



























































{Cl/804(b)(9)). Washington Water Power Company provided the
Council with additional rejection language for consideration on this
amendment.

Gouncil response: The Council is concerned about the
apparent lack of coordination and communication by the parties on
the past and ongoing research activities at Lake Coeur d’Alene, as
well as the need for further research activities encompassing the
impacts at Post Falls Dam on the fishery resources of Lake Coeur
d'Alene and the Spokane River. in some cases, the comments sug-
gest lack of effort by the parties to communicate with each other.

The Council believes there is merit to both sides of the argu-
ments raised by the Coeur d'Alene Tribe and Washington Water
Power Company on amendment CI/804(b)(9). First, itis apparent that
the existing measure in the fish and wildlife program (804(b)(9}) does
not meet the Coeur d’Alene Tribe's concerns with respect to analysis
of the impacts of the construction and operation of Post Falls Dam on
the fishery resources of Lake Coeur d'Alene and the Spokane River. It
is also apparent that there are unresolved disputes between the Coeur
d'Alene Tribe and Washington Water Power as to the productivity of
past and ongoing research efforts pertaining to Lake Coeur d'Alene
and its tributaries.

The Council believes it is in the best interest of all parties to
develop a workable solution to these issues. Therefore, the Council
has taken the initiative to develop additional language for measure
804(b)(9) which states that the Council expects Washington Water
Power Company to consult with the Coeur d'Alene Tribe and other
affected parties to develop and initiate an evaluation of the effects of
hydroelectric operations at Post Falls Dam on fish resources in Lake
Coeur d'Alene and the Spokane River. The Council also stated that
proposals for further action may be made on the basis of this evalua-
tion. Any proposals submitted as a result of this evaluation would
have to be consistent with the criteriain Program Section 804 (e)(16).

19. Painted Rocks. PNUCC and Bonneville favored the proposed
repeal of existing Program Sections 804(e)(1) and 804(e){2). The
reasons advanced were that those measures should be funded by the
operators of three non-federal hydroelectric projects which cause the
problems to be remedied by the measures and that the measures
would violate the prohibition in Section 4(h){10)(A) of the Northwest
Power Act against using Bonneville funds in Heu of other authorized
or required expenditures.

Council response: The Council has carefully reviewed the
factual situation relating to the existing measures and the proposed
water purchase and has taken the PNUCC and Bonneville comments
into account. The facts show that a long and difficult FERC proceed-
ing will be necessary to obtain funding from the project operators of
the three dams on the Clark Fork River. Moreover, the Council
believes that the fisheries problems on the Bitterroot and Clark Fork
rivers and the benefits of the proposed measure in ameliorating those
problems would be, in part, the responsibility of the Columbia River
hydroelectric system as a whole. This belief is based on the fact that
the dams operate as part of that system and would benefit the region
as a whole as offsite enhancement for other impacts of the system
and because fishermen throughout the region use the Bitterroot
fishery. In addition, no appropriations exist at this time which would
provide immediate alternate sources of funding to the two years of,
now expired, temporary funding provided by Montana. The Council
does, however, believe that the existing measure is at least contrary to
the spirit of Section 4(h)(10){A) of the Northwest Power Actinthat the
operators of the three projects should not escape, at the expense of
Bonneville's ratepayers, their responsibility for funding mitigation
efforts. The existing measure has been modified to reflect this con-
clusion.

20. CRITFC, the League of Women Volers of Ravalli County, the
Bitterroot Conservation District, Ravalli County Fish and Wildlife
Association, Trout Unlimited, and MDFWP opposed the proposed
deletion of the existing measure for the reasons summarized in the
Council response above.,

Council response: The Council has taken these comments
into account and agrees that the water purchase is important and
should be funded temporarily by Bonneville. Ultimate responsibility
far the measure should rest, however, with the project operators, The
existing measure has been modified to reflect this conclusion.

SECTION 900: YAKIMA RIVER BASIN ENHANCEMENT

1. Passage resloration measures. PNUCC, the Yakima Tribe,
CBFWC, and Bonneville all support passage restoratlon measures on

the Yaklma River. CBFWC believes the date for completion of pas-
sage restoration at Wapatox Power Project should be April 1, 1986.

Council response: Construction on Wapatox diversion damis
not scheduled until October 1986. Pacific Power and Light (PP&L),
the project owner, has not yet determined a technical need to replace
the screens. Council staff will work with PP&L and others to initiate
restoration of fish passage facilities at the earliest date possible.

SECTION 1000: WILDLIFE

1. 1004(b)(2). The fish and wildlife agencies and CBFWC com-
mented that the Council's Wildlite Coordinator should participate
with Bonneville when reviewing the need to complete wildiife loss
statements in 1004(b)(2).

Council response: The Council agrees that Bonneville should
not be the only authority deciding whether or not wildlife loss state-
ments should be prepared. The Council has reworded the section
accordingly.

2. 1004(b)(2) and (3). PNUCC commentied thatthe references to
the Wildlife Coordinator’s role in 1004{b)(2) and (3) activities may not
be necessary. PNUCC submitted new language for those measures
which would have the Wildlife Coordinator “monitor” the progress of
1004(b)(2) and participate “to the extent praclicable and necessary”
in 1004{b)(3).

Council response: The Council believes it is important that
the Wildlife Coordinator act as an independent party in 1004(b}(2)
and (3) when discussing the need to develop wildlife loss estimates
and mitigation plans.

3. 1004(b)(2). (3}, (4), and (5}. The Audubon Society of Portland
commented that nongame species, as well as game species, should
be given conslderation in Section 1004(b){2), (3), (4), and (5).

Council response: The Council has included nongame spe-
cies in the definition of wildlife as it is used in the entire Fish and
Wildlife Program.

4. 1004(b}{3) and (4). The Audubon Society of Portland stated
that it believes wildlife loss statements and mitigation ptans should be
developed for all projects in Table 4.

Council response: In accordance with the original wildlife
program, if negotiated wildlife settlements can be agreed upon by all
parties prior to 1004(b)(2), wildlife loss estimates and mitigation plans
will not be needed.

5. 7004(b}{4). Bonneville recommended thatthe Council change
the language in 1004(b)(4) to include a statement that the Councit
shouid adopt the mitigation plans developed in 1004(b)(3) into the
program. Bonneville also commented that the Council should add
language to 1004(b)(4) that would reflect the abllity of Bonneville, ot
the appropriate project operalor, to fund the wildlite options de-
veloped in 1004({b)(5).

Council response: As stated in the Program, the Council has
not used the term “upon approval by the Council” to indicate that a
program amendment will be required before it will approve Bonneville
funding of a measure. Such measures are adopted as part of the
program. The Council will review these measures prior to Bonneville
funding in order to ensure that all aspects of implementation have
been thoroughly considered. Therefore, Bonneville's concern has
been met with the existing language.

The Council agrees with Bonneville that the ianguage refer-
ring to Bonneville (or the appropriate project operator funding the
options developed in 1004(b)(5)) accurately describes the Intent of
1004(b}{4). The Council has reworded the section accordingly.

6. 1004(b){5). Bonneville recommended that the Council change
the language in 1004(b)(5) to include a statement about other wildlife
options for mitigation and enhancement that may be developed dur-
ing the ptanning process.

Councll response: The Council agrees with Bonineville that
these changes reflect the intent of 1004(b)(5). The Council has
reworded the section accordingly.

7. 1004(b)(5). The Corps commented that the Council should
consider a change in 1004(b)(5) fo reflect the Corps position of
having existing state, federal and tribal wildlife programs identified in
the program.

Council response: The Council agrees that existing wildlife
programs should be identified throughout the entire wildlife planning
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and implementation process. The Council has added language to the
background description at the end of 1004(b}(5) to refiect this
comment.

8. 1004(c)(1). Bonneville commented that the Councll should
delete Section 1004(c)(1) (ransmission lines) from the wildlife
program.

Councll response: The Council addressed the Bonneville
position on transmission line measures when it adopted the original
program. Bonneville has submitted no information which adequately
supports deletion of this measure.

9, 1004(d)(1) and (2). PNUCC commented that the Counclil
should consider adding language to 1004(d){1) that would show the
need to identify pertinent laws and regulations that may need to be
recognized during land acquisition proposals. PNUCC also com-
mented that the reference to Tables 4 and & In 1004(d)(2) should be
deleted.

Council response: The Council agrees with the language that
PNUCC has submitted for 1004(d). The Council feels that it strength-
ens the land acquisition criteria, and the section has been changed
accordingly. However, the Council feels that the references to Tables
4 and 5 are important links to the entire 1004 process. The tables tie
the entire 1004(b) and {d} process together and add certain concerns
the Council wishes to see the interested parties address.

10. 7004(d)(7) and (2}. Bonneville reccommended several minor
language changes to 1004(d)(1) and commented that, where Bonne-
ville funding would be required for land acquisition, any schedule for
implementation would depend upon avallability of funds and Con-
gresslonal approval for major expenditures. Bonneville also com-
mented that land acquisition recommendations need to be amended
into the program by the Council.

Council response: The Council believes that the language
changes for 1004{d}{1){A), (B}, and {C) strengthen the program, and
the sections have been changed accordingly. However, the Council
does not believe that land acquisition proposals need to be amended
into the program. {Also see response number 5 in the wildlife section,
above.)

11. 1004(d). One individual commented that he opposed the
funding to obtain wildlife habitat (land acquisition) once it had been
destroyed and suggested the Council solicit the Nature Conservancy
for this role.

Council response: Acquisition of wildlife habitat may be one
of a number of mitigation or enhancement opticns for any given
hydroelectric facility in the wildlife program. Any land acquisition
proposal must conform to the criteria established in Section
1004{d){1) and (2). The Nature Conservancy may be one of many
funding sources available for acquiring wildlife habitat.

12. 1004(d)(1). The Bureau of Reclamation commented that an
assured and continuing source of operations, maintenance, and
replacement funds should be a prerequisite to Bonnevllle funding in
1o04{d)(1)}(D).

Councli response: The Council agrees with this comment
that all operation and maintenance funding arrangements should be
agreed to by all parties involved in land acquisition projects.

13. Table 4. ODFW commented that several Oregon hydroelec-
tric facilities should be added to Table 4 and that the North Grove
facility referred to in Table 4 Is actually catled North Fork.

Council response: The Council has added the following
hydroelectric facilities to Table 4: Sullivan, Smith, Walterville, Bond,
Cline Falls, Wallowa Falls, Rock Creek and Baker. The Council has
also changed “North Grove™ to “North Fork" in Table 7.

14. Table 4. The fish and wildlife agencies and CBFWC
commented that all hydroelectric facilities that were Included in the
mitigation status reports {(1004(b)(1)) should be added to Table 4.

Council response: The Council has added all pertinent
hydroelectric facilities to Table 4. Nonhydroelectric (irrigation/flood
control) facilities that were submitied as amendments have been
deleted. Proposals to add hydroelectric capacity at new or existing
facifities should be analyzed under the appropriate measure in
section 1200,

15. Table 4. WDG commented thatit supporis the adoption of the
amendment on the Columbia River Gorge (US/1004(b)(2)-1) but
would like to see USFWS added as a party in the survey.
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Council response: The Council did modify amendment
US/1004(b)(2)-1 in the Draft Amendment Document to add that the
onsite survey be completed on both sides of the river in the Columbia
Gorge. in doing so, the Council added WDG to the list of participants
in the survey. This was done so that a coordinated effort of wildlife
mitigation planning could take place in the Columbia Gorge. All
agencies listed in this amendment should comply with the coordina-
tion requirements of section 1300. USFWS could be added as a
project participant in the measure underthe scope of work “proposal”
when it is submitted to Bonneville for funding.

16. Table 4. IDFG commented that the Clear Lakes, Upper Malad
and Lower Malad hydroelectric facilities should be added to Table 4.
They also commented that reference fo the “Malad"” facility should be
deleted from Table 4 and replaced with “Upper” and “Lower” Malad.

Council response: The Council has added Clear Lakes,
Upper Malad and Lower Malad hydroelectric facilities to Table 4. The
Council has deleted the reference to “Malad” in Table 4.

17. Table 4. The Nez Perce Tribe commented thatit should be the
lead agency on the mitigation plan development for the Dworshak
facility listed in Table 4.

Council rasponse: The Council has taken out the reference
that any one agency, tribe or group be the “"lead” on the overall
mitigation planning for the Dworshak facility. The overall planning,
delineating responsibilities and future mitigation decisicns, should be
discussed and agreed upon by all the parties at the consultation
meeting in 1004({b)(2) for the Dworshak facility.

18. Table 4. ldaho Power Company commented that it will work
with the fish and wildlife agencies in preparing the mifigation status
reports on the Hells Canyon Complex, C.J. Strike, Lower and Upper
Salmon Falls, Thousand Springs, Shoshone Falls and Bliss.

Council response: The Council is very encouraged that ldaho
Power Company will participate with the agencies in developing
mitigation status reports for the projects mentioned.

19. Table 4. Idaho Power Company commented that it would be
improper to use ratepayer monies fo prepare mitigation status reporis
for the following facilities: 1) Swan Falls (recently licensed); 2) Cas-
cade (irrigatlon facility); 3) Twin Falls (recently relicensed); 4) Ameri-
can Falls (irrigation facility); and, 5) Upper and Lower Malad (recently
licensed).

Council responss: Deletion of the Cascade and American
Falls facilities from Table 4 Is not In question during the amendment
proceedings. The mitigation status reports for these facilities have
been completed in draft form by the fish and wildlife agencies, and
final reports should be available for comment early next year. The
propriety of ratepayer funding of mitigation for those projects should
be considered in that context. The other sites will be reviewed prior to
the 1004(b})({2) process in the consultation meeting.

2Q. Table 4. The Friends of the Columbia Gorge and the Audubon
Society of Portland both commented that the Council should extend
the boundaries of the study area on the Columbia River GGorge meas-
ure in Table 4, Both commentors would extend the boundaries to
conform with state and pending federal law descriptions of the
Columbia Gorge.

Council response: While changing the boundaries on the
Columbia River Gorge measure in Table 4 may give a more accurate
description of the gorge, the application in question addressed the
Mt. Hood National Forest and only encompasses Mt. Hood National
Forest lands. The Council did modify this application to include the
Washington side of the Gorge for coordination purposes. Mitigation
plans developed for Bonneville and The Dalles dams will take into
account the other boundaries of the Columbia River Gorge.

21. Table 4. The Bureau of Reclamation commented that the
Colvilte Tribe amendment (CT/100Q) for Lake Roosevelt would be
inappropriate, since it would not reveal the number of animals and
habitat that were lost.

Council response: The Colville Tribe amendment (CT/1000)
will address the losses sustained by the tribe {(number of animals and
habitat) as a direct result of inundation caused by the construction of
the Grand Coulee project. This study will be coordinated with the
overall loss estimates (1004({b){2)) for the Grand Coulee project.

22, Table 4. The Bureau of Reclamation commented that the
Naches power facility added to Table 4 needs to be clearly identified.




The Bureau of Reclamation also staled that it believes that mitigation
status reports are not warranted for the Chandler and Roza facilities
because the wildlite losses were extremely small.

Council response: The Naches facility has been taken off
Table 4 because itis an irrigation facility. If hydroelectric capacity is
proposed for the Naches facility in the future, wildlife mitigation will
be considered under section 1204. The Council has added the Roza
and Chandler facilities to Table 4. Their size does not precliude them
from having impacts on wildlife. A complete review will be made of
these projects in 1004(b)(1).

23. Table 4 The Corps commenied that the Lower Snake projects
{lce Harbor, Lower Monumental, Little Goose and Lower Granite)
and Dworshak all received due wildlife consideration within the intent
of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. The Corps believes that,
because of this consideration, these projects should be deleted from
Table 4.

Councit response: Whether the Lower Snake Project and
Dwarshak received due wildlife consideration will be determined in
the mitigation status reports (1004(b}(1)). All affected parties will
review these reports, and a consuftation meeting will be held prior to
1004({b){2) to determine whether further wildlife mitigation is needed.
All recommendations for future wildlife activities at these projects will
be coordinated with the Corps.

24. Table 4. The Corps commented that the amendment on the
Columbia River Gorge {(US/1004(b){2)-1) needs to be rewriiten
entirely. The Corps feels that clarification is needed on the exact
study boundaries and on Corps involvenent, and that recognition of
several existing reports and activities needs to be taken into account.

Council response: The Council did modify amendment
US/1004{b)(2}-1 to include the Washington side of the Gorge for
coordination purposes. The boundaries of this study have been set
forth in Table 4 of the program. The parties invalved with this amend-
ment will be required to consult with the Corps pursuant to section
1300. All past work in the Gorge area will be considered when devel-
oping the statement of work for this project.

25. General. The Corps commented that it encouraged the
Council to develop a wildlife measure that contains goals and objec-
tives based upon existing state and federal plans developed by the
wildlife agencies and tribes for species of special concern. The Corps
further commented that until species are identified and goals and
objectives are established, loss estimates or mitigation plans cannot
be pursued.

Council response: Wildlife goals and objectives are an inte-
gral part of the Council's wildlife program. The Council's program
calls for establishing these goals and objectives in Sections 1004(b)(2),
(3}, (4), and {5) of the program. The loss estimates developed pursu-
ant to 1004(b}{2) will develop the list of species of importance for a
particular facility and will set forth the goals. The mitigation plans
developed pursuant to 1004(b}(3) will describe the objectives for
attaining those goals. All existing state and federal plans and pro-
grams will be taken into account when developing the geals and
objectives pursuant to 1004{b}{2) and (3).

26. General. The Corps commented that it does not agree with
the Council on the concept of incorporating specific details of the
wildlife program into the “statements of work” that are developed by
Bonnevifle for funding particular aspecis of the program.

Council response: The specific details for accomplishing 1)
loss estimates (1004(b)(2)): 2) mitigation plans (1004(b)(3)) and 3}
implementing wildlife recommendations will be contained in the
statements of work developed by Bonneville. All statements of work
are reviewed by the Council staff prior to final contracting.

27. General. The Corps commented that its recommendations for
consultation and use of existing information on 1004(b} planning
should be footnoted in the particular sections of the program.

Councli response: The language in 1004(b)(2}, (3) and (5)
that addresses consultation and “utilizing existing information” is a
combination of several amendments. The Corps amendment
{CE/1004) was one of the amendments used in drafting ianguage.

SECTION 1100: ESTABLISHMENT OF FISH AND
WILDLIFE COMMITTEE

None.

SECTION 1200: FUTURE DEVELOPMENT

1. CB/1204(a) and CB/1204(c). CRITFC, the Idaho Conserva-
tion League, PNUCC, and several individuals commented that they
support the Council's rejection of CB/1204(a) and CB/1204(c).

Council response: The Council took these comments into
account in reaching its decision.

2, Hydro assessment sfudy. Several commentors (including
NMFS, PNUCC, and WD®G) included statements on issues related to
the Council's hydro assessment study (such as interim site ranking
and designation of protected areas) in their amendment comments.

Councif response: The Council's hydro assessment study is
not at issue in these amendment proceedings and is outside the
limited scope of amendment applications CB/1204(a), CB/1204(c),
and PB/1204{c)(1). However, the Council has taken these comments
into account in developing its work plan for the Hydro Assessment
Study.

SECTION 1300: COORDINATION OF RIVER OPERATIONS

1. Section 1304(e}(2). The Corps generally commented thatitis
governed by many laws, including the Northwest Power Act, which
impose ditferent obligations upon it. The Corps stated that it must
operate its projects consistently with all appropriate and applicable
federal laws and that it will be the decision maker regarding funding
of Fish and Wildlife Program measures which Involve Corps’ projects.

Councli response: The Council believes that the Corps must
follow the dictates of Congress. In Section 4(h) of the Northwest
Power Act, Congress imposed new procedural and substantive obli-
gations on the Corps, Especially important to the Corps' activitiesare
the provisions of Section 4(h}(#1){A}ii) which require the Corps to
take the Fish and Wildlife Program intc account to the fullest extent
practicable at each relevant stage of its decision making processes.
Consistent with this requirement is the requirement of Northwest
Power Act Section 4(h}{11){A)(i) which requires the Corps to operate
its facilities in 2 manner that provides equitable treatment for fish and
wildlife with the other purposes for which those facitities are managed
and operated. The Council recognizes that federal project operators
are subject to many laws, and the Fish and Wildlife Program reflects
this recognition. See, e.g., Program Section 104,

SECTION 1400: AMENDMENTS/CHAPTER 11 OF
THE POWER PLAN

1. PNUCC was generally supportive of the proposed change in
Chapter 11. PNUCC considered the draft schedule extension to be
the minimum acceptable. PNUCC believes that more time for experi-
ence in implementation is necessary between recommendation
processes. PNUCC suggested that when recommendatlons are solic-
ited, the Council should provide very strict requirements which would
have the effect of severely limiting the number of recommendations it
will accept. Bonneville endorsed the proposed amendment. It also
suggested that the subjects of future recommendations should be
limited to priority measures so that all parties could focus on the
program implementation.

Councll response: The Council believes that its proposal is
the maximum permissible under the requirements of the Northwest
Power Planning Act. The Council will review, prior to soliciting the
next set of recommendations, the advantages and disadvantages of
increasing the requirements for recommendations.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Bonneville funding. Bonneville commented as follows on Its
funding of program measures:

[TIhe Council shouid refrain from identitying the agency,
Indian tribe, or other entity it expects to carry out BPA-
funded Program measures, The entity BPA funds is a deci-
sion the U.S. Government must make. In most cases, BPA
makes this decislon within the framework of BPA pro-
curement policies and procedures. In some cases, notably
major capital improvements such as the proposed artificial
production facilities for the Yakima River Basin, BPA must
examine Federal authorities established ouiside BPA.
Identifying the Implementing entity in the Program creates
false expectations and confusion and interferes with the
discharge of BPA's funding responsibilities. It also fosters
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the perception of the Fish and Wildlife Program as an
instrument for awarding Federal largesse rather than as a
systematic plan for fish and wildlife protection, mitigation,
and enhancement. Although BPA relies heavily on the
region's fish and wildlife agencies and Indlan tribes to
implement measures which BPA funds, identification of
the implementing entity in the Program Is inappropriate.

Councll response: The Council recognizes that Bonneville
must carry out its funding responsibilities under the terms of federal
law. Among pertinent federal laws are the Constitutiona! provisions,
treaties, executive orders, legislation, regulations, and court deci-
sions which define the unigque rights and concerns of Indian tribes.
New Program Section 1304(e)(4) emphasizes the Council's expecta-
tion that Bonneville will fund program measures on Indian reserva-
tions in full recognition of those unique rights and concerns.

2. Funding positions. CBFWC stated that the fish and wildlite
agencies need funding for 10 staff positions, at a cost of $35,000-
$40,000 each, to provide “full and meaningful parficipation” in the
Coungcil's program. It further claimed that the Council has used its
“discretionary funds” to fund full-time equivalent positions for fish
and wildlife agencles in some of the states in the region. The
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes alse noled funding problems.

Council response; The proposal for funding of agency staff
positions was not raised in an amendment application or in the draft
amendment document at issue in these proceedings. CBFWC did not
indicate what positions it considers to be necessary, where they
would be housed, what services would be provided, who should fund
thern, or how such funding would qualify under the standards of the
Northwest Power Act as program measures. The tribe similarly made
no specific request. As a result, the Council has no basis for support-
ing the requests. It further notes that the Council budget includes no
“discretionary” funds and no funding of state agencies. The fiscal
year 1985 Council budget for its Oregon and Montana offices does
include funding for contracts to provide Council members in those
states with technical support related to the Fish and Wildlife Program.

3. Explanations. Two individuals (Jim Albrecht on behalf of the
Coeur d'Alene Tribe and Professor Michael Blumm) asked the Coun-
cll to explain more fully the basis for its rejections of amendment
applications.

Council response: The Council has explained its rationale for
rejections more fully. The Council invites review of these rejections as
guidance in preparing any future applications for amendment.

4. Comprehensive enhancement plans. WDF noted that the
Enhancement Planning Team, established pursuant to the Salmon
and Steelhead Conservation and Enhancement Act of 1980, is devel-
oping comprehensive enhancement plans which should be incorpo-
rated into the program.

Councll response: The Council looks forward to reviewing
the team's final products as potential means for improving this pro-
gram.

5. Water rights. The Washington Farm Bureau said it supports
projects fo restore fish passage, if those projects do not jeopardize
water rights. The Washington Department of Ecology stated that the
Council should recognize WDOE's authority and responsibilities and
avoid de facio appropriations of water. The Montana Department of
Natural Resources urged the Council teinclude state water agencies
in its power planning activities.

Council response: The Council has indicated, in existing
Program Sections 107, 304{a)(9}, and 1500, that it expects all program
measures to be carried out consistently with applicable federal, state,
and Indian water laws. The Council welcomes specific comments
from water managers on water rights which need to be considered in
program implementation. In Program Section 107, the Council also
exprasses the hope that the states will consider the effects on fish of
water diversions in the Columbia and Snake river systems and will
develop their water resource management programs in full consider-
ation of those effects and this program.

6. Ratesallocalion. The Washington Farm Bureau noted that the
Council has called for Bonneville funding of certain projects in sec-
tion 704, but has not indicated how Bonneville should allocate those
costs.

Council response: Questions related to allocation of Bonne-
ville costs among its ratepayers are addressed in the Bonneville rate
proceedings. They are not at issue in these amendment proceedings.
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Section 7 of the Northwest Power Act and various other provisions of
law indicate that it is the Bonneville Administrator’s responsibility to
establish rates.

7. Sandy River. The Sandy River Chapter, Asscciation of
Northwest Steelheaders, commented on minimum flow problems,
Roslyn Lake screens, Bull Run headworks, and otherissuesrelated to
its concerns.

Council response: Since these issues were not raised by the
draft amendment decument, the Council lacks sufficient information
to respond to such comments at this time.

8. Intertle access. Several commenters (Professor Michael
Blumm, CBFWC and CRITFC) addressed the relation between the
Council's Fish and Wildlife Program and Bonneville's proposed policy
on intertie access.

Council response: Bonneville's intertie access policy was not
addressed by the draft amendment document. The Council has
commented on that policy outside these amendment proceedings.

9. Splil. Several commenters (Professor Michael Blumm, Corps,
CRITFC) suggested that the Council treat Bonneville’s recent spill
proposal as a proposal for a program amendment.

Council response: The Council has indicated to Bonneville in
writing that any spill proposal developed by Bonneville must be
consistent with the Council's program or submitted to the Council as
an application for amendment to the program.

10. Late comments. The Council received comments on the draft
amendment document from several entities after August 10, 1984.
The draft amendment document and notices on that document stated
that comments received In the Council’s central office after 5 p.m. on
that date would not be considered by the Council in making its final
amendment decisions. As a result, the Councll did not consider and is
not respending to those comments in this document.

11. Adoption process. Bonneville and PNUCC commented on
the Council process for adoption of the final amendments to the
program. They said that if information is submitted during the com-
ment period which causes the Council to adopt an amendment
previously proposed for rejectlon, other parties should be given the
chance 1o respond to this change. Bonneville suggested the Council
convene a special consultation session for ali parties to review and
comment on the newly proposed acceptances. PNUCC suggested
that the amendments initially rejected, along with the newly support-
ing infermation, be carried over to the next amendment process for
public scrutiny.

Councll responses: The Council is designated in the North-
west Power Act as the final decision- maker on program measures. In
this role, the Council has considerable leeway in making changes in
the proposed amendments after the comment period has ended,
without opening a new round of comments. The purpose of the
comment period is to receive information concerning all proposed
amendments and to give interested persons the opportunity to sug-
gest improvements to the initial decisions. The Council must set a
termination of the comment period and make the decision upon
information in the record. Section 4(h){5) of the Northwest Power Act
requires the Council to develop a program based upon recommenda-
tions, information, and comments. If comments raised constitute
wholly new amendment proposals or different subjects, the Council
will not consider those comments. However, the Council will make a
final decision on proposed amendments, considering the record
established in the amendment process. The Council will take all
concerns expressed into account, with the understanding there is no
continuing right to rebut every decision made by the Council.

12. Federal lands. Paciflc Northwest Generating Company
(PNGC) generally commented that it opposed Bonneville funding of
habitat restoration projects on lands controlled by other federal
agencies, as such funding would be prohibited by the Northwest
Power Act prohibition against “in lieu” funding. This comment was
not addressed to any specific amendment proposal or to any set of
facts which PNGC contested.

Council response: The Northwest Power Act envisions Bon-
neville funding of program measures to protect, mitigate and enhance
fish and wildlife affected by the development and operation of any
hydroelectric project. 16 U.S.C. 838b{h)(10)(A), (11)(A). The "in lieu”
provision of Section 4(h}(10)(A) speaks only to expenditures author-
ized or required from other entities under other provisions of law.
Taken in full context, it requires expenditures to be “in addition to, not
in lieu of," other expenditures (emphasis added). :



Itis apparent from the Northwest Power Act and its legislative
history that the “in lieu” prohibition was designed to prevent Bonne-
ville from assuming the funding of an ongoing project being con-
ducted or funded by other federal agencies. The Northwest Power
Act gave specific Congressional direction for the use of Bonneville
funds and mandated that expenditures be made to protect, mitigate,
and enhance fish and wildlife. Congress designated this use of Bon-
neville funds as a specific direction for the general Bonnevilie spend-
ing authority. Bonneville expenditures are to complement the activi-
ties of other federal agencies, hence the requirement that those
expenditures be in addition to other authorized expenditures. Whether
this “in lieu™ question exists has to be addressed on a case-by-case
basis, with full consideration of all applicable law. The "“inlieu” provi-
sion does not absolutely prohibit Bonneville expenditures on federal
lands.

13. FERC licenses. Idaho Power Company commented that it
would be legally improper for Bonneville to fund the preparation of
wildlife mitigation status reports on five Idaho Power facllities based
on two different arquments. The first argument is that some of those
facilities were recently licensed or are currently going through the
licensing process by FERC and that the FERC proceeding is the
proper torum forfish and wildlife Issues. The second argument s that
cerlain of those projects were initially constructed as either irrigation
orflood control projects and therefore are not subject to the Council's
Fish and Wildlife Program.

Council response: The ldaho Power projects are subject to
the Program measures to mitigate the effects of those projects on
wildlife. Section 4{h}{10)(A} of the Northwest Power Act requires the
use of the Bonneville Fund to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and
wildlife to the extent affected by the development and operation of
any hydroelectric project. Some projects had hydroelectric facilities
added after the projects’ initial construction and are subject to the
program. Therefore, the effect of the program is not limited to federal
dams, and any-hydroelectric project in the Columbia River Basin is
potentially within the scope of the Fish and Wildlife Program, Section
4{h)(8)(B) of the Northwest Power Act amplifies this point by provid-
ing that the effects of hydroelectric developmentand operation asso-
ciated with any project in the Columbia River Basin are subject to
appropriate program activities.

Section 4(h)(11)(A) of the Northwest Power Act imposes
specific responsibilities on FERC, including the requirement it take
the Fish and Wildlife .Program into account “to the fullest extent
practicable” during its decision making processes. FERC is further
required, in Section 4{h){11)(A)(/) of the Northwest Power Act, to
exercise its responsibilities as a regulator of hydroelectric projects to
ensure that fish and wildlife receive equitable treatment with the other
purposes of a project. Therefore, if Idaho Power hydroelectric facili-
ties affect fish or wildlife and program measures are directed to those
facilities, FERC must use its responsibility to carry out the program as
required by the Northwest Power Act.

The purpose of the mitigation status reports is o investigate
whether action should be taken to mitigate, for wildlife purposes, the
effect of hydroelectric projects. The decision as to whether wildlife
mitigation projects are necessary will be made after status reports
have been prepared, with full consideration of legal funding respon-
sibility.

. ACTION PLAN (Sections 1501, 1502, 1503)

A. General

1. There was general support for the inclusion of an action plan
in the program, Only the Corps suggested that this effort could prove
1o be “counterproductive.” It suggested that the Council prioritize all
measures and that this effort would provide enough guidance to the
implementing agencles without creating a “mini program.”

Council response: Because of the overwhelming support for
the concept of the actien plan, the Council chose to adoptit as part of
the program as a useful form for directing, planning and scheduling
action.

2. Numerous commentors suggested changes of wording inthe
introductory language to section 1500.

Council response: This section has been rewritten, and the
comments have been incorporated as appropriate. Significant com-
ments have been separated and are explained below.

B. Status of uninciuded measures.

1. There were several comments and questions on the status of
measures that were not included in the action plan. The Corps noted
that by leaving measures out, it creates an undue burden on propo-
nents and implementing agencies to demonstrate their need. Oregon
Trout, the American Fisheries Soclety, and the Seattle Audubon
Society expressed concern that items left out of the action plan would
not be implemented.

Councll response: The Council has clarified the language to
ensure the commentors that measures not in the action plan will not
be forgotten. They will be implemented but not in the next five years,
unless the Council amends the action plan. The Council feels thereis
sufficient flexibility to add or remove measures from the action ptan in
the next five years, if there is a clearly demonstrated reason. The
Council does not expect to see every measure in the Fish and Wildlife
Program implemented in the next five years.

C. Actlon parties.

1. Bonneville suggested that the fish and wildlife agencles and
tribes be added into the action plan as action parlies, to encourage
thelr participation and to convey the importance of completion of
their tasks. Bonneville feels that there are actions that cannot proceed
without the agreement of the agencies and tribes. WDG also was
concerned about its role in implementation.

Councif response: The Council intends to utilize the fish and
wildlife agencies and tribes in all planning for implementation of the
action plan. They have been assigned several specific tasks. How-
ever, they are not one of the four federal agencies given specific
responsibilities under the Northwest Power Act and therefore are not
listed. Bonneville is expected to include actions needed from the
agencies and tribes as part of its annual work plans.

2, The U.S. Forest Service suggesied that land management
agencies be included as implementing agencies. It stated that it
controls the Jands on which 60 percent of the habitat improvements
will take place.

Councll response: The Council acknowledges that the land
management agencies have a special rele in implementation but
believes they do not need to be identified as action parttes at this time.

3. The Bureau of Indian Affairs noted numerous places in the
action plan where coordination and consultation with its staff is
necessary. ltis primarily concerned that it be incltded In discussions
of terms of construction, operation and maintenance of projects on
tribal land.

Councll response: Coordination and consultation with BlA is
included in Program Section 1304(c}. (See Program Section 108
definitions.) The Council encourages Bonneville to set up a formal
mechanism to coordinate operations on tribal land. Also see new
Program Section 1304({e)(4).

4. During action plan consultations there was some misunder-
standing of the Council’s role in implementing the action plan.
Although no specific comments addressed this, clarification seems
necessary.

Councii response; The Council's role, as spelled out in the
Northwest Power Act, isthat of a planning and oversightagency. The
role of the Council also is specified in a number of instances in the
action plan. These action items, as well as related program measures,
indicate that the Council will play an oversight role to ensure that the
program is implemented according to schedule. The Coungcil also will
take an active role in evaluation. As indicated in section 1503, each
major area of imptementation is scheduted for review by the Council
in a different month beginning in 1985, The requirement for evalua-
tions and reports from federal implementing agencies further indi-
cates the Council's intent to hecome more completely involved in
program implementation at the program planning and budgeting
level.

D. Specificity and flexibiiity.

1. During consultations on the action plan and in the written
comments, CBFWC requested an annual review of the action plan,
with amendments as needed. PNUCC noted the need for a“dynamic
action plan” and added that the ability to amend the program in a
{imely manner could meet this need.
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Council response: The Council has stated previously that the
Fish and Wildlife Program can be amended in less than 60 days if the
need arises. The Council remains willing to consider proposed
amendments at any time a need can be proved.

2. CBFWC and the American Fisheries Society suggested that
enough detail be included in the action plan to make it “self-
implementing” so that the Council is not continually acting as referee.
Numerous other commentors proposed additional details to specific
parts of the action plan.

Councll response: The Council acknowledges the need for
additional detail in the form of tasks and projects designed to imple-
ment program objectives or action items. The Council has attempted
to develop a program that allows affected parties to develop tasks and
projects within the scope of the program objectives and measures.
The Council does not feel there is any way to make the action plan
“self-implementing” because of the need for consultation and coordi-
nation in many areas.

E. Incentives.

1. In response to a request from the Councll, two groups sug-
gested ways to incorporate incentives Into the action plan. WDG
noted that “incentives beyond the legal requirements of the Power
Act already exist in the agencies.” It suggested that the purposes,
policies, and plans of the fish and wlldlife agencies contain sufficient
direction to protect fish and wildlife. CBFWC noled that the best
incentive was the use of the Bonneville Fund. Incentives would be
created by designating exclusive funding areas. CBFWC also pro-
posed the denial of the Southwest Intertie access and changes to the
language in Public Utilities Regulatory Policy Act as ways to create
Incentives.

Council response: The Council has considered the use of
incentives and has incorporated them where appropriate.

F. Changes In goals.

1. Most commentors approved of the interim goals as set outin
the action plan introduction. However, there were some suggested
additions and changes, pariicularly to the goal of protecting the
ratepayer investment.

Councli response: The Council has considered these sugges-
tions in the rewritten introduction to the action plan. The interim goals
reflect decisions the Council made on individual elements and func-
tion of the action plan as part of the program. The action plan should
be considered one part of the program; the goals of the program have
not been changed.

Il. SECTIONS

A. Section 32 - Mainstem Passage.

1. “Most appropriate technology.” PNUCC stated that it is
opposed to specifying any single numerical reference either to
passage efficiency or o survival rate. PNUCC asserled that the best
available scientific information does not support the 85 percent
passage efficlency number because it does not believe that 85 per-
cent bypass efficiencies have been measured for all specles and that a
specles-combined passage efficiency would be less than 85 percent.
PNUCC recommended that the Council adopt a policy requiring
each individual project fo provide an interim passage efficiency thatis
at least equal to the “most appropriate technoltogy.” It stated that the
term “most appropriate technology” should be defined using three
criteria: 1) Project applicability, 2) Biological effectiveness, and 3)
Cost effectiveness. As an alternative position, PNUCC recommended
that a 90 percent survival objective for each project be adopted.

Councii response: The Council has determined that available
fish passage studies indicate that fish guidance efficiencies of over 85
percent have been measured at McNary Dam (with raised operating
gates) in 1982 for both spring chinook and steelhead. The Council
has concluded that use of “most appropriate technology” language to
define passage efficiency: 1) May delay the need for timely modifica~
tion or installation of juvenile bypass systems if no specific objective is
established; and, 2) Provides no established measure or objective
concerning “most appropriate technology” for adequate smolt
passage. The Coungcil has determined that use of 90 percent guidance
efficiency as a design criterion does not preclude a project operator
from applying PNUCC's three criteria to achieve this objective. The
Council also has taken the 90 percent project survival standard
recommendation into account in addressing interim annual juvenile
passage plans for mainstem projects.
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2. System survival goals. The Corps has stated that itis opposed
to use of a passage efiiciency number. Instead, the Corps recom-
mended development of system survival goals for the downstream
migrating fish. The Corps based its position on the view that the
Northwest Power Act directs it to improve fish survival passing federal
hydroelectric facilities using the most biologically and economically
effective means possible. That position also Is based on its belief that
juvenile survival through the Columbia River system defines adult
production. The Corps recommended that an initial system survival
target should be 62 percent for juvenile fish entering the system at
Lower Granite Dam to below Bonneville Dam and 66 percent for
juveniles entering the system at McNary Dam to below Bonneville
Dam. These target levels would incorporate survival credit for trans-
ported juvenile fish collected at Lower Granite, Little Goose and
McNary dams.

Councli response: The Council has determined that adoption
of 90 percent fish guidance efficiency as a design criterion and an
interim 90 percent project smolt survival standard are the most effec-
tive methods for promoting timely passage improvements at the
Corps' mainstem hydroelectric projects. Powerhouse collection and
bypass system improvements designed to achieve 80 percent fish
guidance efficiency are expected to improve overall smolt survival,
The Council has not adopted systemwide smolt survival goals
because they imply that the Council would condone low survival at
some projects as long as high survival at other projects averaged to
meet the system goal. For example, adoption of systemwide goals
could result in high survival at an upriver project and low survival at a
lower river project, with continuing adverse impacts on large numbers
of migrating fish. The Council has concluded that it wants to improve
juvenile fish passage at all federal mainstem projects resulting in at
least 90 percent survival at each project within the next five years.

3. 85 percent passage efficiency goal. CRITFC recommended
adoption of the 85 percent fish passage efficiency goal, because it
represents a reasonable Interim measure of bypass success at main-
stem dams. CRITFC believes this standard is preferable to survival
measures for the following biological reasons: 1) The passage effi-
ciency measure readily permits identification of project-specific pas-
sage problems; 2) It requires fewer test fish than survival studies; 3)
The time needed to conduct passage efficiency studies Is often two or
three months, while [ong-term survival studies require two or three
years; and, 4) Fewer uncontrolled varlables are present in passage
efficiency studies, ensuring greater reliability and comparability of
results between projects than survival estimates. CRITFC also stated
that the 85 percent passage objective is presently attainable using
state-of-the-art bypass technology.

CBFWC also recommended the adoption of the 85 percent
fish passage efficiency goal to guide declsions and actlons related to
mitigation of downstream passage problems at mainstem hydroelec-
tric projects. CBFWC believes adoption of a passage efficiency goal is
the only way to address the speclfic question of project passage of
migrants via nonturbine routes. To substantiate this goal, CBFWC
stated that: 1) Past research has shown that there is substantial
benefit to the smolis to project passage by nonturbine routes, includ-
ing spillway passage; and, 2) Adequately operating bypass systems
should not cause injuries or losses to smolts. Passage efficiency was
selected as a goal rather than survival or other factors because: 1) ltis
comparable between projects; 2) It is equally applicable at all project
sites; 3) It accounts for any combination of mechanical and opera-
tional bypass; and, 4) It can be measured and monitored easily with
good reliability. Tests of the best available technology represented by
present mechanical bypass devices have shown that the best that can
be expected Is for approximately 85 percent of the juveniles approach-
ing a project to be deflected from the turbine intakes. CBFWC has
indicated that some mainstem projects may not be able {o attain 85
percent fish passage efficiency utilizing only a mechanical bypass
system, but that this standard does appear to be achievable for all
projects using spill in conjunction with mechanical bypass systems.

Both the Idaho Wildlife Federatlon and Professor Michael
Blumm of Lewis and Clark Law School supported adoption of the 85
percent fish passage efficiency objective at both federal and nonted-
eral malinstem projects. Professor Blumm also asserted that an 85
percent juvenile bypass efficiency has been achieved at McNary Dam
which has a state-of-the-art mechanical bypass sysiem. He stated
that an 85 percent bypass efficiency should produce survival rates in
excess of 90 percent, since not all 15 percent of the juvenile fish
passing through the {urbines perish. Professor Blumm contended
that a performance objective based on bypass efficiency is superior to
one based on a smolt survival rate, because the former is much easier



to monitor and control than the latter rate which is based on numer-
ous unverified assumptlions.

Council response; The Council has taken these comments
into account in its final decision on this measure. It has designated a
90 percent project survival standard as an interim goal to be met over
the next five years or until powerhouse collection and bypass systems
are installed at Corps mainstem dams. This interim survival standard
for federal projects will achieve a level of smolt survival comparable to
that of the interim spill program required by measure 404 (a)(10} for
the mid-Columbia PUD projects. As a long-term goal, the Council is
adopting 90 percent fish guidance efficiency as a design criterion,
The Council expects all new federal coliection and bypass facilities to
be designed to this design criterion. The Council recognizes that it
may not be feasible to achieve this standard at each project under all
conditions for all species. However, it expects federal project opera-
tors to design their systems to this standard. Within the next five years,
the Council will evaiuate the actual fish guidance efficiencies foreach
project and will consider establishing fish passage efficiency
standards.

4. Now screens designs. Bonneville commented that generic
juvenile fish screen research should be included under section 35,
Protection from New Hydroelectric Development, in the action plan.

Councli response; The Council has taken this comment into
account in adopting this measure and has shifted this action item to
section 35.

Note: A number of comments were resubmitted for items in
the action plan pertaining directly to Program Sections 400 and 600
amendments. Council response to these comments can be found
under the specific program measures. Response to action plan com-
ments generally address only substantive recommendations con-
cerning specific action items or scheduling changes.

5. 32.2 All Corps projects.

a. General comments. PNUCC, the Corps, and the fish and
wildlife agencies each supporied the development of coordinated
systemwide annual juvenile bypass plans including interim annual
passage plans. The Oregon Farm Bureau supported mainstem prof-
ect fish bypass system improvements as opposed to shutting down
turbines to achieve greater fish protection. PNUCC also supported
the development of acomprehensive juvenile transportation report to
be submitted by January 1985, Incfuding evaluations and recom-
mendations for further actions. The Corps indicated its willingness to
prepare such a report, but not until May 1985.

Councll response: The Council has taken these comments
into account in its decision on this action item. The Council has
determined that to receive a more comprehensive smolt tfransporta-
tion evaluation, it will allow the Corps to submit a draft report by
March 1985, for Counci! review and comment, with the final report,
including recommendations for future actions incorporating Coungil
comments, due by May 1985.

b. Transporiation raport. PNUCC proposed thatthe Council
expand on this item to include a recommendation by the Corps for
further actions needed to be taken relative to the evaluation of trans-
portation of juvenile fish.

Councii response; The Council has taken this comment into
account in adopting this measure,

6. Bonnevlile Dam.

a, General comment. PNUCC, the Corps and CBFWC each
supported continuing evaluation of the eftectiveness of the bypass
facilities at both powerhouses as well as development of a work plan,
including schedules, costs and evaluation of alternatives, to increase
juvenile passage efficiencies at the second powerhouse. CBFWC also
recommended development of a coordinated interim passage plan to
be implemented by April 1 of each year until problems with Juvenile
passage efficlency at the second powerhouse are resolved.

b. Additional evaluations. CBFWC also recommended addi-
tional evaluations and studies to be implemented after Bonneville
Dam bypass improvements are accomplished, such as: 1) The com-
parative survival of smolis to adult returns; 2) Use of either power-
house’s juvenile sampling system as a smolt index site for Water
Budget monitoring; and, 3) An evaluation of forebay flow-net and
project operations affecting smolt passage behavior and etficiency.

Council response: The Council has taken these comments
into account in its decision on this action item. The Council has
determined that the additional evaluations recommended by CBFWC

are either implicitly included in the juvenile passage plan item for this
project or the ongoing evaluation of the fish passage facilities, or are
more appropriately and adequately addressed in measure 304(d},
smolt monitoring and research for the Water Budget.

7. The Dalles Dam.

a. Inferim juvenile passage plan. The Corps recommended
changing the reporting date for the interim passage plan from March
1, 1985, to April 1, 1985, and the implementation date from April 1,
1985, to April 15, 1985. The Corps claimed it needed additional time
for negotiation and preparation of the interim passage plan.

Councll response: The Council has determined that devel-
opment of interim juvenile passage plans is a high priority item and
that the Corps should begin consultations as soon as possible with
the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes to complete this coordinated
effort by February 15, 1985, and imptement the plan by April 1, 1985.
The Council has concluded that this schedule is necessary to have
the interim passage plan in effect by April 1 of each year to protect
early hatchery-released smolts and wild outmigrants, as well as time
to alert and train project personnel.

b. Prototype testing. The Corps and CBFWC both state that
biological and prototype deflection device testing should be com-
pleted by fall 1985, and the Corps recommended a reporting date of
December 31, 1985, to allow for analysis of test data and report
preparation.

Council response: The Council has taken this information
into account in its decision on this item and has determined that the
Corps may submit its test results for this project as part of its annual
fish passage report to the Council in January of each year (see action
plan item 32.2).

c. Permanent passage pian. The Corps recommended that
the submittal of its permanent passage plan for this project be
changed from January 1986 to July 31, 1986.

Councill response: The Council has determined that the July
1986 reporting date will allow bfological and prototype testing during
both the 1985 and 1986 spring outmigration with time to incorporate
this information into the permanent passage plan submittal.

d. Juvenile bypass system. CBFWC claimed that the Corps’
proposed schedule from initiation of desigh memorandum to com-
pletion of construclion is overly conservative and that it believed that
the proposed construction time of three years and cost is 50 percent
greater than necessary. This is based on the bypass work being done
currently at John Day Dam which is more extensive than what will be
required at The Dalles Darm, The Corps stated that It could complete
installation of a juvenile bypass system by April 1590.

Council response: The Council has taken this information
into accountin its decision on this item and has indicated its intention
to support the necessary Corps appropriations to complete installa-
tion of a juvenile bypass system by the end of FY 1989,

e. North shore tishway. CBFWC recommended that a ver-
tical slot counter for The Dalles Dam north fishway be installed by
November 1986.

Council response: The Council has determined that this item
is a relatively low priority action item that can be completed before the
end of FY 1989,

8. John Day Dam.

a. Delay complefion. The Corps stated that It will proceed
with plans to install and operate a smolt bypass system and turbine
intake traveling screens at John Day Dam by March 30, 1987, thus
delaying completion by one year from what was called for in the
Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program. The Corps commented that the
1987 completion date Is more realistic givenits FY 1985 appropriations
and expected FY 1986 funding for this project. Given this delay, the
Corps maintained that evaluation of these smolt passage facilities
should be completed by December 31, 1988.

Council response: The suggestion to delay completion of
John Day Dam juvenile bypass system until 1987 was rejected since it
is the Council’s intention to keep the program action oriented and to
support necessary appropriations in FY 1286 to complete the project
by March 30, 1986, Similar efforts led to increasing Congressional
funding for this construction work at John Day Dam by $5 million for
FY 1985, resulting in $10.7 million total funding. Since the Council
expects bypass work to be completed by 1988, it also expects initial
evaluation of these bypass facilities to be completed by December31,
1987.
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b. Evaluate juvenile bypass system. CBFWC recommended
three additional action items for John Day Dam to evaluate the
elfectiveness of the juvenile bypass -system as it Is completed and
becomes operational. CBFWC also recommended that gatewell dip-
ping and spill should continue in the interim to salvage and protect
juvenile fish during bypass system construction.

Counci! response: The Council has taken these comments
into account in its decision on these action items and has determined
that the fish and wildlife agencies can include gatewell dipping of
smolts and spill for fish passage in the coordinated interim passage
plani.

9, McNary Dam. CBFWC recommended two additional action
items for McNary Dam. The first is to evaluate and improve the low fall
chinook guidance efficiency of the submersible traveling screens.
The second is a need for a complele evaluation of juvenile fish
passage at McNary, including comparative survival studies of spring
chincok passed through spill, bypass or transportation.

Council response: The Council has determined that CBFWC
participation and input on the Corps’ Fish Research Scientific Review
Subcommittee can influence or result in recommendations for par-
ticular Corps-funded fish passage/survival research to meet these
research objectives, Furthermore, there is already provision for
annual Council review and input into Corps research at this project
submitted as part of the Corps’ annual report in action item 32.2.

10. ice Harbor Dam.

a. Interim passage. The Corps recommended changing the
reporting date for the interim passage plan from March 1, 1985, to
April 1, 1985, and the implementation date from April 1, 1985, to April
15, 1985. The Corps claimed it needed additional time for negotiation
and preparation of the interim passage plan.

Counci! response: The Council has determined that devel-
opment of interim juvenile passage plans is a high priority item and
that the Corps should begin consultations as soon as possible with
the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes to complete this coordinated
effort by February 15, 1985, and implement the plan by April 1, 1985.
The Council has concluded that this schedule is necessary to have
the interim passage plan in effect by April 1 of each year to protect
early hatchery-released smolts and wild outmigrants, as well as time
to notify and train project personnel.

b. Prololype testing. The Corps stated that horizontal and
vertical fish distribution studies and prototype testing of turbine
intake screens should be completed by September 30, 1985, but
recommended a reporling date of December 31, 1985, {o allow for
analysis of test data and report preparation. CBFWC recommended
that evaluation of alternative bypass sirategles to supplement sluice-
way operation, including prototype testing of turbine intake screens,
be completed by September 30, 1986.

Council response: The Council has taken this information
into account in its decision on this item and has determined that to
keep the Corps on its proposed schedule at this project, the Corps
may submit its test results for this project as part of its annual fish
passage report to the Council in January of each year (see action plan
itern 32.2).

¢. Permanent passage. The Corps recommended that the
submittal of its permanent passage plan for this project be changed
from January 1986 to July 31, 1886. CBFWCrecommended a January
1987 submittal date for a permanent passage plan.

Council response: The Council has determined that the July
31, 1986, reporting date will allow biclogical and prototype testing
during both the 1985 and 1986 spring outmigration with time
to incorporate this infermation into the permanent passage plan
submittal.

d. Bypass Insfalfation. CBFWC recommended an April 1988
completion date for structural moditications to the Ice Harbor Dam
bypass system.

Council response: The Council has indicated that, due to the
two-year lead time required to plan for Corps budget requests, it will
support the necessary Corps appropriations to complete structural
bypass modifications at Ice Harbor Dam by the end of FY 1989.

e. Additional evaluations. CBFWC also recommended re-
evaluation of the sluiceway fish passage efficiency, an evaluation of
alterations to the sluiceway or juvenile outfall to reduce smolt infury or
mortality, and adult fish passage studies at lce Harbor Dam.
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Council response: The Council has determined that CBFWG
has or will have several forums available to recommend project-
specific fish passage evaluations. First, it is a member of the Corps’
Fish Research Scientific Review Subgcommittee and the Fish Count-
ing Subcommittee of the Columbia Basin Fisheries Technical Com-
mittee, where it can influence or recommend particular Corps-funded
fish passage or survival studies to accomplish these research objec-
tives. Furthermore, there is also a provision for annual Council review
and input into Corpsfish passage studies at each projectin response
to the Corps' annual report called for by action plan item 32.2.
CBFWC recommendations for future studies to evaluate both adult
and juvenile fish passage facilities can be made to the Council after
reviewing the Corps’ annual report.

11. Lower Monumenial Dam.

a. Inierim passage. The Corps recommended changing the
reporting date for the interim passage plan from March 1, 1985, to
April 1, 1985, and the implementation date from April 1, 1985, to April
15, 1985. The Corps claimed it needed additional time for negotiation
and preparation of the Interim passage plan.

Councll response: The Council has determined that devel-
opment of interim juvenile passage plans is a high priority item and
that the Corps should begin consultations as soon as possible with
the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes to complete this coordinated
effort by February 15, 1985, and implement the plan by April 1, 1985.
The Council has concluded that this schedule is necessary to have
the interim passage plan in effect by April 1 of each year to protect
early hatchery-released smolts and wild outmigrants, as well as time
to notify and train project personnel.

b. Work pian. The Corps recommended thatits submittal of a
permanent juvenile fish bypass plan for this project be changed from
May 1, 1985, {o July 31, 1986. CBFWC supporied the May 1, 1985,
reporting date due to the high priority of Juvenile flsh passage at this
project.

Council response: The Council has determined that the July
31, 1986, reporting date for this item will allow the necessary biologi-
cal and prototype testing to be conducted during the 1985 and 1986
spring outmigrations. The Council has also determined that these
biotogical and engineering studies should precede design wark and
provide justification for budgeting needs and the proposed schedule
to complete construction of juvenile bypass facilities.

c. Bypass Instailation. CBFWC claimed that the Corps’ pro-
posed schedule frominitiation of design memorandum to completion
of bypass construction is overly conservative, and that every attempt
should be made to expedite bypass activities due to the priority of this
project. CBFWC indicated that horizontal and vertical fish distribution
studies and prototype screen testing would not be necessary at this
project since the turbine intake configuration is similar to that of Little
Goose Dam which already has a collection and bypass system.
Therefore, the Corps’ proposed schedule could be shortened by at
least one year. The Corps stated that it could complete installation of
a juvenile fish bypass system by April 1990.

Council response: The Council has taken this information
into account in its decision on this item. The Council has determined
from the Corps' proposed schedule for studying, designing and
installing a mechanical bypass system at Lower Monumental Dam
that fish distribution studies and prototype screen testing would be
conducted all in one year. The Council has determined that this
project-specific test information is needed to detect and aveid possi-
ble juvenile fish passage problems at Lower Monumental Dam such
as those encountered at Bonneville second powerhouse subsequent
to installation of a powerhouse collection and bypass system at that
project. The Council has indicated its intention to support the neces-
sary Corps appropriations to complete installation of a juvenile
bypass system at Lower Monumental Dam by the end of FY 1989,

d. Adult passage siudies. CBFWC recommended an item be
added to the action plan that would require adult fish passage studies
at this project in 1986 to resolve fish count discrepancies.

Councit response: The Council has determined that since
CBFWC is a member of the Corps’ Fish Research Scientific Review
Subcommittee and the Fish Counting Subcommitiee of the Columbia
Basin Fisheries Technical Committee, it can influence or recommend
particular Corps-funded fish passage studies at this project to resclve
any fish count discrepancies. Furthermore, there is also a provision
forannual Council review and input into Corps fish passage studies at
each project in response to the Corps’ annual report required by



action plan item 32.2. CBFWC recommendations for future studies to
evaluate either adult or juvenile fish passage facilities can be made to
the Coungcil after reviewing the Corps' annual report.

12, Little Goose Dam.

a. Addilional studles. CBFWC recommended three addi-
tional action items and evaluations for Litlle Goose Dam. The firstis
an evaluation in an open flume design to transport juveniles safely
through the bypass system to the tailwaters. The second is to evaluate
the moditied juvenile bypass system, The third is to conduct adult fish
passage studies at this project.

Councll response: The Council has taken these comments
into account in its decision on these action items and has determined
that since CBFWC is a member of the Corps’ Fish Research Scientific
Review Subcommittee and the Fish Counting Subcommittee of the
Columbia Basin Fisheries Technical Committee, it can influence or
recommend particular Corps-funded fish passage studies at this
project to resolve any fish count discrepancies. Furthermore, there is
also a provision for annual Counci review and input into Corps fish
passage studies at each project in response to the Corps’ annual
report required by action plan item 32.2. CBFWC recommendations
for future studies to evaluate either adult or juvenile fish passage
facilities can be made to the Council after reviewing the Corps’ annual
report.

b. Bypass modifications. CBFWC stated that the Corps’
present schedule calls for completion of bypass improvements in FY
1987. The Corps has indicated that as a result of the fisheries agen-
cles’ request for prototype evaluation of an alternative conduit design
in 1985, completion of bypass improvements could be delayed up to
two years to accommodate the necessary design changes, process
bids, and perform the modifications. CBFWC indicated that the
potential benefits of this evaluation justify the potential delay and
urged that every attempt be made to minimize delay in completing
bypass improvements at this project.

Councll response: The Council has taken this information
into account in its decision on this action item. The Council has
determined that, since the results of the prototype evaluation of an
alternative conduit design will not be available until the end of 1985,
the Corps shall continue on its present schedule of completing
bypass improvements at Little Goose Dam by 1987.

13. Lower Graan Dam.

a. Additional studies. CBFWC recommended additional
action items for Lower Granite Dam. The first is an evaluation of spill
versus bypass system efficlencies and a determination of injury and
survival at Litlle Goose Dam of fish passed through the bypass
system, the turbines, or the spillways at Lower Granite Dam. The
second is to conduct adult fish passage studles at this project.

Counclf response: The Council has determined that since
CBFWC is a member of the Corps’ Fish Research Sclentific Review
Subgcommittee and the Fish Counting Subcommittee of the Columbia
Basin Fisheries Technical Committee, it can influence or recommend
particular Corps-funded fish passage studies at this project to resolve
any fish count discrepancies. Furthermore, there is also a provision
for annual Council review and input to Corps fish passage studies at
each project in response to the Corps' annual report required by
action plan item 32.2. CBFWC recommendations for future studies to
evaluate either adult or juvenile fish passage facilities can be made to
the Councif after reviewing the Corps’ annual report.

14. Priest Raplds/Wanapum Dams.

a. Profotype intake deflection device testing. Grant County
PUD recommended that the schedule for testing of a prototype intake
deflectlon device at Priest Rapids Dam be changed from 1985 to 1986
and 1987 In order to gather data from at least two outmigration
seasons. Grant County also proposed to report its prototype test
results to the Council by January of 1987 and 1988. CBFWC has
concurred with the slippage of the prototype screen testing at Priest
Rapids from 1985 to 1986 only. CBFWC recommends that the proto-
type test result be submitted to the Council by July 15, 1986.

Council response: The Council has taken this information
into account in its decision on thig item. The Council has determined
that one year's worth of prototype intake screen testing data should
be sufficient as long as adequate data from horizontal and vertical fish
distribution studies in the powerhouse intakes are available from 1985
and earlier biological studies. To keep the program action-oriented,

and to allow Grant County adequate time to analyze the biological
and prototype test results, the Council has established the prototype
test reporting date to the Council of January 1987.

b. Permanent bypass. Grant County PUD recommended
that, upon compiletion of prototype sereen testing, it would evaluate
cost and biological effectiveness of prototype tests for Priest Rapids
Dam and develop and submit a permanent bypass plan and imple-
mentatfon schedule by July 1988. CBFWC stated that it believed a
January 15, 1985, date for submittal of a permanent passage plan for
this project is appropriate,

Councli response: The Council has determined that itis most
appropriate to develop a permanent passage plan and implementa-
tion schedule for this project after the project operator has had an
opportunity to conduct and evaluate biological and prototype test
results. The Council has concluded that January 1987 is a reasonable
date to develop a permanent passage plan and implementation
schedule for this project. The schedule should represent the PUD's
besteffort and should be a commitment to proceed with implementa-
tion of the plan and schedule.

c. Permanent bypass. CBFWC recommended that Grant
County install a permanent Juvenile bypass system at Priest Rapids
Dam by March 20, 1987. Grant County recommended that this action
item be deleted.

Council response: The Council has determined that it would
establish March 20, 1888, as a reasonable date for complete instafla-
tion of a juvenite bypass system at Priest Rapids Dam in order: 1) to
keep the program action-oriented; 2) to make the installation date for
a powerhouse bypass system at this project realistic; and 3) to keep
the implementation schedule similar to that of Chelan County —
Rocky Reach Dam.

d. Wanapum Dam, Grant County PUD recommended that,
based on hydraulic modeling studies of Wanapum Dam, it develop
and tes! prototype spill enhancement devices in 1985, 1986 and 1987,
plus develop along-term passage plan and implementation schedule
by July 1988. It also proposed no prototype intake deflection device
testing for Wanapum Dam. CBFWC asserted that a prototype intake
deflection device successfully tested at Priest Rapids Dam could also
be implemented at Wanapum Dam with no further prototype tests,
due to the similarity of these projects. Thus, CBFWC recommended
that Wanapum Dam have reporting and implementation schedules
similar to those of Priest Raplds Dam, with a complete powerhouse
bypass system installed at Wanapum Dam by March 20, 1988.

Council response: The Council has taken these comments
into acceunt in its final decision on this item. The Council has con-
cluded that Wanapum Dam should have reporting and implementa-
tion scheduies for installation of a permanent bypass system similar
to those of Priest Rapids Dam.

15. Rocky Reach/Rock Island Dams.

a. Rocky Reach Dam schedule. Chelan County PUD recom-
mended that the reporting date to the Council for the prototype test
resulls should be changed from July 15, 1985, to Oclober or
November 1985 to allow adequate time to evaluate the biclogical and
prototype test resuits for Rocky Reach Dam. Chelan County PUD
also indicated that the March 20, 1987, date for complete installation
of a permanent Juvenile bypass system at Rocky Reach Dam was
acceptable. CBFWC supported the action items and schedule as
outlined in the draft action plan for Rocky Reach Dam.

Council response: The Council has taken this information
into account in its decision on the action items for this project. It has
concluded that Chelan County shall provide the results of its biclogi-
cal and prototype tests at Rocky Reach Dam by October 15, 1985.

b. Rock Island Dam study schedule, Both Chelan County
PUD and CBFWC indicated that the draft action plan schedule
addressing prototype testing and bypass system installation is unreal-
istic at present because hydraulic modeling studies at Rock Island
Dam have not provided sufficient information on which to base
development of a prototype intake screen. Neither entity proposed a
specific schedule for proceeding with bypass work at Rock Island.
CBFWC recommended that Chelan County PUD continue modeling
studies to evaluate alternatives to solve the bypass problems and that
itcooperatively develop awork plan and schedule for this project with
the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes by January 15, 1985,
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Council response: The Council has concluded that Chelan
County shall continue modeling studies to evaluate alternatives to
solve the bypass problems at Rock Island Dam in cooperation with
the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes. The Council has also deter-
mined that Chelan County PUD shall cooperatively develop a com-
plete analysis of juvenile bypass alternatives and a schedule for
implementation of a permanent smolt bypass system for this project
by January 1986, This schedule would allow a full vear of research,
modeling studies, and evaluation of bypass alternatives by the inter-
ested entities.

16. Wells Dam.

Wells Dam schedule. Douglas County PUD supported the
prototype juvenile bypass test by January 1985, the development of a
coordinated interim juvenile passage pfan by March 1, 1985, and the
continuing evaluation of alternative means of collection and bypass
systems at Wells Dam. Douglas County did not submit a schedule
recommendation concerning installation of a permanent juvenile
bypass system. CBFWC supported the action items and schedule
outlined in this section of the action plan with only minor word
changes to clarify items.

Council response: The Councit has taken these comments
into account in its final decision on these action items for Wells Dam.

17. All Mid-Columblia Projects.

a. Annual spill plans. Both the mid-Columbia PUDs and
CBFWC supported the action items contained in this section, except
for the development of annual spill plans for these projects. The
mid-Columbia PUDs recommended that annual “spill” plans be
changed to annual “bypass” plans. CBFWC recommended that
annual “spill” plans be changed to “interim annual passage plans.”

Council response: The Council has taken these comments
into account in its decision on this action item and has determined
that the wording “interim annual passage plans” is more descriptive
since it can include either mechanical bypass systems or the use of
spill at all mid-Columbia projects. Until permanent powerhouse
screening and bypass systems are completed, the Council expects
that spilt will be the primary means of juvenile bypass to achieve at
least 90 percent smolt survival at each mid-Columbia PUD project.

b. Natural upriverruns. CRITFC recommended that the mid-
Columbia PUDs work cooperatively with the fish and wildlife agen-
cies and tribes to use PUD-funded halchery facilities to assist In
rebuilding natural runs of salmon and steelhead in the mid-Columbia
River system.

Council response: The Council has determined that this
comment is inappropriate for the rmainstern passage section of the
action plan. Furthermore, the Council has concluded that the
CRITFC concern for rebuilding upriver runs of salmon and steelhead
as well as hatchery management to complement natural propagation
is adequately addressed in program measures 108, 703, 704(g) (1} and
{(9)(2), and 704(k}{1}.

B. Section 33 - Water Budget and Other Mainstem Flows.

1. Waler Budgel managers’ actions. Both the Oregon and
Washington State Farm Bureaus and PNUCC commented that the
Council should include under Bonneville and Water Budget
managers’ actions a specific requirement to determine the hiological
benefits associated with implementation of Water Budget flows on
the Columbia and Snake rivers, The commentors indicated that since
annual Water Budget costs are estimated to be $60 million in second-
ary sales lost and could be as much as $150 to $200 million in future
years, the Council should ensure that the Water Budget managers
develop sound biological data over the next five years to provide a
cost-effectiveness analysis for various increments of Water Budget
flows and associated biological benefits.

Council response: The Council has taken this information
into account in its decision on this action plan item. The Council has
determined that one of the objectives for the next five years is for the
Water Budget managers to continue to gather sound biological
information as a basis for long-term evaluation of Water Budget
effectiveness. Annual evaluation and monitoring of smolt migration
and travel time also will continue per Sections 304(c) and 304(d). This
information is included in the annual Water Budget Center report
already required by action item 33.3. Bonneville is also reguired to
continue to fund Water Budget research and the smolt monitoring
program and report to the Council on progress per action item 33.2.
Therefore, the Council has concluded that additional action items in
section 33 are not necessary.
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2. Improve fishery flows. CBFWC stated that some measures in
sections 300 and 700 of the program provide for increasing the
amount of water available or Increasing operational flexibility to
reduce the effect of the Waler Budget on firm power generation and
also to increase potential allocation of water to the Water Budget.
Specifically, CBFWC mentioned 304{a)(6) which requires the Corps
to re-examine its flood control requirements, and 704(b)(14)(A)
which requires all federal project operators and regulators to do the
same.

CBFWC supporied action item 33.5 and recommended that a
similar item be included for the Bureau of Reclamation to evaluate
and report on the feasibility of modifying floed control rule curves,
CBFWC {further recommended that the additional provisions of
measure 704{b})(14), which requires evaluations of the feasibility of
constructing new storage reservoirs and using uncontracted stored
water, be included as action items for both the Corps and the Bureau.
CBFWC indicated that providing adequate Water Budget flows to
improve the survival of migrating anadromous fish is a very high
priority and will assist in preserving upriver runs of salmon and
steelhead.

Council response: The Council has taken this information
into accountin its final decision on the action plan, and it concurs that
implementation of the Water Budget is important to improve the
survival of migrating anadromous fish, The CGouncil has determined
that during years of extremely low runoff, there may not be enough
water in the Snake River Basin both to meet the Water Budget flows
and to ensure the system’s reservoirs refill enough to meet future
power and fish flow needs. The Council has concluded that efforts to
evaluate the feasibility of: 1) constructing new storage reservoirs; and
2) using uncontracted water stored in existing reservoirs, especially in
the Snake River Basin, to assist in implementing Water Budget flows
is a high priority. The Council also has determined that the Corps,
which has the responsibility for managing and operating the Federal
Columbia River Power System projects to ensure a proper balance
among its multiple purposes, should be the entity responsible for
providing the report on the feasibility of modifying existing federal
project flood-control requirements. The Council expects that the
Corps will work cooperatively with the other federal project operators
and regulators in evaluating project flood control requirements.

C. Secifon 34 — Production Capabliity

1. 34 Hablitat and passage restoration. CBFWC and ODFW pro-
posed specific action plan references to several passage projects,
including Three-mile Dam, Tumwater and Dryden dams, and the falls
on White, Hood and Collowash rivers.

Council response: The Council has considered these sugges-
tions in developing and revising the action plan. The passage projects
listed are included in existing program measures. A component of
amended measure 704(d)(1) is a requirement that Bonneville consult
with the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes in the development of the
annual work plan, The agencies and tribes should use this forum to
emphasize and justify implementation scheduling of these passage
projects.

2. 34 Production capabllity. CRITFC proposed additional
language to the action item on reprogramming. The addition identi-
fies immediate reprogramming as a prerequisite to rebuilding upriver
natural runs and protecting ratepayer investments in mitigation and
enhancement projects.

Council response: The Fish and Wildlife Program is clear
regarding emphasis on restoration of upper river fish stocks (sections
106 and 703}, Section 105 specifies the steps the Council is following
to ensure program costs are reasonable and effective. The Council
has rejected the proposed language additions.

3. Arlificial production. CBFWC calied for the specific mention
of operation and maintenance of Boniter and Minthorn release and
collection facilities (Umatilla Reservation) in actlon plan item 34.10.

Councll response: Program Section 704{i)(1) does not iden-
tify any specific locations for the Umatilla Reservation release and
collection facilities. The Council rejects the proposal to add these
references in the associated action plan item, since the action is
intended to reflect the program measures.

4. Umatilla facllities. The Bureau of Indian Affairs commented
on activities to be conducted on reservation property. The agency
suggested a BIA revliew prior io implementation of activities on reser-
vations within the agency jurisdiction.




GCouncil response: The Council has rejected this suggestion
as an unnecessary duplication of program language which requires
the fish and wildlife agencies, tribes, and the project operators and
regulators to consult to the “fullest extent possible” in the implemen-
tation of the program (1304(c}{2)).

5. Anilicial production. The agencies (CBFWC) justified recom-
mended modiflcations to the action plan item by stating that siting,
feasibility, and design of the Umatilla steefhead hatchery is in prog-
ress and should be completed by July 1985. This date is one year
earlier than the Council-proposed date. CBFWC further indicated
that until study completion, the need to expand the intended facility
will be unknown.

Councll response: The Council has adopted the necessary
language maodifications.

6. Ariificlal production. The Pacific Northwest Fish Health Pro-
tection Committee requested that the Council modify the statement
oh committee development of a comprehensive program ¢n fish
health protection. CBFWC submitted comments supporting the
committee’s views, The modification suggested by the committee
would committhe committee to develop a draft program by November
1985, The committee said it was unable to commit to a complete,
comprehensive program development and consensus by the date
proposed In the draft amendment document.

Councll response: The Council modified action item 34,18
accordingly.

7. Arilficial productlon. CBFWC suggested that the habitat
study to be conducted on the lower Clearwater River also should
address the availability of suitable hatchery fish for supplementing
the naturally spawning stocks.

Councll response: This proposal appears to duplicate the
new Program Section 704(e)(1).

8. Antificial production. Oregon Trout commented that gene
conservation aspects of the program will require firm technical direc-
tion. The group suggested that the Councii establish a staff position
specifically to monitor the genetic matters of program measures.

Councll response: The Northwest Power Act requires the
best available scientific knowledge as a basis for development and
implementation of the fish and wildiife program 4(h){6)(B). To obtain
this guidance, the Council has provided staff support and budgeted
for contracting as necessary. Also related to this need, the Council
has amended measure 704{a}{1) to require Council exploration of
alternatives to developing the best technical base for impartial Coun-
cil decisions. The Council does not consider it appropriate at this time
to create a staff geneticist position.

9. Haichery effectiveness, known-siock fisherles and repro-
gramming work plans. CBFWC proposed additional [anguage requir-
ing cooperative work among the fish and wildlife agencies, tribes and
Bonneville in developing Bonneville work plans.

Council response: The Council has considered this proposal
but believes that Section 1304{c){2}, which requires consultation with
the fish and wildlife agencies, tribes, and project operators and regu-
lators to the fullest extent possible, adequately spells out consultation
requirements.

10. Cooperative reprogramming. CRITFC and CBFWC observed
a need for action plan language which provides for Bonneville fund-
ing for transportation and acclimation of fish as required in repro-
gramming. CRITFC also proposed a new action [tem to fund evalua-
tion studies of reprogrammed hatchery releases.

Council response: The Council has considered the proposals
of CBFWC and CRITFC in modifying the action plan in this area.

11. Hablitaf and passage restoration. USFS sugges'ed that the
704(d)(1) amended language reflectland management agencyinvolve-
ment in developing the work plans for offsite enhancement work.

Council response: The Council has adopted this suggestion.
The measure language has been modified to include land manage-
ment agencies in the consultation process among Bonneville, agen-
cies and tribes in the development of the annual Bonneville work plan.

12. Habitat and passage restoration. CBFWC identified a need to
sirengthen Bonneville consultation with the fish and wildlife agencies
and tribes regarding implementation of measure 704(d)(1). The
comment also asked for further definition of the agencies’ role in
sefting project priority.

Councll response: The Council has included requirements
for consuktation in amended Section 704(d){1). A component of the
work plan outline also requires that Bonneville provide an indication
of whether the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes concur in the
Bonneville work plan.

13. Habifat and passage restoration. The Washington Depari-
ment of Ecology suggested that specific reference to consultation
with the depariment be made in establishing the Yakima River min-
imum flows.

Gouncil response; Program Section 904(c)(3) states that
“before supporting any flows for fish in the Yakima Basin, the Council
will consult with the . . . Washington Department of Ecology. .. )"
among others.

14, Harvest controls. Bonneville indicated concern for language
addressing ongoing stock assessment studies (704(h)(3)) and the
applicability of results to program amended Section 504(c)(2).

Council response: The 704(h)(3} reference in the draft
amendment document was a typographical error, The intended eval-
uations were to be related to program measure 704(k}(3), known-
stock fisheries.

15. Evaluation and reporting. CBFWC commented that the yearly
reporting schedule required medification. The agency suggested that
February wasimpractical for reporting on harvest control; that ocean
regulations should be reported in March; and that river, commercial
and tribal regulations should be discussed on a season-fo-season
basis.

Council response: Appropriate modifications to the reponting
schedule have been made in the action plan. The report on harvest
controls is scheduled for April.

16. Evaluation and reporiing. CBFWC suggested an addition to
the action plan language to provide the Council with immediate
development of a mechanism for ohjective scientific judgment.

Council response: Amended program language 704(a)(1)}
requires the Council to explore alternative means of determining the
best available scientific knowledge.

D. Section 35 — New Hydroeleciric Dovelopment.

1. The Corps proposed alanguage change to evaluate the dedi-
cation of water on the basis of monetary and nonmonetary benefits.
The Corps further commented on the Council’s authority with respect
to hydroelectric development within the region and questioned
whether the Council has any authority to review or control Corps
activities involving protected areas and hydroelectric development.

Council response: The Corps is required to follow the man-
date of the Northwest Power Act by providing equitable treatment for
fish and wildlife and by taking the Fish and Wildiife Program into
account at each relevant stage of its decision making processes to
the fullest extent practicable. Hydroelectric development in the
region is governed by the Northwest Power Act o the extent it is
addressed by the Northwest Conservation and Electric Power Plan
and the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlite Program within the
terms of the Act.

2. Storage allocation. The Bureau of Reclamation commented
that Section 704(b)(16), read in conjunction with action item 35.2
which requires storage allocations for fish and wildlife, must be con-
sistent with evaluation and policy criteria which govern federal water
projects.

Council response: The Northwest Power Act requires the
Coungil to adopt a fish and wildlife program designed to deal with the
Columbia River and its tributaries as a system. An important compo-
nent of this systemwide planning is the cooperation of individual
federal project operators, including the Bureau of Reclamaticn, in
construction of additional storage reservoirs. The legal requirements
for Bureau compliance with the Fish and Wildlife Program are spelled
out in the Northwest Power Act, which complements and supple-
ments other federal laws. The Council expects the Bureau to imple-
ment the Fish and Wildlife Program as governed by all laws, including
the Northwest Power Act.

3. Action items 35.3 and 35.4. Bonneville commented that it is
proceeding with development of a work statement for cumulative
impact assessment methods and expecis to fund this effort in FY
1984. It recommended a completion date of August 1986.

3




Council response: The Council has taken this comment into
account in adopting this action item. The completion date adopted by
the Council was based on the final Bonneviile work plan for this study.

4. Aclion item 35.7. The Bureau of Indian Affairs commented
that it should be contacted about FERC assessment of new hydro-
electric projects.

Council response: The Council agrees that FERC should
contact the Bureau of Indian Affairs regarding assessment of new
hydro projects under the jurisdiction of FERC. The purpose of this
action item is to ensure that FERC takes the Fish and Wildlife Program
inte account at each relevant stage of its decision making to the
fullest extent practicable.

E. Section 36 — Goals.
No comments received.

F. Section 37 — Limit Action Prior to Goals.
No comments received.

G. Section 38 — Improve Harvest Conirols.

1. Reporiing and consultations. CBFWC believes itis critical for
the Council to obtain objective scientific judgment regarding the
harvest controls and recommends that the Council consider using
the Technical Advisory Committee to the Columbia River Compact as
a source of information on fish runs and harvest management. It
suggests that a staff member be assigned to monitor harvest regula-
tion development. It recommends that the reporting date be changed
to April.

Councll response: The Council has designated a staff member
to monitor harvest management issues. The staff member will ensure
that the Council receives objective scientific judgment on harvest
contrals, including information from the Technical Advisory Commit-
tee to the Columbia River Compact.

2. Evaluation of known-sfock fisheries. Bonneville commented
that action item 38.2 is a duplication of 34.19.

Council response: The item has been rewritten to reflect the
original purpose of 704(k)(3). The amended program now includes
research and known-stock fisheries demonstration programs in Sec-
tions 504(c)(1), 504(c)(2}, and 504(c}(3).

H. Section 39 — Evaluation and Reporiing.

1. Adaptive management. In early July, the Council staff circu-
lated an issue paper on “adaptive management,” a concept and tool
recognizing the need for action in the face of biological uncertainty
and focusing on “learning by doing.” The issue paper evoked consid-
erable comment, most of it cautiously supportive. Several groups
(including Bonneville, CBFWC, Corps, and PNUCC) recommended
further discussion and claritication befare the Council adopts adap-
tive management as a working policy or incorporates it into specific
program measures. Several {including ALCOA, the Corps, PNUCC,
and Pacific Northwest Generating Company) also stated that adap-
tive management may work well in measures which are less costly or
more susceptible to quick adjustment {e.g., harvest regulaticon, spill,
Water Budget) than in those which call for major capital investments.
Other suggestions for application of adaptive management principles
were aimed at 201 goals, outplanting of hatchery fish, and offsite
enhancement (WDF), the Colville Hatchery (Colville Tribe), and
review of future proposals for program amendment (Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes).

The Corps stated that adaptive management should not be
used as an excuse for “crash” programs or to “shrug off multimillion
dollar efforls as ‘errors.'” NMFS encouraged the Council to keep in
mind that the amount of “generic” {(generally applicable) information
obtainable from a particular effort may be minimal, given the site-
specific nature of many resource problems. PNUCC sald an adaptive
management policy must incorporate analyses of risks and of incre-
mental benetits; that learning should not be considered more impor-
tant than biological gain; and that adaptive management planning
must take into account the time needed for evaluation, given fishery
lite cycles. WDG said identification of critical data gaps and collection
of baseline information is crucial to successful evaluationin an adap-
tive management strategy. It also noted that adaptive management
principles could increase the costs of program implementation. Garry
D. Brewer, professor at the Yale School of Organization and Manage-
ment, supported adaptive management and provided additional
information on the concept.
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Council response: The Council has introduced the adaptive
management concept in the Section 1500 (action plan) portion of the
program. It has included evaluation components in many program
measures and amendments already. See, e.g., Program Sections
304(d), 604(a), 704(b), 704(d){1), 704(i){2), 704(i)(3), 804(a)(4),
804(a)(6), 804{e)(2}, 1204{a)(2)(Q}, section 1504, Action ltem 39. The
Council also plans to sponsor a workshop in fiscal year 1985 to further
explore integration of adaptive management into planning, imple-
mentation, monitoring, and amendment of program measures. The
Council will not use adaptive management to excuse costly errors; it
does believe that adaptive management, in the long run, will save
money by providing for early identification and correction of errors or
problems in mitigation techniques.

I. Section 40 — Wildlife.

1. Negotiated mitigation setflements. PNUCC strongly encour-
aged the Council to urge all parties involved in the 1004{b) process to
develop consultations and negotiated mitigation plans as opposed to
controverslal loss statement studies.

Council response: The Council agrees with this statement
and will work with the affected parties to develop negotiated wildlife
mitigation plans, where appropriate and feasible.

2. Consultation meetings. Bonneville commented thatall action
items regarding consuliation meetings should be removed from
Bonneville actions and placed under Council action items.

Council response: As stated in Sections 1004(b}{2) and (3},
the Council's Wildlife Coordinator will participate in afl consultations.
However, these consultations are designed to discuss implementa-
tion of further wildlife activities and further procurement needs.
Therefore, the Council believes that initiation of the consultation
sessions is a Bonneville activity.

3. Nonfederal projecis. Bonneville commented that action items
about loss statements and mitigation plans also should be included
under FERC actions, as Bonneville will not fund loss estimates/
mitigation plans for nonfederal projects.

Council response: The Council has included an action item
which states that the federal project operators and regulators will
implement mitigation plans, where appropriate, under Section
1004(b){3) and 1004(d){1) and (2). Funding responsibility will be
discussed during the consultation meetings. Bonneville currently is
funding loss statements for nonfederal projects. The Council believes
this topic also should he discussed in consultations following
1004(b)(1} activities.

4. General. Bonneville commented that the Council should
make mitigation plans and land acquisition recommendations part of
the program document.

Council response; The Council will review mitigation plans
and land acquisition proposals prior to Bonneville funding in order to
ensure that all aspects of implementation have been thoroughly con-
sidered. Therefore, Bonneville’s concern has been met with the exist-
ing language.

5. General. IDFG commented that action item 40 should be
strengthened to provide assurances that implementation of mitiga-
tion plans will be initiated during the five-year perlod.

Council response: The Council has expanded action item
40.1 to include a provision that the fish and wildlife agencies and
tribes submit a prioritized list of projects (work plan) for the five-year
period in question.

6. General. The Corps commented that the introductory lan-
guage on resident fish and wildlife in Section 1503 should be
expanded to include a statement requesting the fish and wildlite
agencies and tribes to submit a list of wildlife species and programs
that are of speclal Interest to them in their planning.

Council response: The language in Section 1503 merely
summarizes the planning process for resident fish and wildlife. The
Corps' comment deals with specific program language that has been
addressed in Section 1004(b).

7. Tables 4 and 5. The Corps suggested several language
changes in the tables to clarify its concern for wildlife species, man-
agement plans, and good stewardship.

Council response: The Council realized that Tables 4 and 5
were general and did not address all concerns.




8. Wildiife specles list and related programs. The Corps sug-
gested that the Council expand the introductory language in item 40
to include a statement requesting the fish and wildlife agencies and
tribes to submit a list of wildlife specles and programs that are ot
special interest to them in their planning.

Council response: The Corps’ comment deals with a specific
program congern that has already been addressed in Section 1004(b).

9. Federal project actlons. The Corps suggested the Council
add a new action to fem 40.6 which would provide the project
operators a vehicle to implement management plans, when and
where feasible, to protect wildlife species identified in the Fish and
Wildlife Program.

Council response: The Council agrees with this concern and
has added the appropriate language to item 40.6.

J. Section 41 — Resldent Fish.

1. Colvills hatchery. PNUCC commented that it strongly sup-
ports the Councll’s position in action item 41.2 with respect to the
Colvlile restdent fish hatchery.

Council response: No response is needed.

2. White sturgeon evaluation. PNUCC commented that it
opposes the white sturgeon studies because this is 2 basic fishery
research need and is not associated with the impacts of hydroelectric
projects. PNUCC suggests that the Council delete the last sentence in
action item 41.3, which calls for a work plan to be submitted to the
Councll by May 1985, '

Council response: Action plan item 41.3 calls for Bonneville to
evaluate current ongoing activities on white sturgeon and to develop
a work plan for future action. This plan is to be submitted to the
Council by May 1985. This action item does not call for future studies.
Rather it calls for Bonneville to develop a work plan to evaluate the
ongoing activities on white sturgeon and recommend further action.
The work plan submitted by Bonneville will assist the Council in
evaluating research and study needs discussed in action item 39.3.

3. Libby Reservoir operations. The Corps commentsthatit con-
tinues to have serious reservations about minimum flow and draw-
down requirements proposed for Libby Dam in Section 804. The
Corps comments that it will continue to study cooperatively the
merits of these measures and suggests that the Council change the
wording from “Develop and implement operating procedures. . .” to
“Continue to study the merits of revising operating procedures.. ..

Councll response: The Council is encouraged by the Corps
comments to continue in the efforts to study cooperatively the min-
imum flow and drawdown requirements for Libby Dam. However,
changing the language in action item 41.6 to “Continue to study the
merits. .." would amend the language in measures 804(a) and 804(b).
Should the Corps wish to amend this language it should pursue that
change during the next amendment process.

4. Hungry Horse operations. The Bureau of Reclamation com-
mented that it has worked with MDFWP since 1979 fo define a
program for conservation and enhancement of the Hungry Horse
Dam kokanee fishery. It stated that It s committed to providing the
recommended flows through November 1985 to enable MDFWP to
continue its study of kokanee spawning in the mainstem Flathead
River. However, it also stated it has concerns about the impacts that

could occur at the Hungry Horse project if flows are implemented on
a long-term basis. . . specifically, losses in dependable generating
capacity, reduction in peaking capability, refill, and flood control.

Councll response; All of these concerns have been discussed
with the Council in previous meetings with the Bureau.

§. General. The National Park Service commented that the
Council should change the opening sentence to include a statement
that the Council will consider resident fish enhancement measures
that are designed specifically to mitigate for anadromous losses.

Council response:r The Council will evaluate resident fish
amendments on a case-by-case basis. The Council has found in the
Colville tribe hatchery amendment that mitigating for some anad-
romous fish losses with resident fish, where rebuilding anadromous
stocks Is not feasible technically, may be the only way to address
losses. The Council will use the criteria in new Section 802(e} to
evaluate resident fish amendments and projects.

6. Addilional actlon ftems. CBFWC recommended that draft
resident fish measures 804(e}(13)-(16) be included in the action plan.

Council response: Draft resident fish measures 804(e)(14)-
(16) in DAD (referring to amendment applications CB/804-2,
OF/804-3, US/804(e)-1 and WB/804{e)-1 respectively) have been
rejected by the Councll. Detailed explanations for these rejections
can be found in the rejection language of Section 800.

Resident fish measure 804{e)(13) was approved undera mod-
ified approach by the Council, but has not been added to the action
plan. The Councll determined that it would be impossible to add all
measures in the Fish and Wildlife Program to the action plan. There-
fore, only high priority measures have been added to the action plan
at this time.

7. Bill Bakke, representing Oregon Trout, commented that draft
Section 804(e)(15) should be added to the action plan.

Council response: See Council response to item 6 above.

8. FERC acifons. MDFWP commented that resident fish meas-
ures 804(a)(4), 804(a)(5), and 804(b}(8) should be included in the
action plan. These measures all deal with FERC actions.

Councll response: The Council realizes the importance of
these measures, particularly 804{b){8) which concerns studies at
Milltown Dam. These studies will follow the planning activities being
developed by Montana Power Company within the next year. The
Council will add these measures to the action plan under a FERC
action heading.

K. Section 42 — Coordination.

Moniana work plan. CBFWC commented that action item
42.1 concerning continued consultation activities needs to be strength-
ened. It states that consultations with Bonneville have been inade-
quate and thal Bonneville has been slow In implementing the pro-
gram in FY 1984,

Council response: The Council has stated in action item 42.1
that the federal project operators and regulators will continue to
coordinate and consult pursuant to Section 1304 of the program. The
Council believes this language is quite specific and hopes as the
program moves further along in implementation that coordination
efforts will continue to improve.
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