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© trares ot d 1201 NE Lloyd Boulevard, Suite 1100
Portland, OR 97232
November 6, 2017

Dear Madam or Sir:

In accordance with provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), we announce the
publication of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) to Analyze Impacts of NOAA’s National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) joining as a signatory to a new U.S. v. Oregon Management Agreement
for the Years 2018-2027.

The proposed action is for the Federal parties to sign the new management agreement, as negotiated by
the parties to U.S. v. Oregon, and for NMFS and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to issue an Incidental
Take Statement exempting take of listed species taken pursuant to implementing the management
agreement. This new management agreement would take effect after the current management agreement
expires at the end of 2017. The management agreement accomplishes two primary objectives. First, it
implements harvest policies that the parties have agreed are needed. Second, the management agreement
incorporates hatchery programs that support harvest and that are important to the conservation of salmon
and steelhead runs above Bonneville Dam.

NOAA’s Policy and Procedures for Compliance with NEPA and Related Authorities, and the Companion
Manual for NOAA Administrative Order 216-6A require that we prepare and publish a Record of
Decision that concludes the NEPA process for an EIS. We intend to issue the Record of Decision 30 days
after the publication of the FEIS (40 CFR 1506.10).

We have made the FEIS available electronically through the NMFS West Coast Region’s website at
http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/fisheries/salmon steelhead/united states v_oregon.html. The

Record of Decision will also be made available at this website.

Barry A. Thom
Regional Administrator

Sincere
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Barry A. Thom, Regional Administrator

National Marine Fisheries Service, West Coast Region
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Sustainable Fisheries Division
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Columbia River and Tributaries, located in Oregon and Washington

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Bureau of Indian Affairs

The action considered in this final environmental impact statement (FEIS)
concerns how the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) views implementing
salmon and steelhead fishery policies contained in a proposed U.S. v. Oregon
Management Agreement for the Columbia River Basin. Salmon and steelhead
fishery management is complex, but in general, seeks to implement fisheries that
are consistent with a variety of statutory and legal obligations related to resource
conservation, economic and cultural benefits associated with resource use, and
treaty Trust obligations. The framework management plan would be multiyear
that specifies the conservation objectives. Each year, annual fishery plans are
developed within the context of the framework plan to meet the year-specific
circumstances related to the status of stocks affected by the fisheries. The federal
action considered is Federal agency review and approval of the framework plan
and implementation of annual fishery plans that would adhere to the framework
and issuance of an Incidental Take Statement under the Endangered Species Act
by NMFS and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. However, there are different
ways to balance these objectives and different strategies that can be used that may
provide better solutions for meeting the obligations and objectives of the
respective framework plan. The alternatives considered in this FEIS are
programmatic in nature and are designed to provide an overview of fishery
management policies that can be implemented as part of the annual planning
process.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
What is US v Oregon?

United States v. Oregon (US v Oregon) is the on-going Federal court proceeding first brought in 1968 to
enforce the reserved fishing rights of the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation of
Oregon, the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, the Nez Perce Tribe, and the
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation. The Shoshone-Bannock tribes have filed a
complaint in intervention, but have not taken any action on this complaint. Fisheries in the Columbia
River have been managed subject to provisions of US v Oregon under the continuing jurisdiction of the

Federal court.
What is the Management Agreement?

The 2008-2017 US v Oregon Management Agreement provides the current framework for managing
fisheries and hatchery programs in much of the Columbia River Basin. The current agreement expires on
December 31, 2017; negotiations on a new management agreement are ongoing. The parties to the US v
Oregon management agreement, hereafter “Parties”, are the State of Washington, the State of Oregon, the
State of Idaho, the United States, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, the Confederated Tribes of the Warm
Springs Reservation of Oregon, the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, the Nez

Perce Tribe, and the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation.
What are the objectives of the Management Agreement?

The management agreement accomplishes two primary objectives. First, it implements harvest policies
that the Parties have agreed should govern the amount of harvest. Second, the management agreement
incorporates hatchery programs that provide harvest opportunities and that are important to the
conservation of salmon or steelhead runs above Bonneville Dam. The purpose of the US v Oregon
Management Agreement is to provide a framework within which the Parties may exercise their sovereign
powers in a coordinated and systematic manner in order to protect, rebuild, and enhance upper Columbia
River fish runs while providing harvests for both treaty Indian and non-treaty fisheries. The primary goals
of the Parties are to rebuild weak runs to full productivity and fairly share the harvest of upper river runs

between treaty Indian and non-treaty fisheries in the ocean and Columbia River Basin.
Which fisheries are included in the Agreement and in this document?

Treaty Indian fisheries and non-treaty fisheries prosecuted in the main stem Columbia River and certain

tributaries to the Columbia River are considered in the Management Agreement and in this Environmental

US v Oregon EIS i 2018
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Impact Statement (EIS). Treaty Indian fisheries are guaranteed by one or more treaties. These fisheries
include both commercial as well as ceremonial and subsistence (C&S) fisheries. Non-treaty fisheries are
those that do not have a treaty guaranteeing a fishing right. These include all state fisheries and certain
Indian fisheries operated by tribes in the project area that are not party to US v Oregon. Non-treaty

fisheries consist of both commercial and recreational fisheries.
What proposed Federal action does this EIS analyze?

The Proposed Action is for the Federal parties to sign the management agreement, as negotiated by the
Parties to US v Oregon, and for NMFS and FWS (collectively, the “Services”) to issue an Incidental Take
Statement (ITS) under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) exempting take' of listed species taken
pursuant to implementing the management agreement. A listed species is one that is identified either as

endangered or threatened under the ESA.
What is the Purpose and Need?

The purpose and need for the Proposed Action is three-fold: (1) to meet the Federal government’s tribal
treaty rights and trust and fiduciary responsibilities; (2) to support fishing opportunities to the states of
Oregon, Washington, and Idaho; and (3) to work collaboratively with co-managers to protect and

conserve ESA-listed and non-listed species.

The Services have an obligation to administer the provisions of the ESA and to protect ESA-listed
species. They also have a Federal trust responsibility to the treaty Indian tribes, as well as a duty to
support the fishing rights reserved in their treaties as defined by the Federal courts. Thus, the Services
seek to harmonize the effects of fishery programs with the provision for tribal harvest. Because of the
Federal government’s trust responsibility to the tribes, the Services are committed to considering the

tribal co-managers’ judgment and expertise regarding conservation of trust resources.
What is the purpose of this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)?

The National Marine Fisheries Service has prepared this EIS under the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) to inform the decision to sign the new management agreement. The Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Bureau of Indian Affairs, also signatories of the management agreement, are cooperating

agencies on this EIS.

! While this term is defined in the glossary using the ESA definition, readers must understand that it includes fishing
and hatchery use.

US v Oregon EIS il 2018
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What is a harvest policy?

Harvest policies provide a framework designed to inform how to achieve the appropriate balance between
harvest and conservation objectives. Harvest provides the benefits of catch including those related to
treaty rights; conservation seeks to keep healthy stocks healthy and rebuild weak stocks so that all are
sustained and can provide for the ongoing benefits of harvest. Harvest management measures are the
actions or tactics implemented to harvest consistent with the overarching policy selected. This EIS

focuses on the harvest policy alternatives and their effects on the environment.
What options do harvest policy makers have in setting harvest policy?

Policies depend on the availability of specific kinds of information. For example, abundance based
management requires the availability of preseason or inseason abundance estimates; an effort based
policy does not. Policy choices for a fishery directed at a single stock near the spawning grounds may be
different than a fishery directed at a mix of many stocks in the ocean or mainstem Columbia River.
Harvest policies for healthy and abundant stocks may be different than for a depressed stock that needs

rebuilding. Specific options are addressed under each alternative analyzed in this EIS.
What alternatives are analyzed in this EIS?
This EIS analyzes six alternatives for setting harvest policies:

Alternative 1—Extension of current agreement, meaning status quo harvest policies, for the next
10 years consistent with the terms of the 2008—2017 agreement. The new agreement would use
a blend of harvest policies, including a blend of abundance-based management, escapement-
based management, and harvest rate management. The blend depends on the specific salmon or
steelhead stock. This alternative recognizes that the stocks have varying conservation
requirements, with some providing abundant opportunity for harvest, and others requiring more
protection from harvest encounters at this time. This is not “no action” in the NEPA sense,
because Federal action is required (signing of a new agreement) to extend the status quo harvest

policies.

Alternative 2—Abundance-based Management. This alternative establishes harvest levels based
on the status of the fish stocks. It provides more protection when the abundance of a given
stock is low and the conservation need greatest, and more harvest opportunity when abundance

is high.

Alternative 3—Fixed Harvest Rate. This alternative uses a fixed harvest rate management

US v Oregon EIS iii 2018
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framework that would apply a fixed harvest rate to each fishery regardless of abundance.
Harvest rate refers to the ratio of fishery related mortality for a group of fish over its abundance

in a defined period of time.

Alternative 4—Escapement-based Management. This alternative uses an escapement-based

management framework. Escapement refers to the number of fish surviving (escaping from) a
given fishery at the end of the fishing season and reaching a specified location where the fish
can be enumerated. In cases where the projected run size is below the escapement goal,
escapement goal harvest policies are sometimes coupled with a de minimis level of harvest
opportunity to meet minimal needs for tribal fisheries and limited access to other harvestable

stocks.

Alternative 5—Voluntary Fishery curtailment. Under this alternative, the sovereign Parties

voluntarily curtail harvest activities for an extended period of time. This alternative may
include some very limited treaty fishing opportunity to meet base ceremonial needs of the
tribes. The parties may adopt a voluntary extreme harvest curtailment policy when the
continued viability of the stocks are at imminent risk. This alternative does not meet the
purpose and need for the action insofar as it does not provide for meaningful tribal harvest as
guaranteed by Treaty and it provides no opportunity for non-treaty harvest. This alternative
provides the benchmark required by NEPA in that it represents the alternative with the lowest

fishing harvest

Alternative 6—No Action - Uncoordinated Harvest. Under this alternative, the existing

agreement would expire without a new agreement. While it is uncertain what would transpire
under this situation, NMFS anticipates that the state and tribal parties would implement harvest
independently according to their own uncoordinated interpretations. Theoretically, state and or
tribal parties may choose to curtail harvest entirely. Alternative 5 represents the analysis of that
result. On the other hand, it is more likely that the parties’ interpretation results in a level of
harvest that would be very high, likely exceeding the highest historic harvest rates observed.
Alternative 4 represents the analysis of that result. This alternative does not meet the purpose
and need for the Proposed Action in that it does not meet the requirements of Federal parties to
act in accord with other legal requirements such as the ESA or the Federal trust responsibility.
This alternative provides the “no-action” alternative benchmark in that it represents the

alternative of the Federal agencies doing nothing (not signing an agreement).

US v Oregon EIS v 2018
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What environmental resources are analyzed in this EIS?

Resources that may be affected by the Proposed Action and that are analyzed in the EIS are fish, marine-
derived nutrients, wildlife, economics, cultural resources, and environmental justice. These resources
were identified during the public scoping period. This scoping period was initiated with a Notice of Intent
to prepare a draft EIS (NOI) that was published in the Federal Register on July 1, 2016 (81 Fed. Reg.
43187). This NOI announced a 30-day public comment period (July 1, 2016 to August 1, 2016) to gather

information on the scope of the issues and the range of alternatives to be analyzed in the EIS.
Why are other resources not analyzed in this EIS?

The Proposed Action would not change measures or strategies that are used to implement harvest policy.
These include fishing gear, locations, and timing. These are established by the states and the Indian tribes;
not by the Federal government. The proposed action is therefore limited in scope—it would not affect all
environmental components of the Columbia River Basin. It does not include any form of construction or
demolition to bridges, dams, hydroelectric facilities, or other related infrastructure. No effects are
expected on the physical environment, habitat, ecosystem component species, or environmental resources
such as air quality, water quality (other than marine-derived nutrients), or sedimentation. No effects are
expected on river transportation, river navigation, or historical properties (Section 106 of the National

Historic Preservation Act).
Which fish stocks are included in the analyses?

Fisheries target particular groups of fish, referred to as “stocks”. Stocks targeted specifically for harvest
are known as Harvest Indicator Stocks. Fisheries may also incidentally catch ESA—Iisted species, which
are known as Abundance Indicator Stocks. Harvest Indicator Stocks are the “Management Units” of the

US v Oregon management agreement and most have subcomponents that include ESA-listed stock.

The following Harvest Indicator Stocks are analyzed in the EIS: Upriver spring Chinook salmon, Upper
Columbia Chinook salmon, Upriver sockeye salmon, Upriver fall Chinook salmon, and Snake River B-
Index steelhead. The Abundance Indicator Stocks (ESA-listed) that are analyzed in the EIS are the natural-
origin Snake River spring/summer Chinook salmon and natural-origin UCR spring Chinook salmon (part
of the Upriver spring Chinook salmon Harvest Indicator Stock), Snake River sockeye salmon (part of the
Upriver sockeye salmon Harvest Indicator Stock), natural-origin Snake River fall Chinook salmon (part
of the Upriver fall Chinook salmon Harvest Indicator Stock) and natural-origin Snake River B-Index (part
of the Snake River B-Index steelhead Harvest Indicator Stock). The Upper Columbia summer Chinook

salmon Harvest Indicator Stock does not include any Abundance Indicator Stock components.

US v Oregon EIS v 2018
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What are the results of the analyses? What are the environmental consequences of each alternative?

Which alternative is better?

Table ES-1 presents a comparison of each alternative. The effects on each resource analyzed are

described below.
Salmonids

Fisheries impact the environment by killing target species and thereby reducing fish abundance and
spawning potential. Implementing a new US v Oregon management agreement will result in the removal
of salmonids from the environment for commercial, recreational, or ceremonial and subsistence (C&S)
consumption. Reducing fish abundance, and subsequent spawning population potential, can lead to
impacts of population parameters. At levels of high fish removal an originally stable, mature and efficient
ecosystem might be deprived of nutrient input that results in the ecosystem becoming immature and
stressed. This happens in various ways. By targeting and reducing the abundance of high-value predators,
fisheries modify the trophic chain and the flows of biomass (and energy) across the ecosystem as well as

remove the nutrients from the system that are contained within the fish carcasses themselves.

Each harvest policy analyzed in this EIS results in a rate at which fish may be harvested. The direct
inverse result of each harvest rate is a rate at which those fish are not harvested, and instead are able to
escape past the fisheries and potentially return to the spawning grounds to spawn (e.g., if a harvest rate
was 40%, then the subsequent escapement rate would be roughly 60% of any particular run size).
Therefore, the essential elements of each alternative analyzed are the harvest rates and escapement totals.
These will vary based on the alternative and the projected fish run sizes, which fluctuate due to external
factors. The sections that follow (4.1.1.1 through 4.1.1.5) describe the impacts of the alternatives on each
indicator stock. Section 4.2 compares these impacts of each alternative relative to no action conditions

and the other alternatives for each indicator stock.

The effects of Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 on natural-origin Upper Columbia River spring Chinook
salmon, natural-origin Snake River spring/summer Chinook salmon, natural-origin Snake River fall
Chinook salmon, and natural-origin Snake River steelhead would not impact the status quo conditions.
The effects of Alternative 3 on these same resources is nearly indistinguishable from those of Alternative
1 and Alternative 2, but generally provides a slight positive impact to spawning escapement. Alternative 4
and Alternative 6 have the greatest effects (largest harvest) on all affected salmonid species, especially for
Snake River fall Chinook salmon, natural-origin Snake River spring/summer Chinook salmon, Upper

Columbia River Chinook salmon, Snake River sockeye salmon and natural-origin Snake River steelhead.

US v Oregon EIS vi 2018
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Only for Upper Columbia summer Chinook salmon are the effects of Alternative 4 or Alternative 6 lower
than for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. This results in a high negative impact to spawning escapement for these
two alternatives across all stocks. Alternative 5 has the lowest harvest impacts on all salmonid species
because it involves voluntary curtailment of harvest (other than limited C&S harvest), and therefore

provides a positive impact to spawning escapement across all stocks.

Alternative 5, however, would likely result in escapement of larger numbers of hatchery-origin adults,
leading to potential negative effects from elevated levels of hatchery-origin fish spawning. These negative
effects result from the high levels of unharvested hatchery fish ending up on natural spawning grounds
and competing with and reproductively interacting with natural-origin (wild) fish of the same species/run.
None of the alternatives, not even Alternative 5, meet the escapement goal for Snake River Sockeye

salmon because of the depleted nature of the stock.

ESA-Listed Non-Salmonids

The total past and expected annual take of ESA-listed green sturgeon associated with US v Oregon
fisheries was very low (0 to 14 fish annually). Therefore, the effect on green sturgeon would not change
across any of the alternatives. There is no discernable effect on bycatch of bull trout or eulachon during

salmon or steelhead fisheries under any of the alternatives.

Other Non-Salmonids (non ESA--listed Fish Species)

The US v Oregon agreement has not and would not specify harvest specifications for white sturgeon,
American shad, Pacific lamprey and walleye. Instead, fisheries for these species are mentioned in the
agreement because very small levels of salmon or steelhead bycatch might occur in fisheries targeting
these species. The direct effects of salmon and steelhead fishing on these species are minor and do not

meaningfully vary across alternatives.

Water Quality and Quantity — Hatchery Effects and Marine-derived Nutrients

Hatcheries can produce effluent (discharged water that has been used in the facility) with elevated
temperature, as well as elevated levels of: ammonia, organic nitrogen, total phosphorus, biochemical
oxygen demand (BOD), pH, and solids; as well as levels of chemicals used for disease treatment and
disinfection. While this EIS stands separate from the Mitchell Act EIS, it incorporates data, analyses, and
conclusions from the Mitchell Act EIS, as appropriate, and the impacts on these resources were disclosed

in that EIS.

Anadromous species such as salmon and steelhead are important components of the freshwater

US v Oregon EIS vii 2018
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ecosystem, particularly for their role in transporting nutrients upstream from the marine ecosystem. Under
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6 there will be a decrease in nutrients transported upstream, although the
difference between these alternatives is negligible. By comparison, Alternative 5 would lead to an
immediate positive effect and improvement over time relative to the other alternatives as there would be

more marine derived nutrients deposited throughout the Columbia River basin.
Wildlife

Seabirds, raptors, and other piscivorous birds prey on salmonids. Seabirds do not prey on adult salmon
and no alternative examined were expected to impact seabirds. Raptors, corvids, and numerous species of

gulls prey on returning adult salmonids, primarily post-spawn adults.

Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would have no impact change relative to status quo levels of adults
available as prey to these birds. Alternative 3 would have a slightly positive impact as its average harvest
is lower than that of Alternatives 1 and 2, thereby providing a larger number of prey items available.
Alternative 4 and Alternative 6, with the largest harvest, would have the most noticeable negative impact
on these birds by removing the largest numbers of available prey items. Alternative 5 would offer the
most adult salmonids as prey since most fish would not be harvested en route to the spawning grounds,

thereby providing a positive impact. This alternative would maximize post-spawn adults as a food source.

Marine mammals, especially seals and sea lions, prey on the adult salmonids that are also targets of the
fisheries. Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would have a negative effect on these marine mammals through
reduction in adult fish available as prey via harvest removals, while Alternative 3 would have a slightly
lower negative effect as it would have a lower average harvest. Alternative 4 and Alternative 6, with the
largest harvest, would have the most noticeable negative effect on these marine mammals, as they remove
the largest number of adults. Alternative 5 would offer the most adult salmonids as prey since fishing

would be largely curtailed.

There is no discernable difference between the alternatives on the effect to Southern Resident Killer
Whales (SRKW) as any salmonids returning to the Columbia River would have already passed through
whale’s ocean habitat. Furthermore, any increase in escapement of adult fish to terminal spawning areas
does not always translate into an increase in juvenile salmonids because the capacity limit of the current
spawning habitat does not allow for increased juvenile production at higher escapement numbers.
Moreover, because US v. Oregon fisheries primarily target hatchery fish and hatchery production levels
are independent of harvest levels, this action is not expected to substantially alter the number of adult

salmon available to SRKW.

US v Oregon EIS viii 2018
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Economics

The economic analysis focuses on analyzing effects related to commercial and recreational fishing
activity directed at the five harvest indicator stocks. Under existing conditions (2016 prices and recent
historic average catch), there is a moderate positive effect on the value to tribal and non-tribal commercial
fishers, non-tribal recreational fishers, employment, and personal income contribution to the regional and
local economy. Harvest and primary processing of salmon caught in tribal and non-tribal commercial
fisheries is estimated to generate $16.2 million in personal income and 419 Full-time Equivalent (FTE)
jobs. Recreational fishing activities targeting salmon and steelhead would generate an estimated $27.9

million in personal income and 672 jobs.

Alternative 1 would continue to maintain this moderate positive effect. By comparison, because of the
change in harvest levels based on different harvest policies, Alternative 2 would have a lower positive
effect and Alternative 3 a low negative effect. Alternative 4 and Alternative 6, with more aggressive

fishing policy would result in a high positive effect, while Alternative 5, with curtailed fishing, would

yield a high negative economic effect.

Cultural Resources

Ceremonial and Subsistence (C&S) harvest is a priority for Indian tribes and any deficit in the harvest is
taken from tribal commercial harvest. Under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, Indian tribes in the project area
would be able to continue their C&S harvest without substantial changes to tribal cultural viability.
However, the effects of Alternative 4 and Alternative 6 would be negative. Under these two alternatives,
the minimum C&S harvest in years with low runs may not be sufficient to meet C&S needs in years with
low runs, thereby either directly negatively affecting the tribal cultural viability, or, more likely, reducing
the available commercial harvest. Alternative 5 would result in a high negative effect as the C&S harvest

would be largely curtailed.

Are there any Environmental Justice effects?

Each alternative was evaluated to determine whether it resulted in a disproportionate adverse effect on
environmental justice communities. The analysis found that Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would result in a
disproportionate adverse effect on cultural resources for Indian Tribes as it pertains to C&S fisheries.
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would not have a disproportionate adverse effect on either cultural resources or
economics for Indian Tribes. Alternative 4 and Alternative 6 would also result in a disproportionate
adverse economic effect on Indian tribes. Note that Alternative 5, although it largely curtails fishing,
equally negatively affects Indian tribes and non-tribes as it pertains to economics and is therefore not

disproportionate.

US v Oregon EIS ix 2018



hn A W

O o0 9 A

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19
20
21
22
23

24
25

26
27
28
29

What are the cumulative impacts of the alternatives?

The affected environment in the project area faces a number of challenges. For example, development,
habitat destruction, hydropower, and climate change will continue to negatively impact the physical and
biological resources in the project area. On the other hand, habitat restoration projects in the area

positively influence those resources. Effects from hatcheries have a mix of positive and negative impacts.

The direct effects of a harvest policy to the affected environment vary across alternatives (Table ES-2).
For example, Alternative 5 (Voluntary Curtailed Fishing), in the absence of cumulative effects, would
result in positive effects on the fish species, prey for birds, and marine-derived nutrients. The other
alternatives all result in varying degrees of negative direct effects in that they all harvest fish (Table ES-2)
Therefore, the adverse effects of Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would be greater than Alternative 5 when
combined with the net negative effects of non-harvest actions. By comparison, the cumulative adverse
effects of Alternatives 4 and 6, with their high harvest rates, would be the greatest when compared to
Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and 5. In the context of the cumulative impacts the absence of fishing, Alternative 5
(Voluntary Curtailed Fishing), has a direct effect that’s positive on salmonids and steelhead but the
indirect effects caused by interaction of hatchery-origin and natural-origin populations is a net negative
cumulative effect. This indicates that hatchery effects from hatchery-origin on natural-origin populations
are mitigated by harvest and overall that cumulative effects attributable to any harvest alternative by

themselves are therefore minor (ES-2).

Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6 all have a net positive effect on economics. On the other hand, the adverse
effects from non-harvest actions in the area result in fewer fish. Therefore, these non-harvest actions
diminish the positive cumulative effects of Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6 on economics (commercial,
recreational, and regional or local economic impacts). As there is no economic impact of Alternative 5 on

the fisheries, there is no effect based on cumulative impacts.

The negative cumulative effects on cultural resources (C&S) are exacerbated proportionally to the

cumulative decrease in fish stock that results from other actions in the project area.

Under environmental justice, the cumulative disproportionate adverse effects on cultural resources
(Alternatives 4, 5, and 6) as well as economics (Alternatives 4 and 6) as it pertains to the Indian tribes
does not change when effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions are considered.

These effects remain cumulatively disproportionate.

US v Oregon EIS X 2018
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What about hatcheries?

Yes, signing a new US v Oregon agreement that references levels of hatchery production supporting
harvest requires the federal agencies to be informed of the effects of this hatchery production on the
environment. NMFS has completed an EIS on Columbia River Hatchery Operations (Final EIS to Inform
Columbia River Basin Hatchery Operations and the Funding of Mitchell Act Hatchery Programs (NMFS
2014b). The Mitchell Act EIS analyzed the impacts of Basin-wide, alternative hatchery policies and
resulting production levels. Therefore, NMFS will use the Mitchell Act EIS, and the analysis contained
therein, where appropriate, to inform the hatchery-related effects of the harvest management alternatives

analyzed in this EIS.

The existing 2008-2017 US v Oregon agreeme