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Ed Atkins, EIk Mountain Farms
Draft EIS Public Meeting, Dec. 1, 2005, Bonners Ferry, ID
(transcript)

MR. ATKINS: Ed Atkins, EIk Mountain Farms. I'd like to start by thanking the Corps for all of
their efforts put into the EIS process. 1I'd like to thank Evan, Jeff, Mick, Greg, and all those that
aren't present. And especially for the extra effort they have made in coming to Bonners Ferry,
meeting with us, all the stakeholders, and addressing our concerns the best they could through
the process. So thank you for that.

Anheuser-Busch Companies, which EIk Mountain Farms is a subsidiary of, our corporation has a
longstanding record of environmental excellence which is demonstrated in various ways
throughout our facilities. | think it's obvious that we're committed to species recovery and
habitat recovery enhancement. It can be seen at different things that we have at the farm,
different initiatives through our Sea World operations and throughout our corporation.

Having said that, we also believe that these types of recovery efforts have to be based on good
sound science and not, you know, these various arbitrary methods that are used, in our opinions.
And having said that, I'm going to have Chuck Brendecke, who is a consultant that works for the
farm, address some of our concerns in the EIS.
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ATKINS, ED

Elk Mountain
Farms

Draft EIS Public
Meeting, Dec. 1,
2005, Bonners
Ferry, ID
(transcript)

1. Comment noted. Thank you.

2. Comment noted. The Corps and Reclamation are committed to fulfilling their
responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act and will continue to use the best available
science in our decision-making. We believe that the performance based adaptive
management approach adopted by the USFWS 2006 BiOp will provide the means for
incorporating new science as it becomes available.
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Chuck Brendecke
Draft EIS Public Meeting, Dec. 1, 2005, Bonners Ferry, ID
(transcript)

MR. BRENDECKE: Elk Mountain will be submitting written comments on the draft and so
these are just sort of preliminary thoughts on a first read through the draft EIS. And there's not
really anything here that you probably haven't heard before, Evan.

We just want to observe that when Libby Dam was constructed in 1974, it solved a huge
flooding problem in the Kootenai Valley. And it also led to Kootenay Lake operating at a lower
level than it had before. And what it looks like now, over the last ten years, is that -- people in
the Kootenai Valley welcomed Libby Dam when it was constructed for that reason. But now
over the last ten years, with the flow augmentation program and now, you know, to some degree
with the VARQ), it looks a lot like the Corps is backing away from the flood protection that it
offered when Libby Dam was first constructed in 1974.

We have to look at the whole change that's happened over the last ten years. It's pretty dramatic.
VARQ in and of itself doesn't have a very big effect on what's going on now. But the whole
program of flow augmentation and VARQ has had a big impact. And it's inching the flow
regime of the river back toward the one that was problematic before Libby Dam was constructed.

I think it's important to acknowledge that all other things being equal I'm hearing, specifically
referring to forecast accuracy, VARQ will in many years provide less flood control space than
the current -- than the standard flood control operating rule, and it can't do anything but increase
the risk of flooding. That may be a very small risk. And it's probably not one that can be
analyzed very well with the tools at hand. But I think it's an important issue. And | think the
EIS can probably do a little bit more to address that and how forecast accuracy plays into that.

What efforts are going on the part of the Corps and other agencies to improve the accuracy of
inflow forecast to help support this kind of operation of the dam. 1 think that would be a
welcome addition.

A significant portion of the adverse impact suffered by agriculture stem from the flow
augmentation program. And the draft EIS acknowledges the flow augmentation program. The
impacts on agriculture weren't really evaluated when the EIS for the system operation review
was done back in the mid-'90s.

And so I think it's important to understand that a lot of folks here think the no action alternative
ought to be what the operation was before flow augmentation started. Because that -- the
impacts of flow augmentation never really got evaluated -- the impacts on agriculture never
really got evaluated in that earlier EIS. And we think that that ought to be part of the decision
that's in this EIS.



Now, you made a statement earlier that the Corps' hands are sort of tied here with respect to
3|= doing flow augmentation. And perhaps you could explain to the folks here a little bit more
exactly why that is. Because it's not -- it may not be clear to everybody.

[ The flow augmentation program doesn't seem to have demonstrated much effectiveness in
improving sturgeon recruitment. It's a very large experiment, pouring all this water down the
river, to try to improve sturgeon recruitment. And we don't see much evidence that it's having a
lot of benefit. And I think it would be of interest to people in the community to see the Corps
and the other agencies focus a little bit more on other issues that might be affecting the health of

the sturgeon population.
4

There are number of issues that are touched on in the draft EIS. But I think the EIS would be

more complete if it talked about some of the other things that are trying to be done. | know

there's been some discussion of in-river habitat improvement measures, of changing locations

where sturgeon are being -- sturgeon eggs are being released from the hatchery. | think

that the EIS would be a little more complete if it had some discussion of that in there, because
\_those would seem to be important alternatives.

"~ From the standpoint of local agricultural interests, preferred alternative -- if you go back and take
down my previous statement that for many people are probably wondering why the no action
alternative isn't the way things used to be. And if you compare the seepage impacts that are

5|<  characterized in the EIS with the pre-flow augmentation, pre-VARQ operation, there's a pretty

substantial hit in terms of economic impacts. It's about $1.2 million. And even if you take the
fish flows, the flow augmentation program as a given, there's still a risk of a half a million
\_ dollars of increased seepage impacts associated with VARQ.

-

I think that one of the earlier questions was what -- what is the Corps going to do about that or
what are the other agencies going to do about that or is that just up to the local impacted people
to just eat that cost. And I think that it would be a better EIS if it talked a little bit more about
what could be done there. And, quite frankly, what -- what are the ways the Corps can help local

6 < agricultural interests deal with those issues.

Some of the things that -- some of the engineering solutions are certainly within the capability of
the Corps and certainly within the knowledge base of the Corps of Engineers. It would be good
if there was a little bit more, sort of, guidance in there about what other things we can do to try to
\_ mitigate some of these adverse consequences.

/

I think the draft EIS would be improved if it had a more complete or a more comprehensive

7 discussion of flow duration. We talked a little bit about this off the record before the meeting.
Particularly because it seems that the duration of high flows is as important or perhaps more

L important than the actual peaks from the standpoint of impacts on agriculture in the valley.

(" The draft also noted that there were concerns in Canada about the water levels in Kootenay Lake.

And | deduced from those discussions that there might be interest there in trying to hold the lake
at a lower level now because of encroachment and development that's happened. And I'm --

(__perhaps for the benefit of the people here, and in the EIS as well, we could — it be would be



interesting to know what, if any, options there might be to operate Kootenay Lake at a somewhat
lower level that might allow the flow augmentation program to proceed with a lesser impact on
round water levels in the valley.

The draft -- just a last comment. The draft EIS said that there were ongoing evaluations of
seepage issues. And I would be interested in knowing, and perhaps the rest of the folks in the
room too, interested in knowing what those are, those ongoing evaluations. Thanks.
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BRENDECKE, CHUCK

Draft EIS Public
Meeting, Dec. 1,
2005, Bonners
Ferry, ID
(transcript)

1. Operations at Libby Dam provide for a variety of authorized uses including, hydropower,
flood control, recreation, fish and wildlife, navigation, and other benefits. The Corps is
responsible for taking into account a variety of statutes (such as the Endangered Species Act),
treaties, executive orders, etc., in its operation of Libby Dam. These include, but are not limited
to, the Columbia River Treaty, the International Joint Commission (IJC) 1938 Order on
Kootenay Lake, relevant biological opinions, the Northwest Power Act, and Libby Dam’s
enabling legislation. Although the project will never be able to prevent all floods, project
operations to date have been very successful at minimizing flood damages in the Kootenai
Valley.

2. Although the flood control space provided by VARQ FC is generally less than under
Standard flood control, hydroregulation modeling shows that VARQ FC operations will
continue to provide flood control at the same level as operating under Standard FC. The
modeling incorporates forecast uncertainty, and the simulations provide a means for testing
both the ability of Standard and VARQ FC to overcome potential problems caused by
inaccurate forecasts. The Corps periodically updates runoff forecast methodology to decrease
the range of possible error. Any future changes in forecast methodology would further reduce
possible errors and thereby improve the Corps’ ability to manage Libby Dam operations for its
multiple purposes.

3. This VARQ EIS includes a no-action alternative that provides flow augmentation to reflect
operations of the project that already have been covered by NEPA documentation in the 1995
System Operation Review (SOR) EIS. The Final EIS, in addition to evaluating the effects of
VARQ FC, addresses the effects of groundwater seepage in the Kootenai Valley associated
with flow augmentation for fish from Libby Dam, impacts which the SOR EIS did not consider.
The analysis of Libby Dam operations in the EIS uses “benchmark operations,” which do not
include fish flows, as a means of comparing the effects of the alternatives with fish flows. This
analysis documents the incremental effects of the fish flows on all resources, including those
related to high groundwater levels and agricultural production. As noted above, among its
many responsibilities, the Corps, pursuant to the Endangered Species Act (ESA) must ensure
its actions do not jeopardize the continued existence of the listed species or adversely modify
the designated critical habitat of listed species. Through ESA consultation with the USFWS
and NOAA Fisheries, certain operations like flow augmentation have been identified as
necessary to fulfill this responsibility. We will continue to work with the local communities to
ensure that all of the Corps’ requirements in operating Libby Dam are better understood.

4. With the issuance of the USFWS 2006 Biological Opinion Reasonable and Prudent
Alternative (RPA), the preferred alternative for Libby operations in the Final EIS is LVB. LVB
allows for releases from Libby Dam up to 35 kcfs, pending appropriate water conditions,
providing for a more normative hydrograph to achieve desired habitat attributes of depth,
velocity and temperature to benefit sturgeon. The USFWS identified these habitat attributes to
support successful sturgeon spawning and recruitment in its 2006 Biological Opinion on the
effects of Libby Dam operations on listed species and designated critical habitat. Currently, the
only means available to provide up to 10 kcfs above powerhouse capacity (approximately 25
kcfs) to achieve a total release of 35 kcfs from Libby Dam is by spill. The Corps, BPA, and the
USFWS are working closely with representatives from the States of Montana and Idaho, the
Kootenai Tribe of Idaho, and the Confederated Salish-Kootenai Tribe on the development of
an Implementation Protocol. This protocol will include biological monitoring and assessment
of the sturgeon’s biological response to the various flow treatments that are contemplated
through implementation of Alternative LVB. As part of this protocol, the Corps will not
voluntarily exceed elevation 1764 at Bonners Ferry. The 2006 Biological Opinion RPA
recognizes that there are several ways to achieve the desired attributes, and allows the Corps
and BPA flexibility to select the means to provide for the attributes. In the near term, release of
flows up to 35 kcfs out of Libby is the means available to achieve some of the desired
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[CONT'D]
attributes; however, the Corps and BPA are pursuing habitat actions that may reduce the need
for such releases in the future.

5. You correctly describe the incremental effect of the fish flows on agricultural interests as
discussed in Section 3.3.12 of the DEIS. Concerning the rationale for defining the no-action
alternative as LS1 (Standard FC with fish flows including sturgeon flows up to powerhouse
capacity) rather than LS (Standard FC without fish flows), please refer to our Response to
Comment 3 above.

6. Comment noted. The Corps recognizes the seepage impacts to the agriculture interests in
the Kootenai Valley and Section 3.5.12 of the Final EIS identifies potential mitigation for
agricultural groundwater seepage. The Corps is not authorized by Congress to implement
these measures. However, as discussed in Response to Comment 4, the 2006 USFWS RPA
recognizes that there are several ways to achieve the habitat attributes for sturgeon recovery
and provides flexibility for the Corps and BPA to pursue habitat actions that may reduce the
reliance on flow augmentation for sturgeon in the future, which may minimize future impacts
from groundwater seepage.

7. We recognize that high peak flows of short duration would result in lower impacts from
groundwater seepage than longer duration flows. The draft EIS has a variety of figures
relating to peak one-day river elevations at Bonners Ferry, ldaho and peak one-day elevations
of Kootenay Lake. To better address how the different alternatives affect river elevations over
periods of longer duration, Section 3.3 of the EIS has been revised to include discussion and
supporting figures for 7-day and 15-day peak Kootenai River elevations. This discussion
provides some hydrologic context to the later discussion of actual economic impacts of high
groundwater levels on agriculture that is provided in Section 3.3.12.

8. Specific requests to change management of Kootenay Lake levels requires coordination
with Canada and a determination that a new operation would be consistent with the
International Joint Commission Order of 1938 concerning Kootenay Lake levels. At this time,
the Corps and BPA are focusing on a combination of flow, habitat, conservation aquaculture,
and other ecosystem-based efforts to support sturgeon recovery. While altering the
management of Kootenay Lake levels in the spring has been discussed, experts continue to
evaluate whether higher or lower Kootenay Lake levels may be more effective in creating
habitat conditions conducive to successful sturgeon reproduction. Adaptive management of
sturgeon recovery efforts will continue to evaluate all feasible options to provide conditions
suitable to white sturgeon reproduction.

9. There are no further evaluations of seepage currently underway—the evaluation in the EIS
was based on the best available capability. We apologize if language in the Draft EIS implied
there were ongoing evaluations of seepage issues. The Final EIS (Section 3.5.12) has been
revised to remove the implication that evaluation of agricultural seepage is continuing, but the
Corps recognizes that this issue will continue to be of considerable interest to local
stakeholders during our routine coordination on Libby Dam operations.
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Harry Brownlow, BC Hydro
Draft EIS Public Meeting, Nov 28, 2005, Nelson, BC
(transcript)

HARRY BROWNLOW: You've got all my information. Harry Brownlow from B.C. Hydro,
and here's my card. So, I'm just going to elaborate a little bit more on what Kelvin
referred to on the flood -- study that we did. It was done jointly with Fortis B.C. and Columbia
Power Corporation. We actually flew the west arm of Kootenay Lake using lidar which is a --
it's just a different method other than aerial photography to collect digital elevation information.
So, we've gone through that. Then we had an engineer run through the photographs to identify
properties at risk at certain elevations, so that's where we came up with certain elevation impacts
at 1755, 1752 and 1750. And we'll give you the memo report as part of our submission. So,
what we found from the first study is we found actually a fairly high level of impact because we
had looked at 1755 from Queen's Bay right through to Nelson and we hadn't -- in the digital
elevation mapping that we prepared, we ran it kind of flat and that was sort of an improper way
to assess this. So we took a second look at it and noticed that the difference in elevation between
Queen's Bay and Nelson was about two and a half feet when you're running Queen's Bay at
1755. Nelson is only about 1752 and a half. So, we re-ran a lot of the assessments on the
structures and came up with lower numbers of impact. So at 1755 we came up with about four
and a half million dollars of impact. At 1752, ah, | think we're at just over one million. This will
all be in the memo in detail, but that's -- those are the orders that we're looking at. We wanted to
try and confirm this with some information from the 1997 floods where there was compensation
provided by the provincial government, but we haven't been able to get that -- those numbers
from them. Those numbers are prepared on a regional basis, so if we can find the actual regional
numbers, whatever they were for this area, but we can't really find the specific numbers for
Kootenay Lake. Now, that's part of the regional -- am | answering questions?

SUE HEATON: Those impacts, were those just like building impacts or what?
Can you explain what you mean by impact?

HARRY BROWNLOW: Well, that's what we're trying to find out from James
White at the Province. He's trying to look into the information they've got on compensation.

SUE HEATON: You were saying 4.5 million at 1755.

HARRY BROWNLOW: Yeah. Those are our observations on structures that fall
below the 1755 contour elevation at Queen's Bay and 1752.5 at Nelson.

SUE HEATON: | just wanted to verify what you meant by impacts.
HARRY BROWNLOW: So we're just looking at what structures are there. And

through this particular technique you're actually only looking at, you know, the structures from
\an aerial photograph essentially, so it's hard to tell whether or not they've already prepared for

flood in that structure. They may already have sandbags or berms or bulkheads that could
protect them from a higher elevation flood, we don't know that, that's why our assessment is



fairly general at this point. And we've used other Building Code information to determine that at
1752 or whatever it was, you've got a foot of water, therefore it must be valued at such and such
a rate. And those rates are also in the memo you've got. So, that's the level of deep fill we've
got. And again, that's just the west arm of Kootenay Lake, not all of Kootenay Lake. So, we've
done a little bit of work on that.  Any other questions? Anything else, Kelvin?

KELVIN KETCHUM: No, you did it.

4 HARRY BROWNLOW: Just to reiterate another point on monitoring or on a
review process, | agree with the comments that everybody's made on the review process, | think
that's important. If we do a review process, there's going to have to be -- | think we need to have
some sort of monitoring programme, some way of once you get to the review process what data
are you going to use to determine whether or not you've checked the right values and you have
the right information. We can all agree on a review process and a term, but if you don't do
anything between now and then, we're stuck in the same situation reviewing something without
great information. So, programmes to assess impacts to fish, impacts to people, floods,
recreation, that kind of thing may be something you need to collect a little more information on.
I don't know what you do on the U.S. side, whether that's part of the process or not, but if we're

\_going to review it then you should monitor. Thanks.
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BROWNLOW, HARRY

BC Hydro 1. Thank you. The DEIS evaluates potential flooding impacts on the West Arm of Kootenay
Lake based on preliminary information available from BC Hydro at the time the draft was

Draft EIS Public prepared. The economic evaluation of flood impacts have been updated in the Final EIS

Meeting, Nov 28, based on values in the most recent BC Hydro report for Kootenay Lake.

2005, Nelson, BC

(transcript) 2. We routinely track river and lake levels, and river flows. We’re also in touch with our

counterparts in British Columbia concerning biological and ecosystem issues, especially
through the Kootenai River White Sturgeon Recovery Team and the International Kootenai
Ecosystem Restoration Team. There are several evaluations underway by various
organizations concerning biological, water quality and flood control issues. Thus, several
types of data are already being collected by both US and Canadian parties. We welcome any
information that may be offered by specialists in Canada, or requests for information we may
have.

Upper Columbia Alternative Flood Control and Fish Operations Final EIS
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‘ STATE OF WASHINGTON !
| DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY '
4601 N. Monroe Street » Spokane, Waghington 99203-1295 * (509) 329-3400

December 22, 2005

Mr. Den Lechefsky
1150 N. Curtis Road, Suite 100
Boise, ID 83706-1234

Dear Mr. Lechefsky,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the Upper Columbia Alternative Flood Control and Fish Operations
(Proponent — Bureau of Reclamation & Army Corps of Engincers). The Department of
Ecology has reviewed the documents and has the following comments:

Water Ouality Program
The DEIS chooses HV, or variable discharge flood control -VARQ- with bull trout and
salmon augmentation flows, as the preferred alternative. Given this, the document
doesn’t provide much information on the effects of increased spring flows under HV on
the amount and timing of forced spill and total dissolved gas (TDG) generation at Box
‘ Canyon and Boundary dams on the Pend Oreille River. The DEIS states that, since both
Box Canyon and Boundary dams have relatively large hydrsulic capacities, only small
increases in spill would be expected at both dams under the proposed HV regime during
seasonal high flows. However, no graphs, figures or other means of quantifying the
effocts of the proposed changes are provided to support this statement,

In order to properly assess the possible effects of this proposal on TDG levels in the Pend
Oreille River in Washington state, and determine whether the change in flow pattems
would lead to more frequent violations of state water quality standards, we need to know
[‘34 how much increase in spill duration and vohume could be predicted at both dams during

the spring freshet, along with any expected increases in TDG. Please provide this
information in the final EIS.

Both Box Canyon and Boundary dams can generate high levels of dissolved gas, up to
140% saturation and above, when they are forced to spill water. Both typically spill at
least some of the time during the spring runoff of an average to high flow year. Neither
has sufficient capacity to route the entire average annual high flow through their turbines.
Box Canyon pow starts spilling when flows exceed 27,400 cfs (power plant capacity will
be upgraded to 32,400 cfs within the next ten years); Boundary spills when flows exceed
approximately 52,000 cfs. It has been, and continues to be, challenging to come up with
abaternent strategics to bring these facilities into compliance with the state’s dissolved gas

\_
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(" standard during the historical flow regime. HV has at ieest the potential 1o make
compliance with the standard even more difficult.

mchdimlvedgulevehﬁomﬁnChrkFoﬂ:—PendOreinesymmpmiatmanymihs
downstream, at least as far as the upper Columbia River and Lake Roosevelt, and can be
quite harmful to many fish including both salmon and trout, Therefore, the effeots of the

EH HV regime on the timing and duration of spill and the levels of TDG produced should

|

also be quantified for the two dams on the Pend Oreille River in British Columbia.
Waneta dam, in particular, tends to generate dissolved gas when foroed to spill water,
waineupmdosmphnneanminthemﬁummbﬁngitimhydrmﬂc
balance with Seven Mile and Boundary dams upstream, However, if spring high flows
mimmued.wiﬂxmu]ﬁngiweuesinboththcwhmcmddmaﬁonofspmsomeof
\__the bencfits of this gas abatement measure may be diminished.

Sincerely,

At

Arthur Buchan

- SEPA Coordinator

Department of Ecology
Bastern Regional Office
4601 N. Montoe Street
. Spokane, WA 99205-1295
Phone: (509)329-3550
Email: abucd61@ecy.wa.gov E043-730
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COMMENTER RESPONSES
BUCHAN, ARTHUR
Washington 1. As noted in Section 4.3.2 of the EIS for the Pend Oreille River basin, TDG saturation
Department of modeling of the effects of alternative HV on flows through most of the dams was not possible
Ecology because sufficient data were not available, particularly for the private dams and those located

in Canada. However, additional information regarding the change in spill duration and volume
at Box Canyon, Boundary, Seven Mile, and Waneta dams has been incorporated for the Final
EIS.
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December 27, 2005

Evan Lewis, PM-PL-ER

Seattle District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
PO Box 3755

Seattle, WA 98124-3755

RE: Comments on Draft EIS for the Upper Columbia Alternative Flood Control
and Fish Operations Document of November 2005

Dear Mr. Lewis:
The Public Utility District No. 1 of Pend Oreille County (District) is submitting this letter

in response to the Corps of Engineer’s Upper Columbia Basin Alternative Flood Control
and Fish Operations: Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

(‘The District appreciates that the Corps acknowledges that the timing and magnitude of

future releases at Hungry Horse will have a significant impact on Pend Oreille between
Albeni Falls Dam and Box Canyon Dam, in the Unavoidable Adverse Effects section of
the Executive Summary (pages S-15), and it will increase the chance of flooding,
elevated TDG levels, erosion and or subsequent potential damage to sites of

\_archaeological and/or historic note.

/What we find hard to accept in the draft EIS is the poor response in the Cumulative

Impacts and Mitigation Sections of the text (pages S 11- S 14) in which the authors state
that “no mitigation needs were identified based on the impact analysis” in Pend Oreille
County. The authors do a credible job of identifying both negative and positive impacts
of the Kootenai River Basin, but fail to mention similar issues in the Pend Oreille
Section. In the Mitigation, and also Cumulative Impact sections, no mention is made of
increased flooding, and impacts on erosion, power production, resident fisheries, TDG, or
archaeological/historic sites in the Pend Oreille Basin. Why is it that the authors
acknowledge some of our concerns...e.g. flooding, TDG, and archaeological sites in the
Unavoidable Impacts section...but these issues are not addressed in the Mitigation and

\Accumulative Impacts Sections?

Page 1 of 2
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Our continued concern with the VARQ process, regardless of what option is considered,
is the inherent errors in forecasting spring runoff events .

< It is our experience that early spring runoff forecasts are frequently inaccurate. While

snow pack forecasts can determine the amount of snow pack for that month, there is no
current method to determine what the actual snow pack will be near the end of the snow
season, and of greater concern, there is no forecast that can predict what the runoff

\ pattern will be.

Recommendations/Summary

1. The draft EIS of November 2005 needs to be revised to include in both the

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Sections the impacts on flooding, local fisheries,

TDG, erosion and Archaeological sites as well as lost generation and economic
impact in the Pend Oreille Valley ( Cusick Flats) area of the Pend Oreille River.
Find a way to mitigate for some of the impacts mentioned above. Potential solutions
would be as follows:
- Reduce the flows allowed out of Hungry Horse during the weeks of
April/May, when the Calispell Creek is in flood stage.

Oreille at a lower lake level (2051) more often than the current regime of
approximately every 3 years.

Change the definition of the threshold of “low water” definition from 80% -
130 % to 80% - 110% ...which would reduce the potential of overreacting to
an apparent “dry year”, thus increasing flood protection for our county.

It is no exaggeration to say that this proposal impacts Pend Oreille County more than any

other locale. Our topography creates this situation with the natural restriction in the river
basin. It will affect our farmers, our electric and water rate payers and our river

dwellers. We are asking for you to look more deeply before finalize your report about
impacts in this area.

{ Increase the flood protection provided by Albeni Falls by holding Lake Pend

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Draft EIS document.

Sincerely,

Patrick V. Buckley
Natural Resource Manager
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BUCKLEY, PATRICK
Pend Oreille PUD

1. Comment noted. The EIS does not postulate a significant effect from Hungry Horse Dam
operations on areas of the Pend Oreille River downstream of Albeni Falls Dam. Extensive
modeling indicates there is no significant flood impact as a result of VARQ flood control in the
Pend Oreille River basin below Albeni Falls Dam. Because the change in flows between the
alternatives is not large, VARQ has a negligible impact on either increasing or decreasing the
likelihood of exceeding flood stage below Albeni Falls Dam.

Please note that the comment “...releases at Hungry Horse will have a significant impact on
Pend Oreille between Albeni Falls Dam and Box Canyon Dam, in the Unavoidable Adverse
Effects section of the Executive Summary (pages S-15), and it will increase the chance of
flooding ..."” is not correct. The bulleted list of impacts in the Executive Summary includes:
“Existing potential for adverse flooding effects under the implementation of either alternative.”
That means the current risk of flooding in the Pend Oreille River basin will not be significantly
different regardless of the flood control scheme chosen for Hungry Horse.

2. Impacts are addressed related to TDG (Sec. 4.3.2), aquatic resources (Sec. 4.3.3), power
production (Sec. 5.3.2; see also Appendix J) and benefits (Sec. 5.3.13; see also Appendix K),
and cultural resources (Sec. 4.3.9), with erosion also discussed as a factor where applicable in
various sections. No mitigation needs were identified beyond avoidance and minimization
measures already being implemented. Flooding and TDG impacts were identified among
unavoidable adverse impacts (Sec. 4.6).

3. Comment noted. Water supply forecasts issued in the early spring do tend to be less
accurate than those issued later in the season when more snow has accumulated. However,
as new forecasts are issued each month, their accuracy improves, and flood control
requirements are updated accordingly. We accounted for risk associated with forecast error
by modeling flood control operations with rule curves based on forecasted runoff volumes
appropriate for each month’s snow conditions. Therefore the flood control rule curves
represented the end of month target elevations for the reservoirs in changing conditions. This
modeling technique incorporates forecast uncertainty, and the results show minimal effects
from Hungry Horse Dam operations on areas of the Pend Oreille River downstream from
Albeni Falls Dam. Ultimately, modeling simulations, water supply and weather forecasting are
among the tools water managers use daily in decision-making.

4. Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment 2.

5. Please refer to Response to Comment 1. Reservoir regulators evaluate hydrologic
conditions in the Clark Fork/Flathead/Pend Oreille basins in real time and adjust project
releases accordingly. Real-time water management activities will continue to occur,
regardless of which alternative is implemented.

6. Winter operations of Lake Pend Oreille are determined in the fall before water supply
forecasts are available. Winter operational decisions provide for the protection of kokanee
spawning around Lake Pend Oreille within the flood control rule curves. Those decisions are
consistent with the USFWS 2000 Biological Opinion, which addressed Albeni Falls operation
on listed bull trout, and the operations considered in the NOAA Fisheries 2004 Biological
Opinion. The flood control operation for Albeni Falls Dam is primarily for the river and lake
above the dam; however, operational flexibility is used to help address flood control
downstream.

7. We do not define “low water” in the range of 80-130% of average; that is the medium range
of the water supply forecast. The lower range, in the context of VARQ FC, is defined as less
than 80% of average.

8. Comment noted. We believe that we have evaluated all likely impacts and disclosed them
in the Final EIS.

Upper Columbia Alternative Flood Control and Fish Operations Final EIS



Sent: Thursday, November 24, 2005 6:19 PM
To: Upper Columbia EIS
Subject: Unnecessary Security

Hello,

[On this page <http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/VVARQ/drafteis/index.html>, one can
download, either in full or in part, the draft UPPER COLUMBIA ALTERNATIVE FLOOD
CONTROL AND FISH OPERATIONS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT.

If the DEIS is downloaded in full (5.6 MB), the PDF of it forbids content extraction or copying.
If the DEIS is downloaded chapter by chapter, the PDFs of the chapter do not forbid content
copying and extraction.

What the devil is going on here? There is no need to forbid content extraction and copying from
a document that has been released for public comment. All that restriction does is increase the
kworkload on those who are preparing comments on the DEIS.

Best regards,

James Conner

[l el el el el el ol eleleleleolelelelele]
James R. Conner

PO Box 7353

Kalispell, MT 59904

www.pixeljim.com: host of the Flathead from Space page Webmaster, Flathead Lakers:
www.flatheadlakers.org

<SSO IEIEISISISISL>



Appendix O. Comments Received on Upper Columbia Alternative Flood Control and Fish Operations Draft EIS, &
Responses

COMMENTER RESPONSES

Connor, James
1. Our apologies. Any difficulties encountered in accessing the draft EIS material were
inadvertent. An unlocked version of the file with the main body of the EIS was posted on the
project website on December 12, 2005.

Upper Columbia Alternative Flood Control and Fish Operations Final EIS



AL P.O. Box 9131, Stn Prov Govt
OLU&BI A 844 Courtney Street, 3rd Floor
—— Victoria, British Columbia
PO‘.‘."JER Canada V8W 9B5
L Tel: (250) 953-5179

Lo.m Fax: (250) 356-2819

January 3, 2006

Mr. Evan Lewis, PM-PL-ER

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“USACE”)
Seattle District

P.O. Box 3755

Seattle, WA 98124-3755

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”) for the Upper
Columbia Alternative Flood Control and Fish Operations (“VARQ”)

Dear Mr. Lewis:

This letter is in response to the request for comments on the DEIS prepared by the
USACE and the Bureau of Reclamation to evaluate the potential effects of VARQ at the
Libby and Hungry Horse dams in the Upper Columbia Basin, which was released on
November 4, 2005.

Columbia Power Corporation (“CPC”) comments supplement the ongoing comments of
BC Hydro, the Canadian Entity under the Columbia River Treaty (“CRT”), regarding
power and flood control issues. In addition, our comments complement the interests and
concerns of the Columbia Basin Trust (“CBT”) regarding the ongoing economic,
environmental and social impacts of the CRT and VARQ on the Columbia Basin Region
in British Columbia. We understand that CBT is writing separately to the USACE in this
regard.

1. CPC Interests in the DEIS

The interests of CPC and its joint venture partner CBT Energy Inc. (“CBTE”) are
primarily related to our power projects and development rights on the Kootenay,
Columbia and Pend d’Oreille Rivers. CPC/CBTE hold a number of water licences for
the diversion and use of water on the Kootenay and Columbia rivers, a water licence for
storage on Kootenay Lake and a water reserve on the Pend d’Oreille River at Waneta. In
addition to the Arrow Lakes power project on the Columbia River, and the Brilliant and
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Brilliant Expansion power projects on the Kootenay River, CPC/CBTE are developing
the Waneta Expansion power project on the Pend d” Oreille River. A water licence
application was filed for the Waneta Expansion project in November 2003, and an
Environmental Assessment Certificate application will be filed shortly. In addition to
generating incremental power from water that would otherwise be spilled, CPC/CBTE
power projects generate important downstream environmental and fisheries benefits by
reducing dissolved gas saturation levels in the lower Kootenay and main stem Columbia
Rivers. This positive contribution to reducing dissolved gas levels has been recognized
by individual U.S. members of the Transboundary Gas Group.

2. CPC Concerns with the DEIS

As with the December 2002 Final Environmental Assessment prepared by the USACE
and the Bureau of Reclamation regarding Interim Implementation of Upper Columbia
Basin VARQ, CPC’s general concerns include:

o whether the proposed VARQ is consistent with the CRT and existing
International Joint Commission (“IJC”) Orders;

e whether impacts and concerns in Canada are incorporated in the DEIS; and

o whether appropriate mitigation and compensation measures are agreed to before
alternative flood control operating regimes are implemented.

Under the U.S. National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), the DEIS is required to
include reasonably foreseeable transboundary impacts in Canada. This was confirmed at
paragraph 4 of the USACE December 30, 2002 Response to CPC Comments on Interim
Implementation of Upper Columbia Basin VARQ. Despite this, the DEIS does not
include a discussion of Canadian power impacts associated with VARQ, even though
section 5.2.2, Table 5-2, page 311, clearly identifies Canadian power proj ects’ as being
“in the study area” and page S-16 under Unavoidable Adverse Effects notes that:

Reduction in power generation in the winter under VARQ FC alternative
combinations would reduce revenues from power sales to Federal, non-Federal, and
Canadian power producers (emphasis added).

We believe that a discussion of Canadian power impacts must be included in the DEIS to
take into account these reasonably foreseeable transboundary impacts in Canada.

.13

! To Table 5.2 we would add CPC/CBTE’s 125 MW Brilliant Expansion power project, which is under construction
and scheduled to be completed in 2006, and CPC/CBTE’s 435 MW Waneta Expansion power project, which is under
development and expected to be completed in 2010. Water quality benefits from the Brilliant Expansion in the form of
a reduced incidence of involuntary spill and thus reduced dissolved gas levels in Canada and Washington are cited in
section 5.2.3 at page 315. In addition, references to Aquila and West Kootenay Power in Table 5.2 should be
changed to FortisBC Inc., and the capacity of CPC/CBTE’s Brilliant power project, which CPC/CBTE
have upgraded since acquiring it in 1996, should be changed to 145 MW from 109 MW.
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As set out in its letter of comment of January 3, 2006, BC Hydro has estimated Canadian
power impacts associated with the proposed Libby VARQ operation due to both a shift
of generation to lower value periods (i.e. reduced revenues from power sales) and lost
generation due to increased spill (i.e. reduced power sales). BC Hydro notes that:

While the annual variations of the impacts are large ... the revised flood control
operation would reduce the expected Canadian generation downstream of Libby, on
average, by approximately 80 GWh per year, for an annual value loss in the order of
CS$ 6 to 8 million [or C$ 60 to 80 million on a present value basis]. The interim
implementation of Libby VARQ FC during 2005 resulted in actual Canadian energy
losses documented at approximately C$ 4 to 5 million relative to Libby operations
under Standard FC.

Additional adverse Canadian power impacts are associated with the proposed Hungry
Horse VARQ operation. These are largely due to foregone generation because of
reduced flows in January-April and increased spill during June (i.e. reduced power
sales) at Canadian projects on the Pend d’Oreille River (Seven Mile, Waneta and
CPC/CBTE’s Waneta Expansion). In this regard, BC Hydro notes that:

Our rough estimate of the annual average generation losses at Canadian hydro
projects on the Pend d’Oreille River is 50 to 60 GWh per year, valued in the order of
C$ 4 to 6 million per year [or C$ 40 to 60 million on a present value basis].

As noted in the January 3, 2006 letter of BC Hydro, by reserving less flood control
storage space and increasing spill, Libby and Hungry Horse VARQ also provide less
flood control protection and cause adverse impacts on water quality for downstream
locations in Canada than the flood control regimes in effect prior to implementation of
VARQ. The DEIS documents this in the Executive Summary under Unavoidable
Adverse Effects at pages S-14 to 16, in Table S-3 at page S-17, in Table S-5 at pages S-
27 to 28, in section 3.3.1 at pages 106 to 108 and Figures 3-14 to 3-16, in section 5.2.3 at
pages 312 to 315 and in section 5.3.1 at pages 341 to 342 and Figure 5-14.

Finally, white sturgeon in British Columbia are identified in section 5.2.5, Affected
Environment, at page 319, as a Canadian national Species of Special Concern” on the
main stem Columbia River upstream from Grand Coulee Dam that, along with the U.S.
federally endangered and threatened bull trout and bald eagle species, may be affected by
VARQ. Having thus identified Columbia white sturgeon in Canada, no reference is then
made to them in section 5.3.5, Environmental Consequences, at pages 364 to 365, where
potential impacts from VARQ on bull trout and bald eagles are discussed. Potential
impacts from VARQ, as altered by Boundary Dam operations, on Columbia white
sturgeon in Canada should be addressed in section 5.3.5 (even if it is only to explain, as
with the bald eagle, that the species would likely not be adversely affected). Columbia
white sturgeon in Canada are the subject of a joint Canada-U.S. recovery initiative, and

the white sturgeon spawning area below Waneta Dam is viewed as important habitat.
' .4

2 Also “red-listed” as critically imperiled at the provincial level.


Jeff
Line

Jeff
Line

Jeff
Line

Jeff
Text Box
    5

Jeff
Text Box
    6

Jeff
Text Box
    7


In summary, the proposed VARQ operating regimes for Libby and Hungry Horse are
expected to result in adverse power, flood control and water quality (e.g. dissolved gas)
impacts in Canada. These are significant issues for CPC and CBTE that must be raised in
the EIS and addressed. CPC, on behalf of the CPC/CBTE power project joint ventures,
respectfully requests that implementation of the proposed VARQ operating regimes be
deferred until a method to address these adverse transboundary impacts in Canada has
been agreed to, including appropriate mitigation and compensation measures.

Yours truly,

Bruce Duncan

Vice President

Strategic Planning & Regulatory Affairs
Columbia Power Corporation

cc: Bd Pietraszek, Acting President, Columbia Power Corporation
Ron Miles, Interim Chief Executive Officer, CBT Energy Inc.
Neil Muth, Chief Executive Officer, Columbia Basin Trust
Bob Elton, Chair, Columbia River Treaty Canadian Entity, BC Hydro
Kelvin Ketchum, Canadian Chair, Columbia River Treaty Operating Committee
Greg Reimer, Deputy Minister, Energy, Mines and Petroleum Resources
Chris Trumpy, Deputy Minister, Environment
‘Shelley Murphy, A/Director, Ministry of Energy, Mines and Petroleum Resources
Les MacLaren, Executive Director, Crown Agencies Secretariat
Dan Millar, Environment Canada
Wally Koschik, FortisBC Inc.
Richard Deane, Teck Cominco Metals Ltd.
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Appendix O. Comments Received on Upper Columbia Alternative Flood Control and Fish Operations Draft EIS, &

Responses

COMMENTER

RESPONSES

DUNCAN, BRUCE
Columbia Power

1. Comment acknowledged.

2. The Corps is committed to operating Libby Dam in a manner consistent with its obligations
under the Columbia River Treaty (Treaty), the Libby Coordination Agreement, and the 1938
Order on Kootenay Lake operation from the International Joint Commission (IJC). We will
continue to engage with Canadian interests regarding the preferred alternative in the Final
EIS.

3. The Corps has incorporated information provided concerning impacts of alternatives in
Canada, including information provided since the release of the Draft EIS, into the Final EIS.

4. Consistent with the White House Council on Environmental Quality advisory memorandum
on transboundary effects, dated July 1, 1997, concerning mitigation, we believe that the EIS
has appropriately identified potential mitigation. Compensation issues are matters
appropriately addressed through established Columbia River Treaty processes.

5. Please see Response to Comment 4 above. Hydroregulation data were provided to
Canadian technical and other representatives as soon as those data were available.
Responses were solicited regarding anticipated impacts to Canadian resources. Following
release of the Draft EIS, we received additional information on hydropower effects of the
alternatives in Canada, and have incorporated the updated information into the Final EIS (Sec,
5.3.2, Hydropower, and Sec. 5.3.13, under Hydropower Benefits). Please also refer to the
Responses to BC Hydro Comments.

6. We believe that under the new preferred alternative, LVB, including the ability to manage
operations in real time, the level of flood protection is maintained. We acknowledge that the
frequency of reaching a given stage below flood level may increase under VARQ; however,
this does not increase the likelihood of exceeding current flood stages. Please also refer to

Responses to BC Hydro Comments.

7. Comment noted. Sec. 5.3.5 of the EIS is being amended to reflect this information; no
adverse impact is expected.

8. Please see Response to Comment 4. Information received from Canadian interests on
impacts of alternatives has been incorporated into the EIS, including effects on power
generation, flood control, recreation, wildlife, and aquatic resources.

Upper Columbia Alternative Flood Control and Fish Operations Final EIS



City @ﬂj Trail

File #0470-01
January 31, 2006

Mr. Evan Lewis

Environmental Resources Section
Seattle District

US Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 3755

Seattle, WA 98124-3755

USA

Dear Mr. Lewis:

RE: UPPER COLUMBIA ALTERNATIVE FLOOD CONTROL (VARQ) AND FISH
OPERATION - DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Trail City Council reviewed the Columbia Basin Trust’s response to your request for comments

with respect to the implementation of Alternative Flood Control and Fish Operations at Libby
and Hungry Horse Dams in Montana.

Council wishes to advise that they concur with the conclusions and recommendations contained
in the Columbia Basin Trust’s letter dated J anuary 3, 2006 to you. Council therefore requests

that the US Army Corps of Engineers, US Department of the Interior, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Association, and US Fish and Wildlife Service not proceed with implementing the
proposed operational changes at Libby or Hungry Horse Dams until these issues are addressed.

Sincerely,

\
MA\CE/&//OQ/{/O

Michelle Ferraro
Deputy Corporate Administrator

cc: Neil Muth, Chief Executive Officer, Columbia Basin Trust
Kindy Gosal, Manager Water Initiatives, Columbia Basin Trust

City Hall ¢ 1394 Pine Avenue, Trail, BC, Canada V1R 4E6 ¢ Telephone: (250) 364-1262 ¢ Fax: (250) 364-0830
’ Public Works ¢ Telephone: (250) 364-0840 ¢ Fax: (250) 364-0831
www.trail.ca ¢ eMail: info®@trail.ca
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Appendix O. Comments Received on Upper Columbia Alternative Flood Control and Fish Operations Draft EIS, &

Responses
COMMENTER RESPONSES
FERRARO,
MICHELLE
City of Trail, BC 1. Thank you. Please refer to our responses to the Columbia Basin Trust letter of January 3,
2006.

Upper Columbia Alternative Flood Control and Fish Operations Final EIS



FAX NO. : Dec. 28 2005 1@:41AM P1

December 28, 2005
6647 Kootenai River Road
Libby, MT 59923

Evan Leyis
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

This is a request that the USACE does not allow the

extreme fluctuation of water flow in the Kootenai thart
have taken place rhe last 2 years,

You have negatively affectred the economy of Lincoln

County and Libby; an area already hard pressed economically

by adverse environmental rulings.

You have adversely affected the fish populations in the
dam's tailwaters.

You are doing this supposedly, for salmon and sturgeon
on theory only. There is no theory to the bad effect you
have had on Libby, and will compound if you continue.

As a waterfront land owner, on the Kootenai River, we
strongly request that you do not use these extreme flows on

the Kootenai,
g ?QM

ames E. Gmalbe

Virgi;Za Gambfféaﬁv’é{g
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Appendix O. Comments Received on Upper Columbia Alternative Flood Control and Fish Operations Draft EIS, &

Responses

COMMENTER

RESPONSES

GAMBLE, JAMES
AND VIRGINIA

1. Fluctuations in Libby Dam outflow and Kootenai River flows over the last several years
have generally been within the historical range as defined by the capacity of the powerhouse,
which has not changed since the addition of the fifth turbine in 1984. And, at least since the
mid-1990s, the seasonality and duration of high flows has been generally consistent (high
flows in winter for power production; high flows in spring and summer for fish flow
augmentation.) The rate of river fluctuation resulting from changes in dam discharges (i.e.
ramping rates) has also not changed since 2000. The comment may be referring to the high
discharges experienced in 2002 during a spill event at the dam resulting from flood control
operations. Discharges of this magnitude are rare under all of the alternatives, but would tend
to occur slightly more often under the preferred alternative. As noted in the EIS (Section
3.5.2), “Water management tools such as water supply forecasting methodology are
continually being improved, which may allow water managers to better anticipate and avoid
forced spills in real time.”

The selection of alternative LVB as the preferred alternative allows for releases from Libby
Dam up to 35 kcfs, pending appropriate water conditions, providing for a normative
hydrograph to achieve the desired habitat attributes of depth, velocity and temperature. The
Corps, BPA, and the USFWS are working closely with representatives from the States of
Montana and Idaho, the Kootenai Tribe of Idaho, and the Confederated Salish-Kootenai Tribe
on the development of an Implementation Protocol for LVB. The 2006 BiOp RPA recognizes
that there are several ways to achieve the desired attributes and allows the Corps and BPA
the flexibility to select the means to provide for the attributes. While release of flows up to 35
kcfs out of Libby is one method to achieve the desired attributes in the near term, the Corps
and BPA are pursuing habitat actions that may reduce the need for such releases in the future.

Upper Columbia Alternative Flood Control and Fish Operations Final EIS



Corporation of the Village of New Denver
P.O. Box 40, New Denver, BC VOG 150 (250) 358-2316 FAX (250) 358-7251

C. Gordon, CMC, Administrator G. Wright, Mayor

January 11,2006 reed 1/17/06

Mr. Evan Lewis

Environmental Resources Section
Seattle District

US Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 3755

Seattle, WA 98124-3755

USA

Dear Mr. Lewis:

Re:  Upper Columbia Alternative Flood Control (VARQ) and Fish Operation -
Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Columbia Basin Trust Response

The Council of the Village of New Denver reviewed the Columbia Basin Trust’s response to
your request for comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for
implementation of Alternative Flood Control and Fish Operations at Libby and Hungry Horse
Dams in Montana. '

Council wishes to advise that it supports the conclusions and recommendations outlined in the
Columbia Basin Trust’s January 3, 2006 correspondence to you, and therefore requests that the
United States Army Corps of Engineers, US Department of the Interior, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Association, and US Fish and Wildlife Service not proceed with implementing the
proposed operational changes at Libby or Hungry Horse Dams on either an interim or long-term
basis until these issues are addressed.

Yours truly.

loice Aucton

Carol Gordon, CMC
Administrator

cc Neil Muth, Chief Executive Officer, Columbia Basin Trust
Garry Merkel, Vice Chair Columbia Basin Trust
Kindy Gosal, Manager Water Initiatives Columbia Basin Trust
Ron Miles, Interim President, CBT Energy Inc
Bruce Duncan, Columbia Power Corporation
Kelvin Ketchum, BC Hydro ‘
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Shelley Murphy, Ministry of Energy Mines and Petroleum Resources

Les MacLaren, Crown Agency Secretariat

David Grace, Ministry of Environment

Jim Mattison, BC Comptroller of Water Rights

Dan Millar, Environment Canada '

David Burpee, Natural Resources Canada

Marvin Wodinsky, Canadian Consulate Seattle

Fred Fortier, Canadian Intertribal Fisheries Commission

Melinda Eden, Chair, Northwest Power and Conservation Council

Bob Lohn, Regional Administrator, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Steve Oliver, Vice President Generation Supply, Bonneville Power Administration
Jim Barton, Chief, Columbia Basin Water Management , U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
John Dooley, Mayor of Nelson

Dieter Bogs, Mayor of Trail

Joe Snopek, Mayor of Creston

Laurence Chernoff, Mayor of Castlegar

Ross Priest, Mayor of Cranbrook

Randal Macnair, Mayor of Fernie

Greg Deck, Chair, Regional District of East Kootenay

Gary Wright, Chair, Regional District of Central Kootenay

Gordon DeRosa, Chair, Regional District of Kootenay Boundary

Dean Eastman, Nicks Island Dyking District




Appendix O. Comments Received on Upper Columbia Alternative Flood Control and Fish Operations Draft EIS, &

Responses
COMMENTER RESPONSES
GORDON, CAROL
Village of New 1. Comment noted. Please refer to the Response to Columbia Basin Trust Comments.

Denver

Upper Columbia Alternative Flood Control and Fish Operations Final EIS



Kindy Gosal, Columbia Basin Trust

103 Gowles Island, Golden, BC

Draft EIS Public Meeting, Nov 28, 2005, Nelson, BC
(transcript)

Kindy Gosal, Columbia Basin Trust, little log cabin on the bridge of the river of the Kicking
Horse there in Golden, 103 Gowles (phonetic) Island | believe it's called.

So, the Columbia Basin Trust, the main reason we're here is we have -- we are interested in
trying to increase the influence that the people of this basin have on processes, water
management processes and decision making that affect them. | think it could be said very clearly
for VARQ and operations at Libby in general that they touch a lot of people in this basin. We
are upstream and downstream of Libby, and so Canada has a very keen and great interest in
Libby operations. And I'll talk a little more about that later.

(“Specifically about VARQ, we've heard about some of the power -- potential power impacts, so
I'm not going to touch on that. And our power partners at CPC will certainly be providing some
input on the DEIS, on the potential power impacts, and we need to see what those impacts are
and we need some compensation on those impacts. And there's also a number of people with
some fisheries background, and I'm no expert in fisheries. Gary Birch is here, and there maybe
there's benefits to fisheries in Canada from VARQ that we can see from this report. There may

kbe some others and these need to be recognized.

(I'm going to touch on some of those other impacts that Kelvin alluded to in this basin and what

people have told our organization they're concerned about. And let's start with Koocanusa. And

at the Koocanusa, people understand that there might be with VARQ a potential for earlier refill,

a potential, if it's just VARQ by itself, for a longer, higher level on the lake in the summer, which

is good for the people in Koocanusa. However, the concern the people in Koocanusa have is

< when you put the fish flows on top of that and they have that 20-foot drop in the summer, very
clearly those folks, and we'll try to get them involved here, have indicated an issue with those
fish flows and the impacts to recreation on Koocanusa. And there's others and | hope other folks
in the Koocanusa area can participate and give you some other impacts. And we've tried to, in
the work that we've done in doing stakeholder summaries, et cetera, to give you some of those

\impacts.

("Moving down the system to Creston Valley, and we see from VARQ there may be some
potential impacts in Creston Valley. We want to go on record as saying we have some
trepidation with what might happen in the Creston Valley area for the dyking districts and some
of the potential erosion because of fluctuating water levels and potential seepage from higher
water levels during the time the dyking districts have crops in the fields and the impacts to their

(_dyking infrastructure.

A

The Creston Valley Wildlife Management Area, I'm disappointed they're not here tonight,
certainly they have articulated over and over their concerns to you with respect to the Creston
Valley Wildlife Management Area, and some of the additional costs, some impacts to the
infrastructure and additional pumping costs that might be associated with that.



[The Lower Kootenai Band has articulated some concerns to their dyking district that they have
and their lands on the Kootenay River area. As you go up the lake, we have Gary Wright earlier
speak about some concerns there, and Garry also from the recreational side articulated some
concerns over lower fluctuation levels and also potential flooding issues on the Kootenay Lake.
Those are real concerns for Canadians. We have concerns, we're not sure what's going to
happen, and it leaves some trepidation as | said before, but and we talked about the power side
and potential compensation for the power side. If there's impacts in Canada for potential benefits
to the United States from Libby, we need to look at what those impacts are and we also need to
address compensation issues. If we're adversely being affected by a change in operations to
benefit values in the United States, we might get some benefits here, and there's some negative
impacts in Canada, we need to look at compensation issues for those impacts, that needs to be
\_dealt with, it's an outstanding issue in this process.

/I want to talk a little bit about the consultation. And this is a consultative process and |

appreciate you coming up here and | appreciate the work you've done to date. |1 mean, 2002 |
think we first met and started to talk about this. It's been a few years and we've had a few
conversations, but we must be having a cultural difference in communication and consultation
because from our perspective as an organization in the Columbia Basin and our perspective in
working with the people here, | can clearly tell you the individuals that I know are -- do not
consider the consultation as happening in Canada to be adequate to our standards, and that might
be some kind of difference in the way we do business. But I really feel that we could have done
a better job in engaging the people here that are touched by this river, and they're going to be
potentially impacted in trying to get them involved and having conversation with them. |
appreciate you coming to Nelson and talking to the DEIS but Baynes Lake is a long way from
here and those guys have a voice and they need to be heard and they're not going to travel to
Nelson and they might not even fill out one of these forms, but you have an obligation as an
entity that's about to change the flows on the Kootenay River and to change the way of life
potentially for some of these people to talk to them effectively. You have a responsibility if
you're going to operate the system to go and engage these folks and to find out what their issues
are and to do it in an effective and meaningful manner. And | would hope that in the future,
we've talked about trying to do this and have a review that we find out a better mechanism to
start to involve Canadians, the organizations and the agencies, but the people of this basin and
how we operate Libby Dam. | think there needs to be a process that recognizes that Libby
operations are critical to our way of life in the Kootenay River Watershed and the Columbia
Basin in general. You know, it's a critical watershed, Libby is a facility that manages that, so
any of these major decisions on the operations of Libby should include meaningful consultation
and should include Canadian values in that. And we need to work on that process, because | don't
think it's there yet, | don't think we have effective meaningful dialogues across the border that we
can sit down and say, 'Phone us, that's fine." We need to be able to say this is how it's done. We
understand the process, the players, we've got the phone numbers, know how it's going to
happen, if there's an issue then we know how it's going to happen, that process needs to be built.
Okay. Thank you very much for this opportunity.

JEFF LAUFLE: Thank you.



[ KINDY GOSAL: Thank you very much for that. It's another whole point. Our
room here isn't full, but that doesn't necessarily mean that our folks don't have something that
they want to say to you, and that | don't want to harp on the negatives. Humans always harp on
the negatives. There's maybe some potential benefits that we need to talk about too. The timing
of the meeting, the timing of the report coming out, in terms of engaging the people and getting a
proper indication what the impacts here in Canada are, negative and positive, it's not going to
work out. You don't do consultative processes around here when the snows are coming and try
to expect people all over the basin to come, 'cause they don't. We got our butts kicked on that.

So, I'm telling you, it's a lesson we learned, okay. The timing of the meeting, in November this

time of year in Nelson, you're not going to get a proper participation from other folks in the

basin. This meeting here with the amount of people here is not an indication of how dearly all of
these issues are held by the people of the basin, absolutely not. I tell you, when I meet with these
folks over coffee, these are big issues. They are not able to make it to these types of meetings. |
don't want to get into our details of the critique of our consultation process, but we made the
offer early on in the process to assist you in designing a consultative process that might work,
and it didn't happen. But if we need to do this again, we need to work on that part of it. And we
would be willing, as an organization, to help you. We can be a player in that, facilitate in that
wialogue. And B.C. Hydro, man, they know how to do it, they do it all the time. Thank you.




Appendix O. Comments Received on Upper Columbia Alternative Flood Control and Fish Operations Draft EIS, &

Responses

COMMENTER

RESPONSES

GosAL, KINDY

Columbia Basin
Trust

Draft EIS Public
Meeting, Nov 28,
2005, Nelson, BC
(transcript)

1. We recognize the concerns about power impacts in Canada and have added additional
information received in response to the DEIS into the Final EIS and have addressed them in
responses to written comments from BC Hydro and others.

2. Comment noted. In general, the EIS analysis shows that VARQ FC alternatives would help
Lake Koocanusa achieve higher reservoir levels during the summer, with corresponding
benefits to reservoir recreation. The EIS also documents that that the incremental effect of the
fish flows tends to decrease the degree of benefit to reservoir recreation from the VARQ FC
alternatives. There have been recommendations to change summer operations at Libby and
Hungry Horse dams, consisting of stable or flat flows that extend into September with a 10 foot
draft limit in most years. However, the current summer flow augmentation operations from the
Libby and Hungry Horse projects are being discussed in the collaborative remand process
ordered by Judge Redden, U.S. District of Oregon.

3. Comment noted. The discussion of potential socioeconomic impacts has been
supplemented with qualitative comparisons noting that impacts to agriculture in the Creston,
BC, area would be similar in nature and trend to the agricultural impacts noted in the Idaho
portion of the Kootenai Valley. Due to our reliance on information available for transboundary
impacts (see Response to Comment 5, below), we do not have any information on the
magnitude of the potential agricultural impacts in the Creston, BC, area. Differences in effects
on levee integrity are not anticipated (see Section 3.3.1) since evidence suggests that levee
stability is affected primarily by ramping rates (i.e. how fast river/lake levels rise and fall) and
ramping rates would not vary among the alternatives.

4. Comment noted. Information from the Creston Valley Wildlife Management Area about
potential impacts is incorporated in the EIS, primarily for evaluations of Sensitive, Threatened,
and Endangered Species (Section 3.3.4) and Wildlife (Section 3.3.5).

5. For transboundary impacts (i.e. those in Canada), we rely on existing information or
information supplied by affected stakeholders for impact evaluation. Consistent with the White
House Council on Environmental Quality advisory memorandum on transboundary effects,
dated July 1, 1997, concerning mitigation, we believe that the EIS has appropriately identified
potential mitigation. Compensation issues are matters appropriately addressed through
established Columbia River Treaty processes.

6. We have coordinated with Canadian technical representatives, and provided modeling data
for use by those interests in helping us assess impacts for the EIS. We appreciate and have
incorporated all information received from the Columbia Basin Trust and other Canadian
organizations. The Corps and Reclamation will continue active involvement with interagency
and transboundary groups, such as the International Kootenai/ly Ecosystem Recovery Team,
the Transboundary Gas Group, and the Kootenai River White Sturgeon Recovery Team.
Additionally, Corps water managers will maintain regular contact with their counterparts in
British Columbia for real-time operation of the Columbia River system. We note your comment
concerning potential improvements in coordination with the general public in Canada and, in
the context of routine Libby Dam operations, are investigating ways to invite public
participation and education on Libby Dam issues of potential interest in Canada.

Upper Columbia Alternative Flood Control and Fish Operations Final EIS



445 13 Avenue
Suire 300
Castlegar, BC

VIN 1G1
l?_; Toll Free: 1-800-505-8998

Tel: (250) 365-6633
Fax: (250) 265-2246

COLUMBIA BASIN TRUST Fe

January 3rd, 2006

Mr. Evan Lewis

Environmental Resources Section
Seattle District

US Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 3755

Seattle, WA 98124-3755

USA

Re. Upper Columbia Alternative Flood Control (VARQ) and Fish Operation — Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Lewis,

This letter, in addition to the presentation made at the November 28" public meeting in Nelson
BC, provides the Columbia Basin Trust’s response to your request for comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for implementation of Alternative Flood Control and
Fish Operations at Libby and Hungry Horse Dams in Montana. The proponents for this proposed
operational change are the US Department of the Interior, the Bureau of Reclamation - Pacific
Northwest Region, and the US Department of Defense, Army Corps of Engineers — Seattle
District.

This letter was prepared within the context of the Columbia Basin Trust’s Water Initiatives
Program mandates to play a leadership role in increasing the influence of the residents of this
region in major water management decisions that affect them.

The CBT’s participation in this process was undertaken with the objective of ensuring that
individuals and groups from our region with a broad range of interests and values have the
opportunity to participate and are given adequate consideration in the EIS process. Canada is
situated both upstream and downstream of Libby Dam, and thus the people of our region have a
vested interest in hydrosystem operations at Libby Dam.

The implementation of the VARQ flood control operations strategy at Libby and Hungry Horse
Dams, along with the associated Fish Operations have the potential for both positive and
negative impacts in the British Columbia portions of the Pend O’Rielle and Kootenay River
drainages.



The CBT itself has not undertaken a technical evaluation of these potential impacts of the
proposed operations. It is our contention that the proponents of the operational change have the
obligation to undertake such work on both sides of the international border. We have, in
cooperation with other Canadian agencies, prepared a “Stakeholders Summary of Preferred and
Potential Negative Reservoir Levels and River Stages on the Canadian Kootenay River System”.
This report was forwarded to you in September of 2004 and is attached to this letter. The
Stakeholders Summary identifies a range of interests in the Canadian portion of the Kootenay
River System and provides information on the preferred and detrimental river stage or reservoir
elevation levels for each interest group. The report represents some initial work from which the
proponents of this operational change can then initiate technical studies to examine how the
proposed operational change would either positively or negatively impact the Canadian interest.

The DEIS notes a number of potential impacts in Canada on recreation/tourism opportunities,
cultural resources, private property, key ecological areas, endangered and threatened species,
power generation and the agriculture industry. The CBT has noted in the past that we would rely
upon our Canadian partners to provide further detail on these impacts.

As noted at the public meeting in Nelson, there is concern over the extent to which the negative
impacts may outweigh the positive impacts in Canada. The degree of the impacts is not clearly
understood at this time, and related compensation/mitigation measures will need to be put into

place by the proponents of the proposed operations prior to implementation.

The CBT would also like to comment on the following specific issues:

Consultation Process

The consultation process that was carried out by the USACE and Bureau of Reclamation, which
lead up to the development of the DEIS, did not involve many of the Canadian parties that may
potentially be impacted by the proposed alternatives. The consultation process did not meet what
we would describe as the minimum level of public consultation that is expected, considering the
potential impacts.

More specifically:

e The USACE and Bureau of Reclamation held only two public meeting in Canada
(Creston, BC, January 2002, and Nelson, BC, November 2005). The CBT had made
direct requests to the USACE and Bureau of Reclamation that a series of public
consultation meetings be held in British Columbia in a variety of locations where
potential impacts may occur due to the proposed alternatives.

e The distribution of the pertinent information on this initiative was limited, and the time
frame for comment on the EIS document was extremely short (five weeks over the
Christmas holiday season). Given the limited distribution and the technical nature of the
document, and the short time frame for response, most community groups from Canada
were not able to participate in the consultation process. There are very few of the
possible impacted stakeholders in Canada who have the technical capacity to review the
information that was put forward. The CBT believes the USACE and Bureau of
Reclamation have a responsibility to make information more readily accessible, and at a
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less technical level, whereby a wide variety of groups can effectively engage in this
process.

e It is our contention that the people in the Canadian portion of the Basin did not have
adequate access to information, nor opportunity consult with the proponents of this
operation. The full range and extent of the impacts in Canada have not been adequately
addressed.

Information gaps

The DEIS does not represent a comprehensive list of potential social, economic and

environmental impacts (negative or positive) that may occur in Canada as a result of

implementing the proposed alternatives. Of the potential impacts that are listed, there is very

little analysis done on the level of impact, or costs associated with the impacts.

Before proceeding further, we would request that the USACE and the Bureau of Reclamation

provide further detail on both the range and degree of potential impacts in Canada as a result of

the proposed alternatives.

The following is a preliminary list of areas of concern that have been identified by residents in

our region. More research and analysis is required by the proponents of the operation to

determine additional areas of concern and the degree of potential impacts. As well, other

Canadian agencies will provide more information on hydro power, fisheries, and First Nations’

cultural concerns:

Koocanusa

> Recreation - While there may be some positive benefits for recreation on the

Koocanusa Reservoir from higher elevation levels in the spring, these benefits may be
out weighed by the summer salmon draft that draws the reservoir down 20 feet in
August, which coincides with the peak recreation season.

> Fish - Additional concerns have been voiced over fish entrainment issues related to
increased flows from Libby Dam.
> First Nations — Impacts on heritage sites and cultural resources are unknown and need

to be addressed.
Canadian border to Kootenay Lake including Creston Valley
> Agriculture/dykes — Increased flows and fluctuation may have detrimental affect on
the agriculture industry and dyking infrastructure in the Creston Valley area. These
impacts include crop loss, damage to dyking infrastructure and increased pumping
costs. More research is required to address the impact of the proposed operations on
these interests.
> Wildlife — The Creston Valley Wildlife Management Area and the Creston Valley is
home to a variety of listed and endangered species. As with the Dyking infrastructure,
the proposed operations may have an impact on these wildlife resources. More
research is required to address the impact of the proposed operations on these interests.
> First Nations — Impacts on heritage sites and cultural resources are unknown and need
to be addressed.
Kootenay Lake
> Private property — The DEIS indicates a higher probability for increased lake levels
with the proposed operations which could impact property and infrastructure around
Kootenay Lake. More research is required to address the impact of the proposed
operations on these interests.
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> Recreation — as with private property the recreational opportunities and infrastructure
around Kootenay Lake may be impacted by the proposed operations. More research is
required to address the impact of the proposed operations on these interests.

> First Nations — Impacts on heritage sites and cultural resources are unknown and need
to be addressed.

Reduction in downstream flood protection

Based on the information provided by the DEIS, and the analysis undertaken by BC Hydro, we
would note there is concern in Canada about the expected reduction in flood protection
downstream of Libby as a result of implementing VARQ. This issue is of major concern to a
number of interests in the Creston Valley and Kootenay Lake area, as well as downstream areas
in the Kootenay Canal and Trail area. Further analysis by the proponents is required to assess
potential flood risk in Canada and associated compensation issues.

Hydroelectric generation in Canada

CBT’s comments in this area supplement the information provided by BC Hydro and CBT’s
joint venture partner Columbia Power Corporation. These organizations have identified that the
proposed operational changes at Libby and Hungry Horse will have an adverse impact in power
generation at Canadian Hydroelectric projects. BC Hydro estimates a combined annual loss of
$10- $14 million as a result of the proposed operational changes at Libby and Hungry Horse.
Further analysis on this issue is required and the associated compensation issues need to be
addressed.

Compensation/mitigation and liability as a result of impacts

The DEIS notes some potential mitigation issues and identifies some “Unavoidable Adverse
Affects”. However, this may not be a comprehensive list, and the DEIS does not adequately
address compensation issues that would arise as a result of the potential impacts in Canada.
Given that this process is being directed by the NOAA Fisheries and USFWS under the US
Endangered Species Act (ESA), and being implemented by the USACE and Bureau of
Reclamation, all of these agencies will be held accountable by the people of this region for any
negative impacts in our area.

Lack of monitoring strateqy and formal review period

While the DEIS makes reference to adaptive management practices, the DEIS does not have a
monitoring strategy associated with it, nor a formal review period. Both of these elements are
necessary in order to measure and assess whether the proposed actions have their desired affects
or whether other negative impacts that were not originally anticipated occur and need to be
addressed. A monitoring strategy and review period are also necessary to ensure that any
refinements to t