or increasing hatchery
production under alternative 1 below).

The inevitable result from any of alternatives 2-5 as proposed will be either
a requirement for numerous takes of natural spawners - removals of listed
fish of either hatchery or natural origins, from spawning grounds or at
weirs, in violation of the ESA; or greatly reducing or eliminating mitigation
hatchery production and dismantling the trust responsibility and the
promise made to the tribes when the dams were built and the habitat
destroyed. None of these options is acceptable to the Tulalip Tribes, nor we
would expect, to any of the tribes, ...

12/4

... and they aren't compatible with NEPA mitigation requirements in Section
6.9 Mitigation of WH-IAEWG (2009). "Mitigation involves taking steps to
avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, eliminate, or compensate for the impact of
an analyzed alternative (40 CFR 1508.20)." "Mitigation measures discussed
in an EIS must cover the range of impacts of the analyzed alternatives, and
such measures should be considered even for impacts that by themselves
would not be considered "significant" (Question 19a, "CEQ's Forty
Questions").

Thank you. Please see revised and updated Section 4.1.2,
Mitigation.

12/5

Alternative 1 is the no-action alternative. However, the CRDEIS implies that
the current programs under this alternative are not adequate to conserve
the listed populations under the ESA. In fact, current production could be
maintained or increased, in combination with innovative hatchery
strategies and effective habitat protection and restoration, while
supporting salmon recovery. This obvious alternative was left out of the
CRDEIS.

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of

Draft EIS Alternatives.

12/6

Funding for all of the Mitchell Act Hatcheries would be eliminated under
Alternative 2, which is unacceptable.

Comment noted.
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12/7

Hatchery production is cut, with varying levels of additional weirs and
selective fisheries implemented, in Alternatives 3 through 5, under the
guise of conservation. These last three alternatives are based on untested
and unsupported assumptions and are also unacceptable.

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.

12/8

NMFS has further stated that no one alternative proposed will likely be
adopted anyway but instead some compromise. Even if the alternatives
proposed were acceptable to tribal policy or treaty rights, we are convinced
the best available science was not used in the development of the
alternatives, which are not scientifically defensible.

See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
within the EIS.

12/9

Habitat alternative left out: Addressing genetic risks from hatchery fish
introgression by increasing natural production through habitat protection
and active restoration as the preferred alternative

Perhaps the biggest oversight of the CRDEIS in our opinion was the decision
to exclude habitat restoration and protection as one of the alternatives, or
as a part of all alternatives, since this is necessary to support both hatchery
and wild production in the Columbia River basin. A chief conservation
concern of the EIS was to address risks to genetic fitness that may reduce
productivity to wild fish, but also to reduce potential ecological risks to wild
fish posed by high proportions of hatchery-origin fish relative to natural-
origin fish. We need to state up front that we believe that habitat is by far
the primary factor limiting productivity, not hatchery fish introgression. The
actions proposed in alternatives 3-5 that seek to increase the productivity
of natural spawners without including habitat as their primary element will
only result in reducing viability; any improvements conferred to
productivity will not be realized because the fish will still be unable to
utilize the degraded habitat, which is the current condition.

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
EIS.

12/10

The relative gene flow between the composite wild-hatchery population
can be expressed through the equation of proportionate natural influence
(PNI), which, like any fraction, can be increased by decreasing the
denominator (decreasing the hatchery fish proportion). The proposed
alternatives seek to reduce the denominator of the PNI equation by
reducing hatchery fish proportions by reducing Mitchell Act Hatchery
production, installing weirs and implementing selective fisheries. However,
the more obvious and also more sustainable alternative to address the

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
EIS.
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problem of reducing the fraction of hatchery fish is to increase the
numerator of the fraction (increase the natural fish proportion). Not
including this extremely basic and obvious solution does not comport with
NEPA regulations, which require that alternatives analysis ..."Rigorously
explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, discuss the
reasons for their having been eliminated."
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/alts.htm.

12/11 Will, as you know and have heard me say for years, the primary goal of the | Comment noted.
Tulalip Tribes is to protect and restore the habitat necessary to produce
robust natural runs at a level necessary to support treaty rights and other
benefits. Our primary management objective has always been natural
production of all species of fish in all of the watersheds that we manage. It
is the cornerstone to our recovery plans. Increasing natural spawner
abundance, productivity, spatial structure and diversity through
implementing salmon recovery efforts and associated habitat protection
and restoration actions is the obvious solution to reducing the fraction of
hatchery fish on the spawning grounds. Not placing the primary focus on
implementing habitat actions and increasing natural spawners flies directly
in the face of NOAA Fisheries' and the co-manager's mandate to implement
salmon recovery plans using an all-H approach. Hatchery reform is destined
to fail if it is not implemented with a consideration of all of the Hs.

12/12 We understand the reason stated in the CRDEIS was that its purpose was to | See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
evaluate funding of Mitchell Act Hatcheries and because habitat restoration | EIS.

funding falls under a different source (the Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery
Fund); it was not included in the CRDEIS for that reason. However, hatchery
and harvest reform and salmon recovery cannot be evaluated, much less
performed or achieved, in isolation from habitat protection and
restoration, especially when habitat quantity and quality are the primary
factors for the decline and the primary factors limiting the recovery of self-
sustaining salmonid populations in the Pacific Northwest.

12/13 Soon after the EIS was first initiated, NOAA decided to expand its scope to See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
include many other hatcheries throughout the basin that are not funded by | EIS.
the Mitchell Act because it made sense to evaluate the entire hatchery
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production, which we agree makes logical sense. However, this train of
logic refutes the reason given why habitat was omitted because the EIS was
limited to the evaluation of funding for the Mitchell Act hatcheries. We
would also agree that evaluating harvest in the context of hatchery reform
also makes good sense. What we don't understand, at all, is how reform of
habitat protection and restoration can be omitted as an alternative in this
CRDEIS?

12/14

We were recently informed that you were told directly that habitat is not
the problem; that it isn't as important to recovery as is the threat to wild
fish posed by hatchery fish on the spawning grounds. WDFW recently
similarly stated in responses to comments received on their Hatchery and
Fishery Reform Policy (Appleby 2009) that, "The scientific literature and
analyses of the HSRG clearly indicate that reducing pHOS is a much more
effective and sustainable approach for achieving a desired PNI than
increasing pNOB". WDFW went on to state, "We agree and believe it is
implied in the policy (Policy Guidelines Item 2. "Use the principles,
standards and recommendations of the Hatchery Scientific Review Group
(HSRG) to guide the management of hatcheries operated by the
Department.").

All of this is highly disturbing and unacceptable. We strongly doubt that
simply culling hatchery fish is the most sustainable or effective approach to
achieve a desired PNI as opposed to increasing self-sustaining natural
production. More importantly, we strongly disagree that hatchery fish pose
a larger threat to salmon recovery than does the continued loss of habitat
and ask NOAA Fisheries to clarify its position on that issue as well. All of this
greatly damages and minimizes many years of work and expense we have
devoted toward our habitat protection and restoration efforts, which the
Tribes are dedicated to achieve no matter what obstacles we may
encounter on the way. We know this to be the key to recovering ALL of our
salmon populations. All of the evidence, including all of the "All-H"
integrated AHA modeling that we have done to date, shows that habitat is
the primary limiting factor to recovery of the listed populations we work
with. Undoubtedly this would be found to be true for most of the other
populations throughout the state where it has been estimated that the vast

Comment noted.
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majority of the freshwater rearing and spawning habitat has been lost and
the remainder severely qualitatively degraded.

12/15

Habitat protection and restoration, if effectively implemented, continue to
generate fish sustainably over the long term, while continued habitat
degradation will result in continued natural production declines. Given that
the primary limiting factors are habitat-related, that sustainable recovery
requires meaningful and effective habitat protection and active restoration
actions, and that not doing so is allowing the same mistake to occur over
and over again, the CRDEIS absolutely must include habitat actions and a
strong commitment and approach to "All-H" management, habitat
protection and active habitat restoration (if not, see next paragraph). This
will be absolutely necessary for NOAA Fisheries to implement the salmon
recovery plans and achieve the recovery goals. The CRDEIS has to be re-
done to include habitat and salmon recovery actions incorporated into a
primary alternative. Any future we envision that includes a sustainable
salmon resource must include a greatly improved approach to habitat
management than we now see; "habitat reform", if you will.

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
EIS.

12/16

One thing we often hear from opponents to salmon recovery is that the
habitat in the Columbia basin, with its dams, irrigation and other habitat
problems, along with other particularly degraded watersheds, cannot be
restored much less even realistically, adequately protected. Meanwhile, we
realize that NOAA Fisheries must still protect the fish because it is your
responsibility under the ESA. However, when the opposition makes that
argument, it is circular and either illogical and even nonsensical, or
deceptive and intentionally obfuscating. This decline in the salmon runs
was anticipated when the government built the dams and developed the
Mitchell Act to compensate for the natural production loss caused by the
degraded and lost habitat. Now the concern is that there are too many
hatchery fish, relative to natural fish, on the spawning grounds, so we now
have to reduce the Mitchell Act hatchery production... Of course there are!
That's why we built them! We either need to fix and protect the habitat or
operate the mitigation hatcheries as required and promised. We can't have
it both ways. The dams came with the hatcheries, and they go with the
hatcheries. It's as simple as that really.

Comment noted.
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12/17 In chapter 4, the CRDEIS categorizes the Columbia River salmonid Thank you for your comment. The categorization of natural-
populations into three categories (Primary, Contributing and Stabilizing). origin populations in the EIS was modeled after the Lower
Genetic risks are to be controlled by limiting pHOS interacting with NOS. Columbia Fish Recovery Board 2004 draft recovery plan, the
The background technical documentation to support the assertion made in | 2010 updated LCFRB recovery plan, and the NOAA Fisheries 2013
the CRDEIS that cutbacks in mitigation hatchery production, installing weirs | final Lower Columbia River Recovery Plan for Salmon and
and implementing selective fisheries to cull hatchery fish will provide Steelhead
conservation benefits to natural wild populations from hatchery (www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected_species/salmon_s
populations is not given. Please supply quantitative data that shows the teelhead/recovery_planning_and_implementatio
justification and rationale for subdividing the salmonid populations into n/lower_columbia_river/lower_columbia_river_recovery_plan_f
these categories and the benefits of their associated management or_salmon_steelhead.html). Additionally, The HSRG utilized this
strategies toward achieving viability and recovery goals. categorization for its 2009 Columbia River hatchery review. The
EIS does not make determinations regarding the efficacy of any
These designations are similar to the tiered approach in the Population particular population recovery organization. NMFS is unable to
Recovery Approach (PRA) for watershed prioritization. We are extremely respond to the other issues raised in this comment due to lack of
concerned that these classifications are being used to make decisions about | specificity.
which watersheds or salmonid populations to leave behind, which should
receive the necessary improvements, and protections, which can be
expected to achieve recovery, and how stringent the HSRG guidelines
should be applied based on those designations. We understand the PRA
approach is also being proposed for the Puget Sound DEIS alternatives.
In Appleby (2009), it is stated that the HSRG wants full implementation of
all of the PNI and pHOS standards within five years for all populations,
whether Primary, Contributing, or Stabilizing (essentially, the tiered
approach in PRA) and says that the endorsement of the HSRG's guidelines
by NOAA's Recovery Implementation Science Team (RIST) "...reinforces the
need for rapid implementation of hatchery reforms.". This is also highly
disturbing and is another show stopper approach to the tribes.
Through our Hatchery Action Coordination Committee (HACC) process we
will be asking the Puget Sound Recovery Implementation Technical Team
(RITT) and the Recovery Implementation Science Team (RIST), to evaluate,
from a technical standpoint, the Primary, Contributing, and Stabilizing (PCS)
approach and the PRA approach to watershed and population
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prioritization. We will be requesting them to evaluate whether they
endorse "full implementation of all of the PNI and pHOS standards within
five years for all populations, whether Primary, Contributing, or Stabilizing"
through rapid implementation of hatchery reforms and how those takes off
of the spawning grounds are being addressed in our integrated harvest,
hatchery, and habitat management and salmon recovery plans. We will also
need to get the final policy, technical, and treaty rights perspective on PRA,
PCS watershed and population designations and rapid implementation of
the HSRG's guidelines from the tribes.

12/18

Disease risk assessments are not adequately emphasized

Risk assessments in Chapter 4 include competition, predation, viability
parameters, fish removals from weir placements, disease, nutrient
recycling, and stray hatchery fish risks. However, disease risks were not
adequately considered in the alternatives. Recently, the Pacific Northwest
Fish Health Protection Committee (PNFHPC), a consortium of fish health
experts from multiple agencies from all of the Pacific Northwest States and
Canada, all agreed to a resolution to control the spread of IHN virus and
other fish pathogens of concern at fish hatcheries in the Pacific Northwest
coastal region with major emphasis on the Columbia River basin.

The resolution recognizes that there has been a recent increase in the
number of detections of the steelhead-specific MD subgroup of IHN virus in
juvenile and adult steelhead stocks on the Washington Coast. The virus has
appeared in six watersheds that were negative for this virus before 2007.
IHN virus and other pathogens of concern have caused significant losses to
hatchery stocks and their dependent harvest programs in the Columbia
River basin and more recently along the Washington coast. Since IHN virus
and other serious fish pathogens increase the threat of disease to
Endangered Species Act-listed steelhead and other wild salmonid
populations of concern, these at-risk populations are more sensitive to
local extinction due to disease, so the emergence of serious fish pathogens
such as the MD subgroup of IHN virus into new geographical regions has
far-reaching implications that affect domestic and international hatchery
and fishery programs including US-Canadian fishery management and the

Thank you. Recognition of the recent prevalence of IHN virus (M-
clade) in hatchery steelhead in rivers of coastal Washington State
has been added to Section 3.2.3.1.13, Risks Associated with
Disease Transfer.
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ESA.

Since there is no effective treatment to control IHN epidemics, fish health
experts are in agreement that the most effective strategy to control IHN
virus or other pathogens of concern in susceptible hatchery populations
is to prevent them from being introduced into a facility by implementing
strict bio-security measures that include, first and foremost, securing the
influent water supply where the majority of these outbreaks come about
in facilities with surface water supplies in which fish are naturally present.
The PNFHPC, an organization devoted to safeguarding the health of
aquatic animals in the Pacific Northwest, concluded that securing the
water supplies in the region's hatcheries would dramatically decrease
pathogen outbreaks and the possible amplification of pathogens.

Fish health experts representing all of the state, tribal, and federal
agencies are currently disseminating a survey to all of the respective
hatcheries throughout the Columbia River basin to determine what it
would cost to disinfect their hatchery water supplies to make them
pathogen-free. The survey is to be completed by March of 2011. The
PNFHPC will provide policy advisors in western Washington with a letter
that entails a short explanation of the problem, the proposed strategy to
correct it that eliminates virus or other pathogens of concern from rearing
facilities influents and the associated costs to retrofit water intakes to
make them pathogen-free.

This major problem and effort being made to address it was not even
mentioned in the CRDEIS but needs to be added, recognizing the great
benefits it will provide to both wild and hatchery fish production and the
improvements to fish health that will result by implementing this effort.
This effort should be an overarching concern to all conservation agencies in
the Northwest and in our opinion, should take priority over the genetic
risks reviewed here and given such weight throughout the CRDEIS. We urge
NOAA Fisheries to work together with the PNFHPC in solving this problem.
This should be a priority for hatchery reform communicated to elected
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officials, which has been supported and signed by all of the parties,
agencies, and entities in three different states. Disease prevention is
another ESA mandate that has been largely ignored in what has been called
"Hatchery Reform".

12/19 Pinniped predation risk assessments are not adequately emphasized Impacts of Steller sea lion and California sea lion predation on
Also, the recent decision to remand the authorization for lethal removal of | salmon and steelhead at Bonneville Dam are described in Section
problem sea lions at Bonneville dam was not adequately considered in the | 3.5.5.1.1, Steller Sea Lion, and Section 3.5.5.1.2, California Sea
alternatives. Interactions from marine mammals that affect salmonids were | Lion. Effects by alternative are provided in Section 4.5.4.3.1,
not quantified in terms of total mortality or the effects on wild fish viability | Steller Sea Lion, and Section 4.5.4.3.2, California Sea Lion.
in the CRDEIS in the first place. Reduced hatchery production and removal
of natural spawners for broodstock could easily result in higher proportions
of natural-origin listed salmonids predated upon at Bonneville. When this
CRDEIS was sent out for comment, NMFS still had authorization through
the Marine Mammal Protection Act to address the issue of predation by
California sea lions at Bonneville Dam. Now, however, since November of
this year, the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals remanded the authorization for
lethal removal of problem seas lions at Bonneville Dam back to the Oregon
District Court, which, combined with the proposed hatchery reductions in
the alternatives and the apparent lack of evaluation of predation, all
combine to form a very significant threat that is not being adequately
evaluated. The need for continuing sea lion eradication is urgent and the
need to consider the recent decision with the effects of the various
alternatives is going to be required and poses another significant risk to
salmon recovery and ESA protections of listed fish.

12/20 Some alternatives actually call for physical removal of wild and hatchery Thank you for your comment. This EIS does not attempt to make
fish from natural spawning areas determinations of actions related to ESA compliance; see Section
This seems to directly contravene the requirements of the ESA to protect 1.2, Purpose and Need for Action, and Section 1.3.3, Potential
listed fish. These fish removals are also not compatible with the Future Decisions in Response to Hatchery Actions. Additionally,
comanagers' salmon recovery goals. The alternatives include natural the EIS does not make any determination regarding the efficacy
spawner removals to meet arbitrary genetic broodstock integration, of the implementation metrics as related to ESA. The final EIS
hatchery-origin spawner (pHOS) limits, and PNI guidelines; employing utilizes pHOS and PNI as surrogate measures for effects on, or
selective fisheries for the sole purpose of adjusting hatchery:wild ratios, conservation of, genetic diversity within a natural-origin
installing weirs, and cutting mitigation hatchery production to reduce pHOS | population affected by a hatchery program. Please see Appendix
and increase PNI. These arbitrary, but significant, natural spawner removals | |, RIST (2009), for a review of these metrics.
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are not adequately substantiated or supported by conclusive science.
Hatchery-origin natural spawner removals are also direct takes because
there are numerous hatchery populations that are designated as part of the
listed ESU, which cannot be distinguished from other non-listed hatchery-
origin fish and not all are adipose fin mass-marked either. We have not
seen quantitative data that document the justification and rationale for
determining the apparently arbitrary threshold pHOS limits of 0.05 and
0.10 for primary and contributing populations and the PNI goals of 0.7 or
0.5 for integrated programs. We are not aware of any documentation that
these methods have worked to improve population viability.

12/21

The argument has been made that wild fish removals from the spawning
grounds for hatchery broodstock integration aren't direct takes because
they produce hatchery progeny that mitigate for the removals. While it
may be true that they will be used to make hatchery progeny, they only
replace other existing hatchery broodstock and thus provide no net
increased production or benefit beyond theoretical improved fitness of
hatchery stocks, which depends on available productive habitat. We reject
that this is necessarily the best use of those natural spawners. Rather, any
removal of any/either natural- or hatchery-origin listed salmonids from
natural spawning grounds must only be done when the benefit to the
resource has clearly been shown to exceed the cost of losing a natural
spawner. We are concerned that mining wild populations to replace other
already available hatchery-origin broodstock fish often reduces all four
aspects of population viability.

We are concerned that this strategy could backfire and instead of
protecting the extant naturally-spawning wild salmonid populations, it
could erode their reproductive success and viability and harm salmon
recovery efforts. The science does not appear to have been conclusively
substantiated across varying life history types, across the associated varying
hatchery programs, with their varying rearing durations, methods, and
release strategies. We would like to see the conclusive evidence that
mitigates these direct takes and guarantees increased productivity of the
integrated hatchery stocks, particularly given the current state of the
habitat, including subyearling and fry release programs, without reducing

Comment noted.

Final EIS

L-172

Appendix L: Responses to Comments
on the Draft EIS




TABLE L2-1.

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED)

Letter/
Comment #

Comment

Response

wild population viability and reproductive success.

12/22

We reiterate that, while these comments mainly pertain to the Columbia
River DEIS, we are concerned that broad application of simple PNI
guidelines will set further precedent and inevitably result in the
inappropriate removal of natural-origin fish elsewhere as well, further
impacting the spatial structure, diversity and abundance of listed
populations with questionable benefits to productivity that simply put, do
not justify the other numerous and severe reductions in viability. Without
detailed, watershed-specific analyses, efforts to improve hatchery
broodstocks will directly counteract our other efforts toward salmon
recovery. The important point is that management decisions should be
made specific to the situation in each watershed.

NMPFS agrees that decisions regarding the operation of hatchery
programs have to incorporate the site-specific information and
needs at the watershed level. However, NMFS is not suggesting,
with this EIS, broad application of PNI, pHOS, or any other
"guidelines." The EIS utilizes these metrics as example measures
to illustrate potential effects to the fish resources. The
alternatives themselves are devoid of prescriptive language
directing the use of any specific measures.

12/23

With regard to integrating at PNI > 0.7 for all Primary populations, we
looked at what this would mean in the Snohomish basin and first noted
that all of the populations in the Snohomish system are designated as
Primary (HAIP 2009). Just to integrate broodstock only for the on-station
portion of the Wallace-Tulalip Chinook salmon would have to be removed
from the spawning grounds annually).

We also looked at what it would mean to meet the pHOS < 5% guideline
(we now understand it is 2%, but we looked at 5%) in the Snoqualmie
and < 30% for the integrated Skykomish population. Using historic
NOS/HOS breakouts with 100% marking and tagging from 1998-2000,
this would have required the additional removal of, on average, 32.% of
the estimated Skykomish population natural spawning escapement for
these years.

To illustrate how this is not consistent with salmon recovery goals, the
combined removals to meet the HSRG policy for both natural-origin
brood stock integration and hatchery-origin spawners throughout the
Snohomish basin would amount to taking approximately 50%, or more
than 2,000 fish, out of the natural Snohomish basin spawning
escapement in each of the years from 1998-2000. If these removals were
calculated the same as exploitation rates, they would be more than

Thank you for your comment. NMFS appreciates your concern
regarding broad scale application of metrics such as PNI or pHOS.
The EIS does not, however, prescribe the use of such metrics in
the alternatives. See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing
the Analysis within the EIS.
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double the allowable exploitation. This approach would have left only
48.0%, 50.3%, and 53.0% of the original escapements, for 1998, 1999,
and 2000, respectively.

This level of reduction of natural escapement would be unacceptable and
may jeopardize NOAA Fisheries 4(d) Exemption from take issued for the co-
managers' harvest management plan. Compensation for any takes to meet
the guidelines under any of the alternatives in terms of RERs or recovery
plan objectives was never addressed in the CRDEIS. Under the 4(d) Rule,
NOAA Fisheries has exempted the hatchery, harvest, and salmon
recovery/research activities for listed Chinook salmon populations as they
are stated in the harvest plan, the HGMPs, RMPs and salmon recovery
plans. We are concerned that these large natural spawner removals might
significantly affect NOAA Fisheries' ESA assessment of the effects on listed
populations under the harvest plan and other permitted salmon recovery,
hatchery and research programs.

12/24

There is too much reliance on concerns about deleterious genetic
interactions between hatchery and wild fish with a lack of documentation
and use of best available science

Estimating gene flow on the basis of carcass surveys is indirect at best,
perhaps not even indicating whether hatchery fish and natural fish even
died in similar locations, not indicating the degree to which they were
spawning in the same location at the same time. Genetic data can be
used to infer gene flow between hatchery and natural populations, and
furthermore they can be tested to determine whether there is sufficient
statistical power in a given data set to make specific inferences. The Ford
(2002) model, from which the concept of PNI was derived, relies un
several simplifying assumptions in modeling the fitness effects of
hatchery integration. Spawner surveys and carcass sampling are
expanded out according to the hypothesized run distribution to estimate
pHOS. This method can only produce a point estimate with no measure of
the uncertainty around the point estimate (a confidence interval).

This estimate of pHOS therefore cannot be evaluated as to whether it

See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
within the EIS.
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provides a statistically valid representation of the actual relative
distribution of hatchery- and natural-origin fish in a river system. And that
is before tackling the question of whether the fish are alive in the same
time and place that spawning occurs. These pHOS estimates are then used
to indirectly estimate effects on fitness of natural populations. Thus, using
pHOS estimates as a proxy to estimate gene flow inserts an additional set
of simplifying assumptions between observations and management
outcomes. The large but unknowable uncertainty and error inherent in the
escapement estimates and carcass sampling has been extensively
documented in the literature and in annual survey data. If the variance on
escapement estimates of hatchery- and natural-origin fish could even be
known in order to be introduced into the estimate of the proportion of
natural- and hatchery-origin fish on the spawning grounds, differences in
run-timing, spawn-timing, assortative mating, and reproductive success of
the hatchery- and natural-origin fish would remain.

Preliminary analyses of genetic data in the Snohomish indicate that gene
flow may be substantially less than carcass surveys alone would support.
Blanket management of hatchery program size and constitution according
to a single parameter (pHOS) with unknowable uncertainty should not be
conducted without rigorous evaluation of data that can address the same
question but with knowable uncertainty. The results of multiple
independent analyses can then be compared in order to produce a better-
informed estimate of what is actually happening in the river.

12/25

Numerous studies show that, when done right, supplementation with
hatchery fish can boost natural production. Techniques such as random,
representative selection of local broodstock and factorial mating to
maintain diversity, low rearing densities, underwater feeders and exposure
to live feed can train fish to recognize and capture prey, camouflage
coloration of rearing vessels, in-stream and overhead cover and
subsequently of fish, combined with exercising fish and exposure to
predators during rearing can help fish to evade predators after their
release, some or all of which can be incorporated depending on practicality
of rearing locations to more closely mimic natural rearing conditions. Tests
of different rearing/release strategies and growth regimes that mimic

See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
within the EIS.
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natural rearing may have the potential to further increase survival.

12/26

Meanwhile, the AHA model inaccurately assumes that all hatchery fish are
the same and all have the same negative effects on natural population
productivity and viability. Recent studies have been purported to indicate
that the reproductive fitness of hatchery-origin fish and of natural salmon
with which they interbreed with decreases through time and in some cases
quite rapidly. Most of these studies were done on steelhead; however, we
do not think that steelhead are a representative species to make broad-
based claims about hatchery fish. A review of those studies brings up
several confounding factors that need to be accounted for. Hatchery
steelhead from non-local sources with a multi-generational record of
domestication should not be compared to the productivity of wild fish,
particularly in consideration of the fact that supplementation guidelines
and most current supplementation programs require the use of local
natural populations as the source for hatchery broodstock. Most steelhead
stocks have been deliberately or inadvertently, selected for characteristics
that diverge from those of native populations that may be maladaptive
such as altered run timing, hatchery selection of age and stage of
development at release not representative of the age at which natural-
origin steelhead migrate to sea. Also, inadvertent hybridization of winter
and summer populations in hatcheries is not representative of these
different races and runs that remain reproductively isolated in nature.
Using steelhead to make broad-based claims about the reduced
productivity to a composite hatchery-natural population caused by
hatchery fish is disingenuous.

See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
within the EIS.

12/27

Likewise there can be confounding environmental effects, other than
genetic, that cause reduced fitness in hatchery fish. Comparing natural-
origin spawning in optimal habitat with hatchery fish spawning in less ideal
conditions is a biased comparison and does not consider important life
history and behavioral effects. As one example, natural spawners have
evolved in, colonized, and are better imprinted on the available productive
habitat remaining, resulting in higher homing affinity back to the
productive spawning and rearing habitats; displacing hatchery fish that are
instead released at various points in watersheds often lacking productive
habitats. Even if they were released only into productive spawning and

Comment noted.
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rearing habitats, wild fish have the advantage simply due to the fact that
they already occupy those habitats making it harder for the hatchery fish to
spawn and rear with the same relative productivity.

12/28 Our concern here is that salmon recovery efforts may actually be impeded | Comment noted.
if properly-operated hatchery programs that use local natural stocks (that
may or may not be integrated with natural-origin fish depending on the
assessed impacts on viability in each particular case) that are in fact making
valuable contributions to recovery are all treated the same and culled
regardless of their differences and potential benefits or threats they may
have associated.

12/29 Also, it appears that there have been very few studies of gene flow that Please see Section 3.2.3.1.1.2, Effects on Genetic Diversity, for
have demonstrated reduced productivity, particularly in F2 or subsequent updated information related to genetic differences between
generations or for most subyearling hatchery programs, particularly of hatchery-origin fish and natural-origin fish and potential effects
listed subyearling Chinook that comprise most of the life history types in on other VSP indicators, such as productivity.
the populations that NOAA is responsible to protect and recover.

12/30 While the Policy itself is certain to reduce abundance, diversity and spatial Please see Section 1.3.3, Potential Future Decisions in Response
structure, limited DNA data suggests that it will not improve productivity or | to Hatchery Actions. This section details the requirements for
fitness either, which is driven by gene flow influenced primarily by relative consultation under ESA. Additionally, please see Global Response
effective populations size. Causing direct takes, reducing viability, and 2.a, Commenter’s views that the EIS considers alternatives that
violating jeopardy standards in this CRDEIS is incompatible with are inconsistent with NMFS’ current authority.

Endangered Species Act NEPA requirements in Section 6.8.1 of the Federal
Tribal Consultation Statutes, Orders, Regulations, Rules, Policies, Manuals,
Protocols and Guidance (WH-IAEWG 2009). The policy states that, "Section
7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) directs all Federal agencies to use
their existing authorities to conserve threatened and endangered species
and, in consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) or the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), to ensure that their actions do not
jeopardize listed species or destroy or adversely modify critical habitat."

12/31 While we understand that the economic analysis and the fishery modeling Thank you for your comment. As stated in your comment, issues
it was based upon have numerous technical errors that would take an with the information used in the draft EIS harvest date were
entire separate analysis to address, we are very concerned that the pointed out in the public comments on the draft. NMFS has
reduced production from Mitchell Act hatcheries that is likely to result from | worked to address these issues and has consulted with the
this CRDEIS will increase impacts on listed natural populations. This is Columbia Basin co-managers for assistance with this. The
particularly concerning because past baseline stock abundances modeled assumptions in the final EIS harvest analysis are updated to
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were much higher than they are currently, which has the potential to
further underestimate future fishery impacts. Plans for "fishery reform"
and to "fully implement selective fisheries" will undoubtedly further
exacerbate the effects on natural populations if Mitchell Act hatchery
production is decreased under the proposed alternatives due to increased
encounter rates and increased hook and release mortality on unmarked
fish. This will also further increase our uncertainty in modeling the impacts
of selective fisheries.

utilize the most recent (as of 2010) harvest rates and limits in the
Columbia Basin and in the marine water of Washington, Oregon,
British Columbia, and Southeast Alaska. For more information
regarding the assumptions and limits utilized in the final EIS
analysis, please see Appendix K. See Global Response 7:
Comments Addressing the Analysis within the EIS.

12/32

However, while we remain very concerned about the effects of this CRDEIS
on fisheries, we are most concerned about the over-emphasis on the
economic value of these hatcheries. As far as we are concerned, the real
value of these fish to the tribes is cultural. This CRDEIS does not recognize
any mitigation responsibility associated with the Mitchell Act and seeks to
further diminish Treaty Fishing Rights to access fish that has already been
greatly diminished by the loss of natural resources. We have been
dismayed to read some economic evaluations and comments that
completely ignore the tribes altogether focusing solely on the negative
cost:benefit ratio or putting price tags on the value of these fish. These
hatcheries provide a way of life for Tribal members to maintain the culture
and knowledge of fishing during the long period that we will be working on
restoring the natural production required for the full realization of the
Treaty right to fish in all usual and accustomed areas. And, of course, the
value of that fishing to the Tribes greatly transcends any monetary values.

Thank you for your comment. Please see expanded language in
Section 3.4.4.1, Native American Tribes of Concern, for
additional information on the importance of salmon to the
tribes.

13/1

The scope of the DEIS should focus primarily on the action of Mitchell Act
funding.
The DEIS attempts to serve two different functions:

A. Provide National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) coverage for the

specific action of providing Mitchell Act funding for hatchery programs.

B. Provide NEPA coverage for Hatchery Genetic Management Plan
(HGMP) permitting by serving as a broad programmatic EIS.

Although a programmatic EIS might be the most efficient approach for
providing NEPA coverage for HGMP permitting, NOAA Fisheries’ attempt to

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
EIS.
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address two different purposes in a single EIS falls short of adequately
accomplishing either objective. In fact, by broadening the initial scope to
something beyond Mitchell Act funding decisions and by failing to provide
clear and explicit policy alternatives for the region to consider, NOAA
Fisheries caused general confusion about the intent of the DEIS, as
evidenced by the overwhelmingly negative public response to it. As such,
the development of a set of final NOAA Fisheries policies to guide HGMP
permitting will require additional discussion and coordination with fisheries
managers and the public. This effort will and should take more time than
that currently allotted by NOAA Fisheries for completion of the DEIS. NOAA
Fisheries should pursue the more complicated programmatic EIS only after
it completes the necessary dialogue on the development of a regional
hatchery policy.

The DEIS should focus on its original scoping, i.e. only address the action of
Mitchell Act funding. As such, the preferred alternative must achieve the
Mitchell Act’s original intent and purpose, as well as recognize the
requirements and responsibilities of other agreements, in addressing the
environmental impacts and loss of salmon spawning habitat and
productivity resulting from the construction of the hydro-power system in
the Columbia River Basin.

13/2

In addition, the Mitchell Act Hatchery EIS Record of Decision should be
made concurrent with completion of ESA consultation processes for critical
hatchery programs throughout the Columbia Basin, including those
specifically included in the 2008-2017 United States v. Oregon
Management Agreement, as well as lower river hatcheries. This approach
enables a preferred alternative to be informed by the policies and
agreements associated with salmon and steelhead recovery that have
been, and will be, developed collaboratively among the co-managers,
NOAA Fisheries, regional entities, and other interests in the Basin.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.

13/3

In late October and early November 2010, ODFW met with NOAA Fisheries
to gain a better understanding of the policy choices NOAA Fisheries
intended to represent by each alternative in the DEIS. These meetings were
necessary because, as pointed out above, these choices are not explicitly

Comment noted.
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presented and described within the DEIS. Instead the alternatives describe
key elements of corresponding implementation scenarios, the details of
which significantly influence the results and outcomes of the DEIS.

13/4

Although NOAA Fisheries’ intent was to have the alternatives represent the
full array of choices regarding the use of Mitchell Act funds to meet
hatchery mitigation commitments in the Columbia River Basin, none of
these choices acknowledge the fact that static funding since 1996 has
crippled the ability of Mitchell Act-funded programs to maintain
production, nor do they include a viable alternative for remedying the
problem. Current production does not meet the minimum Mitchell Act
mitigation obligation when it is put in a historical perspective. As with other
hatchery mitigation commitments in the Basin, additional Mitchell Act
funding is necessary to meet both conservation and mitigation obligations
associated with Columbia Basin hatcheries.

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.

13/5

As it applies to Mitchell Act-funded hatchery programs in Oregon, a
preferred alternative should include the following:

a. Annual operation and maintenance (O&M). In Oregon, Mitchell Act
funds annual O&M for six salmon hatcheries operated by the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife. These are the Big Creek, Bonneville,
Cascade, Clackamas, Oxbow, and Sandy hatcheries. These hatcheries
are involved in the propagation, rearing and liberation of spring and
fall Chinook salmon, summer and winter steelhead, coho salmon and
sockeye salmon for use in conservation and/or harvest augmentation
management programs. Some specific activities include:

1. Salmonid propagation, rearing and liberation. This includes
program administration, equipment and infrastructure
maintenance, public outreach, education, and planning.

2. Pathology services. This includes providing diagnostic fish health
services, including, but not limited to periodic fish health
monitoring, exams and treatment recommendations during
disease outbreaks, and pre-release fish health checks.

3. Fish distribution activities. This includes moving fish between

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
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hatcheries and, where necessary, transporting them to remote
release sites.

4. Alternative uses of excess hatchery adults. This includes the
disposition of adults, including providing food quality fish to food
banks and tribes and placing carcasses in streams as nutrient
sources.

b. Annual monitoring and evaluation. Annual monitoring and
evaluation addresses uncertainties associated with hatchery
production and operations, hatchery risks to wild populations,
selective harvest, and natural production monitoring. Some specific
activities include:

1. Fish identification. This includes:
a. Marking fish with fin clips and/or coded wire tags or PIT
tags.
b. Procuring and maintaining marking and tag recovery
equipment.
c. Operating tag retrieval facilities, including a coded wire tag
laboratory.

2. Selective harvest. This includes:
a. Implementing mass marking.
b. Developing live-capture commercial gear and techniques.
c¢. Conducting release mortality studies.
d. Conducting studies detailing when various species/stocks
are present in different river sections for the purpose of
refining harvest selectivity (non-target avoidance). This could
be accomplished through telemetry or PIT tag studies of
migrating adult fish or through tagging of naturally-produced
juvenile fish to assess differential fishery/harvest impacts,
migration timing, and survival.
e. Bringing current terminal sites to full production potential.
f. Investigating new terminal sites to better accommodate all
existing fishers. Funding would be needed for expansion of
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infrastructure (net pens, pilings, etc.).

g. Implementing and monitoring new live capture recreational

and commercial fisheries as deemed effective and

appropriate, using location, timing and mark-selective

methods. Implementing monitoring programs to quantify

release numbers and release mortalities.

h. Funding to maintain fishery management, planning,

oversight and monitoring.
3. Abundance monitoring. This includes habitat use, distribution,
spawning ground surveys and other abundance monitoring of
lower Columbia River wild fish populations, including fall and
spring Chinook, chum, and coho salmon and winter steelhead.
4. Hatchery program evaluation. This includes annual assessments
of stray rates, survival to adults, contribution to fisheries, hatchery
fractions on natural spawning grounds, interactions between wild
and hatchery fish, hatchery program risks to wild populations, and
investigations into efficacy of integrated and segregated hatchery
programs to evaluate consistency with program objectives and
recovery of ESA-listed species.

13/6

Hatchery reforms. General recommendations for how best to mitigate risks
hatchery programs pose to wild fish have been provided by the Hatchery
Scientific Review Group (HSRG), in ESA recovery plans, in other state and
federal policies and regulations, and in the scientific literature. These
recommendations will guide reforms for Oregon’s Mitchell Act hatchery
programs, although specific hatchery reform actions will require local
solutions customized to solve local problems. Hatchery reform actions,
which would require special funding, or other associated activities as
deemed appropriate, may include:

1. Installation of sorting weirs in tributaries. The purpose of the weirs
would be to exclude hatchery fish from natural spawning areas.

2. Development of new conservation hatchery programs. Programs
would be unique and specific to certain stocks and areas, for example,
a chum program that can be used for reintroductions.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
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3. Capital improvement activities that facilitate hatchery reform.
Mitchell Act funding in Oregon supports capital improvements to
facilities aimed at decreasing risks to wild populations. Examples
include:

a. Improvements in water intake screens,

b. Improvements in fish passage at hatchery weirs,

c. Facilities for improved broodstock collection and management,

d. New acclimation facilities.

13/7

Coordination with other funding partners. Mitchell Act funded programs in
Oregon are part of several cooperative programs that include additional
funding from the Bonneville Power Administration, the US Army Corps of
Engineers, the State of Idaho, Tribal Accords, the State of Oregon, Portland
General Electric, and the City of Portland. These cooperative programs
include recovery of Snake River sockeye, reintroduction of coho in
cooperation with Columbia Basin treaty tribes, the John Day Mitigation
program, and mitigation for hydropower and water supply developments in
the Sandy and Clackamas basins. These programs are obligations by Oregon
and are dependent on Mitchell Act funding.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference

(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

13/8

Mid-Columbia Steelhead Recovery Plan (available at
http://www.dfw.state.or.us/fish/CRP/mid_columbia_river_plan.asp).
Hatchery programs that affect the Mid-Columbia steelhead Distinct
Population Segment (DPS) are described in Section 8.6 (p. 8-124 to 8-145)
and under the individual population viability assessments in Appendix B.
Stray hatchery adults from Columbia Basin hatchery programs outside of
the DPS have been identified as a high risk factor for several populations.
Recommended hatchery strategies to mitigate hatchery risks are described
in Section 9.7 (p. 9-206 to 9-218). Hatchery strategies in the Mid-Columbia
Steelhead Recovery Plan are generally consistent with HSRG
recommendations (p. 12-14).

Comment noted.

13/9

Lower Columbia Recovery Plan (available at
http://www.dfw.state.or.us/fish/CRP/lower_columbia_plan.asp). Hatchery
risk standards are defined in Table 4-5 (page 68). Hatchery programs and
their associated (ESUs) (coho, Chinook, and chum) and one DPS (steelhead)
are described in Chapter 5, “Limiting Factors” (starting on p.79). Hatchery

Comment noted.
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risks specific to each ESU/DPS are described in Section 5.4 and Table 5-5
(coho), Section 5.5 and Table 5-7 (Chinook), Section 5.6 and Table 5-11
(steelhead) and Section 5.7 and Table 5-14. (chum). Actions to mitigate
hatchery risks are included in Chapter 7 (pages 211-294), and summarized
in Tables 7-3A through E, with additional information on each action in
Table 9-3.

13/10

The preferred alternative should be consistent with obligations under the
2008-2017 United States v. Oregon Management Agreement.

The US v. Oregon Agreement establishes obligations related to harvest and
hatchery production. Production principles and agreements are detailed in
section Il (pages 62-83) and Tables B1 through B7. Particular attention
should be paid to Section III.5, page 67, which specifically addresses
Mitchell Act funding for hatchery programs.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

13/11

Differences in roles played by the evolutionary significant unit/distinct
population segment (ESU/DPS) populations in achieving recovery
objectives. It is important that the preferred alternative incorporates site-
specific goals, management actions, and standards to achieve conservation
and survival of naturally-producing native fish species. Regional approaches
mask potential efficiencies of this site-specific or watershed-specific
approach to hatchery reform. Efficiencies with implementing hatchery
reform action plans that are based on distinguishing characteristics of
primary, contributing, and stabilizing populations or other population
viability designations are not clearly identified within the DEIS. The
preferred alternative should consider these population and watershed
differences.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

13/12

Use of best management practices to mitigate hatchery risks. Various
resources, including the HSRG, the ESA Technical Recovery Teams,
Recovery Plans, other state and federal policies and regulations, and the
scientific literature provide general recommendations for how best to
mitigate risks.

Comment noted.

13/13

Custom designs to address specific problems. While general resources
provide valuable guidance, program-specific hatchery reform may require
novel approaches to manage specific problems.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
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13/14

Flexibility in hatchery risk management strategies. Approaches to hatchery
risk management should remain flexible enough to consider new,
developing and future risk management information and strategies as they
become available. Where differences exist in how to best mitigate risks
because of uncertainty in the underlying science upon which
recommendations for best management practices are based (noted above),
the preferred alternative should allow for flexibility and avoid being
prescriptive with specific strategies. Some risk abatement strategies will
need to be tested for effectiveness.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

13/15

Integration with harvest management. Hatchery reform actions will need to
be integrated with harvest management, including the use of fisheries that
are selective with regard to location, timing, and marked hatchery fish

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

13/16

Sufficient funding to implement and evaluate hatchery reform actions. The
preferred alternative should allow for flexibility and avoid being
prescriptive with regards to the distribution of funding for specific risk-
management strategies. Also, because it is anticipated that the costs of
implementing new hatchery reform actions, along with research,
monitoring and evaluation of these actions, will exceed current Mitchell Act
funding levels, the preferred alternative should include additional funding
to implement and evaluate hatchery reform actions.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

13/17

The biological and socioeconomic analyses of the alternatives in the DEIS
should use accurate and current information about hatchery production
levels, hatchery risks, harvest assumptions, harvest data, and wild fish
population status. The analysis in the current DEIS is based on out-dated
information and includes some significant errors. The following information
sources are pertinent to and contain data and assessments necessary for
the analysis of alternatives:

a. ODFW’s most recent Fish Propagation Report (available at
http://www.dfw.state.or.us/fish/hatchery/docs/2009%20Fish%20Prop
ogation%20Annual%20Report.pdf), which identifies current hatchery
production and releases in Oregon, as of 2009.

b. The most current Columbia River Joint Staff and recreational
fisheries reports, which identify mainstem Columbia River catch data

Thank you. Since publication of the draft EIS, NMFS has worked
with technical staff from Federal, tribal, and state fisheries
management agencies throughout the Columbia River Basin to
update the information utilized in the analysis and in the
modeling assumptions. See Global Response 7: Comments
Addressing the Analysis within the EIS.
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through 2009:
® 2010 Spring Joint Staff Report (available at
http://www.dfw.state.or.us/fish/OSCRP/CRM/reports/10_reports/
2010springjsr.pdf)
¢ 2010 Fall Joint Staff Report (available at
http://www.dfw.state.or.us/fish/OSCRP/CRM/reports/10_reports/
2010julyfalljsr.pdf)
¢ 2008 Lower Columbia River and Buoy 10 Recreational Fisheries
(available at
http://www.dfw.state.or.us/fish/OSCRP/CRM/reports/08_reports/
08_col_sport_report.pdf)
c. The most recent Select Area Fisheries Evaluation (SAFE) Annual
Reports, which describe the current fishery and hatchery management
strategies, including operational considerations and monitoring and
evaluation, for the SAFE programs in the lower Columbia River.
* FY 2007-08 Annual Report (available at
http://www.dfw.state.or.us/fish/OSCRP/CRM/reports/08_reports/
SAFE_07_08AnnRept.pdf)
® FY 2009 Annual Report (Enclosed)
d. The 2008 US v Oregon Biological Assessment for Columbia River
Harvest (Enclosed), which describes Columbia River fisheries impact
limits, harvest assumptions and monitoring and evaluation. We also
recommend that the analysis be consistent with the terms of 2008-17
US v Oregon Management Agreement, which was included as
Appendix B in the DEIS but apparently did not influence the analysis.

13/18

ODFW also recommends that the hatchery risk assessment and best
management strategies in the DEIS be based on the best available science.
The peer-reviewed literature on hatchery risks is extensive. The DEIS should
be substantiated by this literature, and should include either a thorough
literature review, or at least a concise but comprehensive summary.

A short list of recent review papers is included?, which should provide
enough sources to initiate a literature review.

Thank you for your comment and the information. See Global
Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis within the EIS.
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Additional reference information is available from

a. The Hatchery Scientific Review Group, available at
http://www.hatcheryreform.us/hrp/reports/system/welcome_show.a
ction (accessed October 6, 2010).

b. The US Fish and Wildlife Federal Hatchery Review, available at
http://www.fws.gov/Pacific/fisheries/hatcheryreview/reports.html
(accessed October 6, 2010).

13/19 Table 1-4 contains errors (e.g. Klaskanine Hatchery programs are not The EIS been updated in response to the comment. NMFS
current, Clatsop County’s hatchery facility is not listed). ODFW’s updated hatchery program release and broodstock management
Propagation Report (attached as Appendix D) should be the source for for the baseline (Alternative 1) to reflect program operations as
current ODFW programs. of 2010.

13/20 The preferred alternative should be consistent with adopted recovery See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
plans, or if a federal recovery plan is not yet adopted, with a state recovery | (Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
plan that has been accepted by NOAA Fisheries.

13/21 Currently, none of the alternatives are consistent with these plans. See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its

Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
Executive and Secretarial Orders.

13/22 Alternative 1 (Status Quo) reflects conditions in 2007 and not the present. The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. NMFS
For example the implementation scenario assumed that hatchery fractions | has updated the relevant hatchery program operation
on natural spawning grounds could not be controlled. In fact, hatchery information in the final EIS for Alternative 1 (baseline). It has
fractions are being controlled in many current hatchery programs. A true been updated to reflect 2010 hatchery program management.
“Status Quo” alternative should reflect the hatchery reforms that have
already been implemented, and are anticipated for near-term
implementation, even without any further NOAA policy development.

13/23 Although there are references to policies the alternatives represent, the See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
document does not clearly describe them. For example, there are Draft EIS Alternatives.
references to policies that guide the use of hatchery weirs and for sizing
and termination criteria for conservation hatcheries. There also appears to
be an anticipated basin-wide monitoring, evaluation and hatchery reform
plan, and guidance for implementing Best Management Practices.

13/24 The policy alternatives should provide direction for meeting regional See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
management objectives for Mitchell Act funded hatchery programs. Draft EIS Alternatives.

Instead, they appear to focus on technical issues such as the use of

Appendix L: Responses to Comments

on the Draft EIS

L-187

Final EIS




TABLE L2-1.

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED).

Letter/
Comment #

Comment

Response

hatchery weirs.

13/25

Regional policies for implementing hatchery reform actions should provide
guidance for setting and achieving management objectives for Mitchell Act
funded hatchery programs. The policies should also maintain considerable
flexibility on technical details about how to meet the objectives. General
recommendations for how best to mitigate risks hatchery programs pose to
wild fish have been provided by the Hatchery Scientific Review Group
(HSRG), in ESA recovery plans, in other state and federal policies and
regulations, and in the scientific literature. These recommendations are
intended to guide reforms for Mitchell Act hatchery programs. However,
program-specific hatchery reform may require novel approaches
customized to manage and solve specific problems. Also hatchery risk
management will need to remain flexible enough to consider new,
developing and future risk management strategies as they become
available. Some risk abatement strategies will need to be tested for
effectiveness.

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
EIS.

13/26

There are different perspectives across the region about integrated vs.
segregated hatchery programs. One perspective is that listed wild
populations should not be used for integration into a harvest augmentation
hatchery program, and likewise, integration into such a program does not
make it a conservation hatchery program. Rather than organizing the draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) based on integrated and
segregated hatchery programs, NOAA Fisheries should make distinctions
between hatchery program objectives (i.e., harvest augmentation and
conservation) since brood type and program objective are not
interchangeable. An example of this is that the overarching
standards/criteria in Table 2-5 do not mention a pHOS rate for integrated
programs, which is necessary if the program is for augmentation.

Thank you for your comment. Please see final EIS Section 2.3.2,
Purpose of Hatchery Programs, which distinguishes between
conservation and harvest augmentation programs.

13/27

There seems to be a focus on using weirs to control pHOS (e.g. Table 2-9).
Weirs require infrastructure and staff investments beyond what may be
sustainable into the future with unknown or unstable funding sources. The
DEIS should consider how much Mitchell Act funding would be required for
weir construction, operation, and/or maintenance.

The estimated costs associated with weir construction and
operations are contained in Section 4.3.3, Hatchery Program
Costs, as well as in Table 4-99 of the final EIS.
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13/28 Alternative 2 eliminates Mitchell Act funding, but anticipates continuation Under Alternative 2, all Mitchell Act programs, including
of conservation hatchery programs. It is unclear whether this implies that conservation programs, are assumed to be terminated. The
Mitchell Act funding would actually continue in these cases, or whether conservation programs that remain in the implementation
some other funding would be anticipated. scenario for Alternative 2 are non-Mitchell Act-funded programs.

13/29 The DEIS applies “intermediate” or “strong” performance goals under The commenter is correct in pointing out the differences
alternatives 3-5. The DEIS definitions of these goals are similar to the HSRG | between the HSRG application of PNl and pHOS values and that
performance standards, but they are applied differently. The of this EIS. In developing the final EIS, NMFS has taken great
“intermediate” performance goal corresponds to the HSRG effort to clarify the use of the PNI and pHOS metrics. They are
recommendations for contributing populations, while the “strong” utilized as metrics to measure the effects of the different
performance goal corresponds to the HSRG recommendations for primary alternatives on the genetic diversity of the salmon and steelhead
populations. However, the HSRG recommends these standards be applied populations. NFMS has chosen to apply these metrics, at
as stated to all primary or contributing populations within an ESU. The DEIS | different levels and over different geographic areas, to further
applies them geographically, applying “strong” standards in some ESUs, but | illustrate the effects that a wide range of potential Mitchell Act
only “intermediate” standards in others. The DEIS should explain why it policy guidance (Alternatives) might have on the resources. It
would be scientifically sound to treat some ESUs/DPSs one way, while was not NMFS’ intent to be aligned with or unaligned with any
treating others a different way. other standardized use of these metrics.

13/30 As evidenced in Tables 2-14, 2-15, and 2-16, the DEIS does not consider the | Thank you for your comment. Table 4-11 through Table 4-14
desired status of wild populations determined in the recovery planning now contain the programs that are assumed to be terminated
processes. For example, the DEIS indicates that the Big Creek coho hatchery | under implementation scenarios for Alternative 2 through
program will be terminated because strays adversely affect the local Alternative 6. The Big Creek coho program is no longer included
population. This is fundamentally inconsistent with the plans desired status | in these tables.
for that population, which is to treat it as a sustaining population for the
express purpose of maintaining the harvest opportunities supported by the
hatchery program. Thus, there was no pHOS standard denoted for this
population (as opposed to other extinction risk levels and populations
where there were standards), allowing unlimited stray rates. Other
examples exist as well.

13/31 As evidenced in Tables 2-14, 2-15, 2-16, and 2-17, the DEIS does not See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
consider the actions or approach called for in recovery plans. Contrary to Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
recovery plans, the DEIS implementation scenarios appear to call for Executive and Secretarial Orders.
segregated programs to be replaced by integrated ones.

13/32 The DEIS should recognize that hatchery programs may have different See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
goals. As such, additional performance metrics, besides pHOS, should be (Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
evaluated (e.g. SARs, contribution to harvest, escapement to hatchery).
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13/33 The HSRG recognized the management relationship between hatcheries See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
and harvest. For example the HSRG recommended the use of selective and | Draft EIS Alternatives.
terminal fisheries as part of a hatchery management scenario, and
recommended that some programs be expanded. The DEIS alternatives
have some of these same hatchery programs being eliminated.

13/34 In Tables 2-13 — 2-16, the DEIS should better explain and provide evidence | Thank you for your comment. The stray-rate assumptions used in
for terminating programs because straying problems prevent the programs | the EIS analysis were based on the rates developed by HSRG
from meeting performance standards. The DEIS does not clearly describe during the 2009 review of the Columbia River Basin hatcheries.
the source of the straying rate information it used in its analyses and These rates were developed with the help of the resource
whether the information is current or historic. management agencies. For more information on the

development of these stray-rate assumptions, please see
Appendix G.

13/35 Under the implementation scenarios analyzed for Alternatives 4 and 5 new | Thank you for the comment. The benefit to lower Columbia River
hatchery programs would be initiated, and/or existing hatchery programs fisheries, from Alternative 5, is demonstrated in the harvest and
would be changed to better support harvest opportunities. The difference economic benefit estimates contained in Section 4.3,
between the alternatives is in which recovery domain these changes would | Socioeconomics.
occur. Increased production in the Upper Willamette/Lower Columbia
domains will have little benefit to fisheries occurring upstream of
Bonneville Dam. However, the reverse is not true. Added production in the
Interior Columbia domain can and would provide fishery benefits for areas
downstream of Bonneville Dam, including ocean fisheries. The DEIS should
explain that under Alternative 5, fishery benefits may accrue throughout
the Columbia Basin.

13/36 Because the analysis of the alternatives relies on the technical details of the | See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
associated implementation scenarios, the DEIS should ensure those details within the EIS.
accurately reflect the intent of each alternative. Each implementation
scenario contains data errors and questionable assumptions that appear to
influence the results for both the biological effects and socio-economic
effects of the associated alternative. The DEIS should better document and
assess those details which most significantly affect the analyses.

13/37 The DEIS should describe how the alternatives and implementation Thank you. Comment noted
scenarios relate to the management objectives for affected hatchery
programs and to recovery goals for listed salmon and steelhead stocks. As
recommended by the HSRG, by the USFWS Hatchery Review, and by the
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literature (e.g. Kostow 2009?) the first step in a “best management
practices” scenario is to identify the management objectives.

13/38 In Box 2-8, a statement is made that weirs require an external mark to be
able to identify hatchery-origin fish. Although a mark of some kind is
required, it may not need to be external. For example, the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (USACE) has proposed sorting equipment that uses blank
coded-wire tags (CWTs) to detect hatchery-origin fish. The external mark
may be most appropriate for most situations where weirs would be
manually operated, but it should not be the only identification method
considered.

The EIS has been updated in response to the comment.

13/39 The DEIS appears to target segregated hatchery programs and harvest for
reductions, even though these programs can be consistent with
conservation and recovery goals. The DEIS should embrace and endorse a
flexible management approach in which hatchery and harvest management
decisions are left to local interest as long as the recommended standards

The EIS does not "target" particular programs for reductions. The
EIS applies performance goals in the alternatives. For purposes
of the analysis, the EIS applies implementation measures and
performance metric to these performance goals. See Global
Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis within the EIS.

are met.
NMFS agrees and acknowledges that decisions on appropriate
hatchery management are best made at the local scale.
13/40 Harvest level (number of fish harvested) is expected to decline across all Declines in numbers of fish harvested are the result of the

alternatives compared to the status quo (Alternative 1). The DEIS should
explain why, since many of the harvest rates are now limited by ESA impact
rates on wild fish abundance. In many cases, selective and adaptively
managed fisheries can be used to catch as many hatchery fish as possible
while staying within the ESA impacts on wild fish. For example, the HSRG
scenarios recommended that mark-selective and terminal harvests be
coupled with hatchery management in order to optimize the return of
hatchery fish to harvests. As a result, harvest levels often increase if the
HSRG recommendations were followed.

implementation scenarios used as examples to analyze the
potential effects of the alternatives. See Global Response 7:
Comments Addressing the Analysis within the EIS.

Current (2010) harvest rate limits on ESA-listed stock were used
in the modeled fisheries. See Global Response 2.b, Comments
Addressing the Scope of This EIS.

13/41 In Box 2-9, paragraph 3, last sentence, the DEIS should clarify whether it
means “permanent weirs” rather than “seasonal weirs”.

The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Section,
2.7 of the draft EIS has been moved to Section 4.1.3.4,
Comparison of Implementation Scenarios, in the final EIS. The
weir language in Box 4-3 (formerly Box 2-9) has been revised for
clarity.
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13/42 The hatchery risk assessment and best management strategies in the DEIS | Thank you for your comment and the supplied information
should be based on the best available science. The review of hatchery risks | sources. Please see the updated and expanded Section 3.2.3.1,
in Chapter 3 can be and should be redone to reflect the extensive peer- General Risks and Benefits of Hatchery Programs to Salmon and
reviewed literature on the subject and should include a thorough literature | Steelhead Species.
review, or a concise but comprehensive summary. A short list of recent
review papers is appended?, which should provide enough sources to
initiate a literature review. Additional reference information is available
from the Hatchery Scientific Review Group, available at:
http://www.hatcheryreform.us/hrp/reports/system/welcome_show.action
(accessed October 6, 2010); and the US Fish and Wildlife Federal Hatchery
Review, available at:
http://www.fws.gov/Pacific/fisheries/hatcheryreview/reports.html
(accessed October 6, 2010).

13/43 The DEIS, in section 3.2.3.1 says: “Data on current risks ... (are) ...developed | Comment noted
from literature and through modeling”. Data are normally considered to be
an input to models, rather than a derivative. If model out-puts are used
instead of actual data, the DEIS should define such applications as
“simulations”, rather than “data”.

13/44 There is a lot of discussion of metrics for pHOS and PNI throughout the The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Language
document, but there are no cited references in the text that identify the relating the performance metrics and their development and use
source of these metrics. The DEIS should better document and cite its has been expanded in the final EIS. See Section 3.2, Fish, as well
sources, especially since the metrics are thoroughly discussed by the HSRG. | as updated Appendix G.

13/45 The language on Pg 3-12 and 3-13, lines 21, and 1-2 is potentially Thank you for your comment. Please see revised language in
misleading. Although hatchery fish can increase the total number of fish Section 3.2.3.1.4, Risks from Competition with Hatchery-origin
and therefore the competition effects, competition would occur whether Fish.
those high numbers of fish were of hatchery-origin or not. Having large
numbers of hatchery fish present can have effects in addition to
competition, however those effects are a separate issue from the
abundance issue. The DEIS should replace the existing language with
“competition will be highest at very high abundances, a condition large
hatchery escapements may exacerbate”.

13/46 The DEIS Table 3.3 reports how many populations, by ESU, meet their Thank you for your comment. The EIS, while employing some of
“strong” or “intermediate” criteria under the baseline. The HSRG report the HSRG information (model and baseline input, updated as
(2009) also lists the number of populations that currently meet their HSRG necessary) and using similar metrics in the example
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criteria. The HSRG recognizes that there are primary, contributing and
stabilizing populations and corresponding criteria, so “meeting the criteria”
means the population met or exceeded the criteria for the category the
population is in. The DEIS appears to evaluate whether the “strong” or
“intermediate” criteria are met, regardless of the category the population is
in. A comparison of the results from these two sources for one ESU, Lower
Columbia Coho, demonstrates significant discrepancies between the DEIS
and HSRG findings, even though they apparently considered the same
populations:

a. The DEIS says that only three populations in this ESU meet their
“strong” criteria, while another three meet their “intermediate”
criteria, out of 17 populations. Stabilizing populations are apparently
ignored.

b. The HSRG says that 15 out of 29 populations currently meet or
exceed the HSRG criteria as appropriate for the population designation
(primary, contributing or stabilizing), including three that exceed their
criteria (i.e. a contributing or stabilizing population meets the criteria
for a primary population).

c. The HSRG says that 6 out of 29 populations currently meet their
criteria for a primary population (which is the same criteria as the DEIS
“strong” criteria).

d. The HSRG says that 2 out of 29 populations currently meet their
criteria for a contributing population (which is the same criteria as the
DEIS “intermediate” criteria).

e. As an example of a specific error: in the Willamette, the Middle Fork
spring Chinook population is listed as "contributing". The current draft
of the recovery plan has it as "primary".

The DEIS should resolve, or at least explain these discrepancies. Note that
while the HSRG report lists results for individual populations, the DEIS table
is a summary count of populations by ESU/DPS so it is not possible to
determine if the same populations are ranked and evaluated the same way.

implementation scenarios, should not be compared directly to
the HSRG standards applied to populations or the review that
HSRG completed in 2009. The EIS performance goals, stronger
and intermediate, should not be viewed as being synonymous
with the HSRG guidelines.
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13/47 The DEIS appears to be heavily reliant on the use of weirs as a tool to See Global Response 6h: Comments Addressing the Range of
reduce pHOS in natural populations. Because of the uncertainty associated | Draft EIS Alternatives, for information on the revised use of weirs
with the effectiveness of weirs, especially in highly dynamic systems such in the final EIS. Additionally, please see the updated and
as coastal area tributaries, the DEIS should consider a suite of measures expanded information on the use and effects of weirs in Section
tailored to specific hatchery programs and/or natural populations. 3.2.3.1.1.3, Current Approaches for Reducing Risks to Genetic

Diversity.

13/48 Although the DEIS lists some best management practices for various risk The final EIS utilizes the Best Management Practices (BMP)
factors, the lists fall far short of what is available from the literature. If an concept in reference to hatchery facility effects and the
intent of the DEIS is to have a policy of encouraging best management mitigation of those effects. See Section 4.2.2, Methods for
practices, it should include a comprehensive set of practices. Analyzing Effects.

13/49 Although the DEIS makes repeated references to increasing selective The implementation scenarios for Alternative 4 and Alternative 5
terminal fisheries as a component of the alternatives, it is unclear whether utilize additional terminal, tributary-level, selective fisheries as
the effect of increased selective terminal fisheries was modeled for the an implementation measure to meet the performance goal of
options. Appendix K does not explicitly indicate that they were. these alternatives (Table 4-3). See also the last bullet in Box 4-2

for more detailed information on the assumed application of
these fisheries.

13/50 The DEIS identifies harvest on hatchery fish as a risk factor and provides Comment noted. See updated Section 3.2.3.1.10, Risks
some best management practices to manage the risks. However, these Associated with Fisheries that Target Hatchery-origin Fish and
practices do not mesh with NOAA’s own harvest biological opinion; nor do Section 3.2.3.2.11, Current Approaches for Reducing Risks
they really fall in line with the HSRG harvest recommendations. Associated with Fisheries that Target Hatchery-origin Fish, as

well as information related to selective fisheries in Box 4-2.

13/51 Although the DEIS cites the Biological Opinion for the Federal Columbia This is now Table 3-2 in the final EIS. In the draft EIS, the source
River Power System (FCRPS) as the source of status data in Table 3-7, there | for the information in this table was listed as “Appendix C though
appears to be significant discrepancies between the data in the table and Appendix F.” Information was generated with the All-H Analyzer
that in the recently released FCRPS supplemental Biological Opinion. For model using best available data. This remains the case in the
example, for the Upper Columbia Spring Chinook ESU the DEIS says total final EIS. The estimated abundance and productivity values in
abundance for this ESU is 1,104 fish, and average productivity (R/S?)is 1.4. | Table 3-2 are model results, using the best available information.
The supplemental Biological Opinion says the abundance for the 1994-03
period was 461 (sum of the three populations), with an R/S of 0.73
(average of the three populations); while the updated data for the 1999-08
period is an abundance of 861 (again a sum) and an R/S of 0.62 (again an
average). It appears that the DEIS used the AHA model to get their
numbers. If so the information in the table is the result of simulations, and
is not status data. The DEIS should explain why these differences exist and
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whether the information in Table 3-7 is actual data or modeling results.

13/52 The DEIS sections on status of each ESU are not well documented (few to The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Please
no citations), so it is difficult to determine if they are accurate and see updates to Section 3.2.3.2, Status of Salmon ESUs and
complete. NOAA Fisheries has the original regional reviews (which are old Steelhead DPSs, which have been updated to reflect the most
now, but very comprehensive), biological opinions, the 2005 Biological recent NMFS status review (2010).

Review Team (BRT) reviews (when all listings were reviewed and
reconfirmed), new data from the current BRT review, and various recovery
plans to cite and draw from.

13/53 The DEIS sections describing status of other species (chub, dace, lamprey, Comment noted. Please see updated Section 3.2.4, Other Fish
etc.) are also not well documented. Species that Have a Relationship with Salmon and/or Steelhead,

for improved language.

13/54 On page 3-77, lines 17-18, steelhead, coho, and white sturgeon should be The EIS has been revised to address this comment.
listed as fish routinely harvested for commercial sale (treaty).

13/55 On page 3-79, lines 18-19, references to ocean harvest reductions cite only | The EIS has been revised to address this comment.
those in California. Reductions occurred coast-wide. The DEIS should drop
the word “California”.

13/56 On page 3-79, line 20, the DEIS should not refer to the 1900 + firms The EIS has been revised to address this comment.
affected by ocean harvest reductions as a “relatively small number”.

13/57 All Columbia River harvest numbers in Section 3.3.5.1 have some kind of See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
error in them (treaty, commercial and sport). It is unknown what the within the EIS.
implications of this are, but they likely effect subsequent analyses,
including the economic calculations.

13/58 Also, it appears that the harvests in Section 3 are largely from historical Harvest estimates presented in Chapter 3, Affected Environment,
documents for “current” catches, but are derived from modeling for are based on estimated harvest from catch reported in Columbia
harvests under the alternatives. If harvests for alternatives were derived River Joint Staff Reports, PFMC annual report, and PSC annual
only from modeling and harvest rates provided to HSRG for AHA, and were | reports. Modeled estimates are used where empirical estimates
used in any way to generate future catches under alternatives, they need are not available. These instances are documented where they
to be recalculated from the start due to the substantial errors found in are used. Please see updated harvest estimates in Chapter 3,
Chapter 3. Affected Environment.

13/59 The footnote for Table 3-20 (recreational values) in Section 3.3.6 says the Thank you. This table is now Table 3-19 in the final EIS. The
average catch numbers came from Table 3-18. However, Table 3-18 is source table reference has been updated.
historic ocean tribal fishery catches, which has no relation to recreational
economic catches or values. It appears to be the wrong citation. Given this,
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it is impossible to see where the catch numbers used in 3-20 actually came
from, and therefore to evaluate the adequacy or appropriateness of using
those numbers in the economic analysis.

13/60 The description of the boundary between Buoy 10 and lower Columbia The EIS has been revised to address this comment.

River recreational fishing areas on page 3-88, lines 1-2 is incorrect. The
Tongue Point/Rocky Point line is the boundary not the Astoria-Megler
Bridge.

13/61 Table 3-14 and 3-21 have significant errors in them. Citations of the Joint The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. NMFS
Staff Reports (JSRs) appear to be inaccurate, as many of the values shown reviewed these tables and discovered there were errors in
in these tables are not contained in the JSRs. Where they are included in translating catch data. These tables were updated to report
ISRs, the values differ from those in the DEIS. available reported catch, and the catch period was expanded to

include 2007 to 2009 to better describe the base period in the
analysis.

13/62 In Table 3-21, the DEIS should replace “Z1-5” with “Mouth to Bonneville” The EIS has been revised to address this comment.
and “Zone 6” with “Bonneville to McNary”. Z1-5 and Z6 are commercial
fishing boundary definitions only.

13/63 The DEIS should define the “terminal areas” referenced on page 3-89, line The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Please
11. As is, the definition is open for interpretation. see the definition for terminal fishery in the Glossary of Key

Terms of the final EIS.

13/64 The number of harvest-related jobs (part- and full-time) listed in Table 3-24 | Thank you. Errors occurred in the presentation of jobs identified
is unbelievably low. Further explanation is necessary to support the claim in draft EIS Table 3-24. The table (now Table 3-23) has been
that only 18 and 23 jobs (non-tribal and tribal, respectively) are supported revised in the final EIS, both to correct errors and to account for
by commercial harvest. the effects of changing the historical harvest baseline from 2002

to 2006 to 2002 to 2009. Substantially more jobs have now been
reported for non-tribal and tribal commercial fishing in the
Columbia River Basin.
13/65 Throughout the socio-economic section, the DEIS should: Responses specific to each comment part follow:
a. Carry any issues already discussed regarding catches through to the a. The comment is not specific regarding harvest issues that
economic analyses; should be carried through to the economic analysis. The
b. Make sure that all harvest assumptions are up-to-date (i.e. which economic analysis, however, carried forward harvest estimates
fisheries are selective, what harvest rates to use, etc); prepared by the Mitchell Act Fishery Modeling Team.
c. Make sure hatchery production data are up to date. For Oregon

Final EIS L-196 Appendix L: Responses to Comments

on the Draft EIS




TABLE L2-1. INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED)
Letter/
Comment# | Comment Response
releases, the DEIS should refer to the ODFW 2009 Fish Propagation b. The final EIS was updated to incorporate revisions to the
Report. various rules for both the in-river and ocean fisheries for
d. Make sure the economic data is up-to-date. Some of the sources are | Chinook, coho salmon, and steelhead. This was done to reflect
10-years old (circa 2000). the more recent harvest management agreements (in-river and
ocean) and ESA guidance that have controlled fisheries in recent
years (as of 2010). Updated harvest modeling assumptions have
been included in the revised version of Appendix K. With the
exception of data in Section 3.3.4, Historical Overview, the
economics data in the final EIS represent data over the 2002 to
2009 period to match the baseline for the revised harvest
estimates. Some data, such as demographic and income data in
the environmental justice section, have been updated to 2010.
c. For the final EIS, NMFS updated hatchery program release and
broodstock management for the baseline (Alternative 1, No
Action) to reflect program operations as of 2010.
d. As mentioned in the response to b., above, the baseline catch
data have been updated to the 2002 to 2009 period in most
cases; other information has been updated as well.
13/66 The sources of much of the information in Chapter 3 are undocumented, The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. The final
even though the necessary documentation is available. In those instances EIS has incorporated updated information and has more
where citations are provided, it is not always clear whether the documents | thoroughly cited the information sources used.
cited were actually used because the data does not match what it in the
cited document (the harvest data in the DEIS compared with the cited
ODFW/WDFW Joint Staff Reports is an example). The DEIS should also cite
primary sources of data, when available, For example, a report by someone
with Yakima County is used as the source for tribal catches in the Columbia
Basin.
13/67 The DEIS should explain why Clatsop and other lower river counties appear | Clatsop County and other lower river counties were not excluded
to be excluded from the analyses in the environmental justice section. from the environmental justice analysis. As shown in draft EIS
Table 3-25, Clatsop County was included in both the Lower
Columbia River and Oregon Coast economic impact regions.
Clatsop County was not included in draft EIS Table 3-28 because
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it did not meet the threshold criteria for an environmental
justice community of concern. It was, therefore, not carried
forward in the assessment of environmental justice impacts. In
the final EIS, Table 3-28 has been expanded to include all
counties within the study area, including Clatsop County.

13/68 In Chapter 4 the DEIS states “The alternatives (from Chapter 2) are based Thank you. Please see expanded language, describing the
on goals and principles that together form a policy direction”. However, the | Alternative goals and principles in Section 2.4.2, Alternative
DEIS does not, but should explicitly describe the goals, principles or policy Performance Goals.
direction.

13/69 Under section 4.1.2 “Mitigation”, paragraph 3 (page 4-3) the DEIS states Thank you for your comment. Based on this and other similar
that under the status quo (Alternative 1) “...BMPs applied by hatchery comments, NMFS has revised Section 4.1.2, Mitigation, for more
operators would not specifically be intended to mitigate for negative accurate portrayal of measures hatchery operators commonly
effects on salmon and steelhead...” However, practices have been and apply to mitigate for potential program impacts.
continue to be put in place to reduce and mitigate for negative impacts on
salmon and steelhead. The DEIS should explicitly acknowledge and describe
those practices.

13/70 In the introductory material for Chapter 4, the DEIS states that “... the Thank you for your comment. Based on this and other similar
adherence of each hatchery program to Hatchery Scientific Review Group comments, NMFS has revised Section 4.1.2, Mitigation, for more
[HSRG] BMPs would increase under Alternative 2 through Alternative 5 accurate portrayal of measures hatchery operators commonly
compared to Alternative 1.” However, the alternatives 2-5, as stated in apply to mitigate for potential program impacts. This has
Chapter 2, are explicitly inconsistent with the HSRG recommendations. included clarification that the BMPs utilized in the EIS are related

to hatchery facility effects and not operational BMPs.

13/71 There is a lot of discussion of new selective fisheries in terminal areas, The implementation scenarios for Alternative 4 and Alternative 5
however it is unclear in the DEIS whether new selective fisheries are utilize additional terminal, tributary-level, selective fisheries as
included in any of the proposed alternatives. The DEIS should identify those | an implementation measure to meet the performance goal of
alternatives that include new selective fisheries and describe the kinds of these alternatives (Table 4-3). See also the last bullet in Box 4-2
fisheries, how they were modeled in the implementation scenarios (catch for more detailed information on the assumed application of
rates, encounter rates, post-release mortality assumptions, mark rates, these fisheries.
etc.), and whether production would be moved from existing areas to new
terminal areas to increase fishery access, or whether the intent is to add
new fisheries to areas with existing production.

13/72 The AHA model can only use single point estimates for harvest. Although it | NMFS disagrees. A typical use of the All-H Analyzer does not
is able to model mark-selective fisheries and recognize separate ocean, include abundance-based harvest rates. For the EIS, however,
mainstem and terminal fisheries, it cannot deal with the variable abundance-based harvest models were developed to adjust
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abundance-based harvest schedules that are in the 2008-2017 United rates based on average abundance conditions associated with
States v. Oregon Management Agreement. Therefore out-puts from it are each alterative. Abundance was based on the predicted average
inappropriate for evaluating the effects of these actions on harvest and from the AHA model.
associated socioeconomic impacts. The DEIS appears to recognize this
problem and so employs a separate harvest model.

13/73 The AHA model explicitly does not deal with any ecological risks of hatchery | NMFS disagrees. The relative abundance of hatchery and natural
programs, including competition and predation. It deals only with genetic juveniles is useful as an index of potential ecological interactions
risks. The DEIS apparently tried to use a ratio of the natural-origin to from hatchery programs due to competition and predation.
hatchery-origin juveniles from the AHA model as a way of talking about However, NMFS agrees this simple metric does not fully describe
ecological risks. This is not a credible approach. all facets of ecological risk. For this reason, NMFS did not use

these ratios to shape hatchery strategies by alternative (program
size or location). Again, these ratios are reported to provide a
relative index of potential ecological risk across the alternatives.

13/74 The AHA model deals with abundance and productivity as related to habitat | Thank you for your comment. The commenter is correct that the
carrying capacity by incorporating a Beverton-Holt model. It does not All-H Analyzer does not produce viability/extinction probabilities,
address viability/extinction probabilities, spatial distribution or diversity. spatial distribution, or direct measures of diversity. Additional
Outputs of the AHA model were apparently used as inputs to a viability NMFS did not input the All-H Analyzer outputs into a viability
analysis, while a gross estimate of status of populations across ESUs was analysis. The EIS does, however, utilize outputs from the All-H
used to address spatial distribution and diversity (i.e. some percent of the Analyzer as approximate indices for the VSP attributes
populations in an ESU having some level of abundance and productivity). (abundance, productivity, and diversity). The changes in these

outputs, by population, under each alternative implementation
scenario, is used in the EIS to compare potential effects on the
salmon and steelhead VSP attributes. The EIS does not make
determinations on the viability or extinction risk to the
populations, only potential change to the attributes by
alternative, relative to baseline (Alternative 1).

13/75 There are assumptions about hydropower operations and habitat implicit in | Assumptions for hydropower and habitat conditions were taken
the AHA model. It is not real clear what these assumptions were in the from the Hatchery Scientific Review Group basin-wide report
DEIS. (HSRG 2009, Appendix D, Section 1.1 and 1.3). Hydro-system

passage rates were sourced for the FCRPS 2008 Biological
Opinion.

13/76 The DEIS appears to rely heavily on an “HPV” model, which was apparently | Comment noted.
developed a few years ago by the HSRG. This model, which is described in
Appendix H, addresses some factors that the AHA cannot, and compares
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current management practices with some Best Management Practices.

13/77 The methods in the DEIS analysis should be better explained. It is not clear Thank you for your comment. The information in the final EIS
how the “HPV” and AHA results were integrated. There is no indication how | was revised to clarify the relationship between these two
the lists of variables or Best Management Practices are supposed to affect analysis components. The All-H Analyzer and the HPV model
pHOS or PNI. work independent of one another. Please see Section 4.2.2,

Methods for Analyzing Effects.

13/78 The DEIS should explain why it had to rely on qualitative analysis for other The draft EIS relied on a qualitative analysis for fish species other

species. than salmon and steelhead because the data, research, and/or
published studies were not available to adequately model and
guantitatively predict how implementation of the alternatives,
particularly changes in hatchery production, would impact or
benefit other fish species. Thus, a qualitative analysis was
conducted using best available science.

13/79 The DEIS does not, but should explain whether harvest estimates used in Thank you. We reviewed the Chapter 3 sections on harvest and
modeling the economic sections were outputs from the modeling described | economic analysis and discovered there were errors translating
in Appendix K or came from analyses included in Chapter 3. Modeling in catch data to these tables in the draft EIS. These sections were
Appendix K generally appears to be properly conducted, while the updated to show available reported catch, and the catch period
information in Chapter 3 contains large errors in multiple locations. was expanded to include 2007 to 2009 to better describe the

base period in the analysis. Harvest reported in the economic
analysis was based on results from the harvest models.

The text has been clarified throughout Section 3.3, Section 3.4,
Section 4.3, and Section 4.4 and in the Socioeconomics Impacts
Methods Appendix (J) to indicate that most of the harvest
estimates came from the EIS harvest model (see Appendix K).
The only exceptions were for certain Pacific Coast regions
(Southeast Alaska British Columbia, and Puget Sound) under
Alternative 1 (in which case, historical observed estimates were
used. These exceptions are explained in Appendix J and in
Section 4.3 table footnotes.

13/80 In Chapter 5 the DEIS should not only discuss climate change effects for in- | Thank you, Please see updated and expanded language in
river issues, but also for ocean issues and issues affecting returning adults Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, regarding climate change.

(i.e. increased water temps = higher mortality of adults returning).
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13/81 Appendix G. The DEIS does not, but should describe the differential harvest | The rates are described in the technical appendix for the harvest
rates used for mark-selective fisheries and how they were derived. modeling in the EIS, Appendix K.

13/82 Appendix G. The DEIS does not, but should describe the “proposed harvest | The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. This
plans and recommendations” from which it estimated future harvests. statement has been removed from Appendix G.

13/83 Appendix H. The list of “Best Management Practices” (BMPs) that are See the response to letter 3, comment 48.
identified in the DEIS should be better described and more comprehensive,
given their use as a basis for assessing hatchery programs.

13/84 Appendix H. The DEIS should not just rely on a determination of whether a See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
hatchery program employs the array of “Best Management Practices” listed | (Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
in the DEIS to assess hatchery programs. The risks posed by a particular
program may largely be solved, even though the hatchery does not follow
this prescription. Original actions may be needed to solve unique problems.

New ideas might come along. Any list of BMPs should be viewed as general
guidance rather than a specific prescription and assessments should focus
on results, not just actions.

13/85 Appendix H. The DEIS should better describe and cite sources for the The EIS appendix has been revised in response to the comment.

“...current genetics theory...” it relies on regarding pHOS and PNI criteria.
The HSRG has a comprehensive White Paper available to cite and other
sources of information are available. It is especially important to describe in
detail the scientific basis for these criteria, given that they are key factors in
DEIS determinations of the fate of various programs under each

alternative.

13/86 Appendix I. In Tables 3-5 and 3-8 the tribal catch of coho and steelhead See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
looks much too high in some years. The DEIS should better explain and within the EIS.
document the basis for its estimates, including whether they assume some
increased harvest due to recovery or reintroduction efforts.

13/87 Appendix I. The DEIS should provide a much more detailed description of As noted in Global Response 7, the TRG Report (Appendix | in the
the methods used in its analysis of harvest, given its significance to the draft EIS) is not included in the final EIS because of its limited use
entire DEIS. and the confusion it caused for reviewers. Additionally, the

harvest data as reported in the TRG Report and included as
Appendix | in the draft EIS have been revised for purposes of
analysis in the final EIS.
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13/88 Appendix I. Some of the implementation scenarios show substantial See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
increases in Mitchell Act harvests — but there is no discussion of how that within the EIS.
occurs. The DEIS should explain whether harvest are a result of changes in
production, faster recovery, and/or reallocation of production by area and
the resultant changes in fishery access.

13/89 Appendix I. In Table 3-14, the DEIS shows a 38% decline in total salmon See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
value for the non-treaty gillnet fishery under Alternatives 4 and 5, despite within the EIS.
an increase of 122% for spring Chinook and 26% for fall Chinook. It is very
unlikely that these increases would be negated by the corresponding
decrease for coho assumed under each alternative. The DEIS should better
explain how the changes it assumes in fisheries value are derived and relate
to each other.

13/90 Appendix I. In Table A-5 of the DEIS, the success rates for fall fisheries seem | See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
too high. It appears the rates include all salmonid species (Chinook, within the EIS.
steelhead, coho) combined. The DEIS should base its assessments on
species-specific success rates, as presented in the ODFW lower Columbia
River recreational fisheries reports it cites. This issue is discussed more in
comments on Appendix J.

13/91 Appendix J. The DEIS does not, but should describe the basis for the CPUEs | The CPUEs shown in draft EIS Appendix J were derived based on
it lists in Appendix J tables. In general, they appear to be higher than CPUEs in Appendix I. For the final EIS, the CPUEs have been
observed. For coho, except for Buoy 10, the CPUEs in A-4 appear too high. revised for the Columbia River Basin based on 2002 to 2009
In particular, CPUEs for areas upstream of the lower Columbia appear to be | angler trips and catch data from Catch Cards (Appendix J, Table
more than double that which would be deemed reasonable. For Chinook, 2) provided by WDFW, as described in revised Appendix J. As a
CPUEs appear to be too high across the board. result, the CPUEs for all Columbia River Basin regions and species

are now lower than they were for the draft EIS analysis.

13/92 Appendix J. In Appendix J the DEIS apportions the pooled CPUEs calculated For the final EIS, CPUEs have been calculated independently for
in Appendix | evenly across all species and all areas. Although the DEIS coho salmon and Chinook salmon. As described in the response
pooled CPUEs by area because CPUE data for the area upstream from to letter 13, comment 91, and in revised Appendix J, CPUEs were
Bonneville Dam was lacking, it should acknowledge the flaws in the estimated using catch card data. Additionally, a statement has
approach, i.e. that the pooled CPUEs are not accurate and likely over- been added to Appendix J to advise readers that using the same
optimistic. Catch card data is available for Oregon and Washington and may | CPUEs across all four Columbia River Basin regions may result in
alleviate the need to pool areas. over or underestimating effects in individual regions.

The DEIS should not pool CPUEs by species, but instead use the original
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CPUEs that are available by species. Pooled CPUEs may be significantly
biased. For example, catches of coho upstream of Buoy 10 are historically
very low and CPUEs are small. By pooling the CPUE of coho with higher
values typically observed for Chinook and/or steelhead, catch and
economic contribution per produced fish would be the same for each
species. In fact CPUEs for coho are likely less than half that of Chinook and
correspondingly so is the economic contribution coho make to the
recreational fishery.

13/93 Appendix J. In Table A-2 and A-3 of the DEIS, the economic values of the For the final EIS, efforts were made to collect ex-vessel price data
various salmonids by area are not accurate. Prices per pound decline specific to the four economic impact regions comprising the
substantially for all species as the run moves upstream. Prices in Zone 6 are | Columbia River Basin. However, historical data needed to
never as high as they are in Zones 1-5. develop average region-specific prices for each species were not

available. For the final EIS, prices were updated as described in
the response to letter 9, comment 154, and as detailed in revised
Appendix J. As part of this revision, prices were independently
estimated for tribal and non-tribal fisheries. These prices reflect
the fact that prices in the lower Columbia River are higher than
those for upstream tribal fisheries. Additionally, a statement has
been added to Appendix J indicating that prices may be
overestimated for salmon in the upper Columbia River.

13/94 Appendix J. The DEIS does not, but should explain whether the dollar value | For both the draft and final EISs, commercial steelhead values
attributed to the commercial harvest of steelhead pertains only to Treaty represent only tribal steelhead catch in the mid-Columbia River
harvest. Retention and sale of steelhead in commercial fisheries economic impact region, although, for the final EIS, a small
downstream of Bonneville Dam was outlawed in 1975. number of steelhead are estimated to be harvested in the upper

Columbia River (Alternative 4 and Alternative 5) and Snake River
economic impact regions. A statement has been added to
revised Appendix J to clarify this.

13/95 Appendix J. Footnotes for Table A-3 of the DEIS indicate that the price on In response to this and other similar comments, harvests and
Chinook is a weighted annual average of fall and spring. Prices for the two prices were estimated independently for spring, summer, and
stocks are radically different, and modeling of future effects should be fall Chinook salmon in the final EIS, as described in the revised
done separately for each stock. Models should estimate catches of fall Appendix J and in the response to letter 9, comment 154.
Chinook and spring Chinook separately for each alternative and apply
differential values accordingly. Using an average based on historic
proportions will be invalid if the modeled alternatives result in substantially
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different proportions of fall/spring catches than historic.
13/96 Appendix J. Because the values in the tables in Appendix J appear to be See the responses to letter 9, comment 154 and letter 13,
used in subsequent analyses —any problems with the information in them comment 95.
would propagate through this section and should be addressed.
13/97 Appendix K. The general methodology as described in Appendix K of the NMFS assumes that the commenter meant "intermediate"
DEIS appears appropriate. However, most of the interim results of the results and not "interim" results. Some of the intermediate
models are not shown — only the final rollups — so it is not possible to verify | results are contained in Appendix C and Appendix D of the EIS.
the results with the information given. The DEIS should rectify this The many details of harvest levels associated with each
situation. population and fishery are contained in intermediate steps
shown in the actual models for each alternative. Which can be
made available for review.
13/98 Appendix K. Many of the harvest rates in the models used in the DEIS are The fishery impact analysis presented in the final EIS
outdated- largely due to the 2008-2017 United States v Oregon incorporates changes to fishery rules based on provisions of the
Management Agreement, but also because of recent catch balancing 2008 amendments to the Pacific Salmon Treaty, updated ESA
agreements and implementation of mark-selective recreational fisheries for | guidance given by NOAA Fisheries (through 2010), and updated
summer Chinook. Although the DEIS used a 15% rate for LCN coho that is provisions of the latest U.S. vs. Oregon agreement (for the 2008
likely close to an average rate, the sliding scale used to manage LCN coho to 2017 period). In effect, the final EIS is based on information
was available and could have been used. available regarding fishery rules as they existed for the 2010 and
2011 fisheries. In the Columbia River, catch balancing is taken
into account. Recreational fisheries on summer Chinook salmon
in the Columbia River are modeled as MSFs regardless of run
size. Regarding the impact limit on LCN coho salmon, it is
recognized that there is a sliding scale that is used for
management. In its biological opinion for the 2008-2017
Columbia River Management Agreements, NOAA stated that the
total estimated run (ER) for each year would be determined
using the ocean portion of Oregon's proposed harvest matrix
(Table 8.11.5.5-1 in the biological opinion). In 2010 and 2011, the
ESA limit NOAA set on the total ER on LCNs was 15% in each
year. Since 2005, the ER limit has averaged 15.5% (2006 through
2011). In the final EIS, a maximum impact limit of 15% has been
applied.
14/1 The expansion of scope of the DEIS in 2009 from the original focus on the See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
Mitchell Act hatcheries to the entire Columbia Basin system of hatcheries EIS.
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has resulted in confusion and made it difficult to provide meaningful input.

14/2

Through membership on the Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council),
ADFG participated in the Council's discussion and actions, including work
on the Mitchell Act Committee at the November Council meeting. We
support the Council's letter of November 22, 2010, outlining some of the
concerns with the DEIS. ADFG's answers to a number of questions posed by
the Council to assist with consideration of the DEIS at the November
meeting are attached.

As noted in the Council letter and in the comments submitted by ADFG and
other management entities that assisted the Mitchell Act Committee's
development of the Council's comments, there are many areas of concern
with the current DEIS. In addition to the general confusion in the scope and
purpose of the DEIS noted above, these concerns include: the lack of
proper recognition of mitigation responsibilities of hatcheries in the
Columbia Basin; the virtually exclusive focus on, and indiscriminate
application of, genetic standards for facilities in the Columbia Basin that we
do not believe have been adequately analyzed and peer reviewed; the
failure to address the broad suite of actions that should be considered in
meaningful hatchery reform; significant problems with the data and
framework (temporal and other) that was used in the analysis; and a need
for more complete economic analysis to fully recognize the impacts that
hatchery production from the Columbia Basin has on the regional
economies.

Thank you for your comments. Based on comments received
during the public review of the draft EIS, NMFS has worked to
address the technical and contextual issues raised by the public.
Please see Appendix L, Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS,
and in particular, Section L1, Global Comments and Responses,
where many of the general issues your comment raises are
addressed.

14/3

We take heart from the acknowledgement of the need for NMFS to provide
a document (or documents) for review based on updated analyses that
provide the clarity needed for management entities and the public to
understand the purpose and scope of proposed actions and adequately
recognizes the implications for mitigation responsibilities and the economic
impacts of the alternatives. We believe that this could best be
accomplished by refocusing the DEIS on the original scope of analyzing
Mitchell Act hatchery facilities and helping guide future funding.

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
EIS.

14/4

The broader reach into Columbia Basin hatchery operations with regard to
ESA considerations should be the subject of a significantly revised

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
EIS.
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Supplemental EIS, or be addressed outside of the focus on the Mitchell Act
program

14/5 Alaska does not have detailed knowledge regarding the level of peer review | Comment noted.
that the EIS fishery modeling detailed in Appendix K has undergone by
other agencies. However, the modeling exercise is based upon standard
and accepted algorithms that are components of the PSC Chinook Model
and the PFMC FRAM Model, albeit in simplified form. Chinook stock
groupings were manipulated; many stocks were aggregated to estimate the
ocean fishery impacts using the PSC Chinook Model stock structure. These
groupings were then disaggregated before estimating the fishery impacts
within the Columbia River. Assuming that the stock group aggregations and
disaggregations were done in a manner that was representative and
consistent with the stock group representation in the PSC Chinook Model,
this portion of the modeling of the fishery impacts seems appropriate.

14/6 First, the analysis is overly simplistic by assuming production from non- The analysis is intended to provide information on relative
Columbia River stocks in the ocean is constant and totally independent changes in fishery harvests resulting from the alternatives
from the Columbia River stocks. considered for Columbia River hatchery production. The analysis

reflects changes in natural and hatchery escapements in the
Columbia River as a result of harvest management constraints on
natural stocks. The modeling approach is simplistic by design. It
is not possible to consider all potential permutations of
abundance of Columbia River and non-Columbia River stocks and
hypothesize how fisheries might be adjusted in response.
Consequently, the best approach to inform reprogramming
decisions would be to hold production levels outside the
Columbia system constant. In the analysis, variations or co-
variations in survival between stocks are not considered to
provide information that can most readily and directly compare
impacts of alternative production levels in response to the EIS
alternatives.

14/7 Second, the analysis simulates harvest rates in the ocean fisheries during The analysis for the final EIS has been updated to incorporate
the 1999 PST Agreement, which are higher than those currently allowed in provisions of the 2008 PST agreement. These provisions include
the 2008 PST Agreement. three Aggregate Abundance Based Management fisheries: West

Coast Vancouver Island (WCVI), North British Columbia (NBC),

Final EIS L-206 Appendix L: Responses to Comments

on the Draft EIS




TABLE L2-1. INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED)

Letter/

Comment # | Comment Response

and Southeast Alaska (SEAK). The fishery rules now incorporate
the limits that control these fisheries.

14/8 Lastly, the analysis relies heavily on stock production parameters for The EIS has been updated in response to the comment. Appendix
Columbia River stocks that are not adequately explained in Appendix K. K has been updated to address this comment.

14/9 Also, model data sets have been created for virtually all Columbia River The values used were compiled by HSRG for its analysis of
populations of Chinook and coho, whether they are entirely natural, Columbia River hatcheries, and the values are documented in
entirely hatchery (segregated), or an integrated composite of natural and HSRG’s report (HSRG 2009 Appendix D Section 1.1, 1.2, and
hatchery fish. The derivations of production parameters for each stock and | Section 1.3). However, based on comments on the draft EIS and
the inherent assumptions behind them are never fully explained. This issue | NMFS’ assessment of low model predictions of abundance,
is vital regardless of the NEPA harvest alternative since one of the major relative to recent year run size for the Columbia Basin, NMFS
factors that will determine the long term health of each of the stocks is its' has, with the help of Columbia Basin managers, adjusted average
production potential. marine survival rates upwards for many of the populations in the

final EIS analysis.

14/10 Does the AHA model take into account the interaction of the wild and Yes; natural production will increase if the level of hatchery
hatchery fish as the level of hatchery production goes up or down? Will the | influence decreases due to reduced program size or exclusion of
production parameters of the hatchery fish change as hatchery practices hatchery fish from spawning populations. This effect is modeled
change? For example, will the introduction of more wild fish into the through the fitness model included in the All-H Analyzer. No;
hatchery broodstock change the production parameters for the hatchery hatchery production parameters (e.g., post-release survival) are
fish? fixed in the model and do not change with change in program

size or brood stock management.

14/11 The assumptions about the underlying productivity of the stocks are a See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
major part of this analysis that deserves more scrutiny within the EIS.

14/12 Are the mitigation requirements and responsibilities under the Mitchell Act | See Global Response 4: Comments Asserting and Referring to
adequately described in the DEIS? (WA, OR, ID, Tribes, AK) the Mitchell Act’s Mitigation Obligation or Calling for NMFS to
No. We do not find that the EIS adequately addresses the mitigation Define the Obligation.
requirements and responsibilities within the Columbia River Basin. These
requirements and responsibilities are not limited to the Mitchell Act, but
also include a large number of other programs that are the subject of
"policy direction" under the DEIS. The document should recognize the
range of mitigation purposes of enhanced production and describe how
actions / policies identified in the DEIS may impact the variety of mitigation
requirements and responsibilities in both the short and long-term.

14/13 Can hatchery reform concepts other than percent of hatchery origin See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
spawners (PHOS) and percent of natural origin broodstock (PNOB), such as (Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
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natural rearing strategies, be used to develop alternatives that meet the
purpose and need of the DEIS but maintain more production than
Alternatives 3-57 (Tribes, AK, OR, WA, ID)

While reform of Columbia River basin hatcheries is widely considered to be
a beneficial and desired action, focusing only on the genetics and intent to
implement genetic standards as described in the draft Mitchell Act EIS is
disappointing. The single minded focus on this technical issue and
recommended application of the proposed genetic standards to all
Columbia River basin hatcheries represents a failure by NMFS to address
reform of Columbia River basin hatchery programs in a meaningful manner.
Other technical issues (for example disease prevention and transmission,
water quality and quantity) are completely ignored in the alternatives.
There are a number of hatchery reforms that need to be evaluated and
utilized in developing alternatives that meet the purpose and need while
maintaining more production than those identified in the DEIS.

14/14

What fisheries are assumed in the analysis to be mark-selective, and at
what point in time? (OR, WA, ID, Tribes, AK, NMFS)

Appendix K provides some detail regarding the mark-selective fisheries
(MSFs) that were incorporated into the EIS fishery models for coho and
Chinook. It gives a more detailed description of the assumptions used in the
MSFs for coho than for Chinook. It also states that the model incorporates
"MSF only for spring chinook fisheries in the Columbia River below
Bonneville Dam." Thus the modeling does not reflect recent expansion of
MSF into ocean fisheries in 2010 or potential impacts that may result if the
"policy direction" of significantly expanded MSFs were to be implemented.
There is currently increasing concern over the mark rates experienced in
MSFs. If hatchery production is reduced, the issues with observed mark
rates and mortalities of wild stock release (potentially multiple releases in
several fisheries) will be exacerbated.

Comment noted.

14/15

As explained in the response to question 1 with the noted caveats, the
approach taken appears to be a reasonable one for estimating the stock
impacts that occur in the ocean fisheries. In other words, the model
structure itself seems reasonable. However, the assumptions about the
independence of the production from Columbia River and non-Columbia

To be clear, the EIS does not contain "harvest alternatives." The
EIS contains alternatives for hatchery program operations in the
Columbia River Basin. The harvest analysis is relegated to
demonstrating the effects on harvest under current harvest
management that these hatchery production alternatives would
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River stocks; the choice of ocean harvest rates derived from years under likely present. The final EIS has been updated to incorporate
the 1999 PST Agreement instead of the 2008 PST Agreement; the revisions to the various rules for both the in-river and ocean
estimated impacts from MSFs; and the AHA production parameters for fisheries for salmon and steelhead. This was done to reflect more
Columbia River stocks could influence the model results for each of the recent harvest management agreements (in-river and ocean)
NEPA harvest alternatives and should be investigated further. and ESA guidance that have controlled fisheries in recent years
(as of 2010, which includes the 2008 PST agreement).
14/16 Were expected benefits to fisheries from increased wild production included | Yes; increases in estimated natural-origin production did
in the economic analyses? (WA, OR, ID, Tribes, AK) translate to higher estimated catches of natural fish, some
No. The DEIS does not appear to include any substantive discussion of populations and some fisheries. Overall catch (natural- and
underlying assumptions with increased wild production in either the hatchery-origin) for a given alternative may be lower in
technical or economic analyses. The lack of focus on how recommended particular fisheries because catch is predominately hatchery fish
actions may actually benefit the wild salmon stocks of the Columbia River in some fisheries.
Basin or the users of these natural resources is a serious deficiency in the
document.
14/17 Were current fishery and hatchery management agreements used to The commenter is correct. Some of the harvest assumptions
estimate impacts (e.g., US v Oregon, Pacific Salmon Treaty Chinook Annex, used for the draft EIS analysis utilized values and rates from
US V Washington, Hoh v Baldrige, etc.)? (WA, OR, ID, Tribes, AK) management agreements that had been renewed/revised close
The DEIS uses the 1999 Pacific Salmon Treaty (PST) agreement rather than | to the time of publication, i.e., the harvest rates in the U.S. v.
the provisions contained in the 2008 revision. Thus the Chinook impacts Oregon (CRFMP) agreement. Fishery rates and limits were
under the current PST Chinook fishery provisions may not be estimated updated and included in the analysis for this final EIS. Please see
correctly. revised Appendix K for specific information utilized in the harvest
analysis portion of the final EIS.
14/18 As detailed in Appendix K, the DEIS uses relatively simple models to project | The analysis is intended to provide information on relative
marine fishery catch levels and run sizes to the mouth of the Columbia changes in fishery harvests resulting from the alternatives
River. There are 30 model stock groups in the PSC Chinook Model, 10 of considered for Columbia River hatchery production. The analysis
which are from the Columbia River. The modeling of the 5 alternatives reflects changes in natural and hatchery escapements in the
assumed constant abundance for the 20 non-Columbia River stock groups, Columbia River Basin as a result of harvest management
while the 10 aggregated Columbia Rivers stocks were allowed to vary and constraints on natural stocks.
various assumptions were applied to them, such as survival.
The modeling approach is simplistic by design. It is not possible
to consider all potential permutations of abundance of Columbia
River and non-Columbia River stocks and hypothesize how
fisheries might be adjusted in response. Consequently, the best
approach to inform reprogramming decisions would be to hold

Appendix L: Responses to Comments

on the Draft EIS

L-209

Final EIS




TABLE L2-1. INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED).

Letter/

Comment # | Comment Response

production levels outside the Columbia system constant. In the
analysis, variations or co-variations in survival between stocks
are not considered to provide information that can most readily
and directly compare impacts of alternative production levels in
response to the EIS alternatives.

14/19 The analysis in Appendix K uses a harvest-rate as the center piece of the The analysis for the final EIS has been updated to incorporate
simplified approach as noted above. However, the 2008 PST agreement provisions of the 2008 PST agreement. These provisions include
does not specify an underlying harvest-rate approach for the three three aggregate abundance-based management fisheries: West
Aggregate Abundance Based Management fisheries: West Coast Vancouver | Coast Vancouver Island (WCVI), North British Columbia (NBC),
Island (WCVI), North BC (NBC) and Southeast Alaska (SEAK). Catch limits in and Southeast Alaska (SEAK). The fishery rules now incorporate
all three are now tied to relative abundance, rather than a harvest-rate, the limits that control these fisheries.

e.g., at a given abundance index, a catch limit is the accounting benchmark
and the harvest rate is whatever postseason analysis deems it to be.

14/20 In addition, at all abundance levels the catch limits in WCVI and SEAK under | The updated harvest analysis incorporates the changes identified
the 2008 agreement are currently reduced by 30% and 15% respectively as | by the reviewer.
compared to those in the 1999 agreement.

14/21 Were impacts to commitments and expectations in the PST, USv Oregon, Comment noted.

USv Washington, Hoh v Baldrige properly described in the DEIS? (WA, OR,
ID, Tribes, AK)

Under the PST Agreement, if any of the four alternatives in the DEIS other
than alternative #1 are implemented, changes in Columbia River hatchery
production of Chinook salmon will likely be inconsistent with expectations
in the PST. For example, catch limits in the WCVI AABM fishery were cut by
30%, but it was agreed that no further reductions would be applicable to
the table used to calculate this fishery's annual abundance-based catch
limits. Changes in abundance of the Columbia River hatchery or wild stocks
could significantly change the overall abundance and stock-age mixture in
the WCVI fishery. Catches of Chinook in this fishery are dominated by
Columbia River and Puget Sound stocks. Impacts on Puget Sound stocks,
which are listed under the U.S. ESA, would most likely increase.

14/22 The approach in the MA-DEIS does not reflect what may happen if any but NMEFS disagrees with the comment. The analysis presents
alternative #1 is implemented. For the other alternatives, effects on stock changes relative to Alternative 1. The analysis is based on fishery
abundance, catch levels, exploitation rates and impacts to fisheries, fishers | modeling that the reviewer's letter states early on "is based
and economies are unknown. It appears to be a trial and error approach upon standard and accepted algorithms that are components of
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and could deliver very deleterious impacts to coastal fisheries and the PSC Chinook Model and the PFMC FRAM Model, albeit in
communities. simplified form" (letter 14, comment 5).

14/23 Is the temporal scale of the impact assessment adequate? (WA, OR, Tribes, | Comment noted.

ID, AK)

This question is somewhat vague. Does it mean to address whether a
sufficient number of years were modeled or whether there was a sufficient
stratification of time periods within each year? Since the PSC Chinook
Model operates on a yearly time step, it is unlikely that the DEIS fishery
model which is based upon it would be able to estimate impacts down to a
finer scale than a year. In addition, the DEIS model was not set up to make
yearly projections of future fishery impacts so it does not address that issue
either.

14/24 A remarkable void in the NMFS draft Mitchell Act Hatchery EIS is a listing or | The effects, both beneficial and adverse, on the salmon and
description of possible benefits from the suggested alternatives. The three steelhead resources by alternative are demonstrated in Section
action alternatives (3-5) all involve setting genetic brood stock standards 4.2, Fish. These sections, which were also included in the draft
for hatcheries in the Columbia River basin. However, there is no EIS, have been updated to reflect a more contemporary baseline
description, either qualitative or quantitative that describes potential (Alternative 1), as well as reapplication of the draft EIS
benefits were these standards achieved. Would productivity of natural Alternative 2 through Alternative 5, and the newly added
spawners increase; if so, to what degree? The document devotes a small Alternative 6.
amount of text to the genetic risks that hatchery salmon pose to natural
spawning salmon; yet devotes no effort to describing benefits to ESA-listed
or non-ESA-listed salmon stocks were these standards adhered to by
hatcheries within the Columbia River basin.

14/25 The color coding indicating Supporting, Consistent, and Not Consistent Thank you for your comment. The color-coded scheme for the
needs explanation in the context of this DEIS. Are these ratings intended to | species-specific appendices (C through F) has been changed to a
convey current conditions or conditions under the proposed alternative at simpler scheme of shading that indicates the results of the action
some time in the future; if so when? The concept behind the color coding alternatives, relative to Alternative 1 (No-action). The scheme is
and the terms: Primary, Contributing, and Supporting have an implied a more simplistic approach that demonstrates increases or
meaning for salmon stocks listed under the Endangered Species Act as benefits, no change; or decreases or adverse [effects] for the
described elsewhere in the EIS document. However, these same terms are hatchery program and/or natural-origin population attributes.
used to label hatchery production associated with non-ESA listed stocks as
well. For instance, the entries listed under Upper Columbia River
Summer/Fall-run Chinook are all listed as primary, contributing, or
stabilizing and yet these fish are not ESA listed. Federal labeling of these
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stocks in an ESA context is not appropriate. Details concerning individual
hatchery programs can only be gleaned from information listed in Appendix
C, yet the labeling and color coding provided is inadequate for review.

14/26

We believe that the scope of the EIS should be scaled back to its original
intent of providing guidance for utilization of Mitchell Act funds. The
expansion of the document in 2009 to consider all hatchery programs in
the Columbia River Basin has led to much confusion and an inferior
document. Future examination of facilities and policies in the basin could
be based on much better analysis of the overall operations of individual
hatcheries, the mitigation requirements and responsibilities associated
with facilities, and the variety of factors (habitat, water, etc) that must be
taken into account to determine potential benefits to wild salmon
production from hatchery actions.

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
EIS.

15/1

There are existing mitigation hatchery programs operated under formal
agreements (e.g., Lower Snake River Compensation Plan and Hell's Canyon
Settlement Agreement) and related legal agreements, particularly the U.S.
v Oregon 2008 - 2017 Management Agreement. The Department supports
a preferred alternative and implementation scenarios that recognize these
agreements and this base level of mitigation production and do not require
or encourage reductions in that production.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

15/2

The programmatic approach used in the draft EIS includes all Columbia
Basin hatchery programs. However, the range of alternatives in the draft
EIS does not include a reasonable option for accommodating new
conservation programs within the capacity of the existing mitigation
hatchery program. New conservation programs being implemented by the
Department rely on increasing production from existing hatchery programs
to jointly satisfy existing mitigation agreements while attempting to restore
depressed natural populations and reducing potential impacts of hatchery
fish to ESA-listed fish.

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.

15/3

Idaho was the leader in implementing fishery conservation measures for
steelhead in the early 1980s, years before they were listed under the ESA,
by adipose-clipping hatchery-produced fish and restricting harvest to only
those fish in sport fisheries. The next phase of conservation and restoration
actions we are implementing are supplementation and integrated brood

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.
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stock strategies that put additional fish-rearing space demands on the
existing hatchery infrastructure. None of the implementation scenarios
used in the draft EIS address situations where fish production at a facility
may increase to maintain mitigation production and initiate new
conservation/production programs. The draft EIS goes so far as to state
(page 2-19 lines 4 & 5, page 2-20 lines 7-8) "new conservation hatchery
programs would be initiated using existing hatchery capacity." This
limitation on alternatives and implementation scenarios is unreasonably
restrictive.

15/4

Idaho has a sincere interest in fish conservation programs and believes
those should be implemented in addition to fish production occurring
under existing mitigation agreements, not in replacement of that mitigation
production. The range of alternatives and implementation scenarios in the
final EIS should explicitly include production scenarios where production is
increased to support both mitigation and conservation objectives. For
example, NMFS could analyze scenarios for increased production that are
clearly described in Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans being
prepared by the Department. The Department discussed these scenarios
with NMFS during their development.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

15/5

The Department supports evaluation of these scenarios and the selection
of a preferred alternative that allows protection for existing levels of
mitigation production and provides for increased production to initiate new
conservation programs. Such a preferred alternative would best support
the conservation and harvest outcomes we strive to achieve in Idaho and
the Snake River Basin.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

15/6

Table of comments on Appendix A
< Spreadsheet table with corrections to population data >

Revisions noted by IDFG were incorporated into the revised EIS
to reflect programs as of 2010.

16/1

First, we believe it is imperative that the preferred alternative be consistent
with the Mitchell Act's original intent to address the environmental impacts
and loss of salmon and steelhead production resulting from the
construction of the hydro-power system and environmental degradation.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

16/2

Second, hatchery actions must be implemented as part of an "all-H"
strategy that integrates hatchery, harvest, and habitat actions.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
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16/3

Finally, our management decisions must be informed by our best scientific
understanding of the effects of hatchery programs. In particular, we should
promote the achievement of hatchery goals through management based
on a structured monitoring, evaluation, and research program.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

16/4

The devastating impacts to salmon production that resulted from the
construction of the hydro-power system and habitat degradation led to the
passage of the Mitchell Act in 1938. The state of Washington's Columbia
River and coastal communities have been historically dependent on fishing
the Columbia River salmon runs, and now depend on fish produced from
the Mitchell Act hatcheries and other mitigation programs. Despite the
obvious limitations and inadequacies to current Mitchell Act funding, we
believe that a scientific basis exists to support increased or new production
programs. NMFS should confirm that the scope of production for hatchery
programs covered by the final EIS include scenarios for increased
production and the associated facilities necessary for that increased
production to achieve conservation and mitigation objectives, even if the
funding for the needed facilities and production is not currently in hand. A
scope of alternatives that includes properly aligned, increased hatchery
production will allow the identification of a preferred alternative in the
final EIS that is consistent with conservation and sustainable fisheries.

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.

16/5

We are concerned that the DEIS alternatives compare actions taken
regionally rather than on a population basis. We encourage NMFS to
develop a preferred policy direction that directly reflects the differences in
roles played by the evolutionary significant unit/distinct population
segment (ESU/DPS) populations in achieving recovery objectives. The
preferred policy should support the implementation of existing, recovery
plans and regional hatchery reform action plans that are based on
distinguishing characteristics of primary, contributing, and stabilizing
populations.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

16/6

We suggest that the final EIS include analyses that identify a broader use of
selective harvest of hatchery fish. Broader use of selectivity in fisheries can
also result in reducing the risk hatchery fish pose to naturally produced fish,
but without necessarily having to rely only on significant reductions in
hatchery production. This is an important aspect given the original intent of

Thank you for your comment. The EIS contains two alternatives,
Alternative 4 and Alternative 5, which employ terminal selective
harvest as an implementation measure.
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the Mitchell Act.

16/7

If the conservation objectives can be achieved through another means
besides simply reducing hatchery production, then these strategies must be
considered first

NMFS agrees and has presented alternatives with many
approaches to meeting performance goals. See Section 4.1.3.3,
Implementation Measures. Depending on the alternative, some
or all of these additional measures were used in an attempt to
meet the alternative performance goal, prior to reducing the
hatchery program release numbers.

16/8

We realize in order to complete the DEIS analysis, a specific point in time
needed to be identified and used as the base reference. However, hatchery
programs and harvest management have undergone some important
changes to enhance the conservation measures. Several hatchery programs
funded under the Mitchell Act have undergone significant changes in
operation since 2007 to align better with regional priorities and recovery
needs as identified in the Lower Columbia Salmon Recovery Plan. In
addition, fishery impacts, particularly within the Pacific Fishery
Management Council, waters have been reduced since 2007. It is our hope
that the final EIS includes these measures in an analysis to help inform the
public about the contribution and credit due to each towards recovery.

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.

16/9

Finally, we would like to provide comment on the distribution of Mitchell
Act funding in general. Based upon analysis presented in the DEIS, Mitchell
Act appropriations for hatchery programs represent less than 15% of the
entire Columbia River basin expenditures on like activities. We contend
that the FCRPS BiOp and associated commitments go a long way toward
meeting the federal mitigation obligations and conservation of hatchery
programs upstream of Bonneville Dam. Given contemporary needs and
agreements e.g. Lower Columbia River Salmon Recovery Plan, Pacific
Salmon Treaty, US v Oregon, we would contend that elimination or broad
redistribution of the Mitchell Act funds would be hurtful overall to the
region and undermine several of the long term management plans and
strategies the region has in place. Given the 2008 FCRPS Biological Opinion
and Accords have focused funding of mitigation and conservation needs on
hatchery program operations upstream of Bonneville Dam, we believe that
a more equitable distribution of Mitchell Act funds would be achieved with
a preferred policy direction that resulted in a higher share of total funding

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
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applied to mitigate for fishery resources below Bonneville Dam.

16/10

We generally support the scientific assessment of the genetic, facility, and
ecological effects of hatchery programs included in the DEIS, and the use of
performance metrics such as the Proportionate Natural Influence (PNI). We
emphasize, however, that it is important to develop watershed-specific
action plans that systematically implement hatchery actions as part of a
comprehensive, integrated (All-H) strategy for meeting conservation and
fishery goals at the watershed and Evolutionarily Significant Unit/Distinct
Population Segment level. These plans should rely upon watershed specific
monitoring information and an adaptive management program.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

16/11

In closing, we acknowledge NMFS has important work ahead in order to
finalize this process and we encourage NMFS to move forward with the
DEIS/NEPA process. However, the process has generated confusion about
the intent and purpose of the MA DEIS/NEPA and the potential
misinterpretation of alternatives 2-5. We encourage NMFS to initiate a
process to help clarify these for the public and management entities before
finalizing the EIS.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.

16/12

Recognizing how significant the preferred policy direction will be to the
region for future Mitchell Act funding, we also request that NMFS identify a
preferred alternative and seek public comment before the final EIS is
completed.

Comment noted.

16/13

Coordination and synchrony of Federal action relating to ESA compliance
remains a concern of the Department. We recommend that the Mitchell
Act Hatchery Environmental Impact State Record of Decision be made
concurrent with completion of all related ESA consultation processes. For
example, NMFS is evaluating the approval of the US v. Oregon hatchery
programs under the ESA. The Department also recommends that the ESA
consultation for lower river hatcheries also be made concurrently with the
Record of Decision. This approach enables a preferred alternative to be
informed by the policies and agreements associated with salmon and
steelhead recovery that have been, and will be, developed collaboratively
among the co-managers, NMFS regional entitities, and other interest in the
Basin.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.
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17/1

We join with recreational, commercial and tribal fishers, in-river and ocean,
from Oregon, Washington, Alaska and Idaho, with generations of
experience behind us on what it takes to conduct viable fisheries, and
shared concerns regarding the Mitchell Act DEIS. We are united in our
agreement that all of our groups are entitled to conduct viable fisheries
that sustain our communities.

Comment noted.

17/2

We share a mutual concern that, due to its many errors, lack of
documentation, faulty modeling, and major omissions, the DEIS is not
ready for public comment and should not have been put forth for such
review. It has cost numerous fisheries organizations and fisheries and tribal
agencies considerable time and money to comment on a document that is
seriously flawed, and which should have been corrected by the agency
before public review. These comments are contained in individual letters
provided NMFS by the respective organizations and agencies. The
document itself represents a significant investment by the U.S. taxpayer of
approximately $1,000,000. The public has a right to expect an accurate and
complete document to be presented for public review.

See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
within the EIS.

17/3

We share a mutual concern that the five alternatives presented for review
all result in adverse effects on harvest. NO alternative appears that is
supportive of harvest. All alternatives, including status quo, will result in
reduced harvest. It does not appear to us that any alternatives that might
have been supportive of harvest were considered. If they were, they are
not evident in the document. The Mitchell Act was intended to compensate
for habitat that was destroyed due to hydro-electric and other
development of the Columbia Basin. Further, its intent was mitigation to
provide continued harvest opportunities to compensate for that
destruction (DEIS, pp. 1-21 and 2-15). We do not believe that the five
alternatives provided in the DEIS fulfill these legal obligations of the
Mitchell Act.

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.

17/4

We share a mutual concern that the DEIS appears to subsume the Mitchell
Act under the Endangered Species Act and abolish the mitigation
requirements of the Mitchell Act. We are concerned that this focus might
be construed as a regulatory repeal of the Mitchell Act without a
Congressional vote. Fisheries along the entire west coast will be affected by

See Global Response 4: Comments Asserting and Referring to
the Mitchell Act’s Mitigation Obligation or Calling for NMFS to
Define the Obligation.
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the draconian cuts in harvest proposed, and we object strongly to this
reorientation of the Mitchell Act. We do not believe that conservation and
harvest are mutually exclusive.

17/5

We recommend that the National Marine Fisheries Service withdraw this
document, consult with our groups and the numerous agencies and tribal
governments who were not consulted in the drafting of this document, and
redraft a DEIS that corrects the multitude of errors and omissions noted in
comments received by the agency.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.

17/6

We also recommend that NMFS provide alternatives that are supportive of
viable fisheries across all sectors, and respectful of the place of salmon and
salmon fisheries in the history, economy and culture of the west coast.

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.

17/7

We are united in our agreement that good government, good regulatory
practice and good stewardship require that the current DEIS be withdrawn
as requested.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.

18/1

Along with Oregon, Washington, Alaska and Idaho and all recreational,
commercial and tribal fishers of in-river and ocean fishing we stand united
in agreement that all of these groups are entitled to conduct viable
fisheries that sustain our communities.

Comment noted.

18/2

We share in the concern that errors, lack of documentation, faulty
modeling along with major omissions, makes the DEIS not ready for public
comment or review.

The public has the right to expect an accurate and complete document for
review, particularly following the significant investment of US taxpayer's
funds totaling approximately $1,000,000.00.

Comment noted

18/3

The five alternatives presented for review all result in negative effects on
harvest. There is no alternative that appears supportive of harvest. It
appears that none of the alternatives that might have been supportive of
harvest were even considered.

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.

18/4

We highly recommend that National Marine Fisheries Service withdraw this
document and consult with the numerous agencies and groups who were
not consulted.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.

18/5

We also highly recommend that NMFS provide viable alternatives of this
fishery, which are respectful of the place salmon and the salmon fisheries

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.
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hold in the history, economy and highly regarded culture of the west coast.

18/6

Good government, good stewardship and good regulatory practices require
NMFS to withdraw the current Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.

19/1

We are extremely disturbed with the DEIS.

Comment noted.

19/2

Sport fishing on the mainstream Snake River is a huge economic benefit to
communities and very important for local moral.

Comment noted.

19/3

Farmers and ranchers are constantly being identified in recovery plans as
contributing to the problems that face salmonids in their freshwater life
stages. You continue to look at the historic practices and have failed to
recognize the projects that have been completed in the past 20 years that
are protecting riparian habitat, reducing soil erosion and increasing stream
length and complex habitat in local streams.

Comment noted

19/4

The economic section of the DEIS is not accurate for southeastern
Washington ...

See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
within the EIS.

19/5

... if hatchery production is reduced we will see a decrease in fishing
opportunities, which will penalize locals who have been restoring critical
habitat for juvenile and adult salmonids. We need to continue building
partnerships and maintaining trust and credibility, not reducing fishing
opportunities for tribal or sport fishermen.

Comment noted.

19/6

We would appreciate more local input from hatchery managers within our
region. There is a wealth of knowledge regarding hatchery production,
harvest and habitat in the Snake basin, yet none of these individuals were
consulted.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.

19/7

... the Garfield County Board of Commissioners supports the withdrawal of
the DEIS to provide for a complete rescoping and revision in order develop
a draft that reflects a collaborative effort with all the affected parties.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.

20/1

This letter represents the collective response of the Chelan, Douglas and
Grant County Public Utility Districts (Mid-Columbia PUDs) to the National
Marine Fisheries Service’s (NMFS) Draft Environmental Impact Statement
to Inform Columbia River Basin Hatchery Operations & the Funding of
Mitchell Act Hatchery Programs (DEIS). We applaud NMFS’ efforts to
identify conservation approaches in the DEIS that may benefit listed
species. The effort to consolidate such a broad range of conservation goals

Comment noted.
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and objectives for analysis and public review is noteworthy and ambitious.

20/2

The Mid-Columbia PUDs have been proponents of NMFS’ implementation
of performance standards for hatchery programs, combined with a
structured, adaptive approach to hatcheries management. Accordingly, we
have a direct and significant interest in the development and
implementation of hatchery policies in the Columbia River Basin. Indeed,
the adaptive approach being employed in our programs is currently
integrating the best science and most recent policy directives into the
management of our hatchery programs. Our comments here are not only
provided to assist NMFS in formulating a preferred alternative for
publication in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Record
of Decision, but also to highlight how our programs, as currently
implemented, are in harmony with (i) the general goals established by the
Hatchery Scientific Review Group (HSRG), (ii) the goals set forth in the DEIS,
and (iii) to encourage NMFS to ensure that the approach set forth in a FEIS
remains consistent with the ongoing and adaptive approach being
employed by the Mid-Columbia PUDs’ programs.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

20/3

The Mid-Columbia PUDs supply power to thousands of individuals and
businesses in a large geographic range that includes Chelan, Douglas, and
Grant counties and extends across Washington State. We collectively
generate clean hydroelectric energy from a total of 5 hydroelectric projects
on the Columbia River. These include the Priest Rapids, Wanapum, Rock
Island, Rocky Reach and Wells hydroelectric projects. We have undertaken
an innovative and adaptive approach to Endangered Species Act (ESA)
compliance in our operation of these hydroelectric projects. For example,
Chelan PUD and Douglas PUD operate under Habitat Conservation Plans
(HCPs) implemented pursuant to Section 10 of the ESA. These were
developed in accordance with the ESA’s goals of conserving and facilitating
the recovery of natural populations. The overarching goal of the HCPs, as
well as Grant PUD’s Priest Rapids Project Salmon and Steelhead Agreement
(SSA) — is to achieve no-net impact (NNI) on anadromous salmonids as
they pass through our hydroelectric projects. A key component of the HCPs
and SSA is the operation and maintenance of conservation hatchery
programs, the primary goal of which is to meet NNI (mitigation goals) in a

Comment noted.
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manner consistent with the objective of rebuilding natural populations.

The Mid-Columbia PUD hatchery programs are managed through the active
participation of State, Federal, and Tribal signatories in defined “hatchery
committees,” utilizing adaptive management principles and robust
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) programs. The HCPs and SSA set forth
the specific standards, rules, and guidelines applicable to the operations of
the hatchery committees and their adaptive management mandate. The
hatchery committee members, including NMFS, ensure that the Mid-
Columbia PUD hatchery programs incorporate the best available science to
meet program objectives and ESA compliance. The Mid-Columbia PUDs
have been leaders in collecting comprehensive M&E data to support
adaptive, conservation-based decision making. Moreover, we have already
begun incorporating many of the goals or principles indentified in the
“stronger performance” categories identified in the DEIS into our hatchery
programs. As an example, the Mid-Columbia PUDs (in coordination with
their respective hatchery committees) have already begun implementing
the Hatchery Scientific Review Group (HSRG) conservation
recommendations and have voluntarily submitted Hatchery Genetic
Management Plans (HGMPS) that are based on HSRG principles. Both
Chelan PUD and Grant PUD have developed HGMPs in coordination with
NMFS that have been published in the federal register and are currently
undergoing Section 7 consultation. Similarly, Douglas PUD submitted a
Methow Basin spring Chinook HGMP to NMFS in March 2010 and is
currently working with the HCP Hatchery Committee on a new HGMP for
Wells Hatchery Steelhead.

These HGMPs are consistent with the best available science and HSRG
recommendations, and are at the forefront of NMFS’ developing
comprehensive hatchery policy for the Columbia Basin. In addition, these
ongoing HGMP processes derive from, and are consistent with, the
hatchery reform goals set forth in the FCRPS 2008 Biological Opinion,
Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives (RPAs) 39 and 40. Some of the
adaptive changes we anticipate incorporating as a result of our current
program reviews are significant reductions in program sizes for some
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stocks, managing for Proportionate Natural Influence (PNI) levels consistent
with conservation, targeted reproductive success studies, and
conservation-based release strategies.

20/4

It is our understanding that NMFS intends the DEIS to reflect a
comprehensive basin-wide approach to the management of Columbia River
hatchery programs. Specifically, the DEIS explains that “NMFS’ purpose for
the action is to develop a policy direction related to Columbia River basin
hatchery production that will 1) guide its decisions about the distribution of
funds for hatchery production under the Mitchell Act ; and 2) inform its
future review of individual Columbia River hatchery programs under the
ESA.”1 The DEIS further explains that NMFS “anticipates adopting a policy
direction that identifies general goals for NMFS to pursue with regard to
Columbia River basin hatchery production and a series of recommendations
for hatchery operators to consider and adopt when developing plans for
their individual hatchery programs.” This “policy direction” will apparently
be generated from a combination of two or more of the alternatives set
forth in the DEIS and will be aimed to “develop standards that will reduce
the adverse effects of hatcheries on natural origin fish.” It is our
understanding that the policy direction developed in the DEIS is intended
by NMFS to reflect and harmonize the policies and standards currently
being implemented in our programs in accordance with NMFS’ HGMP
policy. However, while NMFS suggests in the DEIS that it is documenting a
comprehensive hatchery strategy for the Columbia River Basin, it does not
clearly and specifically express how this strategy incorporates or affects
existing hatchery reform efforts such as those currently being employed in
the PUD programs, which are not funded by the Mitchell Act but are
governed by existing Federal Energy Regulatory Commission license
requirements and HCPs (i.e., Chelan and Douglas PUDs HCPs) or SSA (Grant
PUD) contained therein.

We recognize NMFS’ desire to document a comprehensive approach to
hatchery management for potential use in future reviews. Nonetheless,
NMFS should ensure that that development of the selected approach
incorporates and reflects current policy and programs, and will be
adaptively implemented in our hatchery programs. The approach set forth

See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
Executive and Secretarial Orders.
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in the DEIS should not limit our hatchery programs’ adaptive flexibility or
otherwise modify terms and conditions set forth in the HCPs, Section 10
permits, or agreements contained in our FERC licenses.

We assume that the approach set forth in the DEIS is intended to be
consistent with, and to document, the current hatchery reform efforts
being employed adaptively in our programs, and that the FEIS will maintain
this consistency. If this assumption is incorrect, we request that NMFS
clarify its intent in the FEIS or in its responses to comments. In summary,
the Mid-Columbia PUDs strongly suggest that NMFS continue to develop its
hatchery policy direction, as reflected in the DEIS, in a manner consistent
with the conservation agreements contained within our FERC licenses,
which endorse an adaptive approach based on the best and most current
science.

20/5

The statement “Implementation of hatchery practices that would increase
adverse effects on listed species when compared to existing practices is not
considered in this draft EIS”2 is not consistent with the policy direction of
installing weirs for the management of hatchery origin spawners, which is
stated in several of the Alternatives in the DEIS. The widespread use of
weirs and large-scale trapping efforts (e.g., up to 100% of a run) to remove
excess hatchery fish, as recommended in the DEIS, represents a paradigm
shift in fisheries management that has not been well studied. All of our
existing ESA permits have strict limitations on the operation of weirs
because of putative delays in migration and reduced survival associated
with handling. Therefore, it is unclear how increasing the abundance of
weirs, or frequency of operation required to achieve a PNI objective, will
not result in an increase in adverse effects on listed species. In the upper
Columbia Basin, purported deleterious habitat effects have prevented the
installation of weirs on at least two recent occasions3 despite ostensible
agency support (i.e., WDFW, NMFS and USFWS). We recommend that NMFS
carefully consider that constructing barriers to passage (i.e., weirs) may not
improve the welfare of listed species that are almost universally affected by
degraded habitat. Furthermore, the use of an invasive measure, such as a
weir, to remove excess hatchery fish should be explicitly evaluated versus
other equally protective alternatives such as reducing a hatchery program

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.
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size, changing release locations, altering the type of a hatchery program
(e.g., segregated or integrated), or exploring carefully managed
conservation fisheries. We also recommend that NMFS examine the
habitat/ecological effects of constructing and implementing weirs and
compare these to the risks associated with high proportions of hatchery
origin spawners. In summary, the PUDs suggest that using weirs may cause
significant negative ecological effects and, used alone, will only solve a
symptom of the problem (too many hatchery spawners), not the cause
(potentially too many hatchery releases).

20/6

Recognizing that hatchery origin fish are only half of the PNI equation, and
natural origin fish are the other, we question whether it is possible to
effectively manage PNI in the Columbia Basin by relying on weirs (e.g.,
intermediate or strong performance) to remove hatchery origin fish. In
other words, if harvest or other downstream factors remove a significant
portion of natural-origin fish, the burden of managing for a given PNl is
potentially transferred to removal of excess hatchery adults through weirs.
It follows that the removal of large numbers of hatchery fish to achieve PNI
will only be successful if there are sufficient numbers of natural-origin fish
that have not been previously eliminated. More simply, PNI goals are
rendered irrelevant if natural origin abundance is disregarded. The FEIS
comprehensive analysis should also consider the effects of other factors,
such as harvest, that influence the abundance and proportion of natural
origin returns.

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
EIS.

20/7

The DEIS does not address in detail how production will (or will not) be
reduced for non-Mitchell Act hatcheries under any of the alternatives.
Instead, the DEIS provides the general statement that "production levels
would be reduced from levels under [the baseline] in hatchery programs
designed to meet mitigation requirements only when those production
levels conflicted with the ability of a hatchery program to meet
performance goals." This statement is vague and provides no guidance or
direction to non-Mitchell Act hatcheries. We assume it is NMFS’ intent that
production level reductions will occur as necessitated, if at all, through the
adaptive management processes currently used to manage the Mid-
Columbia PUD programs. We request that the final DEIS clarify this intent.

See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
Executive and Secretarial Orders.
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20/8 The DEIS does not include tributary fisheries as a complement to weirs for While not identifying additional tributary fisheries as
removing excess hatchery origin fish, however, it is our understanding that | “conservation fisheries,” the EIS (draft and now final) does
the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife is advocating these provide alternatives (Alternative 4 and Alternative 5) that
conservation fisheries as a primary tool to reduce hatchery origin implement additional tributary-level selective fisheries as
spawners. The DEIS does not explain how, if at all, NMFS has taken these implementation measures.
conservation fisheries into account.

20/9 NMFS states that at the DPS or ESU level, and at the Columbia Basin level, NMFS agrees that hatchery programs should be evaluated for
there is an interrelationship between the hatchery populations and natural | ESA authorization at an individual program level. Please see
populations, and that a comprehensive analysis is needed to fully Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This EIS.
understand a program within this context. We understand that a
comprehensive analysis may be necessary for the NEPA process associated
with Mitchell Act funded hatcheries, but it should not be used to suggest
that all hatcheries are the same or that success cannot be measured for
individual hatcheries. Specifically, the PUDs disagree that that the existence
of interrelationships within an ESU or Columbia Basin would preclude the
evaluation of a hatchery program on its own individual merits. A hatchery
program’s success and ESA compliance should be considered on an
individual basis within the context of the program’s performance and
purpose.

20/10 The FEIS may also recommend the development of new “conservation For the purposes of the EIS analysis, new conservation programs
hatchery programs” — using existing hatchery capacity — for “high risk” that were applied under the implementation scenarios for the
populations. It is unclear if NMFS intends these new programs to apply to Alternative 3 through Alternative 6 were considered for both
non-Mitchell Act hatcheries. NMFS should clarify its intent with respect to Mitchell Act-funded and non-Mitchell Act-funded hatcheries. See
any new “conservation hatchery programs.” Table 4-15, New Hatchery Programs Assumed to be Initiated

under One or More of the Alternatives’ Implementation
Scenarios.

20/11 The examination of the cumulative effects of hatcheries in the Columbia See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
Basin will require an accurate accounting of production levels and currently | within the EIS.
operating facilities, such as weirs. Some of the Upper Columbia hatchery
programs are missing from the DEIS or have production levels that are
inaccurately depicted, or are misrepresented in some other way. Many of
the current or proposed production program numbers that were not
included in the document are contained in new or revised HGMPs that
were submitted to NMFS over a year ago. The Technical Appendix attached
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to this letter addresses some specific information that appears to be
incorrect, missing or incomplete. We recommend that NMFS use the
information in the new HGMPs that were submitted to NMFS to update
and correct the DEIS.

20/12 From DEIS Appendix A: Thank you. The analysis and Appendix A have been updated
using the information provided by the commenter and additional
1. Population 826 (“Methow Summer Chinook (Wells Hatchery)”). This | information provided by managers and funding entities

should be Eastbank Hatchery, not Wells. The broodstock are collected | reflecting 2010 hatchery programs.

at Wells Dam/Hatchery, but this is an Eastbank program. The fish are
acclimated at Carlton Pond on the Methow. The future program (after
2013) will drop by 292,000 as the HCP “initial production” phase
concludes for Chelan PUD.

2. Population 826 (“Methow (Twisp) Spring Chinook”). The draft
Methow Spring Chinook HGMP (submitted to NMFS) specifies 100,000
smolts, not the 183,000 presented in this table.

3. Population 234 (“Methow (Methow-Chewuch) Spring Chinook). The
draft Methow Spring Chinook HGMP (submitted to NMFS) specifies
450,000 smolts, not the 359,100 presented in this table.

4. Population 238 (Methow Summer Steelhead). The 420,100 is wrong.
Winthrop NFH currently, and is planning to release between 100,000
and 200,000 (see their draft HGMP). The table requires two new lines
to be added (see table below). The table below is based on the draft
Wells Steelhead HGMP. The Twisp program has been approved by the
Wells HCP Hatchery Committee and will be implemented starting in
brood year 2011.

< Table on page 7 of letter 20 >

5. Population 813 (“Okanogan Summer Steelhead (Wells Hatchery)”).
Wells Hatchery has released about 130,000 smolts in the Okanogan.
Grant PUD and the CCT plan to develop a program of up to 200,000
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smolts reared at Wells Hatchery. The draft Wells Steelhead HGMP
plans to move former Douglas PUD Okanogan smolts to become part
of the 300,000 mainstem release (see table above).

6. Population 247 (Wenatchee (Chiwawa) Spring Chinook. The table
indicates a release size of 351,000 whereas the actual program goal is
298,000.

7. Population 252 (Wenatchee summer steelhead). The table indicates
a release size of 401,000, whereas the actual current program goal is
400,000. This program is likely to drop significantly (up to 50%) after
2013, as Chelan PUDs “initial production” phase concludes.

8. Population 251 (Wenatchee sockeye). This is an experimental “pilot”
program not a conservation program. The table indicates a release size
of 211,000, whereas the actual goal is 280,000.

20/13

Page 2-62, Table 2-13: Mainstem Columbia Summer Steelhead (Wells
Hatchery) listed to terminate because the program receives Mitchell Act
funds. This is wrong. The program is fully funded by Douglas PUD. In
addition, there are currently no fish released directly into the Columbia
from Wells Hatchery, although this is proposed in the draft HGMP for the
Wells Summer Steelhead. This probably refers to the Ringold program that
is supported by Wells Hatchery. It is incorrect to state that this is a Wells
Hatchery program.

See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
within the EIS.

20/14

Page 4-72, Line 5: Weirs do exist in this area: Twisp River, Chiwawa River,
and Tumwater Dam. Twisp Weir (Methow Basin) is currently used to
manage adult steelhead in the Twisp River for a PNI =0.67. A weir is
planned for the Okanogan River by the CCT, primarily for summer Chinook.

See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
within the EIS.

20/15

Appendix D: Methow Steelhead. Alternatives 2-5 appear to adopt the HSRG
plan for a 100,000 smolt integrated program (and a 320,000 smolt stepping
stone program in alternative 5). But, in HSRG, the 100,000 program
required the removal of 75% of the hatchery adults, and if the stepping
stone program was implemented, it would require the removal of 90% of
hatchery adults. Furthermore, with a pHOS of about 0.5, as in the

Thank you for your comment. The analysis and Appendix D have
been updated for the final EIS using this information and
additional information provided by managers and funding
entities reflecting 2010 programes.
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alternatives presented, the broodstock would need to be WxW, resulting in
mining more wild fish for the hatchery program than needed in a HXW
program. However, this would lessen the number of hatchery fish that
would need to be removed for pHOS concerns. On page 4-72, it states that
no weirs exist (see comment above) and none are needed to implement
the alternatives. This is unrealistic. Removing 75% or 90% of hatchery
adults would require a weir(s) to remove this many fish. For reference, the
conservation fishery removed about 34% in 2009/2010 with new aggressive
fishery regulations directed at hatchery fish removal.

20/16

Appendix D: The current release of steelhead into the Methow is about
420,000 combined between Wells Hatchery and Winthrop NFH.
Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 release only about 100,000 smolts total in the
Methow. The 320,000 stepping stone isn’t included (0 smolts) in these
alternatives. Douglas PUD has an obligation to produce 350,000 smolts,
most of which are now released in the Methow. Where do you propose to
put the extra smolts in alternatives 2-4? In addition, USFWS-WNFH
(Methow) and Grant PUD (Okanogan) have steelhead programs in the
Upper Columbia. In fact the number of steelhead smolts could rise to as
high as 750,000 (350,000 Douglas + 200,000 WNFH + 200,000 Grant/CCT) in
the Upper Columbia in the foreseeable future.

See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
Executive and Secretarial Orders.

20/17

Appendix D: Okanogan steelhead. The 20,000 fish release from Cassimer
Bar Hatchery is sustained across alternatives. The current Wells ~100,000
smolts for the Okanogan (80,000 reared for Grant PUD) are omitted from
alternatives 2-4. Alternative 5 increases to 200,000, increases pHOS to an
extremely high 0.92, and is now MAF? This is double the Methow release,
in spite of the fact that the Okanogan has far less steelhead production
potential than the Methow. That doesn’t make sense.

See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
Executive and Secretarial Orders.

20/18

Appendix C: Chief Joseph Hatchery is planned to rear spring Chinook for
release in the Okanogan River. Although this hatchery has yet to be built, it
seems like it should be considered for future management in the Columbia.

Thank you for your comment. The final EIS was revised to include
this program in the alternatives.

20/19

Appendix C: The Douglas PUD/WDFW draft Methow Spring Chinook HGMP
submitted to NMFS has a Twisp integrated release of 100,000, and a
combined Methow and Chewuch integrated release of 450,000 (225,000
per river). None of the alternatives reflects these numbers. They were

Thank you. The analysis and Appendix C has been revised using
this information, plus information provided by managers and
funding entities reflecting 2010 programs.
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developed using the HSRG for guidance. These numbers also reflect current
combined HCP release level obligations of Douglas and Chelan PUDs.
20/20 Appendix C: None of the alternatives reflect the HSRG guidance of 183,000 | The programs modeled in the EIS alternatives represent
Twisp integrated smolts, and 359,000. All alternatives are below this level. programs that achieve the stated goals of the particular
alternatives. These will not necessarily be the program sizes
recommended by any particular prior hatchery review.
20/21 Appendix C: The Winthrop NFH segregated program is held constant at the | The analysis and Appendix C have been revised using information
current release level (601,492) throughout all alternatives. This seems provided by managers and funding entities reflecting 2010
inconsistent with the large Methow Hatchery reductions, particularly in programs. Program corrections were used to create Alternative 6
Alternative 5. Fish from both facilities end up spawning in the wild, and the | assumptions. Winthrop Hatchery remains unchanged in the final
segregated fish pose a greater risk. EIS at 495,000 because return rate to the hatchery is assumed to
be high (85% of fish recovered at hatchery).
20/22 Page 4-40. In the Douglas PUD/WDFW draft Methow Spring Chinook Comment noted.
HGMP, the Twisp Weir (Twisp River) is intended to be used to manage
adult escapement in the Twisp and collect broodstock toward a PNI of at
least 0.67. The alternatives should reflect this.
20/23 Appendix C: Methow Summer Chinook (Wells Hatchery) (ID = 826) is See Global Response 7: Comments Addressing the Analysis
incorrect. These fish are reared at Eastbank Hatchery (therefore, an within the EIS.
Eastbank program) and acclimated at Carlton Pond in the Methow
drainage. They are not Wells Hatchery fish. Broodstock are collected at
Wells Dam and Hatchery, however.
21/1 This DEIS is very clearly founded on sound scientific principles and would See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
represent a major step forward for hatchery reform. Given the weight of (Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
the scientific evidence that hatchery populations undermine the genetic
integrity and productivity of wild stocks we believe Columbia and Snake
hatcheries must be held to the "strongest" performance goals outlined in
the DEIS. The combination of higher standards of performance, some
reductions in hatchery supplementation and the construction of weirs at
the mouths of spawning tributaries holds great promise for reducing the
degree of hatchery introgression into wild populations and limiting the
ecological effects of hatcheries. We understand that management on the
Columbia requires balancing a difficult set of demands, from protecting and
recovering ESA listed salmon to providing harvest opportunity for sport,
commercial and tribal fisherman. Unfortunately the balance of decision
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making has long been skewed in favor of hatchery production and harvest
with little regard for wild populations. Given the fact that some of the
provisions in this DEIS represent major changes in the management of the
Columbia hatchery system it will undoubtedly generate some controversy,
however we hope that you will remain resolved in your commitment to
implementing policy guided by sound science.

22/1 While the Mitchell Act directed the Secretary of the Interior to establish Please see Section 1.1.1, The Mitchell Act, for a more detailed
one or more salmon cultural stations in the Columbia River basin, the description of the Act itself, as well as current, ongoing programs
Secretary was also authorized to conduct biological surveys, and used to fulfill the Act's intent.
experiments necessary to direct and facilitate the conservation of the
fishery resources of the Columbia River and its tributaries. The Mitchell Act
doesn’t confine itself to construction of hatcheries; it would determine the
status and distribution of wild salmon, provide for unimpeded migration
and conduct research. All of which benefit wild salmonid populations. This
blend of purposes is important, insightful, and persists today; however, the
investment in hatcheries has become the primary feature of the act.

22/2 The purpose of the Mitchell Act Environmental Impact Statement has been | The commenter is mistaken. The EIS is an evaluation under the
expanded to provide, for the first time, legal coverage for all federal National Environmental Policy Act only. Please See Global
hatchery operations in the Columbia River under the Endangered Species Comment 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of this EIS.

Act and other federal laws. Protecting wild salmonids, while operating a
federal funded and directed hatchery program, is the key goal that the
Mitchell Act EIS must accomplish.

22/3 There are many assumptions in the DEIS that are taken for granted but lack | NMFS disagrees with the commenter’s interpretation of the
proof. As with most plans the assumptions are not identified and because information presented in the draft EIS. The EIS states clearly that
they are not public reviewers do not have the benefit of full disclosure. the performance goals are developed as ways to reduce or

minimize many of the risks that hatchery programs can have, not

Some assumptions in the DEIS are: Intermediate and strong performance eliminate them. Additionally, the EIS recognizes (Section 2.3.4,
metrics protect wild populations; primary, contributing and stabilized Harvest, Habitat, and Hydro — the Other "H"s) that measures that
population designations maintain the existing biological diversity species hatcheries can take to reduce and minimize risks are only one
require to cope with environmental change; the HSRG formula for naturally | piece of the solution.
spawning hatchery fish will protect the reproductive success of wild
populations; commercial fisheries do not need to be selective to protect
wild populations; selective recreational fisheries are able to protect wild
populations; that hatchery reform will create the conditions needed to
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protect wild populations.

22/4

The DEIS subdivides the existing biological diversity of Columbia River
salmon and steelhead populations into three categories (primary,
contributing and stabilizing). These categories are based on genetic risk to
wild salmon and steelhead populations. The proposed way to control
genetic risk is to limit naturally spawning hatchery fish that can interbreed
with wild salmonids. The DEIS suggests that selective harvest, reduced
hatchery production, and weirs to exclude hatchery spawners can provide
protection for wild populations from hatchery salmonids.

The scientific basis for this strategy in the DEIS is lacking. NFS was unable to
locate a discussion by independent scientists with salmon ecology or
genetics expertise that reviewed the strengths or weakness of subdividing
existing salmonid populations into genetic risk categories. In 2009 the
Recovery Implementation Science Team (RIST) and the N.W. Fish Science
Center (NWFSC) reviewed the Oregon Lower Columbia River Recovery Plan
for Salmon and Steelhead, but this review was not included in the DEIS
references. The RIST evaluation raises many questions about impacts of
hatchery fish on wild salmonids that should have been included in the DEIS.
For example, on page 5-23 of the RIST report they questioned the
assumption that hatchery stray rates of 30% in some cases and 10% in
others “lacked quantitative guidance for these thresholds” and “...it
certainly seems that populations well below VSP cannot even support a
10% stray rate without significant negative effects.”

In the 2009 RIST report on Hatchery Reform Science (referenced in the
DEIS) it says: “The values of pHOS (naturally spawning hatchery fish) of 0.05
and 0.10 for primary and contributing populations associated with a
segregated program are arbitrary, and at lease theoretically there could be
significant genetic impacts at these rates. Similarly, the PNI goals of 0.7 or
0.5 for integrated programs are also arbitrary, and may or may not be
ultimately sufficiently protective to contribute to recovery of natural
populations.”

The commenter is confused regarding the population
categorization in the EIS. First, these designations denote the
goal for the population viability in recovery, i.e., primary
populations typically are identified for high to very-high viability
in recovery. The EIS suggests that implementation measures,
including the three listed by the commenter, could be utilized to
reduce the risks associated with hatchery programs for natural-
origin populations. Additionally, the population categorization,
for viability in recovery has been adopted in the final (2013)
NOAA Fisheries Recovery Plan for Lower Columbia River Salmon
and Steelhead.
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The DEIS makes the recommendation that these stray rates, questioned by
independent scientific review, provide a conservation benefit. This suggests
that the DEIS fails to include relevant science in designing its alternatives
and therefore could increase genetic risk to wild salmonids.

The DEIS proposes to use the untested formula developed by the HSRG for
integrated hatcheries. Given the fact that the purpose of the HSRG stray
rate formula is to create a blend of wild and hatchery fish, there is the
potential to eliminate existing wild populations in the Columbia River basin,
along with their biological integrity and reproductive performance, in the
search to improve hatchery operations.

Research completed by Araki et al. 2008 demonstrates that the
reproductive success of native broodstock fish (integrated hatchery
program) is significantly lower than for wild fish. “By reconstructing a
three-generation pedigree with microsatellite markers, we show that
genetic effects of domestication reduce subsequent reproductive
capabilities by 40% per captive-reared generation when fish are moved to
natural environments. These results suggest that even a few generations of
domestication may have negative effects on natural reproduction in the
wild and that the repeated use of captive-reared parents to supplement
wild populations should be carefully reconsidered. The general finding of
low relative fitness of hatchery fish combined with studies that have found
broad scale negative associations between the presence of hatchery fish
and wild population performance, should give fisheries managers serious
pause as they consider whether to include hatchery production in their
conservation toolbox.”

The DEIS provides no such pause in its recommendations to use the
untested HSRG hatchery management hypothesis.

In comments about this research a co-author of the study, Dr. Michael
Blouin (2009), said, “"If anyone ever had any doubts about the genetic
differences between hatchery and wild fish, the data are now pretty clear.
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The effect is so strong that it carries over into the first wild-born
generation. Even if fish are born in the wild and survive to reproduce, those
adults that had hatchery parents still produce substantially fewer surviving
offspring than those with wild parents.”

Itis implied in the work of Araki et al. (2008) that in order to improve the
survival, reproductive success, contribution to fisheries and cost
effectiveness of hatchery programs it is necessary to have access to
healthy, abundant wild populations for hatcheries. Blouin (2009) also says
that fish that had one parent with hatchery lineage were 87 percent as fit
as the offspring of two wild fish. Research by Chilcote et al. (in press)
compares the reproductive performance of wild and hatchery populations
in natural conditions and found that the hatchery fish (chinook, coho, and
steelhead) reproductive performance is just 13% that of the wild fish. In
other words, the hatchery fish reproductive performance was 87% less
than that of wild fish under natural conditions. In addition, the authors
found this reduction in reproductive performance to be associated with
hatchery programs regardless of their type, that is, whether they were
segregated or integrated hatchery operations.

< Figure on page 3 of letter 22 >

The DEIS, structured as it is on an untested hypothesis advanced by the
HSRG, would not protect wild salmonid populations, but would create a
blend of hatchery-wild fish, calling it hatchery reform, and set the hatchery
program up to erode the reproductive success exhibited by wild salmonids.
By taking this action, the ESA-listed salmonid populations in the Columbia
River basin would very likely not be recovered.

22/5

The no-action alternative is the reference point, the current baseline,
against which all other alternatives are developed, implying that the
current condition is not an adequate response to wild salmonid protection
and recovery. The alternatives are arbitrary constructions emphasizing
geographical portions of the Columbia River basin (alternatives 4 and 5), or
propose a minimum change in hatchery operations to protect wild

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.
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populations (alternative 3). Alternative 2 is the opposite of the no-action
alternative where there would be no funding for Mitchell Act Hatcheries.
We assume that Alternative 2 is not likely to be selected given the
investment in hatcheries and the dependence that fish management
agencies have for the continued investment of public funds to support
hatchery programs.

Missing is an alternative that combines what is known and suspected
regarding hatchery impacts and associated fisheries on native, wild
salmonids. Such an alternative should be applied throughout the Columbia
River basin as a basic policy. In order to respond to local variations in fish
life history and ecological conditions, this basic hatchery impact policy
could be adapted to address local conditions as well as marine conditions
such as ocean productivity. Without such an alternative to consider, the
DEIS is fatally flawed.

The construction of alternatives 3-5 are complex and it is difficult to
determine their impact or benefit for wild populations. The proclaimed
results for each of these alternatives cannot be determined for they are
largely based on hypotheses that have not been tested. So selection of one
alternative over another is impossible and some unknown blend of
alternatives 3-5 will likely be developed. However, reduction of hatchery
production may increase benefits to wild populations and four of the five
alternatives support this notion. It is probable that a phantom alternative
will address the entire Columbia River Basin and provide intermediate or
less protection for wild salmonids. It will be designed to justify increased
federal funding for hatcheries in the Columbia River Basin and be
characterized as adequate protection of wild salmonids, improving
recovery of ESA-listed populations.

22/6

A prudent way to evaluate the cost effectiveness of public funds invested in
hatchery programs is to conduct an economic review of the hatchery
program. In 2002 the Independent Economic Advisory Board completed a
partial review of selected hatcheries in the Columbia River from the mouth
to the upper river tributaries and determined the cost effectiveness and

Comment noted.
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benefit cost ratios for those hatcheries. The IEAB also, for the first time,
determined the cost to produce a fish that is harvested and found that
some hatcheries produced salmon that cost $63,000 or more for each fish
harvested. Following this evaluation, the IEAB requested permission to
complete phase Il of their economic review of all hatcheries in the
Columbia River basin, but the N W Power and Conservation Council and the
National Marine Fisheries Service denied that request. In speaking to the
fish division administrator for the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
this year NFS found that he did not support cost accounting for mitigation
hatcheries. The reports of the IEAB can be found at:
http://www.nwcouncil.org/library/ieab/ieab2002-1.htm

The DEIS does not include the results of the IEAB economic evaluation and
does not include it in the references. As a result, the DEIS ignores important
information that should be included in the development of alternatives.

While the DEIS does include a table for total annual hatchery costs of $79.5
million (Table 6-85) in 2007 dollars, there is reason to believe that this does
not cover the full cost of hatchery expenditures in the Columbia River
basin. According to the Bonneville Power Administration the cost for
hatcheries under the Columbia River fish and wildlife program (N.W. Power
Planning Council 2009) was $159,063,738. It is unclear whether these two
sources of hatchery costs are combined under the BPA analysis or separate.
In addition, there are also associated costs for research, monitoring and
evaluation which add considerable cost to the total hatchery expenditure.
In preparation for these comments, the Native Fish Society asked both the
National Marine Fisheries Service and the N.W. Power Planning and
Conservation Council staffs for the complete cost of the Columbia River
hatchery program by all sources. Both agencies were unable to provide this
information. The NFS was told that having a complete total annual cost for
the Columbia River hatchery program would be important and useful.

In 2009 the National Marine Fisheries Service contracted with economists
from Oregon State University to conduct an economic analysis of the
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Mitchell Act Hatcheries (The Research Group 2009). This analysis found
that cost for all species produced at Mitchell Act Hatcheries is a deficit
spending program. In other words it cost more to produce the fish than
their value to the fishery. The OSU economics team was fired by NMFS and
a more favorable economic review was solicited. The link to their summary
report is:
http://www.nativefishsociety.org/documents/Radtke_Ec_Effects_and_So_|
mpl.pdf
It is recommended that each hatchery program, on an annual basis,
evaluate the cost to produce a fish that is harvested. This will provide the
public and government with information that is not now available, and will
help make the cost effectiveness of the hatchery program and the
investment of public funds more transparent, contributing to more
informed decisions about the future expenditure of public funds for
hatchery programs.

22/7 In chapter 4 the risk assessments discussed are for genetic risk, competition | Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, provides the effects
risk, predation risk, VSP compliance risk, weir risk, disease risk, nutrient analysis, by alternative, for the affected resources. Section 4.2,
recycling risk, and stray hatchery fish risk. In this chapter salmonids by Fish, explores the effects on the salmon and steelhead resources.
species and sub-species are evaluated relative to these risks but the Section 4.2.2, Methods for Analyzing Effects, explains the
treatment is uneven and some risk assessments are totally missing. In methods used to evaluate the effects on salmon and steelhead
reviewing 17 risk assessments for salmonids throughout the Columbia River | populations. Table 4-17 displays the method used by general risk
basin all were evaluated for genetic risk, competition and predation risk, and benefit category. This table explains the EIS analyzes the risk
and VSP compliance risk, but only five of the 17 were to have new weirs and benefit categories at different scales, some at the ESU/DPS-
constructed to exclude hatchery fish from spawning naturally with wild level and others at a basinwide scale. The commenter’s
salmonids. As for risks associated with disease transfer, nutrient recycling, perception that some ESUs and DPSs are not fully evaluated for
and hatchery strays (“masking”) none of the 17 hatchery assessments all risk and benefit categories is not correct. The risk benefit
addressed these risks. The gaps in the treatment of risks associated with categories that are analyzed at the basinwide level are included
hatchery programs suggest that the DEIS is incomplete. in Section 4.2.3.1, Basinwide Effects on Salmon and Steelhead,

while the risk and benefit categories that are analyzed at the
Comparing the risk assessment of two Species that occupy the same ESU/DPS level are in Section 4.2.3.2, Effects on Salmon ESUs and
watersheds within an ESU could provide information about the treatment | Steelhead DPSs under All Alternatives.
of each species. By comparing the risk assessment for each species it is
possible to evaluate the complexity of the hatchery management
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alternatives. The reviewers of the EIS are to make recommendations as to
which alternative they would like to see implemented or the blend of
alternatives that would best protect the wild salmonids.

< Table on page 5 of letter 22 >

Based on this evaluation the assumptions about genetic effects would
benefit both species under Alternative 5. However, there is no agreement
regarding treatment for the two species for competition and predation risk.
And VSP compliance reveals an internal conflict within the alternative for
productivity and abundance and between species. In addition, risks
associated with disease transfer, lack of nutrient recycling, and hatchery
strays are not considered in the alternatives. When this type of complexity,
incompleteness and internal conflict is considered for all 17 treatments in
the DEIS, recommending an alternative for managing hatcheries to protect
wild salmon and steelhead is probably impossible. Thus, the EIS fails to
provide a rational basis for selection of an alternative that does the best job
of avoiding all risks for all species throughout the Columbia River basin.

22/8

Harvest and hatchery programs are integrated. Most hatchery programs in
the Columbia River basin are for mitigation purposes and are producing fish
for harvest benefits. Since they are integrated the DEIS should evaluate
both as a unit impact on native wild salmonids. Treating them as separate
impacts on wild salmonids in evaluating alternatives is inappropriate for the
following reasons. The DEIS does not include an evaluation of mark
selective commercial fisheries; the impact on the untested assumptions of
pHOS, pNOS, and PNI are not addressed for harvest impact, and harvest
impact on steelhead is not addressed in appendix K or elsewhere in the
DEIS.

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
EIS.

22/9

Rather the DEIS assumes that selective fisheries for hatchery origin fish can
be “sufficient to achieve escapement goals.” This assumption is misplaced
for hatchery origin fish are less aggressive and contribute poorly to the
sport fishery in tributaries. For example, on the Deschutes River the wild
steelhead represent a small fraction of the population compared to the
hatchery strays yet produce twice the catch compared to hatchery fish (Rob

Comment noted.
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French, ODFW, personal communication). There is information that this is

the case in the main-stem Columbia as well. Assumptions regarding

incidental mortality of released wild fish, especially in warm water, may
underestimate the mortality of wild fish in the sport fishery and in net

fisheries. In addition, un-marked hatchery steelhead strays cannot be

legally removed from the mainstem or the tributaries by the sport fishery.
Also, many anglers place a high value on releasing steelhead and make no
distinction between hatchery and wild fish. Many guides prefer that their
clients release hatchery fish for it means more fish are left in the river to
support their guided fishery. The consequence is that a large number of
hatchery fish are not removed from the river by sport fisheries and are
likely to spawn naturally and adversely impact wild salmonids. This means
an assumption that selective fisheries will support escapement goals and
control naturally spawning stray hatchery fish is wrong.

22/10

The following hatchery and management changes are needed to improve
conservation and recovery of wild salmonids in the Columbia River basin
affected by hatchery operations.

1. keep wild and hatchery spawners separated

2. set specific ecological impact criteria for each hatchery on wild fish
3. establish selective harvest on hatchery fish that results in the least
harm to wild fish

4. establish spawner abundance objectives by species in each
watershed for wild fish

5. establish nutrient targets for each watershed from salmon carcasses
6. designate wild salmonid management watersheds in each ESU

7. evaluate the cost/benefit and cost effectiveness annually of each
hatchery program

8. determine the cost to catch for each hatchery program annually

9. direct the independent economic advisory board to complete an
economic review of each hatchery program in the Columbia River Basin
and Puget Sound.

10. develop and implement a wild salmonid management plan for each
watershed with measurable criteria for diversity, distribution,

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
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productivity, viability, and abundance.

11. Evaluate hatcheries on their contribution to fisheries and establish
a minimum contribution rate for hatchery fish that optimizes funding
investment while protecting wild fish from hatchery and harvest
impacts.

12. Require all hatchery fish to be externally marked and provide an
internal tag to identify the hatchery of origin.

13. Establish a basin wide stock transfer policy to regulate the
movement of fish and eggs among populations and ESUs/DPSs.

14. Require all hatchery origin fish be kept in sport fisheries.

15. Fully integrate agency management structure on harvest, hatchery
and wild salmonid management.

16. Restructure management so that harvest and hatchery programs
support natural production objectives in the Columbia River basin.

17. Require barbless hooks in all recreational fisheries in the Columbia
River basin to reduce harm in mixed stock fisheries to wild juvenile and
adult salmonids.

18. Develop selective fisheries to maximize harvest of hatchery fish and
minimize harm to wild fish in mixed stock commercial and recreational
fisheries.

19. Operate hatcheries so that hatchery effluent is regulated consistent
with the Clean Water Act.

20. Reduce hatchery production to levels that support the recovery of
ESA listed fish.

21. Evaluate stray rates of hatchery fish and implement measures to
reduce strays in order to improve the reproductive success of the wild
population.

22/11

In response to the direction from Congress the ISAB published its Artificial
Production Review in 1999. In that review the ISAB provides guidelines for
hatchery operations and supporting reasons. Even though not all of these
independent science recommendations were implemented, they are still
relevant and should be included as direction in the DEIS for Mitchell Act
Hatcheries.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference

(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
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1. Technology should be developed and used to more closely resemble
natural incubation and rearing conditions in salmonid hatchery
propagation.

2. Hatchery facilities need to be designed and engineered to represent
natural incubation and rearing habitat, simulating incubation and
rearing experiences complementary with expectations of wild fish in
natural habitats.

3. New hatchery technology for improving fish quality and
performance needs to have a plan for implementation and review of all
hatchery sites to assure its application.

4. To mimic natural populations, anadromous hatchery production
strategy should target natural population parameters in size and timing
among emigrating anadromous juveniles to synchronize with
environmental selective forces shaping natural population structure.

5. To mimic natural populations, resident hatchery production strategy
should target population parameters in size and release timing of
hatchery-produced resident juveniles to correspond with adequate
food availability and favorable prey to maximize their post-stocking
growth and survival.

6. Supplementation hatchery policy should utilize ambient natal
stream habitat temperatures to reinforce genetic compatibility with
local environments and provide the linkage between stock and habitat
that is responsible for population structure of stocks from which
hatchery fish are generated.

7. Salmonid hatchery incubation and rearing experience should use the
natal stream water source whenever possible to enhance home stream
recognition.

8. Hatchery release strategies need to follow standards that
accommodate reasonable numerical limits determined by the carrying
capacity of the receiving stream to accommodate residence needs of
nonmigrating members of the release population.

9. Hatchery programs should dedicate significant effort in developing
small facilities designed for specific stream sites where
supplementation and enhancement objectives are sought, using local
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stocks and ambient water in the facilities designed around engineered
habitat to simulate the natural stream.

10. Genetic and breeding protocols consistent with local stock
structures need to be developed and faithfully adhered to as a
mechanism to minimize potential negative hatchery effects on wild
populations and to maximize the positive benefits that hatcheries can
contribute to the recovery and maintenance of salmonids in the
Columbia ecosystem.

11. Hatchery propagation should use large breeding populations to
minimize inbreeding effects and maintain what genetic diversity is
present within the population.

12. Hatchery supplementation programs should avoid using strays in
breeding operations with returning fish.

13. Restoration of extirpated populations should follow genetic
guidelines to maximize the potential for reestablishing self-sustaining
populations. Once initiated, subsequent effort must concentrate on
allowing selection to work by discontinuing introductions.

14. Germ plasm repositories should be developed to preserve genetic
diversity for application in future recovery restoration projects in the
basin, and to maintain a gene bank to reinforce diversity among small
inbred natural populations.

15. The physical and genetic status of all natural populations of
anadromous and resident fishes need to be understood and routinely
reviewed as the basis of management planning for artificial production.
16. An in-hatchery fish monitoring program needs to be developed on
performance of juveniles under culture, including genetic assessment
to ascertain if breeding protocol is maintaining wild stock genotype
characteristics.

17. A hatchery fish monitoring program needs to be developed on
performance from release to return, including information on survival
success, interception distribution, behavior, and genotypic changes
experienced from selection between release and return.

18. A study is required to determine cost of monitoring hatchery
performance and sources of funding.
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19. Regular performance audits of artificial production objectives
should be undertaken, and where they are not successful, research
should be initiated to resolve the problems.

20. The NPPC should appoint an independent peer review panel to
develop a basinwide artificial production program plan to meet the
ecological framework goals for hatchery management of anadromous
and resident species.

22/12

The ISAB Artificial Production Review (1999) references three previous
scientific reviews of Columbia River hatcheries. Among these reviews there
is a consensus which the ISAB says, “...underscores the importance of their
contributions in revising the scientific foundation for hatchery policy.” The
ten general conclusions made by the three scientific panels are:

1. Hatcheries generally have failed to meet their objectives.

2. Hatcheries have imparted adverse effects on natural populations.
3. Managers have failed to evaluate hatchery programs.

4. Rationale justifying hatchery production was based on untested
assumptions.

5. Supplementation should be linked with habitat improvements.

6. Genetic considerations have to be included in hatchery programs.
7. More research and experimental approaches are required.

8. Stock transfers and introductions of non-native species should be
discontinued.

9. Artificial production should have a new role in fisheries
management.

10. Hatcheries should be used as temporary refuges, rather than for
long-term production.

The Mitchell Act DEIS uses the current hatchery program for Columbia
River basin anadromous salmonids as the baseline for the proposed
alternatives which supports the premise that current hatchery programs
are inadequate to protect the environment. It also indicates that previous
attempts to make changes in hatchery policy based on the best available
scientific information have not been implemented. Congress, the primary

Thank you for the information. NMFS is utilizing this EIS to
disclose the effects of varying hatchery program operations,
relative to baseline. NMFS is not aware of the Congressional
request for hatchery policy adoption to which the commenter
refers.
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funding agent for hatcheries, is still waiting for the adoption of a hatchery
policy it directed the region to establish in 1997. This record of resistance
by the fish management agencies to adopt a hatchery policy that protects
the environment is remarkable.

22/13

The Mitchell Act DEIS seeks to provide legal coverage for Columbia River
basin hatcheries, but as pointed out above, the DEIS fails in this effort. To
be successful the National Marine Fisheries Service should develop a
specific hatchery alternative that is based on the best scientific and
economic information available that would maximize the protection of wild
salmonids and provide the basis for their recovery.

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.

23/1

the counties are very concerned with the emerging philosophy at National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) that mitigation hatchery production
should be subsumed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The
purposes of the Mitchell Act and the ESA are different and the two should
not be conflated, nor should the Mitchell Act funding be terminated or
diverted for the purposes of the ESA. The purpose of the Mitchell Act funds
remains to mitigate the hydroelectric dams' impacts on fish.

See Global Response 4: Comments Asserting and Referring to
the Mitchell Act’s Mitigation Obligation or Calling for NMFS to
Define the Obligation.

23/2

The DEIS does not have a concise history with the chronology of the
program that the Mitchell Act inspired over the years.

The 80 year history of the Mitchell Act started before the dams were first
constructed on the Columbia River when the dams' impacts on the fishing
industry were debated. The Mitchell Act was developed during a time of
habitat loss that led to substantial fish loss on the main stem of the
Columbia due to the hydroelectric projects. The detailed historical account
should be provided as a basis for all federal reports regarding the fish
program. It should be required reading for all federal employees who will
deal with fish issues in the region, and it should include the various
perspectives from people and groups who understand this history. Without
a concise shared history it is difficult to tell how this DEIS will move the
region forward.

See Global Response 4: Comments Asserting and Referring to
the Mitchell Act’s Mitigation Obligation or Calling for NMFS to
Define the Obligation.

23/3

The DEIS options do not consider the assumption that fish will be abundant
in the region.

Comment noted.
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The area obviously cannot return to the condition it was in when the Native
people were here prior to the arrival of Lewis and Clark visited 205 years
ago, but there is much more that can be done during the coming years to
restore the fish runs to the greatest extent possible. Hatcheries are a part
of the effort in the region to restore abundance. Until such time that
abundance can be restored the document should focus on how to achieve
abundance through the partnerships and strengths of the system. None of
the options offered in the DEIS identify this direction.

23/4

The DEIS through the identified options pits inland, upland, recreation,
commercial, coastal and Tribal fisheries against each other.

The DEIS raises the discussion of who owns the fish and how much will each
party get which ignores the collaboration and respect that has been
established during the past 30 years. The notion of using the standard
environmental impact statement process of developing options for totally
new projects makes sense, but in on-going efforts such as the complex set
of relationships, collaborative efforts and project found in the Columbia
River system, this evaluation in the DEIS appears to ignore the on-going
work. By not reflecting the existing programs, the DEIS lends very little to
the current regional direction.

NMFS received many comments speaking to the inconsistencies
of the programs evaluated in the draft EIS with current
production. NMFS has updated the baseline production in
Alternative 1 (No Action) to reflect 2010 production levels, which
incorporate more recent agreements for production, in
particular, under the U.S. v. Oregon agreement.

23/5

The DEIS does not address the funding needed to improve the hatchery
system and develop opportunities for creating abundance.

The assumption in the DEIS is that the resources are limited to about $12.5
million. NOAA Fisheries should lead the vast collection of agencies and
individuals to identify amounts that are needed to create abundance. The
production of fish in a hatchery environment is needed since habitat loss
on the main stem of the Columbia River cannot be rectified without the
restoration of habitat. Hatchery production is as important today as it was
when the Mitchell Act was first passed.

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.

23/6

The DEIS does not reflect the basin-by-basin efforts to restore fish runs.

There are successful efforts occurring to restore fish runs. Each effort has a
unique story of collaboration and most would not be possible without the

NMFS understands the need for location-specific flexibility in
terms of addressing the factors that may be limiting fish
recovery. However, this EIS is focused on informing the
distribution of Mitchell Act money directed at hatchery actions
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hatchery system. Without this basis by-basin review the prioritization of
funding suggested by the alternatives is absolutely not possible. In each of
these basins, the discussion has acknowledged that restoration may initially
come at the expense of some genetic purity, but over time these problems
can be addressed.

and, as such, has focused on alternatives directly related to
hatchery actions. NMFS has also acknowledged that there are
many other factors affecting the Columbia River Basin's fish
resources (see Section 2.3.4, Harvest, Habitat, and Hydro — the
other “H”s) and understands that, in most instances, addressing
many, if not all, of these factors will be necessary for recovery.

23/7

The DEIS does not address current and future improvements in hatchery
management.

The knowledge and program improvements currently underway may
address many of the concerns regarding the evaluation of mixing native
and hatchery fish. With adequate funding it may be possible to address and
resolve the genetic purity issues and take additional steps toward
abundance.

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.

23/8

The DEIS through NOAA-Fisheries did not sufficiently consult with counties
and the local hatchery staff to develop the DEIS.

Many of the counties on the Lower Columbia River have hatchery staff that
includes fish biologists, technicians, and years of collaboration with the
fishing industry. This is a wealth of knowledge that is available to NOAA-
Fisheries at any time, but few, if any, of these individuals were consulted on
the development of this document.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.

23/9

... the joint fisheries counties located on the Lower Columbia support
withdrawal of the DEIS by NOAA-Fisheries in order to provide an
opportunity for a complete revision starting with rescoping in order to
develop a plan that reflects a collaborative effort with all of the affected
parties. The history of working together and the values we share for future
abundance is too important to leave to this flawed and inadequate
document.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.

24/1

We applaud National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for developing a
policy that will: 1) guide NMFS distribution of Mitchell Act hatchery funds
and, 2) inform NMFS future review of individual Columbia Basin hatchery
programs under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). These actions provide
the opportunity for clarity and consistency in Columbia River hatchery

Comment noted.
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management and align well with the conservation of populations,
sustainable harvest and treaty-trust responsibilities.

24/2

Historically, Mitchell Act funding for hatchery programs has been directed
towards meeting harvest goals. However, contemporary management now
requires hatchery programs to be consistent with conservation objectives.
The DEIS has correctly recognized that in most situations excessive
numbers of hatchery fish on the spawning grounds pose a risk to the
conservation of wild populations.

Comment noted.

24/3

It also rightly recognizes the value of applying different population
designations (primary/contributing/ stabilizing) to denote the biological
significance of populations for conservation.

Comment noted.

24/4

The HSRG understands why NMFS needed to develop a broad range of
alternatives for analyses in the DEIS. However, we believe combining
elements of these alternatives would best meet the needs of conservation,
sustainable fisheries, and treaty-trust responsibilities.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

24/5

Any preferred alternative should take a consistent regional approach to
conservation of populations from all evolutionarily significant units rather
than using an artificial boundary between the upper and lower sections of
the river.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

24/6

A preferred alternative would also use population designation(s) to link the
biological significance of specific populations to acceptable levels of
hatchery influence and apply differing standards of risk (PNI, pHOS) to
those designations.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

24/7

A preferred alternative would use the stronger performance standards for
all primary populations (e.g., PNI 0.67 for integrated populations and pHOS
0.05 for segregated populations). Intermediate standards should be used
for all contributing populations (e.g., PNI 0.50 for integrated populations
and pHOS of 0.1 for segregated populations). In addition, for integrated
populations, whether primary or contributing, pHOS should have an upper
limit regardless of PNI (e.g., no more than 30%). Additional information can
be found at www.hatcheryreform.us.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

24/8

In our view, the DEIS focused primarily on the number of hatchery fish
produced, use of weirs, and integrated broodstock programs, but did not
adequately account for the role of selective harvest in reducing the risks

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
EIS.
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posed by hatchery-origin fish to natural populations. The final EIS should
address the contributions that marine, lower Columbia River and tributary
selective harvests could make toward conservation and sustainable
fisheries.

24/9

Currently, the alternatives considered lead to a significant reduction in
harvest because of hatchery program reductions. The hatchery reductions
proposed in the DEIS are necessary to ameliorate the negative interactions
of hatchery fish on wild populations. However, the use of additional
selective fisheries targeting hatchery fish, not considered in the current
DEIS, could assist in meeting the performance standards while maintaining
contemporary harvest.

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
EIS.

25/1

The Snake River Salmon Recovery Board and our partners have reviewed
the draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Columbia basin
hatcheries and are providing the following comments for your
consideration. To begin, we believe it is important for NMFS to understand
who this comment letter is coming from. The Snake River Salmon Recovery
Board (SRSRB) is comprised of County Commissioners, the Confederated
Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation and landowners in southeast
Washington. The Board organized in 2002 for the purpose of developing
and implementing a salmon recovery plan for the Snake River region within
Washington. The Plan was submitted and approved as the interim recovery
plan for the Snake River region within Washington by NMFS in 2005. We
are currently revising the plan and will have it ready for NMFS inclusion into
the comprehensive Snake River Recovery Plan for the entire Snake River
basin ESU in 2011. The SRSRB is supported by a regional technical team,
composed of members from the Washington State Departments of Fish
and Wildlife and Ecology, as well as NMFS, US Forest Service, Confederated
Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, Natural Resources Conservation
Service and the US Army Corps of Engineers.

Comment noted.

25/2

We are very disappointed with the lack of engagement during the writing
of the DEIS with stakeholders involved in salmon recovery within the
Columbia basin. Specifically, the SRSRB or staff were never contacted
during the 5-year long process of developing the DEIS. We believe that
failure to inform or engage the SRSRB (or other recovery planners) on

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.
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development of the DEIS is inconsistent with the agency's commitment to
collaborate on salmon recovery.

25/3 We recognize that NMFS seeks public input on how it should develop its The draft EIS was available for review and comment for a total of
preferred alternative, but this DEIS is too large and complicated to develop | 120 days. See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS
a well informed preferred alternative in such a short time frame. Process.

25/4 We believe that the range of alternatives is strongly skewed towards See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
reducing hatchery production. It is our belief that a balanced range or Draft EIS Alternatives.
continuum of alternatives between the "no-action" alternative and the
severe reduction of hatchery production alternative in the DEIS needs to be
developed.

25/5 We are strongly concerned that the message in the DEIS will be Comment noted.
misinterpreted by stakeholders in many ways, including "punishment" for
success (recent large return numbers), that hatcheries are currently poorly
managed, and their operations are entirely inconsistent with the
Endangered Species Act. This message will result in diminished public
support for salmon recovery activities across our watersheds, and possibly
the entire Columbia Basin.

25/6 ... there are errors and omissions in the report. These errors may warrant See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.
its withdrawal and re-initiation.

25/7 One of the most glaring errors is the economic value of sport fishing in the As shown in final EIS Table 3-23, the revised estimate of personal
Snake River region. We have estimated, based on WDFW and other co- income generated by steelhead fishing in the Lower Snake River
manager input, the range of estimated annual direct and indirect income is $24 million (the estimate in the draft EIS was $10.5 million). As
from sport fishing for salmon and steelhead in the Snake River region is explained in the revised Socioeconomics Impact Methods report
from S50 million to more than $100 million per year. The estimate of $13 (Appendix J), estimates of personal income are derived based on
million reported in the DEIS is clearly in error and very misleading. Our local | assumptions pertaining to catch per unit of effort (0.19 fish per
WDFW manager estimates that just within southeast Washington the trip) and personal income factors of $58.54 per trip. These
estimate is closer to $25 million for steelhead fisheries alone. Therefore, factors are applied to steelhead catch estimates provided by the
the potential economic impacts for the action alternatives will be far more Mitchell Act Fishery Modeling Team. Although the comment by
severe than purported in the DEIS. the Snake River Salmon Recovery Board does not describe the

factors provided by WDFW used to estimate personal income

generated by steelhead in the Lower Snake River, it is likely that
different assumptions were made concerning either total catch,
trips per unit of effort, and/or personal income per trip factors.

25/8 We are also concerned that the action alternatives in the DEIS, should they | See Global Response 5: Comments Addressing the EIS and Its
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be adopted by NMFS, preclude meeting existing legal mandates and
policies promised to basin stakeholders decades ago by the federal
government. In 1976, Congress authorized the Lower Snake River Fish and
Wildlife Compensation Program to produce salmon and steelhead to
mitigate the impacts of the hydropower system. The primary purpose of
the hatchery programs associated with the LSRCP is for harvest mitigation.

Relationship to Other Plans, Regulations, Agreements, Laws, and
Executive and Secretarial Orders.

25/9

We recognize that emerging science concerning the effects of hatchery fish
on natural fish suggests changes to hatchery programs. However many
changes to our local hatchery programs are either planned, or in the
process of being implemented but not considered in the DEIS.

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.

25/10

We are very concerned that the action alternatives outlined in the DEIS are
in conflict, or at a minimum, will compromise the region's (and Federal
government’s) commitment to mitigate for the hydrosystem, under existing
law. We believe that pre-existing obligations to mitigate salmon losses
should not be exclusively governed by the ESA; this is a very serious
concern for us, and neither of these two federal obligations should
exclusively govern the other. A balance is our goal and the DEIS is out of
balance.

See Global Response 4: Comments Asserting and Referring to
the Mitchell Act’s Mitigation Obligation or Calling for NMFS to
Define the Obligation.

25/11

Finally, it is very concerning that the scope of the DEIS expanded from
Mitchell Act funded facilities to include all 178 hatchery or hatchery
programs in the entire Columbia basin within the USA. We recognize that
evaluating cumulative effects of all hatcheries is a requirement of NEPA,
and that NMFS will be consulting on all hatchery programs within the
Columbia Basin, but we believe that the existing DEIS overreaches with
some of its conclusions. For example, the conclusion that hatchery
production needs to be significantly reduced or eliminated is far too
general of a conclusion for applicability to individual facilities.

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
EIS.

25/12

Of greater concern is that the conclusion is too narrow to guide national
hatchery policy, because NMFS hatchery policy that emerges as a result of
the DEIS will in turn drive how NMFS conducts subsequent reviews of
individual hatcheries. It is interesting to us that in many cases there would
be no salmon or steelhead to recover if it weren't for hatchery programs.
We believe that hatchery or population specific situations deserve
individual assessment and remain concerned about a broad sweeping

See Global Response 2: Comments Addressing the Scope of This
EIS.
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federal policy that programmatically directs reduced production levels.

25/13

These next few paragraphs address our concern about the premature
conclusion that was reached regarding the perceived impacts from
hatchery programs. We believe the conclusion is based on unproven theory
about hatchery impacts in the Snake River recovery region within
Washington. We are cautious with this perspective because we know of
studies conducted elsewhere in the Columbia basin that have concluded
the relative reproductive success of salmon/steelhead produced in
hatchery programs is lower than natural populations. However, there are
many variables and constraints in those studies that may or may not be
applicable to the current hatchery programs in the Snake River region
within southeast Washington. We therefore encourage additional research
while these issues are clarified. We ask that NMFS will not categorically
assume the worst of hatchery programs until these critical uncertainties are
clarified.

Comment noted.

25/14

We understand that a new process is being formed, based on the
supplemental FCRPS biological opinion, that will form a group of scientists
(guided by NMFS) to address hatchery program critical uncertainties in the
Columbia basin. We encourage NMFS to hold off on making broad
sweeping conclusions regarding issues like relative reproductive success
and its effects on natural-origin populations until this group comes out with
recommendations or the information is collected where all stakeholders
are in agreement.

Comment noted.

25/15

To continue, the DEIS should acknowledge that the perceived impacts from
hatchery production may be an artifact of other factors like historic
hatchery management practices, mainstem passage effects, harvest
management, habitat conditions, or myriad other potential factors that
lead to the conclusion that hatchery production needs to be reduced. The
DEIS does not acknowledge that many hatchery programs have recently, or
are in the process of, transitioning from "conventional" production
programs to conservation programs. This transition is positive for ESA while
continuing to support robust fisheries. Patience is necessary to monitor the
outcome of these transitions on recovery and the fisheries. It should be
noted that strategies to reduce pHOS have been initiated to minimize non-

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
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local hatchery fish on the spawning grounds while maintaining fisheries in
those watersheds where abundance levels are sufficient to allow the
removal of non-local, or excess hatchery adults. These strategies need to
be described in the DEIS and then the outcomes determined before drastic
reductions in hatchery programs are recommended. Specifically, we would
like to see NMFS suggest a phased approach that considers any reduction
in hatchery production after certain abundance and productivity targets are
reached.

25/16

Our final concern is the unintended consequence of compromising or even
reversing recent habitat improvements that have benefited natural-origin
populations. This concern is very serious and warrants a bit of explanation.
Using the Tucannon River as an example (but the same transformation is
occurring in other rivers in the Columbia basin), environmental conditions
(habitat) have improved dramatically since the 1980's. In the 1980's and
1990's the Tucannon River at Marengo (Rkm 39.9) customarily exceeded
74F° more than 30 days each year. Water temperature at that site has not
reached 74F° one time in the last six years due to improved habitat
conditions. Many other improvements have been documented in the
Tucannon River:

e Streambed embeddedness was in the 60% range in the 1990's; it is
now less than 30%

e Riparian areas have largely been, or are in the process of, being
restored and protected

e Nearly every water diversion has been properly screened to NMFS
standards

e And all fish passage barriers have been improved to NMFS
standards.

This is great progress but more remains to be accomplished. Maintaining
strong relationships with landowners and other stakeholders is critical for
reaching our goal of salmon recovery. These facts are important because
they apply to privately owned lands where community leaders and
landowners are embracing watershed health and salmon recovery on their

Thank you for your comment and concern. The EIS has included
the potential effects on the fisheries as an important element for
consideration when analyzing the effects of the alternatives.
These effects, along with the effects on other resources
evaluated, will help inform NMFS, hatchery operators, and the
public of the likely effects of the alternatives.
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own property. These community leaders and landowners are doing so
because they see the benefits to wild salmon and watershed health and
more importantly they want to contribute to the region's economic and
cultural excitement about salmon/steelhead fishing and watershed
restoration. The action alternatives in the DEIS would most likely preclude
or at least significantly reduce the opportunity to fish for salmon/steelhead
which will take away a major incentive for local stakeholders for restoration
and protection of critical habitat on private land. As history has shown us,
improvements to critical habitat can be quickly reversed. We have
observed that degraded habitat conditions are a much greater threat to
salmon recovery than hatchery produced salmon/steelhead. We strongly
suggest that the DEIS consider this unintended consequence in the impact
analysis for each of the action alternatives.

25/17

The Snake River Salmon Recovery Board strongly requests that NMFS
embrace its own commitments to collaborate on salmon recovery and to
make recommendations based on complete science and complete
understanding of the impacts of those recommendations. We formally
request that NMFS reconsider the current DEIS and explore and develop a
better continuum of alternatives in collaboration with salmon recovery
partners across the entire Columbia basin that reflects the perspectives we
offer in our comments.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.

26/1

The ICA contends that this document has many flaws and should be either
completely rewritten or at the very least many sections of it should.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.

26/2

It is hard for us to believe that NOAA would be the authors of a document
that didn't have at least one alternative that called for funding increases
and hatchery production increases to be analyzed along with the other 5
alternatives.

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.

26/3

We cannot support a document where 2 of the alternatives pit fishing
groups against fishing groups.

Comment noted.

26/4

We cannot support status quo which under funds the Mitchell act
hatcheries by at least 17 million dollars.

Comment noted.

26/5

There are many other issues in this document that we have testified to that
are already in the public record so | will not repeat them at this time.

Comment noted.
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26/6

We would also at this time like to support the comments from the
organization Salmon for All.

Comment noted.

26/7

... we feel we need to rewrite and improve this document to more reflect
the needs of wild fish and hatchery fish.

Comment noted.

27/1

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement to Inform Columbia River Basin Hatchery Operations and the
Funding of Mitchell Act Hatchery Programs (DEIS) and for extending the
comment deadline to allow a full Council review. The results of this DEIS
process will likely have a profound influence on the policy direction for all
anadromous production within the Columbia Basin and will affect how
mitigation requirements for impacts to Columbia River salmon and
steelhead stocks from the Columbia River hydroelectric system will be met.
These issues are extremely important to Pacific Fishery Management
Council (Council) fishery management and to the future of ocean and
inriver fisheries.

The Council discussed the DEIS over the course of two recent Council
meetings, first at the September 11-16 meeting in Boise, Idaho and most
recently at the November 4-9 meeting in Costa Mesa, California. Public
testimony was taken at both meetings and written statements were
provided by Council advisory bodies. One of the advisory bodies was a
specialized ad hoc committee established to focus on this particular issue,
with a membership encompassing relevant federal, state, and tribal agency
representatives. The record of Council deliberations on this matter will be
provided under separate cover.

The comments provided here are those of the Council and are not intended
to represent the official policy positions of any of our member entities,
many of whom will also separately provide additional specific comments on
the DEIS. We recognize that developing the DEIS has been a laborious and
complex project and that many of its descriptions and analyses are well
done. In particular, we would like to recognize Mr. Robert Turner for his
excellent presentations to the Council and his clear answers to questions
during the Council’s deliberation process. We understand and acknowledge

Comment noted.
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the need for a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review of the
hatchery operations in the Columbia Basin related to the potential impacts
on fish listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). However, we believe
there are serious shortcomings in the DEIS that need attention before the
process moves to the next step.

27/2

The Council’s underlying premise is that we believe the preferred
alternative must achieve the Mitchell Act’s original intent and purpose to
address the environmental impacts and loss of salmon and steelhead
spawning habitat and productivity resulting from the construction and
operation of the hydro-power system in the Columbia River Basin, as well
as recognizing the requirements and responsibilities of other hydro-power
mitigation agreements. The devastating impacts to salmon abundance that
resulted from the construction of the hydro power system that led to the
passage of the Mitchell Act in 1938 have been exacerbated over time with
additional dam construction. These negative environmental circumstances
contributed heavily to the listings, in the late 20th and early 21st centuries,
of a number of Columbia River salmon and steelhead species under the
ESA. Today, there is a greater dependency than ever before on the
production from Mitchell Act hatcheries by the people that participate in,
and the communities that rely on, Council-managed fisheries. The Council
feels strongly that the Federal Government cannot walk away from its
commitments and responsibilities to the Tribes, the States, and the citizens
of this region to at least partially replace the loss of salmon and steelhead
production that resulted from the construction and operation of the
Columbia River hydro power system.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

27/3

The static funding for Mitchell Act since 1996 has crippled the ability of
Mitchell Act funded programs to maintain production, and it is disturbing
to see in this DEIS that a recent year status quo is now represented as the
highest production possible in the DEIS. Current production does not meet
the minimum Mitchell Act mitigation obligation when it is put in a historical
perspective. As with other hatchery mitigation commitments in the Basin,
additional Mitchell Act funding is necessary to meet both conservation and
mitigation obligations associated with Columbia Basin hatcheries. The DEIS
should not presume that additional funding will not be forthcoming to
provide for the necessities to allow for increased production in a manner

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.
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consistent with wild stock rebuilding.

27/4

Coordination and synchrony of Federal actions relating to ESA compliance
is a key concern of the Council. The Council recommends that the Mitchell
Act Hatchery Environmental Impact Statement Record of Decision be made
concurrent with completion of all related ESA consultation processes. For
example, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is evaluating the
approval of the US v. Oregon hatchery programs under the ESA. The
Council also recommends that the ESA consultation for lower river
hatcheries also be made concurrently with the Record of Decision. This
approach enables a preferred alternative to be informed by the policies and
agreements associated with salmon and steelhead recovery that have
been, and will be, developed collaboratively among the co-managers,
NMFS, regional entities, and other interests in the Basin.

See Global Response 3: Comments Addressing the EIS Process.

27/5

The DEIS time baseline is obsolete to the extent that the implementation
scenarios associated with Alternatives 2-5 conflict with current regional
agreements on hatchery production. These DEIS scenarios are inconsistent
with the 2008 — 2017 U.S. v. Oregon Management Agreement, the 2008
Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) Biological Opinion
commitments, and expectations of the 2008 Pacific Salmon Treaty
agreement. Alternatives 2-5 result in substantial reductions in hatchery
production when compared to current hatchery production levels. The
Council strongly advises NMFS to ensure the final EIS accommodates
sanctioning currently existing policies and agreements that were shaped by
the region over the past five years, embraced by NMFS, and incorporated
into broad recovery plans, Federal court orders, and international
agreements.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

27/6

The Council is concerned that none of the implementation scenarios result
in an increase in hatchery production, given the potential effectiveness of
combining hatchery reform practices with implementation of hatchery-
selective fisheries and other adult management strategies such as
enhanced weir separation of hatchery and wild origin spawners. Such
increases may be possible as a result of the current and planned
conservation and recovery efforts of the States and Tribes, including the
lower Columbia River Recovery Plans. We believe that successful

See Global Response 6: Comments Addressing the Range of
Draft EIS Alternatives.
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implementation of these efforts will allow for increased hatchery
production in certain circumstances under all of the action alternatives in
the DEIS.

The Council notes the reasons cited by NMFS for not including an
implementation scenario that allows for an increase in production. Despite
the obvious limitations and inadequacies to current Mitchell Act funding
which supports production, the Council believes that a scientific basis exists
to support increased or new production programs that can be properly
aligned with preventing increased risks to the recovery of wild populations.
NMFS should confirm that the scope of production for hatchery programs
covered by Alternatives 1-5 in the DEIS include scenarios for increased
production and the associated facilities necessary for that increased
production to achieve both conservation and mitigation objectives, even if
the funding for the needed facilities and production is not currently in
hand. A scope of alternatives that includes properly aligned increased
hatchery production will allow the identification of a preferred alternative
in the final EIS that is consistent with these two primary objectives.
Alternatively, NMFS should expand the scope of the DEIS alternatives to
include appropriate increased production opportunities. As a programmatic
approach, NMFS should consider how increased Mitchell Act funding and
production can be harmonized with the overall hatchery mitigation and
conservation commitments in the Basin.

27/7

The final preferred policy direction must articulate clearly how
conservation goals will be met. As written, this aspect of the DEIS analysis
cannot be interpreted directly without assuming that descriptive features
of the implementation scenarios, such as the fixed proportionate natural
influence and proportion of hatchery spawners standards, are actually the
goals. The DEIS needs to provide for NEPA coverage for both conservation
and mitigation hatchery plans that include appropriate strategies to
support recovery of the ESA-listed populations on a watershed specific
basis.

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.

27/8

The final preferred policy direction must reflect the differences in roles
played by the evolutionary significant unit/distinct population segment

See Global Response 1: Comments Stating a Preference
(Preferences) and/or Ideas for the EIS Preferred Alternative.
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(ESU/DPS) populations in achieving recovery objectives. The DEIS
alternat