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$ % UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
. [==| . | National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
% N & NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Northwest Region RECEIVED

7600 Sand Point Way, NE NOV 2 6 1997
Bin C15700, Bldg. 1

Seattle, Washington 98115-0070 D'RECTOERﬁ_ F UTILITIE
November 19, 1997 F/N

Mark Crisson, Director Colonel James M. Rigsby

Tacoma Public Utility U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 11007 Post Office Box 3755
Tacoma, Washington 98411 Seattle, Washington 98124-3755

Dear Mr. Crisson and Colone] Rigsby:

As requested by the Tacoma Public Utilities' (TPU) letter of October 28, 1997, I am pleased to
offer the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) support for the approval and funding of
Phase One of the Howard Hanson Additional Water Storage Project (AWSP) as outlined in the
October 28, 1997 project description.

The AWSP has water supply goals and ecosystem restoration goals.. It will store up to 20,000
ac.ft. of water from Tacoma's undeveloped-second diversion water right. The project will also
provide a downstream fish passage facility at the dam; the potential for restored salmon and
steelhead populations in the upper watershed; habitat improvement; storage of water for fishery
purposes; and a number of fishery amenities provided through a Tacoma agreement with the
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe (MIT). '

The City of Tacoma and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) have worked extensively
over the past 7 years with federal and state agencies, MIT, and sports fishers on the feasibility
studies associated with the AWSP. I appreciate your flexible and forthright manner in seeking
common solutions. You have given an extraordinary effort to design project provisions to
accommodate fishery conservation. Your willingness to change operational philosophies and
strategies to favor fish demonstrate commitment to the public resource and leadership in the
industry. : . -

As you are aware, however, our support must be conditional at this time. It is contingent upon
completion of National Environmental Policy Act review, satisfactory resolution of potential
issues under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), and resolution of other outstanding issues
identified cooperatively by the parties involved in this process.

In particular, the NMFS is responsible for implementing the ESA with regard to anadromous

fish. The Green River chinook, which occurs downstream from the current project, may be listed
as threatened or endangered under the ESA. A proposed federal project that may affect a listed
species or its critical habitat is subject to consultation with NMFS under section 7 of the ESA, 16
U.S.C. § 1536, and actions by both federal and nonfederal entities are subject to the “take” @
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State of Washington
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

Mailing Address: 600 Capitol Way N « Olympia, WA 98501-1091 « (360) 902-2200, TDD (360) 902-2207
Main Office Location: Natural Resources Building ¢ 1111 Washington Street SE « Olympia. WA

November 17, 1997

Mr. Mark Crisson, Director Colonel James M. Rigsby
Tacoma Public Utilities U.S. Army Corps of Engineers -
Post Office Box 11007 Post Office Box 3755

Tacoma, Washington 984.11-0007 Seattle, Washington 98124-3755

Dear Mr. Crisson and Colonel Rigsby:

Tacoma Public Utilities’ (TPU) October 28 letter requested our support for the proposed Howard
Hanson Dam Additional Water Storage Project (AWSP), The major feature of this proposal is
storage of up to 20,000 acre-feet of water from Tacoma'’s presently undeveloped second
diversion water right. TPU and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers propose additional features
including construction of new outlet works for Howard Hanson Dam incorporating downstream
fish passage facilities, habitat improvements above and below the dam, and the annual storage of
an additional 5,000 acre-feet of water for steelhead incubation protection and other fisheries
purposes. These elements would be implemented in combination with other features provided
for in a 1995 agreement between TPU and the Muckleshoot Tribe, including construction of
upstream fish passage facilities at the TPU diversion dam.

Together these passage facilities are expected to enable substantial restoration of salmon and
steelhead to the upper Green River watershed above these dams. Reestablishment of
anadromous fish to the upper Green River watershed has been our goal for many years. Thisisa
historic opportunity and we are pleased to endorse moving forward with this effort through the
next phase of engineering and design. However, as ! am sure you appreciate, our endorscment at
this time cannot be unconditional. Our support of the AWSP must be qualified in regard to
potential actions under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), fulfillment of our responsibilities
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and successful completion of the issue
resolution process in which we are now engaged.

Our goals in regard to the Green River in general, and the Howard Hanson project in particular,
are to achieve maximum net resource benefits, including opportunities for harvest, for all fishery
resources. These include steelhead, chinook, coho, and chum salmon. As stated in our letter of
February 29, 1996, an essential aspect of the project from our perspective is protection and
enhancement of downstream fish production, along with restoration of salmon and steelhead to
the upper watershed and full mitigation for impacts to wildlife. Protection of downstream
resources is also relevant to possible actions under the ESA, such as the potential listing of Green
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY, TRADE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION
111 21st Avenue S.W. ¢ P.O. Box 48343 * Olympia, Washington 98504-8343 * (360) 753-4011

May 3, 1996

Ms. Karen S. Northup
Environmental Resources Section
Seattle District, Corps of Engineers

Post Office Box 3755
Seattle, Washington 98124-2255

Log: 043096-03
Re:  Habitat Restoration Features,
Howard A. Hanson Dam

Dear Ms. Northup:

Thank you for contacting our office regarding the Habitat Restoration Features for the
Howard A. Hanson Dam and your plan for addressing cultural resource issues. We
concur with the approach outlined in your letter of April 29. We request you detail for us
as an attachment the types of activities you believe would not cause subsurface impacts or
will not have the possibility of effecting ‘cultural resources.

Please feel free to contact me at (360) 753-4405 should you have any questions.

Sincerely;

Robert G. Whitlam, Ph.D.
State Archaeologist

RGW:tjt















DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
SEATTLE DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.O. BOX 3755

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98124-2255

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

Planning Branch

Mr. David C. Frederick, State Supervisor - I .
USDI (Fish and Wildlife Service) ’

Fish and Wildlife Enhancement 0T 17 1o97
Olympia Field Office

510 Desmond Drive, Suite 101

Lacey, Washington 98503-1273

Reference: Howard Hanson Dam Additional Water
Supply Project, Feasibility Level Study

Dear Mr. Frederick:

The Seattle District, Corps of Engineers, is preparing a draft environmental impact
statement and feasibility report for the referenced action. Pursuant to the Endangered
Species Act, a biological assessment (BA) addressing potential impacts to bald eagles,
marbled murrelets, spotted owls, gray wolves, and grizzly bears, plus two candidate
species, at the Howard Hanson Dam project in King County, Washington, has been
prepared and is enclosed for your review and concurrence. A biological assessment was
previously sent to you in September, 1996. This BA was withdrawn, after discussion with
your agency, because operational plans for the project were still being discussed and it was
not possible to address downstream impacts to bald eagle prey base, until a final operation
had been determined. We have now identified the operational criteria that would be in use
during Phase I of the project, and are re-submitting our BA at this time, as we would like
to include both the BA and your biological opinion in our Feasibility Report and EIS, due
for completion in mid-December, 1997. The early identification of any conservation
measures not already proposed in the BA would help us to refine budgets and schedules
for the plan development stage of the project.

The énclosed BA represents the opinion of the Seattle District, Corps of Engineers, that
the proposed project would not likely adversely affect the listed and candidate species
found and potentially found in the vicinity of the Howard Hanson Dam project.

If you have any questions about the BA, please contact Mr. Ken Brunner at (206) 764-
3479.

ly,

Chpssin W) M1
M. McNeely

Enclosure Ch1ef Environmental Resources Sectio:



HOWARD HANSON DAM ADDITIONAL WATER STORAGE PROJECT
BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

JANUARY 15, 1998

1.0 BACKGROUND

The city of Tacoma, Washington receives a majority of its municipal and industrial water
supply from the Green River through their diversion structure at river mile (RM) 61.0.
The Howard A. Hanson Dam (HHD), a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers dam, is located
within the City of Tacoma’s watershed on the upper reach of the Green River, at RM
64.5. HHD provides winter flood control and summer low flow enhancement. The
reservoir behind HHD has never been filled to its authorized elevation of 1206 feet, but
maintains an established conservation pool elevation of 1141 feet during spring and early
summer for fishery low-flow augmentation, until inflow can no longer keep up with
outflow, at which point the reservoir slowly drains to its winter minimum of approximately
1070 feet.

Tacoma recognizes the need for an additional water supply, especially during the summer
months, not only because of the high water demand during this time of the year, but also
because natural flow withdrawals are constrained to protect fish. The existing storage is
entirely dedicated to fish needs and therefore not available to Tacoma. A certified
reconnaissance study completed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers determined that
additional water storage behind HHD is the most viable source of municipal and industrial
water supply for Tacoma and its service area. The conservation pool would be increased
in two phases: the first phase would increase the annual conservation (summer) pool
elevation by 26 feet, to an elevation of 1167 feet. The second phase (which would occur
at least five years after implementation of Phase I) would raise the annual conservation
pool to elevation 1177°. Both of these pool raises results in loss of terrestrial and wetland
habitat adjacent to the existing reservoir; the project also results in downstream in-stream
effects. Finally, the project also includes fish passage over HHD, resulting in the re-
introduction of anadromous salmonids to the upper watershed.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in a letter dated January 22, 1996 identified
five federally listed animal species and two candidate species which may occur in the
project vicinity. Included in this list were bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), marbled
murrelets (Brachyramphus marmoratus marmoratus), northern spotted owls (Strix
occidentalis caurina), gray wolves (Canis lupus) and grizzly bears (Ursus arctos).
Spotted frogs (Rana pretiosa) and bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus) were listed as
candidates (with 15 other species; in a Notice of Review on February 28, 1996, the
USFWS dropped many species from the candidate list; for the Howard Hanson project,
only the bull trout and spotted frog remain as candidate species). The potential impacts to
these listed and candidate species as a result of the Howard Hanson reservoir inundation
project are outlined in this biological assessment.






it most likely feeds on waterfowl that winter on the lake; up to two hundred ducks may be
on the reservoir at any one time, providing a readily available food source for bald eagles.
The forests surrounding the reservoir provide a large number of perches and potential nest
trees. Food is the limiting resource, and no more than four bald eagles have been seen in
the vicinity of the reservoir at any one time during the winter. Another potential limiting
factor is the seasonal drawdown of the reservoir during the winter (to 1070 feet) which
leaves a broad, unvegetated band between the forest and the reservoir and may discourage
use by bald eagles; however, the real effect of the drawdown on eagle use has not been
investigated and is unknown. The reservoir is refilled during spring and is usually raised to
1141’ by mid-May.

Anadromous salmonids historically were probably a more important food source in the
Green River watershed for bald eagles prior to construction of Howard Hanson Dam than
they are now. The dam blocked upstream passage and ended spawning above the dam.
At least one account indicates as many as 15 bald eagles at Eagle Gorge prior to
construction of the dam, which may well have been because of spawning salmon at that
location (Eagle Gorge is now part of the reservoir behind Howard Hanson Dam). The
Additional Water Supply project would not only result in higher reservoir levels, but
would also result in altered downstream flows. The issues surrounding flows in the Green
River and the various stocks of salmon are complex. Because salmon have historically
been important to bald eagles (and still provide eagles with a food source downstream
from the dam), the following discussion goes into some detail on the existing (baseline)
condition of salmon stocks in the Green River, and the expectations following
implementation of Phase I, and then Phase II, of the Additional Water Supply project.
Chinook (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), coho (O. kisutch), chum (O. keta), cutthroat trout
(O. clarki), and steelhead (O. mykiss) are the five main salmonid species supported by the
Green River. In addition, char (Salvelinus spp.) may be found in the watershed, but there
is little information to substantiate their status.

3.1.3 Effects of the Action—Phase 1

3.1.3.1 Perches

Only the merchantable timber existing in the inundation zone will be logged prior to
inundation. In addition, prior to logging, potential perch trees would be marked so that
they would not be cut. Thus, a relatively small number of living perch trees will be
removed from the existing habitat. Although the time frame for the reservoir operation
would remain nearly the same, the position of perches and forest, and the configuration of
the reservoir shoreline would be changed; a rough estimate, based on use of a 1”’=800’
topographic map, is that the forest would be as much as 800 feet further removed from the
low pool than under existing winter conditions. In areas of steep banks, the shoreline may
be as little as 30-50 feet further removed. Artificial perch poles will be erected in specific
locations within the inundation zone to compensate for the loss of existing key perches.
According to the USFWS (1993), artificial perches have been used by many raptor species
and are important to wintering bald eagles in situations where natural perches are lacking.
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
North Pacific Coast Ecoregion
Western Washington Office
510 Desmond Drive SE, Suite 102
Lacey, Washington 98503
Phone: (360) 753-9440 Fax: (360) 753-9008

January 28, 1998

Colonel James M. Rigsby

District Engineer

Seattle District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box C-3755

Seattle, Washington 98124-2255
Attention: Ken Brunner

Re: Howard Hanson Biological Assessment
FWS Ref: 1-3-98-1-0021

Dear Colonel Rigsby:

This letter is in response to your Biological Assessment (BA) for the Howard Hanson Additional
Water Storage Project, dated January 15, 1998, and received by us via email on the same day. The
BA, along with the information provided by phone by your staff on January 7 and 8, 1998, now
provides sufficient detail on the project’s design and operation for us to complete our review. We
received an earlier version of the Corps of Engineers ' (Corps) BA on October 21, 1997, but could
not complete our review because the project design was still evolving.

The Corps determined that the proposed Howard Hanson Additional Water Storage Project would
not likely adversely affect the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), northern spotted owl (Strix
occidentalis caurina), marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus marmoratus), gray wolf
(Canis lupus) and grizzly bear (Ursus arctos). The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) concurs
with your determination. ' L

The Service’s concurrence is based upon: (1) the implementation of the conservation measures
described in the BA; (2) the Corps’ statement that phase 2 of the project (conservation pool raise to
elevation 1,177 feet, MSL) will not be implemented until it is demonstrated that this action will not
adversely affect the Green River’s salmon and steelhead resources; and (3) the retention of all
merchantable and large trees within the larger conservation pool unless logging can be accomplished
without adversely impacting the restoration of the anadromous fish runs upstream of the project.
























Appendix I of the HHD AWS Final FR/EIS. The discussion of bald eagle effects is
retained in this BA, as much of that discussion pertains to impacts to anadromous fish.

2.0 BASELINE CONDITION AND GENERAL PROJECT IMPACTS

The baseline condition for this project includes conditions as a result of all current
operating projects and facilities. These include: 1) the existing HHD project, which is
used for flood control during the late fall and winter and for spring storage of 25,400 ac-ft
of water for summer LFA; 2) the HHD Section 1135 Fish and Wildlife Restoration
Project, which authorizes storage of an additional 5,000 ac-ft of water for LFA, a
“without project” feature; 3) TPU’s Pipeline Projects, Pipeline No. 1 (P1), which was
constructed to carry Tacoma’s FDWR, and 4) Pipeline No. 5 or the Second Supply
Water Right (P5 or SSWR), which will carry TPU’s SSWR. TPU was granted a permit,
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, to construct P5. Construction is scheduled to
be complete by 2003, before the HHD AWS project is scheduled to be implemented, this
is a “without-project” feature. Impacts resulting from Tacoma’s P1 and P5 projects have
already been mitigated for or are being considered for Endangered Species Act
compliance through a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) that Tacoma is currently
pursuing: contact Paul Hickey or John Kirner at TPU for further information.

Phase I of the AWS project would result in the inundation of about 325 acres of terrestrial
and wetland habitats (including 79 acres of riparian and 11.5 acres of stream habitat),
while Phase II would inundate an additional 153 acres of habitat (42 acres riparian and
5.9 acres stream). Most plants in the inundation zones would die during the first season
of inundation, although a few species of plants that are more tolerant of inundation would
survive for a longer period than species intolerant of inundation. The City of Tacoma
would like to remove some merchantable timber from the inundation zone, and leave the
remainder of trees. This point is currently being debated by resource agencies, who
would prefer to see no trees cut from the inundation zone, in order to provide habitat for
juvenile salmonids. The project is currently described as leaving all trees flooded by the
new inundation pool(s). In the event that merchantable trees are cut, the Corps of
Engineers and the City of Tacoma will inventory the inundation zone and designate
particular trees which are not to be cut, even in the merchantable areas. The Corps would
amend this BA and transmit it to NMFS for concurrence. In addition, to insure that
suitable perches will be maintained for raptors, dead snags would be retained and allowed
to fall as they rot.

As related to anadromous fish, five adverse impacts were identified under the AWSP
feasibility study resulting from storing 20,000 ac ft of the SSWR in Phase I and 32,000
ac-ft of additional storage (beyond the SSWR) in Phase II during the winter and spring.
These impacts are found in two distinct areas: 1) within the HHD project boundary, at
the dam and within the reservoir; and 2) in the lower watershed, from HHD to the
estuary. The impacts within the project boundary from increased pool size in Phase I and
II are: 1) potential decreased survival of a proportion of juvenile saimon and steelhead


















reservoir operations that provide additional storage (and existing conservation storage) by
filling the reservoir in late winter to early summer for release in summer and fall -- less
water is provided to the Green River below HHD in during refill, which may result in
reduced spawning (steelhead), hatching (steelhead and salmon), and juvenile downstream
migration success. The following analysis discusses these effects on the various salmon
stocks and the resulting effects on bald eagles.

Phase I of the AWS project includes implementation of all restoration features which
include the downstream fish passage facility, habitat restoration projects above and below
the dam, and storage of 20,000 ac ft of M&I water supply. As part of the Second Supply
Project, Tacoma will implement a mitigation agreement that will include an upstream fish
passage facility, a fish restoration facility which will provide up to 500,000 coho and
chinook and 350,000 steelhead fingerlings, and improved instream flows during summer
and fall®.

3.1.4 Effects of the Proposed Project.

The combined mitigation and restoration features of the AWS project and the Tacoma
Mitigation Agreement will reconnect the upper Green River providing additional habitat
that could support an adult spawner escapement of 1) 6500 coho salmon with production
of 160,000 smolts; 2) 1300 winter steelhead with production of 25,000 smolts; and 3)
2300 chinook salmon with production of 890,000 smolts (dppendix F; Part One Section
2; Corps of Engineers estimates used for planning purposes). Recovery potential varies
by stock, but it is assumed that even without recovery additional production of all stocks
will occur through long-term supplementation if necessary. As part of the Mitigation
Agreement between Tacoma and the Muckleshoot Tribe a Fish Restoration Facility —a
“naturalized” rearing facility for re-establishing salmon and steelhead in the upper Green
River — is available for long-term supplementation that will maintain some level of
increased adult fish production from natural reared juveniles planted in the Upper Green
River. Current production plans include rearing of 500,000 coho and chinook salmon and
350,000 steelhead fingerlings. Either the natural spawned fish or supplemented fish will
provide a net positive benefit in returning adult salmon and steelhead that can provide
increased feeding opportunities from the Diversion Dam to the headwaters of the Green
River.

With a larger reservoir, juvenile passage through the reservoir to the dam will likely take
longer and could result in fewer fish reaching the fish passage facility: there are no
comparable small to moderate sized reservoirs available to reasonably assess the effects
of an enlarged reservoir on outmigrant survival (Appendix F, Part One, Section 2).
Reservoir and dam passage mitigation was included in the selection of the fish passage
facility. The fish passage facility outflow capacity was increased to the maximum

2 As defined in the 1995 Mitigation Agreement between the Muckleshoot Tribe and TPU. Negotiations
between these parties in late winter and spring 1998 may alter these number.



















sustaining with sufficient numbers of juvenile salmon surviving passage through the dam
and reservoir and returning as adults to perpetuate themselves for the life of the project.
HHD would continue to be adaptively managed based on monitoring and evaluation
results.

The pool raise will reduce the amount of natural spawning and rearing habitat in the
watershed with a loss of 64,200 smolts in Phase [ and 32,100 smolts in Phase II,
respectively. The riparian and stream habitat lost to inundation will be fully mitigated
(see Section 4 of the DFR/EIS) and these features, along with enlarged reservoir surface
area could off-set these losses. Fish passage would be the restoration facility, alternative
9A8 described in Section 4 of the DRF/EIS capable of passing the median daily flow for
the majority of the outmigration season; mid-April through October. With this facility,
and the enlarged reservoir, estimated smolt survival through the reservoir and dam should
approach 65%: baseline conditions presume chinook survival is less than 25%. This
survival rate is considered conservative, given that the Corps has little to no information
on juvenile chinook survival through impoundments in smaller river basins.

Chinook smolts may survive at a much higher rate especially given additional measures
that will be implemented to improve smolt survival such as 1) leave all trees along the
new reservoir shoreline; 2) use of woody debris in streams above, within, and below the
reservoir; 3) mimicry of natural flow fluctuations with natural or artificial freshets; and 4)
selective removal of predatory fish if monitoring suggests this is necessary. The
estimated survival rate (65%) could enable restoration of self-sustaining runs, but there is
greater uncertainty with this species relative to coho and steelhead. Achievement of self-
sustaining runs will be dependent on continuing refinement of fish passage facility and
reservoir operations, implementation of the habitat improvement projects, and possibly
on continued curtailment of chinook harvest to a lower rate for wild stocks.

Lower Watershed

Chinook salmon spawn and rear in the mainstem, some side-channels and larger
tributaries from the Diversion Dam to RM 28. Under Phase I there should be a neutral
impact or slight improvement in the population status of this run. Water temperatures
during late summer and fall will be improved, woody debris would be added at Kanaskat
and the side channel restoration at RM 58-59 will provide a large, protected spawning
and rearing area. Also, if adaptive management is successful, gravel movement out of the
reservoir could be reinitiated and would provide suitable sized materials for spawning
habitat in the Kanaskat reach.

Implementation of gravel nourishment in the Middle Green River should retard bed
armoring and replace suitable sized spawning gravels in this gravel-starved reach
providing valuable spawning habitat for this mainstem spawning stock. Spring refill may
reduce this benefit from decreasing peak flows during the seaward migration of juvenile
chinook. Under Phase II, there would be a slight reduction in the population status due to
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populations are expected to improve. However, if resident or fluvial cutthroat (along
with rainbow trout) were to become significant predators of emigrating juvenile salmon
and steelhead, it would be prudent to consider selective removal of larger trout if the
restoration of salmon and steelhead is a priority. The Upper Watershed is closed to
fishing so resident trout populations above the Diversion Dam are unfished.

Lower Watershed

Cutthroat populations below the project will benefit from the improved outflow
temperature releases from the dam to approximately RM 57. Phase I refill operations
should improve conditions for smolt emigration by mimicking the natural hydrology.
Truck and haul of large wood from the reservoir to release below the dam will improve
LWD in the Palmer area. In the Middle Green River gravel nourishment will provide
improved spawning conditions from RM 41-47. If Phase II occurs, refill would have
negative impacts on smolt emigration but flow augmentation should improve low-flow
conditions for juvenile rearing and late spring/early summer spawning: refill constraints
would include minimum baseflows, maximum refill rates, and use of artificial freshets to
maintain instream migration conditions.

3.4.4 Conservation Measures

No conservation measures were specifically proposed for this species since the project
goal is restoration of anadromous fish stocks above the project and avoiding or
minimizing impacts to anadromous fish below the project.

3.4.5 Determination of Effect

Given the uncertainty of sea-run cutthroat being in the project area, and with the project
emphasis on anadromous fish recovery, the project is not likely to adversely affect sea-
run cutthroat trout.

35 Chum Salmon

Table 1 provides an overview of baseline conditions and effects of the proposed project
on aquatic habitat indicators using the NMFS checklist for relevant indicators.
Additional discussion of project effects on anadromous fish is contained in the Bald
Eagle sections above.

3.5.1 Habitat Requirements/Population Status

Puget Sound chum salmon (O. keta) are not a candidate species for listing under the
Endangered Species Act, as such, this discussion is more general to the project impacts
for this species. Two chum stocks are recognized in the Green River system (SASSI
1993). The Crisp (Keta) Creek fall chum stock originated from releases of Quilcene and
Hood Canal stocks from the Keta Creek hatchery in the early 1980’s. This stock is
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reinitiated and would provide suitable sized materials for spawning habitat in the
Kanaskat reach.

Implementation of gravel nourishment in the Middle Green River should retard and
replace suitable sized spawning gravels in this gravel starved reach. Spring refill may
reduce this benefit from flows during the peak spawning period of adult steelhead. Under
Phase II, there would be a slight reduction in the population status due to the additional
storage of water and further reduction in peak flows during spring emigration of juvenile
steelhead and by possible dewatering of steelhead redds. Low-flow augmentation during
late spring to mid summer could offset this impact.

3.6.4 Determination of Effect

All restoration projects are implemented in Phase I. Phase I is likely to beneficially effect
the Green River steelhead population.

Phase II is likely to adversely effect the Green River steelhead population. Impacts
include 1) loss of spawning and rearing habitat in tributaries inundated by the larger
reservoir (1167-1177 ft); and 2) by possible dewatering of steelhead redds in the Lower
Watershed. '
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backed salamander (Plethodon vehiculum). Ensatinas were also found during these surveys. Several
Larch Mountain salamanders (Plethodon dunni) were positively identified in a proposed Plum Creek
harvest unit during the spring of 1997. Three additional Larch Mountain salamander sites were
found during subsequent surveys (Tate 1997 pers. com).

Threatened and Endangered Species

In a letter dated January 22, 1996, the Service identified five federally listed animal species and two
candidate species that may occur in the project vicinity. Included in this list were the bald eagle
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus), marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus marmoratus), northern
spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina), gray wolf (Canis lupus) and grizzly bear (Ursus arctos).
Spotted frogs (Rana pretiosa) and bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus) were listed as candidate
species. Ofthese species, only the bald eagle has actually been observed within the project boundary
or within the Green River riparian corridor downstream from HHDR. Up to four bald eagles have
been observed within the vicinity of the reservoir, and use of this area occurs throughout the year.
There are no known bald eagle nest sites near the project.

HABITAT TYPES

The project area is in the western hemlock vegetation zone. Most of the forested project lands,
however, are deciduous or mixed deciduous/coniferous. In the deciduous forests along the streams
and flatter parts of the reservoir perimeter, red alder (4/nus rubra) dominates with inclusions of big-
leaf maple (Acer macrophyllum) and black cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa). Mixed
deciduous/coniferous forests include western hemlock (Tsuga heterophylla) and western red cedar
(Thuja plicata). In most of the younger coniferous forest, Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) is
the dominant tree species because of extensive reforestation on harvest units. Various densities of
naturally regenerated western hemlock and western red cedar occur as a component in the upland
stands. Western hemlock, the climax species, is rarely dominant because of fire and reforestation
efforts. Older stands that were established during a less intensive management era are dominated
by western hemlock.

Timber harvest in the upper Green River has been extensive. It started in the 1880s and continues

to this day. All of the stands within the project have been logged at least once. The oldest stands
date from 1888 although most stands are much younger than this (see Table 2 ).
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Letter T03

Comments

Replies

T03-40

TO3-41

TO03-42

T03-43

TO03-44

T03-45

T03-46

Page 73. Demand management measures listed in Altenative 4A failed to consider to
include water rate reform as a tool to reinforce conservation behavior and efficiency
investments. Meaningful rate reform would include increased consumption prices, lower
fixed monthly charges and higher summer seasonal rates. Because of this omission, the
water savings estimated for Altemative 4A are very minor, amounting to less than 2% of
the present TPU peak season system demand.

Page 74. 1t should be clarified that Alternative 7B , Mimic Natural Hydrology During
Refill and Provide Low Flow Augmentation, is intended to address refill operations for
M&! purposes as well as for low flow augmentation. Although the minimum baseflow
targets of 575 to 900 cfs. offer improved instream protection compared fo existing
insiream flow requirements, these targets are not guaranteed nor are they adequate to
fully protect instream resources. For example, Green River Hatchery chinook smolt
releases were found to have had higher survival to the Duwamish with increasing flow:
only 40% survived at approximately 650 cfs. at Auburn, while survival rates of between
70 and 100% were observed at flows higher than 2,000 cfs. (Wetherall, J. A. Estimation
of survival rates for chinook salmon during their downstream migration in the Green
River, WA. PhD thesis, Univ. of Washington, 1971).

Pages 73-74. Altemative 4 A- This section describes varies actions that TPU could take
to lessen demand and conserve water; however, the DFR/DEIS fails to disclose whether
or not TPU intends to pursue any or all of these actions.

Page 74. Evaluation of water supply altemnatives-The proposed economical analysis
outlined in this section is incomplete. A better analysis would look also at the mitigation
costs associated with HHD additional storage compared to the costs for the other viable
water supply measures. i ¢

Page 79. The discussion regarding scientific understanding of fish passage needs
provides examples of failed fish passage facility "experiments” over the last 40 years.
While outfet design has been improved, it is difficult to prédict how the proposed fish
passage facility will perform in combination with added storage. It is reasonable
therefore to assume that restoration associated with the Preferred Alternative is equally
experimental.

page 85. The restoration objective is consistent with state and federal requirements for
...and fits within the King County sponsored Green'Duwamish Ecosystem Restoration
Study. The project is not consistent with MIT requirements to restore salmon the
quantity and quality of habitat in the Green River below the dams so as to increase
salmon production. In order to achieve continuity with the federal final selection
authority regarding criteria regarding acceptability of ecosystem restoration plans, the
FRJEIS should specify what assurances will be made to insure that the ecosystem
restoration plan is acceptable to the MIT tribal government as required in the criteria.

page 93. ..to have no net loss of lower watershed hobitat while ining existing
anadromous salmonid populations.  This conflicts with Tribal goal to increase habitat

below the HHD. 1t is unclear why the project will not attempt to significantly restore

T03-40 The quality of lower Green River and estuary habitats is reflected in survival
estimates from Green River hatchery releases (see Appendix F Section 8.E Incremental
Analysis of Restoration and Mitigation Projects). The marine survival estimates
lrepresent one stage in the life cycle model used to derive project benefits. Low survival
estimates from Green River hatchery releases must be offset by higher project passage
survival if self-sufficiency is to be attained.

T03-41 The opening sentence in Section 3.2.3.1 of the DFR/DEIS clearly identifies that
refill for M&I purposes is a project objective. No change to the text is needed.

“Alternative 7B was developed to meet or be consistent with three preliminary
project objectives: 1) provide a regional M&I water supply...”

We agree that baseflow targets offer improved fishery resource protection compared to
|existing instream requirements. As described in Appendix F, Section 5: Green River
Juvenile Salmon and Steelhead Migration, instream migration survival was evaluated
using a daily flow model of the period 1964-1995 and a flow: survival relationship
based on the Wetherall data. Under Phase I, changes to existing refill and storage
operations provide clear improvement in instream migration survival for chinook, coho
and steelhead.

T03-42 In Section 2.6.2¢ of Appendix B is a discussion of the conservation (demand
management) measures that Tacoma has already undertaken and implemented. In
Section 2.6.6b is a discussion of the conservation measures that Tacoma has evaluated
and are available to be implemented as an alternative to the proposed project. Twelve of
the most cost effective measures were included as part of the alternatives analysis to
Howard Hanson Dam water supply and are included in the benefit evaluation. See table
B2-10 of Appendix B for the unit cost of implementing these measures.

T03-43 The economic analysis of water supply for this project compares the avoided
cost of not needing to implement the most cost-effective alternatives to HHD AWS (if
Jthese alternatives require mitigation, these costs are included) to the total separable
water supply costs (i.e. costs identified as only occurring directly as a result of that
project purpose). Separable water supply costs of HHD include all mitigation costs
associated with water supply; so the economic analysis already does what you
recommend in your comment.

T03-44 In recognition of past dam passage failures at other projects in the Pacific
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T03-66 Cont. financial constraints. If problematic gravel aggradation in the lower river
is identified, the rate may be reduced. If monitoring identifies the value of an increased
rate of gravel nourishment, funds for additional gravel must come from other sources.
The Green/Duwamish River Basin Ecosystem Restoration Study sponsored by the Corps
|and King County is one possible source for additional funding.

T03-67 Comment noted.

T03-68 Comment acknowledged. Table 5-1 is revised in this document to acknowledge
Muckleshoot treaties with the United States. See updated table on next page.

T03-69 We concur with your comment that the mainstem river (as valuable salmon and
steelhead spawning and rearing habitat) in the Middle and Lower Green River may be
compromised because of high water temperatures. In fact, mainstem river temperatures
in the Middle Green River (RM 35) exceed the state water quality standard (18 C) in
virtually every year: in 75% of the years of record (1964-84, 1992) temperatures
exceeded the range of avoidance for salmon and steelhead (21 C) for one or more days
|(Section 4A Appendix F).

As noted in the DFR/DEIS, reservoir inflow (Upper Watershed) temperatures are

' generally lower than 60°F (16 C), however short-term periods of higher temperatures
occur in most years. Even though the Upper Watershed has areas (within selected years)
that exceed the AA water quality stream temperature requirement (16 C), stream
temperatures are mostly within the preferred range for salmon spawning and rearing
habitat. Also, the Upper Watershed has a greater potential for recovery of the riparian
systems that provide necessary stream shading unlike much of the Lower Watershed.
See comment TO3 - 5 for further discussion of stream temperatures and salmon and
steelhead habitat in the Upper Watershed.
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Letter T03

Comments

Replies

T03-100

T03-101

T03-102

T03-103

T03-104

T03-105

T05-106

TO3-107

TO03-108

Page 252-253. The DFR/DEIS implies that all salmonid species are likely to be equally
affected by the project without any supporting information. Elsewhere in the DFR/DEIS,
there are statements about some salmonid species (i.e. steelhead trout) being more
affected than others. Such conflicting statements need to be resolved in the FEIS.

Page 258. The DFR/DEIS contends that that the enlarged reservoir constitutes mitigation
and not an impact. However, information presented in the DFR/DEIS clearly indicates
that lack of certainty in the purported benefits of the project.

Page 260 ... it is uncertain whether chum salmon spawn as far as Kanaskat. MITFD
surveys during the chum spawning season found chum as far upstream as the surveys
went the Icy Creek Rearing ponds. Given the lack of dedicated surveys for chum above
Flaming Geyser Park and the statements in the US Army Corps of Engineers
Green/Duwamish River Basin Ecosystem Restoration Study, chum use should be
considered a high probabitity.

Page 265. It is possible that that the NMFS would not allow wild chinook above Howard,
as allowing wild chinook allowed above the HHD would experience a higher mortality
rate than exists below the dam and thus impede recovery. The DFR/DEIS should discuss
the implications of this to project benefits.

Page 270. The fish passage fucility is considered a restoration and mitigation feature of
the project. The narrative justifying the distinction between restoration and mitigation is
unclear and requires further elucidation.

page 271. Evaluation of the adult returns of the CWT juveniles would be considered the !
responsibility of the WDI'W and or the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe. The applicants are
attempting to get others to undertake the determination oft he mitigation and alleged
restoration. The undertaking should be the responsibility of the applicants to fund and
collect the data. Furthermore, project success is the successful exercise of treaty harvest.

Page 273. The discussion of cumulative impacts should include the effects of the TPU
dam and first diversion water right, existing impacts of the Howard Hanson reservoir
operations, and the effect of riprapping along the Green River in the upper watershed to
protect the railway and roadways lying within the channel migration zone. The
discussion of existing and potential future habitat degradation due to timber harvest
activities in the upper watershed, appears to conflict with judgments elsewhere in the
draft that the upper watershed habitat is of high guality.

Page 275. The DFR/DEIS fails to consider that the Endangered Species Act
requirements for improved fish passage at the dams without additional storage should be
discussed.

Page 278. The conclusions of the EIS could be interpreted to assume that the MIT has

accepted the proposal. The Tribe has not accepted the project nor the alleged benefits of
the project.

T03-100 The referenced text on pg. 252-253 describes the effects of the “No Action”
Alternative, Continued downstream extension of bed armoring will reduce the quality
and availability of salmon and steelhead spawning habitat; continued bed armoring will
increase disconnection of side channel habitats and will reduce salmon and steelhead
rearing habitat in the Lower Green River watershed. The continued loss of habitat in the
lower watershed under the “No Action” Alternative will affect all salmonid species.

T03-101 The referenced text clearly acknowledges that inundation of tributary stream
habitat reduces the productivity of the affected areas for salmonid spawning and juvenile
rearing and requires mitigation. The coho production potential of the areas to be
inundated is estimated at 6,500 smolts. The effects of inundation are assumed to reduce
coho production in the inundated stream reaches, but reduced coho production is
partially offset by increased reservoir surface area and shoreline. The net effect of
inundated stream reaches is a 75 percent loss of juvenile production potential.

Mitigation requirements are met by a combination of riparian and stream habitat
improvement measures and the 25% of the coho production potential represented by the
enlarged reservoir surface area.

T03-102 We believe the statement that “it is uncertain whether chum salmon spawn as
far upstream as Kanaskat” accurately reflects the state of existing knowledge. The
Corps Green/Duwamish River Basin Ecosystem Restoration Study incorrectly cited a
1996 USFS document as providing evidence that chum and sockeye salmon historically
were found in the upper Green River basin.

T03-103 Passage of adult and/or juvenile chinook salmon to the upper watershed is not
fa Corp activity, but is the responsibility of the local sponsor, the City of Tacoma. The
proposed AWS project does not provide for upstream movement of fish, but increases
the survival of juvenile salmonids migrating downstream from the upper watershed.

It is possible that juvenile chinook originating from the upper watershed will experience
a lower rate of survival to the estuary than fish originating from below HHD, since
lower watershed fish will not be exposed to the effects of reservoir and dam passage.
The AWS project provides the opportunity to extend the range of chinook salmon to
historic habitats and to allow increased expression of life history traits. At this time,
NMFS have not given any indication that the potential for increased chinook diversity
|provided by the AWS would not be allowed under the ESA.

T03-104 From a cost allocation standpoint, that portion of the fish passage facility that
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T03-109 In response to signiﬁcan? concerns regarding potential project impacts, and as a
result of the Agency Resolution Process, a two-phased project approach was
implemented. The phased approach incorporated an adaptive managernent and
monitoring process that conditioned Phase Il of the project on demonstrating that
impacts could be sufficiently minimized and mitigated. One objective of proposed
monitoring will be to identify whether salmonids respond to changes in spring flows as
Fanticipated.

feet of Phase Il additional storage for summer/fall low flow augmentation will benefit

T03-109 Page 278 Information in the DFR/DEIS does not support the conclusion that 9,600 acre |
anadromous fish given the trade-ofTs and uncertainties surrounding reduced spring flows.
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T04-5 Cont. results with Fish Passage Technical Committee member Milo Bell in
1995. Milo stated that during periods of high refill, in this case we were specifically
discussing a refill rate of 500 cfs or 1000 ac ft/day vs. inflow of 1100 cfs (45% ratio of
outflow/inflow), reverse flow conditions could result in Eagle Gorge and at the inlet to
Eagle Gorge. The results of the FWS regression analysis and discussions with Milo
Bell and other fish scientists has resulted in the AWS Project continuing and primary
emphasis on minimizing refill rates (Phase | maximum of 400 cfs/day March, 300
cfs/day April, and 200 cfs/day May) and mimicry of natural flow hydrology.

T04-6 Throughout the course of the AWSP Feasibility Study, MIT staff communicated
they were concerned about reservoir size and reservoir operational effects on juvenile
salmonid survival. One objective of Section 2B-2 in Appendix F1 was “to compare the
physical characteristics (morphometry) of various reservoirs in Washington with
Howard Hanson Reservoir, Baseline to the AWS Project.” It did not include discussion
of reservoir operational considerations, which are reviewed in Section 2B-3 to 2B-5. The
discussion on page F1-94 follows this objective for Section 2B-2. The conclusion to the
Jreview of physical characteristics is that HH Reservoir, existing and the enlarged AWS
Project, is small to medium-sized. In combination with the results of the travel time
study (Aitkin et al. 1996 and Sections 2B-3 and 2B-4) we believe the AWS Project
Ireservoir size will have a minimum effect on overall survival. However, we are still
taking a conservative approach in project planning, by emphasizing a variety of habitat
improvement projects and flow management tools to ensure maximum smolt survival
Fthrough the reservoir.

In Sections 2B-3, we describe that reservoir refill is but one possible answer explaining
travel time differences: based on the UFWS analysis of smolt travel-time, which
identified a variety of reservoir parameters that could influence travel time, including
reservoir inflow, reservoir refill, fish condition, and turbidity. Even though these study
results suggest that reservoir travel time is affected by a variety of factors, we have
carried forward minimizing the AWSP reservoir refill rate as a major operational factor
that could improve migratory conditions for juveniles transiting the reservoir.

T04-7 The comparison with Lake Washington is especially appropriate given that 1)
hatchery coho salmon is from the same basin stock, Green River; 2) Lake Washington is
the nearest neighbor watershed to the Green River; 3) MIT technical staff have provided
information to the Lake Washington Ship Canal Fisheries Interagency Workgroup
comparing Lake Washington coho and chinook salmon smolt-to-adult survival rates to
Iother nearby river systems, including the Green River; 4) like the Green River, habitat
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TO04-8 cont. data from Table 1. These references are discussed in Section-5.A of

i i i igration timing for wild and
T04-8 | a much more extended migration period. This will significantly influence the stated Appendix F1. These multiple references include emigration timing n

Cont. | benefits of the project and needs to be analyzed in the FEIS. natural-reared hatchery plants and were used in the anal.ysis of AWS Prpject impacts and
F1-Page 359. With regard to chinook and self-sustainability, the implications for benefits f(?r both Sef:uon 2B-5 anc! Sectlon.S of Appendlx.Fl . We Peheve tha.xt we were
management from the extent of straying are a serious matter. If straying is minimal, e.g. thorough in our review of known information on Green River juvenile salmonid
10-20% on a consistent basis, then there is probably evidence that natural production is emigration timing and that our impact analysis and benefits assessment is as accurate

healthy. If so, there may be opposition to introduction of more strays from upper basin
supplementation because evidence of straying from upper river releases of hatchery
chinook have been found. For example, Icy Creek tags have been found throughout the

basin and HHD chinook tags have been recovered in Newaukum Creek. T04-9 We agree that identifying the rate of straying of returning adult chinook is
I straying is mid-range, € g. 20-40%, then there will be less chance of a healthy natural important to the management of Green River chinook salmon, and that the knowledge of
stock and more pressure to reduce straying and it is probable there will be resistance to chinook straying must be improved. We believe that providing the opportunity to
upper basin supplementation for reasons stated above. . .. . . .

establish a self-sustaining run of chinook salmon in the upper watershed is a reasonable
Jand responsible goal. Whether the goal of establishing a self-sustaining run can be

and complete as the available information.

T04-9

If straying is high, e.g. 40-80% then natural production is most likely entirely made up of
second or third generation hatchery fish. Under this scenario, however, self sustainability

is not a realistic goal. achieved won't be known till the project has been operating and monitored for several
Determining the degree of straying is of critical importance to the future of Green River years. The analysis of the potential for self-sustainability used a deterministic life-cycle
Chinook management, with or without the project. While many attempts have been model that assumed values for each step in the salmon life cycle. Significant deviations
made, nbne are considered best science. Within the foreseeable future, however, all from any of the steps will significantly affect the realization of self-sustainability.

hatchery chinook production will be marked with an adipose clip for the purpose of
selection during sport fisheries. An incidental benefit of this mark will be certainty in

determining hatchery/natural composition in the terminal fishery and the rate of straying For instance, we assumed that only 67 percent of juvenile chinook would survive

:,0 the _Spaf';'l"t"’:l! sfof';'ds- zssumif‘g Se‘{ehml full CYC:ICS of Suw':‘meﬂl:ﬁoﬂ in the upr:‘ef migrating through the HHD reservoir. If observed survival is 75 percent, and assuming
asin it wi possible to determine with certainty how many chinook retuming to the f . . .

trap are of supplementation origin and how many are progeny of natural production. In the otl}er life cycle assumptlon§ are accurate, Ithere yvould be 266 more adult chinook

the Tribes view this quality of information will be necessary to determine the feasibility returning to the upper Green River watershed'. An increased return of 266 adult

of self sustaining stocks. Assuming it to be the case now is short sighted and chinook represents more than 10% of the escapement goal for the upper watershed. If

iresponsible. Five cycles of chinook takes fifty years to complete. all other life cycle assumptions are accurate, increasing reservoir survival increases the

likelihood that self-sustainability can be achieved. If observations indicate that reservoir
survival is less than expected, operations must be changed to increase survival, or other
measures must be instituted to ensure higher survival. If NMFS finds it to be in the best
interests of Green River chinook stocks, the Corps would not be against supplementing
adult returns to enhance chinook recruitment. The goal of self-sustainability was not
adopted to limit fish resource management alternatives, but to ensure the highest level of
fisheries restoration benefits within the constraints of cost-effectiveness and public
interest.
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T05S-22 Cont. hoof prints and grézing activity along shorelines) suggested to the author
that elk very likely follow at least some of the Howard Hanson shoreline. We appreciate
the fact that the MIT study will shed light on elk movements in the vicinity of the
project and look forward to seeing this report.

T05-23 Concur. A Species list follows this letter. However, at this late date, the
specifics of project alternative impacts on each species, with and without mitigation, are
Jnot possible to provide in the short time remaining prior to publication of the final
report.

T05-24 We recognize the treaty rights of the Muckleshoot Tribe to hunt in the
watershed, as well as the agreement between MIT and TPU for ceremonial hunts. The
AWS project does not alter these treaties or agreements in any way. However, the loss
of approximately 440 acres due to implementation of both phases of the project is an
lirretrievable loss of habitat for elk. The project proposes to mitigate for this loss by
planting sedges in the areas of low topographic relief, and through various other
measures to replace wetland, forested, and grassland habitats. The Corps’ HEP analysis
indicates the mitigation would replace lost habitat fully by increasing the yield and
nutritional value of other grazing areas, and creating new grazing areas. Although the
eventual success of the plan is not guaranteed, we look forward to working with MIT to
' refine the sites and development of the sites, and using the results of your elk cow and
calf studies to further aid in refinement of the mitigation plan; we trust this cooperative
effort will provide better assurance for the success of the mitigation plan. With regard to
access, the loss of acres is seasonal: during the fall and winter, the reservoir will be
drawn down to existing fall and winter levels, thereby resulting in no change of access
(though vegetation cover will change) for the sanctioned hunting season (though we
recognize the hunt was suspended in 1997 and 1998). We assume ceremonial hunts may
occur at any season, and for these, the pool raise would result in a smaller effective
hunting area. We also recognize that E.O. 13007, “Indian Sacred Sites”, allows tribal
access to Corps project lands (and other Federal lands) for ceremonial purposes.

T05-25 See response to comment #T05-21 above. Forage quality will be assessed
during the test pasture study (see response to comment #T05-11).

T05-26 Thank you! Our plan is to involve resource agencies and MIT in development
of detailed mitigation plans. This includes the testing of managed pastures and forage

species of plants. Several studies could be conducted, including performance (growth)
of various forage species on different soil types; performance with different fertilizers;
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6. Coniferous Forest

Trees: None
Shrubs: Pseudotsuga menziesii
Alnus rubra

Rubus ursinus
R. spectabilis
R discolor

R. parviflorus

Forbs: Epilobium angustifolium
Polystichum munitum
Agrostis alba
Pterdium aquilinum
Poaceae

7. Mixed Coniferous Forest

Trees: Acer macrophyllum
Alnus rubra
Pseudotsuga menziesii
Thuja plicata
Tsuga heterophylla

Shrubs: Berberis aquifolium
Rubus parviflorus
R. ursinus
R spectabilis
Sambucus racemosa

Forbs: Galium aparine
Maianthemum dilatatum
Montia sibirica
Polystichum munitum
Preridium aquilinum
Smilacina racemosa
Tolmiea menziesii
Achlys triphylla
Blechnum spicant
Poaceae
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Douglas Fir (sapling)
Red Alder (sapling)
Trailing Blackberry
Salmonberry
Himalayan Blackberry
Thimbleberry

Fireweed

Sword Fern
Redtop Bentgrass
Bracken Fern
Grasses

Big-leaf Maple

Red Alder

Douglas Fir
Western Red-Cedar
Western Hemlock

Tall Oregon Grape
Thimbleberry
Trailing Blackberry
Salmonberry

Red Elderberry

Cleavers

False Lily-of-the-Valley

Western Spring Beauty

Sword Fern

Bracken Fern

False Solomon’s Seal

Pig-a-back

Vanilla Leaf

Deer Fern

Grasses s
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10. Talus Slope/Rock

Trees:

Shrubs:

Forbs:

None

Alnus rubra
Pseudotsuga menziesii
Tsuga heterophylia

Agrosta alba

Anaphalis margaritacea
Crucifer

Poaceae

Hypericum perfoliatum
Trifolium spp.
Verbascum thapsus

Epilobium angustifolium

11. Rdadway/Railroad

Trees:

Shrubs:

Forbs:

None

Rubus discolor
R. spectabilus

Cirsium arvense

Achillea millefolium
Epilobium angustifolium -
Anaphalis margaritacea
Senecio spp.

Verbascum thapsus
Poaceae

Wetland Habitat Types

1. Forested Swamp

Trees:

Shrubs:

Forbs:

Appendix I

Alnus rubra
Fraxinus latifolia
Populus balsamifera
Thuja plicata

Tsuga heterophylla
Picea sitchensis

Rubus spectabilis
Salix spp.
Acer circinatum

Lysichitum americanum
Oenanthe sarmentosa
Scirpus spp.

Epilobium watsonii
Juncus effusus
Petasites Frigiduc
Glyceria sp.

Heracleum Lanatum

Comment-Replies

Red Alder (sapling
Douglas Fir (sapling)
Western Hemlock (sapling)

Redtop Bentgrass
Pearly-everlasting
unknown Mustard
Grasses

St. Johnswort
Clovers

Common Mullein
Fireweed

Himalayan Blackberry
Salmonberry

Canadian Thistle
Yarrow

Fireweed
Pearly-everlasting
Ragworts
Common Mullein
Grasses

Red Alder

Oregon Ash

Black Cottonwood
Western Red-Cedar
Western Hemlock
Sitka Spruce

Salmonberry
Willows
Vine Maple

Skunk Cabbage
Pacific Water-parsley
Bulrush

Watson’s Willow-herb
Soft Rush

Colts Foot
Mannagrass

Cow Parsnip
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6. Riverbed
Trees:

Shrubs:

Forbs:

7. Open Water
Trees:

Shrubs:

Forbs:

Appendix 1

None

None

Spirogyra sp.

Zygnema sp.

None

None

Comment-Replies

Green Algae
Green Algae

phytoplankton
floating algae
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Picoides pubescens
P. villosus
Colaptes auratus
Dryocopus pileatus
Contopus cooperi
C. sordidulus
Empidonax traillii
E. hammondii

E. difficilis

Lanius excubitor
Vireo cassinii

V. huttoni

V. gilvus

V. olivaceus
Perisoreus canadensis
Cyanocitta stelleri
Corvus brachyrhynchos
C. corax

Progne subis
Tachycineta bicolor
T. thalassina

Stelgidopteryx serripennis

Riparia riparia
Hirundo pyrrhonota
H. rustica

Poecile atricapillus
P. rufescens
Psaltriparus minimus
Sitta canadensis
Certhia americana
Thryomanes bewickii
Troglodytes troglodytes
Cistothorus palustris
Cinclus mexicanus
Regulus satrapa

R calendula
Mpyadestes townsendi
Catharus ustulatus
C. guttatus

Turdus migratorius
Ixoreus naevius
Sturnus vulgaris
Anthus rubescens

Downy Woodpecker
Hairy Woodpecker
Northern Flicker
Pileated Woodpecker
Olive-sided Flycatcher
Western Wood-Pewee
Willow Flycatcher
Hammond's Flycatcher
Pacific-slope Flycatcher
Northern Shrike
Cassin’s Vireo
Hutton's Vireo
Warbling Vireo
Red-eyed Vireo

Gray Jay

Steller's Jay

American Crow
Common Raven
Purple Martin

Tree Swallow
Violet-green Swallow

Northern Rough-winged Swallow

Bank Swallow
Cliff Swallow
Barn Swallow
Black-capped Chickadee

Chestnut-backed Chickadee

Bushtit

Red-breasted Nuthatch
Brown Creeper
Bewick's Wren

Winter Wren

Marsh Wren
American Dipper
Golden-crowned Kinglet
Ruby-crowned Kinglet
Townsend's Solitaire
Swainson's Thrush
Hermit Thrush
American Robin
Varied Thrush
European Starling
American Pipit

Bombycilla cedrorum Cedar Waxwing

Vermivora celata Orange-crowned Warbler

V. ruficapilla Nashville Warbler
Dendroica petechia Yellow Warbler

D. coronata Yellow-rumped Warbler

D. nigrescens Black-throated Gray Warbler
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Letter F02 Comments

Replies

Lo Wy,

-,

V4 b
{? DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Public Health Service
\'--..

Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention (COC)
Atlanta GA 30341-3724

June 15, 1998

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District
Planning Branch (CENWS-PM-CP)

Attn: Ms. Kris Loll

P.O. Box 3755

Seattle, WA 98124-2255

Dear Ms, Loll:

We have completed our review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
Additional Water Storage Project, Howard Hanson Dam, Green River, Washington. We are
responding on behalf of the U.S. Public Health Service, Department of Health and Human
Services. ’

We believe this DEIS is well written, the need for this project has been well established, and we
believe our potential concerns have generally been addressed. We noted that the proposed
combined water supply and restoration project was subjected to an agency resolution process

FO2- involving Washington State Departments of Ecology, Fish and Wildlife, US Fish and Wildlife
Service, the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, the City of Tacoma and the Corps of Engineers. We also
noted that the preferred alternative, the phased adaptive management plan which provided early
outputs of water supply and restoration benefits, would result in the least amount of habitat loss of
the three build alternatives, and the least amount of cumulative impact.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this DEIS. Please send us a copy of the
Final EIS, and any future environmental impact statements which may indicate potential public
health impact and are developed under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Sincerely,

Rl . S
Kenneth W. Holt, MSEH

Special Programs Group (F16)
National Center for Environmental Health

F02-1 Will incorporate requiremet for relocation of destroyed or disturbed NGS
Jmonuments, within the project area, in the plans and specifications for the project as

required.
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Letter S02 Comments Replies

$02-13 Cont. Tacoma do not govern harvest levels in the Green River. The final
incremental analysis describes potential project benefits under various assumptions of
reservoir and dam passage, instream and ocean survival and adult harvest. A 70% adult
harvest level for coho, 35% for steelhead and 55% for fall chinook was assumed to be an
inviolate component of the salmonid life cycle in the Green River.

S02-14 An upstream fish collector (Alternative 9B1 or 9B2) is considered a fall-back
option should a fatal design or operational flaw be identified during the PED phase. If
Alternative 9A8 is found to be unacceptable during the PED phase, the combination of
9A4 and 9BI1 will be given consideration as the next best alternative. Once Alternative
J9A8 is constructed, consideration of an upstream collector (Alternative 9B1) would
require new Section 216 authorization.

Two versions of an upstream fish collector were initially evaluated, Altemative 9B1
which includes trucking as a downstream transport mechanism and 9B2 which includes
ran open channel flume for downstream transport. The upstream collector options were
considered both as single facility alternatives and combined with downstream fish
|passage facilities located at the dam (9A1-7). In the initial incremental analysis,
Alternative 9B1 when combined with Alternative 9A4 (“gulper” on existing tower) was
incrementally justified as the least-cost alternative that met escapement goals under

! Imost scenarios. Following review of the initial incremental analysis, the Corps and
Tacoma entered into an Agency Resolution Process. It was during this process that
Alternative 9A8 was identified and developed (new intake tower, horn and fish lock and
MIS screen of 1,250 cfs capacity). A final incremental analysis and evaluation were
completed following development of Alternative 9A8. This analysis incorporated the
comments of the FPTC and included Alternative 9A8. The final list of alternatives that
were selected by the model included 9A4, 9A8, and the combination of 9A4/9B1,
9A8/9B1 and 9A8/9B2 (see Table B2-19, Appendix B).

The analysis showed that while Alternative 9A4 provided a relatively low dollar cost per
unit output ($94), as a single facility it would not provide the passage success required to
produce sufficient numbers of retuming adult salmon to support self-sustaining runs. It
was also rejected by the FPTC for not meeting design criteria. Fish passage measure
Alternative 9A8 is the least-cost facility that supports the goal of self-sustaining runs.
The analysis showed an obvious difference in incremental cost per incremental output
between 9A8 and the combination of 9A4 and the upstream collector 9B1. The
incremental cost per incremental output of Alternative 9A8 is $188 while the cost of the
combined 9A4/9B1 is $538. The incremental cost per incremental output of Alternative

Appendix | Comment-Replies 2-103












Letter S02 Comments .
*

Replies

S02-23
Cont.

502-24

502-25

502-26

Ms. Kris Lofl
June 9, 1998
Page §

needs.

For steelhead, future status depends to a great degree on how well incubation losses can be
controlled and reduced. Under present conditions, we believe these losses are the paramount
limiting factor on lower river wild steelhead production.

6.9.2.3.d,, page 265. Regarding lower watershed chinook salmon, we agree that a determination
cannot be made as to project effects. However, this conclusion appears to conflict with
anticipations described at page 261.

6.10.2.d., pages 271 and 272. Regarding flow adjustments and reservoir operations, controlling
flow stage declines only during the period from May to June 30 will not protect wild winter
teelhead eggs and alevins. See carlier discussions on this point.

Ibid, page 273. It is stated that mitigation of existing project effects on steelhead was *... aimed
to protect existing level of natural production in the Lower Watershed.” (Emphasis added) and
that this was the WDFW objective. The existing level of production is presently impaired by
project operations, both accidental and intentional. It is our desire that these impairments be
Feduced to the fullest extent possible to restore these runs to their full potential which will be

Figniﬁcantly greater than the existing level.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.
@ccnly,
R. Gary E*gmiﬁ
Mitigation/Water Rights Division
cc:  Muckleshoot Tribe
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service

National Marine Fisheries Service
Department of Ecology

S02-24 We agree that biological ptoject effects are uncertain, however, that does not
obviate the need to describe anticipated effects under NEPA. Many of the operational
strategies incorporate an adaptive management process to allow changes to be
implemented as additional information is gathered through the monitoring and
evaluation process. The adaptive management process was incorporated in response to
the inherent inability to predict biological outcomes with certainty.

S02-25 See earlier response to SO2-15.

S02-26 Comment noted.
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Letter LO1

Comments

Replies

LO1-2
Cont.

LO01-3

LO1-4

LO1-5

LO1-6

Colonel James M. Rigsby
June 15, 1998
Page 2

available for municipal storage by about 4500 acre feet in 1992. Review of the
hydrograph for that year reveals some opportunities to recover that lost storage. Tacoma
will want to discuss this with resource agencies during the development of operating
guidelines for the project.

Water quality is always of paramount concern to Tacoma due to our water supply
responsibilities. Therefore, we will expect that a water quality management plan will be
developed to cover the construction of the additional storage project. This plan should be
included as part of the Preliminary Engineering and Design (PED) phase. :

The natural rate of reduction of pool turbidity in the spring following refill is of critical
concern to Tacoma since we operate as an unfiltered surface water supply. Preliminary
study by the COE has indicated that if the reservoir pool is highly turbid following refill,
it will return to acceptable turbidity levels by May. Tacoma believes that this preliminary
work must be confirmed during PED to, assure that Tacoma’s operations will remain in
compliance with the Safe Drinking Water Act.

The currently identified local sponsor share for this project is $38.6 million. This cost
has increased significantly over the course of the study. 1t will be a goal of Tacoma to
implement all cost reduction measures possible consistent with project objectives. This
will be a central focus of our PED effort.

Page 62. 3.1.3.11 b (4) Alternative 1 1B4 Large Woody Debris Management for Fish and
Wildlife Habitat. The discussion in this section implies that the large woody debris
(LWD) collected in Howard Hanson Reservoir is owned by the Corps of Engineers. As
you know, the LWD and any merchantable timber that sccumulates in the reservoir  ~
during flood events is owned by Tacoma Water. Tacoma Water uses this material in part,
for habitat mitigation, enhancement, and restoration purposes. We consider the HHAWS
Project to be a priority use of this material.

Page 63. 3.1.3.11 ¢ (3) Alternative 11C3 Leave Inundated Trees in the Enlarged Storage
Pool. We fear potential water quality problems due to falling trees causing bank soil
loosening as trees topple after their death due to submersion. In addition, many of these
trees represent a source of revenue for Tacoma Water, to financially support the subject
project. However, we acknowledge the resource agency viewpoint that these trees will
provide valuable habitat if left standing. We will work with these agencies during PED

to assure that their concerns for shoreline habitat are properly addressed.

L01-3 Water Supply )
See Comment-Reply L04-5.

Water Quality Management Plan

We share the concern for water quality of the Green River during construction of the
additional storage project. Development of a water quality management plan to cover
the construction will be included as part of the Preliminary Engineering and Design
|(PED) phase.

Water Quality Study

We understand the concern expressed by Tacoma Public Utilities for pool turbidity
following refill. Historically, the project has not had a problem with long-term high
turbidity values. The turbidity analysis included in the FEIS was based on historic
turbidity events and on conservative assumptions concerning the reduction of pool
turbidity. As such, the analysis demonstrates that even under a worst-case scenario, the
additional water storage project poses no threat to the quality of Tacoma’s water supply.
We plan to continue water quality monitoring efforts and to further expand our
understanding of the causes and fate of turbidity in the reservoir.

L01-4 The COE is committed to meeting project objectives in a cost effective manner
}and will work with Tacoma in that regard.

L01-5 We concur that the HHD AWS project has priority in the use of large woody
debris collected in the HHD reservoir.

L.01-6 We agree that this issue can only be fully explored in PED. However, we
disagree that trees falling into the water, and causing minor bank sloughing, will cause a
significant water quality problem: bank sloughing will occur (and has occurred) with or
without leaving trees around the reservoir. These events (individual trees falling into
|reservoir) will be localized and occur over a long period of time, with no significant
impacts to water quality. We recognize the potential loss of revenue to you if trees are
left standing, and also the loss of habitat if trees are removed.
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Flow Vs. Operating Features

(See comment-reply L02-7)

Min.Flow Wa.Dept.Ecology MIT/TPU Adaptive

Purpose 110 cfs Palmer Auburn Agreement Management
Tacoma’s 1* Diversion A A A B Cc
Tacoma’s 2" Diversion A C D C C
Hanson Existing Storage C A A . E E
Additional Storage Phase 1 F C D C G
G

_ . Additional Storage Phase II F C D C

Explanations of the applicability of various instream flows versus water management purposes

A = Not applicable at all.

B= Applicable after “existing” storage is gone.

C = Directly applicable to regulating the quantity of instream flow after diversion.
D = Not applicable due to location, use the Palmer location.

E = Indirectly applicable due to 4 storage zones. The top of the zones are simplified below:

The top of the Wet Zone (1) is 24,200 ac.fi. on 1 August varying to zero on 8 December.

The top of the Wet-to-Avg. Zone (2) is 22,748 ac.ft. on 3 August varying to zero on 7 December.

The top of the Avg.-to-Dry Zone (3) is 22,748 ac.ft. on 20 July to 19,613 ac.ft. on 31 July then zero on 7
December.

The top of the Dry Zone (4) is 15,490 ac.ft. on 1 August varying to zero on 8 December.

F= Applicable after “additional” storage is gone.

G = Directly applicable as target flows (not minimums) in wet, average, and dry years according to
conditions based on 4 reservoir zones (see E). Minimum flows are the MIT/TPU Agreement flows. The
success in maintaining the target flows is proportional to the storage available, which is greater in Phase II
than Phase 1.
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Letter L02

Comments

Replies

L.02-9
Cont.

L02-10

LO2-11

Page 3
June 15, 1998

The EIS proposes fairly ambitious programs of reestablishing both gravel and large
woody debris in the river below the dam. While we support the concept of reintroducing
these attributes into the Green River environment, we believe such work should be done
with extreme care. In particular, we're concemed that such projects not be implemented
without sufficient analysis of flooding impacts, potential increases in channel migration
hazard, and the like. In addition, given the visibility of these initiatives and the likely
perception that adverse impacts to private property could occur, it’s extremely important
that local landowners along the Green River have an opportunity to review these
programs in detail. A public involvement program that is limited to formal SEPA/ NEPA
review may not be sufficient.

Antificial vs. natural freshets

The EIS recommends an adaptively managed flow regime during the spring refill period
that includes the potential for release of artificial and/or natural freshets, when there is
sufficient available water. Without a detailed analysis of Green River flow conditions
before the dams and diversions, we recommend caution in undertaking release of
artificial freshets, as it may be difficult to optimize the timing, peak, duration, and rate of
change of these flow event within an ecosystem context. Natura! freshets—probably
created by capturing a consistent target flow or flow percentage, and releasing the
remainder—are far preferable.

King County has been coopenting with the Corps, the Muckleshoot Tribe, and various
valley cities in the development of a conservation and restoration strategy for the Green
River system. The program includes many restoration and rehabilitation projects
identified through an evaluation of factors affecting the riverine ecosystem’s ability to
support salmonids. Many of these projects have now been brought forward in the
ADDITIONAL WATER STORAGE PROJECT EIS. The success of these projects are
related to flows and & more naturalized interaction among flow, sediment and woody

debris in the system.

L02-10 We have conducted a detailed study of late winter and spring flow conditions
(post-dam) for 32 years of record, 1964-1995 (see Section 5 Appendix F1). Our priority
in flow management is development of a refill and release regime that mimics the
Inatural hydrology of the river. We expect if we can track natural flow patterns that we
will rely on natural increase in river flows to achieve the objective of maintaining
freshets. Even with mimicry of a natural flow regime, artificial freshets may be a
necessary tool to assist in the recovery of depressed Green River salmon stocks. As part
of our adaptive management program we have begun development of a database of off-
channel habitat (1996) and habitat use (1998), including what influence natural and
artificial freshets may have on juvenile salmonids. Beginning in 1999 we expect to
build on this aquatic habitat database with additional monitoring of side channel habitat
quality and use (for two years) and by monitoring the instream migration of juvenile
salmon and steelhead (2 years). At project inception, 2004, we will continue this
|monitoring of Lower Watershed habitat for 5 more years.

L.02-11 We agree that the success of any floodplain or mainstem restoration project
developed under either the Green River Ecosystem Restoration or AWSP will be
dependent on a more natural flow, sediment and wood transport regime. Ultimately, all
floodplain and mainstem habitats (natural or restored) are effected by the permanent
flood protection operations of HHD.

Appendix 1

Comment-Replies

2-119












Letter L04

. ___________________________ - ~— -~ ]

Comments

Replies

LO4-1
Cont.

L04-2

L04-3

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District
June 12, 1998

Page 2

has been negotiated. “The intertie would be capable of delivering water at a rate of
up to 40 mgd.

Appendix B, Economic Evaluation, Section 2.3.1, Water Supply, Item (2), page B-
7, states,

Tacoma intends to supply Seattle up to 25 mgd of water with or
without Howard Hanson Dam. [footnote: Supply without Howard
Hanson Dam will require developing a currently undefined ground
water or out of stream storage site.] As a result, construction of a
water supply intertie between Tacoma and Seattle water systems
with a peak capacity of 40 mgd would occur under the without-
project condition. Based on a water supply contract with Seattle,
Tacoma will provide Seattle with 20 mgd of water at 95%
reliability during the summer.

a. up fo 25 mgd
The rate of delivery should be “up to 40 mgd;" see our comment to Section
1.7.3.

b. Supply without Howard Hanson Dam
Construction of the Intertie is predicated upon Seattle having access to
water from Tacoma during the peak water use season. To date, the
mechanism for assuring water to Seattle in the peak season has been the
proposed HHD Additional Water Storage Project. Without access to water
in the peak water use season it is unlikely that the intertie will be built.
Should the Additional Water Storage Project not be approved, then an
acceptable substitute method of delivering water to Seattle during the peak
water use season would have to be devised. This could be some other yet-
to-be-proposed storage project or the identification of a water supply that is
available to Seattle during the peak water use season. In either case, the
costs, benefits and environmental impacts of these substitutes would have to
be evaluated before Seattle could determine whether or not to proceed with
the Intertie.

c. Based on a water supply contract with Seattle, Tacoma will provide
Seattle with 20 mgd of water at 95% reliability during the summer.
No rate of delivery of water from storage, overall yield, or reliability have
been inctuded in the Conceptual Agreement between Tacoma and Seattle.
We suggest that this sentence be deleted.

Appendix B, Economic Evaluation, Section 2.3.1 Water Supply, Item (2) on page
B-8 provides information on the cost and benefit to Seattle for the Tacoma-Seattle
Intertie and the North Fork Tolt Project. We recommend that this text be deleted
from the Appendix because the information is not current. Also, similar
information on the cost and benefits of water supply alternatives was not provided
for South King County. The cost to Seattle for receiving water from Tacoma is
under negotiation, and the firm yield of the supply is now under evaluation. Seattle
Public Utilities is in the process of updating its evaluation of water supply

L04-2 It is recognized that the intertie has a capacity of 40 mgd and that water up to that
amount can and most likely will be provided at that rate on occasion. The 20 MGD
used in the evaluation of this project was based on Tacoma’s Water Demand Forecast,
dated June, 1995, page 1-6 which states “..Seattle’s anticipated demand on the Tacoma
system is expected to be 11,700 acre-feet delivered between Junel and October 31. If
delivered at a constant rate, this equals 25 mgd for the 153-day period although the
systemn will be operated to allow for varying rates of delivery depending on Tacoma’s
demands.” We took a more conservative approach and reduced the 25 mgd to 20. See
section 2.3.1(2) of Appendix B. Itis recognized that without Howard Hanson Dam
another source of water would need to be developed to supply Seattle with their peak
season needs. Given the alternative sources of water available to Tacoma and their
rrespective costs, it is not unreasonable that Tacoma could and would still provide Seattle
with part of their summer time water needs via the intertie.

L04-3 While we recognize that the cost and yield of alternative sources of supply
|change over time and that new sources of supply are being evaluated, the cost and yield
of the North Fork Tolt was not used to compute project benefits but only used for
comparison purposes.
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L05-1 Comment noted.
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Letter 002

Comments

Replies

002-1

002-2

002-3

002-5

Author: GrathwohlH@aol.com at Internet
Date: 6/16/98 1:16 AM

Priority: Normal

TO: Kristin M Loll at NPS-EN

Subject: HHD AWSP DFR/DEIS

Message Contents
US Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District
P.O. Box 3755

Seattle, Washington 98124-3755

Attn: Kris Loll, Civil Projects & Planning Branch
e-mail: kristin.m.loll@usace.army.mil

Subject: Review of Howard Hanson Dam Additional Water Storage Project
(HHD AWSP) Draft Feasibility Report/Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DFR/DEIS) .

The Cascade Chapter of the Sierra Club has a membership of approximately 20,000
who abide in western and central Washington. The Waters and Salmon Committee of
the chapter often works with other organizations which are concerned with
environmental issues In this particular case we have examined the HHP AWSP
DFR/DEIS, and have consulted with the Washington Recreational River Runners
regarding the same. We find that we are in complete concord with the WRRR
concerning the DFR/DEIS. Rather than writing our own letter, reiterating the

same concems, we herewith express our support of the WRRR letter and the
weaknesses of the DFR/DEIS it points out.

The Sierra Club is very concerned about the survival of the wild salmonids, and
the threat of ESA listing which could have a sever effect on the economics and
life style of Washington state. The DFR/DEIS does not exhibit adequate
awareness of the problems posed by ESA listing. We believe the Corps hasa
conflict of interest in making the proposal and then evaluating it. Several
alternative in the scoping document were not given sufficient attention in the

DFR/DEIS.

002- 4 Water conservation would seem to be the obvious first consideration and lowest

cost alternative.

Trucking fish is a failed policy, and while fish ladders are not good, they

are better than trucks if you can&t get rid of the dams. The river should be
run as much as possible like a river, with instream flows maintained at levels
necessary for salmonid protection.

002-6 lWe are opposed to hatchery solutions to depleted salmonid runs. Improved

002-1 See responses to WRRR letter designated 006 in this document.

002-2 The Corps and Tacoma Public Utilities share your concern over the survival of
wild salmon and steelhead in the Green River Basin. Our extensive investment in fish
passage and habitat restoration activities is a reflection of this concern.

As a Federal Agency, the Corps of Engineers is required under the Endangered Species
Act to consult or conference with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife (FWS) and/or National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) if the effects of a Corps project may impact a
proposed or listed species. The form of this communication is a Biological Assessment
(BA), a document that describes the proposed action and the Corps’ determination as to
potential effects on proposed or listed species known to occur within the project area.
Upon receipt of the BA, FWS and/or NMFS agrees or disagrees with the Corps’
determination in the form of a Biological Opinion. As noted in Section 2 and Section 5
of the DFR/DEIS we had already prepared a BA for Bald Eagle, Bull Trout, and other
species under the jurisdiction of FWS, that was reviewed and accepted by the FWS: the
BA and BO can be found in Appendix I. The proposal for listing of the Puget Sound
Chinook Salmon occurred concurrently to our writing the DFR/DEIS. While there is no
fabsolute requirement to prepare a BA if no listed species appears on the list provided by
NMFS, the Corps submitted a BA to NMFS in late May for their review and
concurrence. However, their concurrence is not required, and they have indicated their
BO will not be completed prior to printing of the FEIS. In addition to the BA’s prepared
by the Corps, our project sponsor, Tacoma Public Utilities, is completing a Habitat
Conservation Plan (with FWS and NMFS) for proposed and listed species (and species
of concern) that may be affected by operation of Tacoma’s waterworks or in their
|managed forest lands. Lastly, the FWS and NMFS have been active study participants
with the Corps and Tacoma for 7 years and they will continue to be actively involved
with the project through design, construction and implementation.

002-3 The Corps of Engineers can only become involved with a project when
approached by a local sponsor for a specific purpose - in this instance Municipal and
Industrial water supply and Ecosystem Restoration. Our function is to look at a
potential problem, propose possible alternative solutions, and determine which of those
solutions are feasible and whether the Federal government has an interest in the project.
We believe we have done this to the degree required in a feasibility study. We do not
see that we have a conflict of interest in this project.

002-4 See comment-reply 005-2.
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Letter O05 Comments Replies
L - - - ]

005-1 Concur that HHD AWS proposed project is related to the Intertie and other
proposals and alternatives for regional and sub-regional water supply. As noted in our

S:::o r:67;$9@’;87?;;::;f°"°"°°m o Intemet document the “without project” condition contains the second supply pipeline, therefore,

Priority: Normal it is considered not dependent on the HHD AWS project. The HHD AWS project is

TO: Kristin M Loll at NPS-EN dependent on the second supply pipeline(pipeline 5) for the development of water

Subject: Howard Hanson 'z;"" DE'SC ent supply feasibility. Accordingly, environmental documentation supporting each project

15 June 1998 cusage Zorlens was written with this relationship as a basis. Any comprehensive strategy for effectively
dealing with the challenge of providing long term regional water supply would need to

U:S. Amy Corps of Engincers consider and include the use of a variety of measures - including conservation/public

,S:S'_':o?(';l;';; education re-use, zoning, new resources, interties and others. These options are,

Seattle, WA 98124-3755 however, not mutually exclusive - to some degree all may be requisite - nor of equal

value (but maximizing the efficacy of existing developed water projects would

Attn: Kris Loll, Civil Projects & Planning Branch reasonably be among the most important and first implemented). At present the

Dear Ms. Loll: institutional structure does not exist to evaluate, authorize, fund and effect these in a
’ totally organized and integrated manner. The Corps of Engineers has examined
Please accept these comments on the Drafl Feasibility Report and Drafl alternatives available under this study’s authority and has chosen a preferable choice

Environmental Impact Statement issued by your agency for the Howard Hanson eer e . .. ps s Lo
Dam Additional Water Storsge Project proposal. wnthnf tha! c‘(()nstram:. The Proposed actlon.ls within the Corps’ purview; is cost-

effective; is “doable”™; contributes to resolution of long term water resource problems;
We have attached and incorporate by reference comments we filed with the enhances the productivity of an existing project; includes an environmental restoration

City of Seattle regarding its Environmental Impact Statement scoping feature and does not preclude or foreclose actions of others to further address the
process for the Seattle-Tacoma Pipeline Five Intertie. (These comments

005-1  [have been attached as Word file. Please let me know if there is a problem ) problem.
with transmission.)

As we note in that letter, the Intertie project is inextricably related to

the Howard Hanson Dam project. Nonetheless, no single environmental
document has evaluated the overall impacts of these projects on regional
water resources.

The failure of lead agencies to connect and evaluate on paper the various
projects associated with Pipeline Five have impermissibly fragmented the
environmental analyses associated with that proposal.

Moreover, the alternatives analysis in the HHD environmental impact
statement should consider the fact that, according to its own demand
forecasts, Tacoma Public Utilities will not utilize Pipeline Five water in
the near to mid-term future, Instead, the purpose of the Pipeline Five
project is now to provide water to King County municipalities via the
Scattle-Tacoma Intertie.

Given that fact, the EIS should consider the muitiple proposals and
projects now extant to provide future water supply to the King County
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L ]

005-4
Cont. ,serious defect of the DEIS.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal. Please feel
free to call if you have any questions.

Yours very truly,

Rachael Paschal
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Letter O05 Comments Replies

Mr. Hoffman Page 2 005-6 Comment pertains to the Seattle-Tacoma Intertie Project - not the HHD AWS
February 24, 1998 CELP Scoping Comments Wproject.
005-5 [{protection of the remnant natural flow regime in the Cedar River/Lake
Cont. |Washington system. 005-7 Comment pertains to the Seattle-Tacoma Intertie Project - not the HHD AWS
project.

Impacts to Green River instream flows and Instream values

The Seattle-Tacoma Intertie is inextricably related to the Howard Hanson
Dam Additional Water Storage Project. These projects are mutually
interdependent and deserve thorough cumulative impact analysis under
005-6 NEPA-SEPA. To date there has never been a full program review of Pipe 5,
the Howard Hanson project and the Seattle-Tacoma Intertie. Part or all of
the water supplied to SPU from the Tacoma system will come from the
proposed Howard Hanson project. As a result, the impacts of this project on
the Green River and anadromous species should be addressed in the Seattle-
Tacoma Intertie programmatic EIS. Because Puget Sound Chinook may be
listed under the Endangered Species Act, the EIS should specifically address
the ESA implications of the project.

Alternatives to Meet Regional Water Supply and Demand

The Seattle-Tacoma Intertie will facilitate increased use of water resources
throughout the Puget Sound regioh. The project should therefore fully
evaluate regional water use from existing sources. This evaluation should
005-7 comprehensively report past and present rates of use, as well as reliable ,
estimates of future demand for water by all entities and persons that
perceive benefit from the Seattle-Tacoma Intertie. Recorded and projected
peak-day and average water use statistics should be included for SPU direct
customaers and SPU purveyors and potential purveyors with their present
rates and rate structures.

In assessing regional water demand, the programmatic EIS must discuss how
that demand could be met or reduced through development of alternative
sources of supply, conservation, system efficiencies, reduction of waste, and
use of reclaimed water,

Included in evaluation of regional water demand and supplies, the EIS must
address the current level of impairment to instream flows and habitat needs
throughout the Cedar River water supply system. The EIS should evaluate
each alternative’s impacts to regional water supplies, aquatic and water-
dependent habitat, existing water rights, and public interests.

We would expect that evaluation of regional supply and demand needs be
more comprehensive than the reports we have seen developed to date. For
example, conservation should be meaningfully discussed as both an
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006-10 Cont. surrounding the dam. Congress had not authorized purchase of lands by
the Corps, except as required to complete construction projects. Thus, the Corps is
unable to purchase lands for restoration. This is a major restriction when it comes to
|protecting wetland, riparian, and other floodplain resources. However, we can and do
provide engineering, geotechnical, fish and wildlife biology, and other forms of
expertise in the watershed restoration study.

The Corps is studying additional restoration work in the Green River watershed, as well
as other areas, but we are limited by the authorities bestowed by Congress. Under the
Green/Duwamish Basin study, the Corps is investigating projects that meet many of the
restoration efforts identified by the WRRR including 1) protecting and restoring wetland
habitats throughout the watershed; 2) creating and restoring estuarine habitat; 3)
restoring parts of the natural Lower and Middle Green River floodplain; and 4)
protecting and restoring riparian habitats. The HHD AWS study mitigation and
restoration projects address several of the WRRR restoration objectives (in areas near
HHD) including 1) wetland protection and restoration (above the new inundation zone);
2) restoring floodplain habitat; 3) protecting riparian habitats; and 4) improving water
quality in the upper and lower watershed. The ability to restrict development is outside
the authority of the Corps in either of the above studies. However, the Corps is the
federal permitting agency in reviewing development activities that include dredge or fill
of wetlands. The Clean Water Act does not restrict development, but merely reviews the
impacts of development on water borne habitats, in particular wetlands.
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Letter Q06 Comments

Replies

In conclusion, Washington Recreational River Runners finds that the DFR/DEIS is
inudequate. Additional studies need 10 be made regarding Whitewater Boating
Recreation. The Corps of Engineers should not be in the dus) mle of project proponent
and evaluator of the project. This duality creates a clear conflict of interest. The
proponents did not provide the best alternatives and a Preferred Altemative which meet
their own Planning Criteria and staled Objective of "environmental (ecosystem)
restoration.” The Corps und Tacoma have failed to include a Water Conservation and
ReUse Alternative. The proponents failed to include a Fish Passage Alternative
consisting of a fish ladder for natural upstream and downstream migration of
anadromous fish. The Study Arca was limited when it should have included the whole
watershed which fits with the "environmental (ecosystem) restoration” objective and
federal policy. The proposals for fish passage are more tinkering and atternpts to build
out of the problems created by previous "building” of the two dams on the river. With
potential endangered species listings imminent, solutions must be more natural not less
so0. The DFR/DEIS and the Recommended Plan are not acceptable snd must be
reworked.

Sincerely, M W

Mark Bums, President

Washington Recreational River Runners

P.O. Box 25048

Scattle, Washington 98125-1948
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Letter 101-165 Comments

Replies

101-1

US Army Corps of Engineers, Sesttle District

P.O. Box 3735

Seattle, Washington 98124-3735

ATTN: Kris Loll, Civil Projects & Planning Branch

Dear Project Proponents:

Subject: Review of Howard Hanson Dum Additional Water Storage Project (HHD
AWSP) Draft Feasibility Report/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DFR/DEIS)

As a resident of thc Puget Sound reglon who chooses to live here because of the beauty
and proximity of the natural world, I expect the government agencics who represent me t6
protect and restore environmental, recreational, and acsthetic values that make life here
special. At this criticul time, with several potential listings under the Endangered Species
Act (ESA) looming, every gavenment agency should have its primary objectlve be to
restore and protect as fully as possible those threatened and endangercd species. Instead,
your project makes storage for muricipal water supply the primary objective and gives llp
service 10 environmental restoration while continuing to destroy natural conditions.

Your proposed pruject negatively impucts river recreation un the Green River. The Green
River Gorge Is a premier whitewater run, renowned throughout Washingion State, the
nation, and abroad. The river below the Gorge Is also much loved and heavily boated,
thanks 10 its beauty and its proximity 10 a metropolitan area. Additional water storage
and chunges in the reservoir refill timing will have negative impacts on boating. Refill
schedules will muke the Green River Gorge unavailable to boating except in winter, but
oo mitigation for such negative Impacts is provided. Recreation is scarcely mentioned in
the DFR/DEIS. No studies were done; no data is provided to Indicate what the negative
impacts will be. The DFR/DEIS must be specific in relating impacts and mitigation.

The Selected Alternative for this project on the Green River should include:

Making the river's flows more nutural --as natural as possible

Reforesting the Green-Duwamish Watershed as much as possible for natural water

storage

Restoring and enhancing wetlands to the fullest extent throughout the watershed

Dam removal or keeping the reservoir’s watcr storagc as small as possible to enhance
salmonid migration; providing a fish ladder from Tecoma's dam to H Hanson

dam.

Eliminating dikes and chonneling in the lower river to the fullest extent possible

Restoring \he estuary wherever possible

Water conservation by Tacoma Public Utilities and all Its customers equal to the costs of
this and other Water supply projects which make the river less naturat

Enhanced whitewater and casual boating on the Green River — in particular of the Green
River Gorge -- with nu negative Impacts, through netural flows

JVED S/ Gk
A

Sincerely,

101-165 Comments noted.

[
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Kenneth King

350 Sunset Blvd., N

Renton, WA 98055

Kenneth Shellan

591 N Patencio Road

Palm Springs, CA 92262

Kent Regional Library

201 Second Avenue N

Kent, WA 98032

Kevin & Eugenia Beckstrom

206 Wells Avenue, N.

Renton, WA 98055

Kevin & Kathy Bruce

921 North Ist Street

Renton, WA 98055

King Cnty Dept. of Dev. & Env.
Serv

3600 -136th Place SE

Bellevue, WA 98006

ATTN: Barbara
Wright

King Cnty Parks, Plng & Res. Dept

506 2nd Ave, MS 7-ST

Seattle, WA 98104

ATTN: Dave Clark

King Cnty Sur. Water Div,

700 5th Ave, Suite 2200

Seattle, WA 98104

Clint Loper, Snr.

King Co. Water & Land Resources

700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2200

Seattle, WA 98104

Engineer Div. :
Jaek Davis King County Conservation District | 935 Powell Avenue, SW Renton, WA 98055
King County Council 516 3rd Ave, Room 402 Seattle WA 98104
Ron Sims King County Executive 516 3rd Ave, Room 400 Seattle WA 98104-3271
Jean White King County Land & Water Mgmt. | 700 5th Avenue, Suite 2200 Seattle, WA 98104
Helen Weagraff King County Land - Water 4508 - 47th Avenue S, Seattle, Wa 98118
Stewards
Documents Dept. King County Library System 1111 110th Ave NE Bellevue, WA 98004
Jonathan Frodge King County METRO 821 2nd Avenue, MS-81 Seattle, WA 98104
Tim Goon King County METRO 821 Second Avenue, MS-120 Seattle, WA 98104
Richard Tucker King County Resource Planning 506 Second Ave, Ste 708 Seattle, WA 98104
Advisory Council King County Surface Water 700 Fifth Ave, Suite 2200 Seattle, WA 98104
on Historic Management

Preservation

ATTN: Jim Kramer

King County Surface Water
Management

400 Yesler Way, Room 400

Seattle, WA 98104-2637

Dave Clark, King County Surface Water 700 Fifth Ave, Suite 2200 Seattle, WA 98104

Manager Management

Gino Lucchetti King County Surface Water 700 5th Avenue, Suite 2200 Seattle, WA 98104
Management

Heather Stout King County Surface Water 700 Fifth Ave, Suite 2200 Scattle, WA 98104
Management

John Lombard King County Surface Water 700 5th Avenue, Suite 2200 Seattle, WA 98104
Management .

Roz Glasser King County Surface Water 700 Fifth Ave, Suite 2200 Seattle, WA 98104
Management

Stephanie Lucash King County Surface Water 700 Fifth Ave, Suite 2200 Seattie, WA 98104
Management

Terry Butler King County Surface Water 700 Fifth Ave, Suite 2200 Seattle, WA 98104
Management

Don Perry Lakehaven Utility District P.O. Box 4249 Federal Way WA 98063

Melinda Garcia Lakehaven Utility District P.O. Box 4249 Federal Way WA 98063

Dale A. Stirling Landau Associates P.O. Box 1029 Edmonds, WA 98020-9129
Larry Pape 16541 Redmond Way #C350 Redmond, WA 98052
Lavina Kessler 310 Pelly Avenue, N. Renton, WA 98055
Lee York 2200 Aberdeen Avenue, NE Renton, WA 98055
Leonard Leathley, Jr. 809 N 2nd Street Renton, WA 98055
Louis Peretti 1102 Bronson Way Renton, WA 98055

Marion Lauck

904 North 1st Street

Renton, WA 98055

Marjorie Bellando

P.O. Box 70217

Bellevue, WA 98007

Martha Parker 18028 187th Avenue, SE Renton, WA 98058
Mary Ann Leggitt 375 Union Avenue, SE, #115 Renton, WA 98059
Mary Patricia Ryan P.O. Box 336 Renton, WA 98057
Steve Whitcher Master Gardener Program 3049 S 36th St., #300 Tacoma WA 98409-5739
Coordinator
Honorable Paul Mayor of Seattle 1200 Municipal Bldg., 600 Fourth | Seattle, WA 98104

Schell

Avenue

McLendon Hardware, Inc.

710 2nd Avenue

Renton, WA 98055

ATTN: Katherine
McKee

METRO

821 Second Ave

Secattle, WA 98104-1598
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Tim Bodurtha USFWS, FRO 510 Desmond Dr SE, Ste 102 Lacey, WA 98503-1273
USGS - Water Resource Section 1201 Pacific Avenue, Suite 600 Tacoma, WA 98402

Bill Sikonia USGS Water Resources Division 1201 Pacific Avenue, Suite 600 Tacoma, WA 98402

Bill Wiggins USGS Water Resources Division 1201 Pacific Avenue, Suite 600 Tacoma, WA 98402
USGS Water Resources Section 1201 Pacific Ave, Suite 600 Tacoma WA 98402
Utilities & Transportation P.O. Box 47250 Olympia WA 98504
Commission

Peter Dervin WA Assoc. of Landscape P.O. Box 50253 Bellevue WA 98015-5253
Professionals

Mike Ramsey WA Dept. of Parks & Recreation 7150 Clean Water Lane Olympia, WA 98504
Com.

Office of WA Dept of Commercial P.O. Box 48343 Olympia, WA 98504-8343

Archaeology & Development

Historic

Preservation

Dave Bortz WA Dept of Natural Resources P.O. Box 47027 Olympia, WA 98504-7027

Mary Barrett WA Dept of Natural Resources P.O. Box 47027 Olympia, WA 98504-7027
WA Dept of Trade & Economic 101 General Administration Bldg | Olympia WA 98504
Dev.

Bob Winter WA Dept of Transportation P.O. Box 330310 Seattle, WA 98133-9710

Erik Hansen WA Dept of Transportation P.0O. Box 330310 Seattle, WA 98133-9710

Rep. Eric Robertson

WA House of Representatives

12018 - 258th Avenue E

Buckley, WA 98321

Rep. Erik Poulson

WA House of Representatives

4817 - 50th Avenue SW

Seattle, WA 98116-4326

Rep. Jack Cairnes WA House of Representatives 19706 SE 284th St Kent WA 98042-8558
Rep. Les Thomas WA House of Representatives 10321 SE 270th Place Kent, WA 98031

Rep. Mary Lou WA House of Representatives 719 N 68th St Seattle, WA 98103
Dickerson

Rep. Tom Huff WA House of Representatives 326 John L. O'Brien Building Olympia, WA 98504

Rep. Dawn Mason

WA House of Representatives

324 John L. O'Brien Office Bldg.

Olympia, WA 98504-0600

Rep. Eileen Cody

W A House of Representatives

304 John L. O'Brien Office Bldg.

Olympia, WA 98504-0600

Rep. 1da Ballasiates

WA House of Representatives

431 John L. O'Brien Office Bldg.

Olympia, WA 98504-0600

Rep. Jack Cairnes

WA House of Representatives

430 John L. O'Brien Office Bldg.

Olympia, WA 98504-0600

Rep. Kip Tokuda

WA House of Representatives

323 John L. O'Brien Office Bldg.

Olympia, WA 98504-0600

Rep. Suzette Cooke

WA House of Representatives

429 John L. O'Brien Office Bldg.

Olympia, WA 98504-0600

Rep. Velma Veloria

WA House of Representatives

303 John L. O'Brien Office Bidg,

Olympia, WA 98504-0600

Bonnie Shorin

WA State Dept. of Ecology

P.0O. Box 47600

Olympia, WA 98504-7600

Brad Caldwell

WA State Dept. of Ecology

P.O. Box 47600

Olympia, WA 98504-7600

Director,
Environmental
Review Section

WA State Dept. of Ecology

P.O. Box 47703

Olympia, WA 98504-7703

Environmental WA State Dept. of Ecology PO Box 47703 Olympia, WA 98504-7703
Review Section

Habitat Mgt WA State Dept. of Ecology PO Box 47600 Olympia, WA 98504
Division

Permits and WA State Dept. of Ecology PO Box 47600 Olympia, WA 98504-7703
Coordination Unit

Rod Sakrison WA State Dept. of Ecology P.O. Box 47600 Olympia, WA 98504-7600
Tom Luster WA State Dept. of Ecology P.O. Box 47703 Olympia, WA 98504-7703
Ms Mary Thompson | WA State Dept of Commercial 111 West 21st Avenue, KL-11 Olympia, WA 98504-5411

/Dr. Robert Whitlam

Development

Brad Petrovich WA State DOE NW Regional 3190 160th Ave SE Bellevue, WA 98008-5452
Office

Mark Shuppe WA State DOE NW Regional 3190 160th Ave SE Bellevue, WA 98008-5452
Office

Robert Barnes WA State DOT P.0. Box 47440 Olympia WA 98504-7440

Steve McGonigal WA State Nursery & Landscape P.O. Box 670 Sumner WA 98390
Assoc.

Walter Austin & R. McCrimmon

2588 Pacific Hwy, E.

Tacoma, WA 98424

Warin Gross

829 North 1st Street

Renton, WA 98055

Eric Slagle, Office
Director

Washington Dept of Social &
Health Services

M/SLD-11

Olympia, WA 98504
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