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Due to the large number of comment letters received from government agencies, 
public/private organizations, and the general public, we needed to cut out volume wherever possible 
to keep the size of the EIS manageable. As a result, portions of some of the letters from 
government agencies and public/private organizations have been cut to remove text that was not a 
specific comment on the document and did not require a response. We have tried to keep text intact 
for all questions and comments, and indicate locations where text was excluded with dots (******). 

In reviewing the letters from the general public, we found that comments were frequently 
repeated. To consolidate those comments and responses, we have identified each individual that 
submitted a letter to us and given each letter a number (see list on page A-248). In Table A-I ,  
alongside of each comment, in addition to the comment response, we list the letter numbers of  the 
letters that included that comment. 

In addition to letters commenting on the DEIS, we also received about 85 letters addressed to 
the Commission or to Secretary of the Interior Babbitt and copied to the Commission, concerning 
the land exchange with NPS. We wish to acknowledge these letters and to note that the land 
exchange is out of the Commission's  control; it is up to the Department of  the Interior. The 
Commission will do what it can to facilitate the exchange. 

A-ill 
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Comments of  Cit-y of Tacoma 

on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 
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CJty-I I 

Ctty-2 

Ctty-3 

Cudlmt~ HTdrodet tric Project, FIEBC No. 460 
Commeats on ~e  Dren ~ t h ' o m m d ~ l  l m ~  

~ C ~  

Comrman on t 0 e t ~  t ~ $  .n tPe l ~ f t  Fav : rmt 'm~ I ~  S ~ . ¢ ~  (O~SL 

t c l t t ln  ~,tUl ~ conoc~t t  ~ r ~ t  t~ l  c l ~ l t t  ntt  ~ n t t ~  bde~. 'IX,'l t - t  k ~  I~ 

E'uc'.ti,,m Su, m.ma~ 

.~ I Inu lm kom ' /~emam*/~ 2 I* tiv Vovl~ T~ o. Vw Ka.m l ' m i m ~  

1.0 l~a'l~m -,,,4 Need fro. Aetkm 

| 0  ~ ~ i I  (~1:r l ~  the t~t~ ~ d ~ I orllJb~Wl', u l lplat I~4 ~ TaC~III l ¢orttmtt~ m 

tO ~ Aelloa u d  Prtncil~l.AP.,m'n~l',~ 

s ~ a ~ ,  J.t ,,,rV,~ o~.a, .n,m 

Pql¢ 14. pl~tNi I: 'nt Pm~ otm, t ~0a t~ukl 6ml~ t~t tlz dtvm~ot ~ 
~ H c T N ~ t  a C~*k  hal nGt 4 i ~ m d  my ~:m" m ~ p r ~  to Ms~. 1~191, ~ , ~  tim 

b~p~t~ll tl~ tli~'tv~t ~ (Tlc~m 199~). 

City-I We have changed the length 

City-2 We agree that the cost of  replacement power used m the DI:.IS ts high, 
based on market condJhons today The value that we use in the FI'IS is 
$21 00/MWh to account for the value of energy and capacity 

City-3 Comment is noted, and text has been changed 
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C~ty-4 

C~ty-5 

C~ty-6 

City-7 

C~ty-8 

3.0 /Ll~ected E n ~ ' ~ m e n t  

?q~]-tl, l~-~: F,ir,~.'e 3-~ t~oeealyp4~sthe rmm~lflow x ~ . o . Z .  The 

-S~swcas. Raids I~d f~ lao low t~ ~e .~z~m¢, ~ e  ]abe~ foc ~ c ~ e ~  " ~  L~t~ Css~,~" 
~d *m Dam No. T may be t~a.~x~od. 

Secl/ax =~LJLI 2"empe~.~nt 

P~&~ 3-17 and 21-lS, F'ql~'~ 3 6 ~ld ~7: T c ~  ~ i ~ c ~  me, sued dm~ 

cc~u-~do* of * *e* s p ~  nuuJ~d m e ~  drawOow~ ~ ~ =  A~u~ 19~9 

,f~c/iml &4.1 ~ .  Fi*& 

3 - 1 9 . ~  J ~ 6 :  l~e two m f ~  c~d  ~ l ~ l i n g  LIz numll~ mKI 

• t r ~ y  ~' b"admmou $ r ~  ~ ~ pan.hi in ~ Sko4comi~ i t lva priar Io dam ¢.ansla,~lJ ~ 

40 ~ suppea the des~p~oa of the fisEmy ;x~vided m ",he DEJS. Skokom~ ~ Tabe 

(1994) aoes ~ t u ~  thlt * lkt Stmlu~uh gtvtr Au lon¢ l~  ~d gut lr~aw~ nm~bcr and 

rancry o[ m~old,'om~u ~.~', h 6oa Bo( ¢ ~  l r~a~a Lh~ pl~.l~t~lec~ ~ t ~ ,  A ~ a c w ~ M  

Ir.a~k~l o/Wilhams et Id (197~). wz c~ ld  rind o~ly I1~ fo] lo tn~ t~ l~m~l  i ~ 1 1 1 ~  Ioclaty~: 

nv*n: ~o~,~r. t;~i, ~ atr, m~&~ar ,  t and s p o ~  ~ " Nm~bcm cedd 

~ f ~  my s ~ a [  Io ~he c f f ~  [tim ~ w ~  [~/1~ tot u y )  Ioc~'~ I1~  m t ~  Skoko~h  

P ' ~  3-2L I ~  l, 2 ~ d  3: "l~c~: m~ rv~rM ~m~s ml~tdi~l tl~ &a~. tad 

dam ~ i o ~  ou accessst~G~ o( ~pscca~ hai~tia, aM Tacoms's qiseeme~¢ wire ~ St,~ of 

W~amltt ~ to c ~ n ~ ' a  " *  o p m ~  '~' Ge0q~ Admu H ~ : h ~ / . . ~  dimns~l mccc 

compi~ely m ~ ~ os the s~a~T$ ~ Pa~q~ OiX~e. sMe~a s~odu ~u:~ m a 

dclm~ted co~a~i~ kx~  ~ o ~  tim Cuslm~a I~ole~ ~ c ~ u c l t ~  Dam c~escuc~on d~d 

C. ,4Nm H ) ~ i t ' ~  l'mlKt F'q~2 

City-4 We have corrected the graphic labels 

City-5 We have corrected the graphic labels 

City-6 Comment noted. We changed the figures to show 1991 data 

City-7 Please see: letter from Victor Martmo, Skokonush Indian Tnbe, Shelton, 
Washington, April 4, 1994, bottom of page 20---'The North Fork historically 
produced the largest number and variety of anadromous fish of all streams tributary 
to the Ikxxl Canal Basin of Puget Sound. Sockeye were extirpated by the project, 
all other anadromous fish were vwtually ¢xtupated'. The reference w ~  
m~lvertently omitted from the reference list. We have added it (Skokomish Indian 
Tnbe, 1994b) The reference to Wilhams et at. (1975) should have read 
"(Williams, 1975 in Fish Pro, 1992)" and was apparently an error by that author 
There is documentation provided by l.iehtovach (1992) and Wampler (1980), 
however, that the Skokomlsh Raver once supported a sockeye salmon nan 

City-8 Wampler (1980) and Lichtowich (1992) suggest that other species in 
~ldition to chinook and stecthead were able to ascend thc upper falls 
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Cuty-8 

C~-9  

C)t:,-10 

Cit:,- 11 

C~'-12 

Ctty-13 

cmr~akcably d~ct'¢L,~ Nonb Pock flo~,. ~ t  ~ n0~ block u~n~an~ hat;4u~ for all ~4/mon sptc~s 
Cmhn'~n Dim .No. I. Ioc~rd ~c a@p~oxt~y RM 19& wla ¢ o r r ~  m 19"~. ~1~ h" 

pag,~xv of~h~l:)F.L~ A~ram'rfaJI. Imowg~lh~Uppm'F~.%ofBiSFdts. w~kz:aL-.dallLM t|,  

aM w~ munda~ b~ Lak= I~kam~. Wah d~ t ~'~6on o/slm~ ,:hmook u d  ~ I ~ M .  

,,hgh may have p a ~ i  tt~ f ~  m lo~ numlae~. ~ r  a.IF~Ct CK flo~ ~ .  the Up$~ Falls 

b4o,; ked p(z ~ Uag a/u,d~0 m,c~s Aldk pasaa~ Io h~ i [  at ~l~mUu~ Tha Cmoq~ A~ams ~ 

aoJ~rommn f~.h. ~o~ cr~ no0k .-.a co~) &loa= 

F'q~ 3-7A. pmql ~ h A l p u a . ~ c ~ f m l o  wil tam~ e~ a/1~7~ s h o ~ k l b e c ~  

s~ce ~t d~x~$ am re f~  Io ~ k e ~ e  tusm p~c~ t0 coas4~,ct~a 0# tke C~hroms I ~  

S~r ~o.,s $..$.& 1 P v q ~  Z4m,~ 

Pa@¢ 3 - 3 3 . ~ $ :  The uext ~o~idcL~af)'t~,~it~mL Fr~, thc t r tum~uoa l~c  

¢ I t e ods 42 mlh'- ~ Po~qatlo~t~ ,%to 2 to Ta~0m, i .  b~t4 only tt~ lealgth i ~  p o ~  

,"~o. 2 az~t ~ vat~t'm T ~  (26.l m/Ira} a~e v, nhla ,h- 1:'~o~¢~ ~am,d~ .  S e ~ ,  d e e g i ~  oaly 

t N M M ~ t  t~ I ~ el~lt~ 42 ~ Jla~ k~ J[eOk't't ada~ i ~ s l ~  ,~i,heif¢ hiJ~Ei~ wlim~ pou,~J¢. 

S~" ~.o m & &  i.$ ~ Par~eLw 

F'a~ 3- ~ .  plnllrq~s | .  7.. 6 Ind 7: I- Ihc'le p m ~ .  s~lff mjcs  ~¢vcrll iaconec~ 
~n~ct/ons a ~ t  "h" rill of ~ )larVa ol ~ osvncd bIF Sim¢lon l~d~or COml~ay. (he 

R~cl~a R~'n. Ira,me ~ and W a ~ a  ~ l ~ m a ~  o4" Natural Reloorc~. 

19~6-200~. [ 3  ~smml ammslly iX. $ imm~u. Simc~oa Timbe~ Com~amy. Harvem l~mmag md 

E J q l ~ i e ~  la~l. comm Ma~.h 6. 199~). ~ rata is -lil~hLly h~u ~ d~ 2 pcaxx~ ~ ~car 

,gt sumcd m the ~ Evlhla~oe l ~ u i ~  s ( I~PS) ¢ooduc~ in 1990. 1991. 199~ ~ 1994. 

,~1 rat ~ Ihan t~¢ " ~ "  m 41~"~¢~ q ~  m ~¢ DFJS CI~aolI~$ O~ nu~ m 4 

permit F~'~ ~ makes ~h~ ,aJ~ of p r ~ l  aJI ~ n ¢  L~N~ ~onJ~ ~ c  Facets apl~ar m bc 
)ull~r ~aa i~ ac~aUy would be. 

(:m/~mw: Hy~cet~mc I'I~i¢l P~e 3 

City-9 There is no basis for your conclusion that "the Upper Falls blocked 
po[cnt, al anadromous fish passage to habitat upstream" 

City-10 ConmBcnt noted.  W e  have  COCTCCtccl the  t e x t  

City-I 1 This refcrence should have been (Fish Pro, 1993 in Wilhams, c[ al 
1975) which apparently was an erroneous reference in the Fish Pro report ) 

City-12 The text in section 2 l has been revised to clarify this point 

City-13 Our s~atemcnt was b a s ~  on Tacoma's (1991b) dcsonption of 
Simpson harves~ ratcs, the best information av~lahle to us when the DEIS 
w a s  p r e p a r e d  W e  h a v e  r ev i sed  the  text in ttus sec t ,on  a n d  the ana lyses  in 

section 45  and appendix C to reflect this new information on Simpson 
harves t  rates. 
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C~D'-14 

C:ty- 15 

City-16 

C~ty-17 

may ~ sa aa/~ .4Jl ~c( l~;idl i ~ l b k  i ~  ~ l a  e,,,. ~ o ~ e  paiod. E.¢a ,s.. 2 p c ~ m  pa~ 

[a zdd~,oa ~ ~r~b~ l, ar~e~Z ~ .  ~c  ar.xe.N~ of eadz ~ o ~  typ~ d~/ww/kl k- a ~  

~ t  

Nino~'~ml ]ml  (o ~dlal i d e a t e ,  ¢ce v u ' ~  t ~, saf, m m ~  is o c c ~ a ~  wd  v, il l  c m ~ , ~  to 
0~a: ~ Tscc~a's mmN~mcaL 

ho~ur.+." 'Pa~l~EPdJd mt ~walamlaki~ fia wo~dmlm. " t 'bmockJ..~.,~K~vas 

&'s:J~d +o e, ealoal~ l~al~at fia+/m~' + ~ ,  sack m i ~  mallar~ l + a l l ,  im~. aml laaUit, 

ma~ ~ I ~  ¢~i~g~t asia~ ~h¢ U~+ Fn~ aad WOdlir- ~ ~USFWS) tsaa[ d~ck model 
(SoLta a"4 ~L'w~r 19531. |m~ a~m of ~1~ ~ l o  m~a~l la the dal~iag daek model (R~ 
| ~ )  an~ the ume a ~ whzd, wo~d ~e mess~'~ is t~ wood d~cl mode~ ( ~  ~ x . o c e  

Ci~y-14 Although tbe difference is subtle, we note that we did not assume 4 
percent harvest rates for the Southern Lower North Fork and other parcels in the 
DEIS Rather, we assumed that changes in AAHUs over a 30-year ponod 
would be twice that estimated by Tacoma's HEP analyses. We also note that 
Richert Farm has cle.arcut some tanber stands on its property in recent years and 
that even if harvest rates on Ricben Farm property were less than 4 percent, it 
would no~ greatly affect estonated AAHU changes for the Southern l.ower 
North Fork parcel because only a small proportion of the parcel's timberlands 
are on Richert Farm property. Noned~less, wc have revised o~" analyses m 
appendix C to reflect a 2 percent timber harves~ for the entire Southern Lower 
North Fork parcel. 

City-IS While forest practice regulations would prevent direct logging unpacts, 
wetland habitats and wildlife populations within the SMZ wo~dd still be 
indirectly affected by logging on adjacent uplands if no+. for SMZ protechon. 
We therefore maintain that all wildlife habitats and populations within the SMZ 
receive cx~'a protection and that changes in AAHUs (s¢~ response to Tacoma 
conunent 14) for Lilllwaup Swamp vary in proporuon to the SMZ's entire area. 

City-16 That the outer dike was breached during the December 1994 flood was 
mentioned in DEIS appendix C, section 6.0, but has been addod to the Nalley 
Ranch parcel description in FEIS section 3.5.1.2 for ~ clarification. 

City-17 While dabbling duck and wood duck habRat use and food habits often 
overlap considerably, this comment correctly points out that we erred in 
characterizing wood ducks as dabbling ducks and wc have revised the text in 
sections 3.5.2 and 4.5 accordingly. 
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~ d~: Tnl~ Aa~ia~ ~ i d ~  i,,d.d,s t~- i l4d~i~l d.clt,s 

C~ty-19 ~ tim ~ ~ pl~d~m~ 0 I'm~ ""a '~'b~ lg'~J). 

C~ty-20 

F.al~ ].53. p i n l l r ~  4: ~ 4 ¢~a~x~ bfo~d pdlo~ ~ StL~u R~d u 
beial ~ to "~'cet~ ~ "  daT-,u~ ~ r'~'nuiOa -'~s ,dml ~ ,,.,v n.,m at .t'mm:=~ .~ oad 

r, lm~ Imulr~ rmli~t 

4.0 Euvi~nm~ul~l lmpec~ 

City-22 

pact 4- I. [~-~lnq~. 2 ,,.a ): 1~ [~lS d~kl ~*,llm tlz 1mr ntmc f i~is  d 
$m~ra ad  , M s ~  (S iam 1¢~4 u d  $ ~  t 995k ,, mifidl a is tJtplmmd t~ l  ttncmoe 

City-18 We have revised the text in section 3 5 2 2 based on thas comment's 
information 

City-19 We are aware of the fact that suitable marbled murrelet nesting habitat 
includes younger forest stands with old-growth remnants or a high percentage of 
deformed trees but for the sake of conciseness did nol mention these uncommon 
nesting habitat types 

City-20 Noted mad changed. 

City-21 No~ed and added 

City-22 We have used the reference~ reports to estimate the project's h~stoncal 
contribution and probable future contribution to mainstem aggradatton (about 
0.02 four/year) and flooding Our recommendation for channel maintenance 
flows is intended to be used to extend the length of tlmc that near-bankful flows 
in the mamstem occur. With little corttnbution of sediment, these increases in the 
duration of chaanel-formmg bankful flows would help to maintain chmmel 
conveyance capacity improvements undertaken under the Mason County Flotx:l 
Hazard Management Plan 
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C|ty-23 

Ctty-24 

Cgy-25 

film U119oA Md l~J. 

~ 4-J6.seep.~ t Jt~mem=~e.J m z ~ q  ~,~nou u ~ -  ~cm==~ c~ 

• "a wmhuqF~ Dc~nmm~ d ' l ~  ~1 w'tld]ik (WOtRV) IO(j) ~ m ling 

la~=  a~ thR¢ Iocat~ I ) ~ tl~ Nodh Fod~ immedia~y ~ol,~ma~ ~ m  Oem N#. 2 (~idd~ 

dlm~.m~ ol D~ua No. 2 
l ~  14cd5 Rxk ~ldlon~s5 iLm~, I. I Not tde=l~md 

~ F o l k  

miks wsmmm N ca~ ~m~ ~ h  
~ F o ~ k  

Ctty-23 We base our conc]usiotas on thc referenced reports The Cushman 
Project has historically contributed to aggradation of the mamstcm at a rate of 
about 0.02 food/car. 

City-24 See  our response to City-25. 

City-25 We have changed Table 6-3 to indicate partial compliance with the 
agency rccommczxlation and that we rccommand two felt'metered gaging stations 
on the North Fork (one to determine project compliance and one to detcnmnc the 
North Fork flow into the mams~cm) and one station on the South Fork (former 
location of s~tion 12060500). The North and South Fork discharges can be 

to determine mamstcm flow. 
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Ctty-26 I 

C~ty-27 

C~-28 

It i~ m~ cJ~v wl~h ~ l c ~ o ~ $  ~ C  inteods 

v,u ~lec~d ~ 'u" O~3S as '~" domm al~q~oale si~ ~o l~n~ I~,o 2. ~ c ~ i ~  clom-~o ~ 

ssd ~e~i~ s~d wu~d aoqx~ nkshk ~or~. ~ ~ ~ca~ a~ d= Ma,~s~.m 

FNIt 4-19. I 1 ~  5: A ~  ~ I1~ ~ M  be d l t / .~ l  ~ eZF4~ IJlal Ibe McTal~.~ 
Cn~k dz,'~m4oa ~ " m ~  lu~ um &~-md ~ r  val~ mc~ ~ u m  imm ua ~ .  1991. 

~ hrlt) 

~1~ ~ .  i w q l ~  ~: "ruis Fanq~uph mmuou d l  " / ~ / m ~ r  J u,m~d n r ¢ ~  ~ 

City-26 We have corrected the text 

City-27 Comment noted We have recommended that an adjustable retake be 
installed under this alternative because it would be necdai 

City-28 We discuss cool water temperature effects in sectio~ 4 I I  If 100-cfs 
mimmum flows would cause the effects discussed, it is reasonable to conclude 
that higher minimum flows worald also cause these effects at greater magn,tude 
Detailed analysis of the effects should be done m the design process for providing 
increased minimum insueam flows and an adjusuthle intake structure 
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CxW-29 

C~'-30 

C i ~ - 3 1  

C~ty-32 

0 1 ~ ' , ~  fo~ die m~d u'.,,~ ,-.,a~. I d  ,e.x~ WA boefiU~ d such a mcimu~. 

r ~ n ~  o f d~ md~m mnm~nl as Po~.dum~ No. 2 ~mld advqmudy affecl u lu~k 

o/'n,cts'~ s ~  m ~ ~ ~,~ fir ~'.m,~ ° Oo tt~ o o ~ ,  d is Imo~s dat oo 

0¢ mtmU~ m e~.* DRI$. ASllm~[NI~4-1. " C ~ m c l ~ w p / ~ r p  ~ d r n ~  k~ ~ 

lamcam F'~o~, 

P ~  4-51L p ~ l l n ~  6: T'x~ an~ ~ e m l  ~ io d~  I~IS m dm ~ b ~ b ~ o  

~ ' ~  flo*s md coho ~ d  ste~lhe~ F~ludion. friar/of tlx r d m e l ~  c i~l  m ~ DEIS 

*d~u f) low rammer ~ows m limiting pe~ucJOO of Ihe~ Weac~ ~ mmc ~pc~fs m b¢ xt~ 

City-29 Tacoma evaluated exastmg co¢~htions, not new conthtions with ncw 
turbine nmners and increased powezhouse capacity. Because water velocity 
patterns might change increasing the likclthood that anadromous fish might be 
attracted to the powerhouse taih'ac¢, it is nccessa~ to ensure that fish injury, 
mortality, or nugration dclay are not occumng in the tailrace a.qcr thc 
powcrhous¢ is upgraded. 

City-30 Comment no[ed Wc have clarified thc tcxt. 

City-31 Because the Cushman Project rarely spills to the North Fork, the 
maximum flow of sufficient duration to affect channel form of any MIF schedulc 
would b¢ thc dominant thscharge. 

City-32 Comment noted. We have changed our recommendatior~ to rcquu'c 240- 
cfs flows or inflow, whichever is less. in the summcr. 
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Ctty-32 
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Ci~-35  
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im.ftmz~ot Fm~q~l m Tau~ ~.2 ($~t ~Mk wlmt L~t me q m ~ t q  p ~ f l  is i ~  ]it*~ m ~ 

.a~wl  tttmmt a m ~  M c T ~  .Croat.. ~mm t ~  tm t~t m,td~ mtl i t l  i~tvt.I p~tmmm 

M m~ Loca~ a a~loao ~pe.asL 
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dlmm a + , u  or' l;In~ ~mp.+ 

~./,.I $m/1'tTo~/m~,m 

ptlt 4..~. ~.qpt~ l: llms~z~t~°I)~trtis~¢mk~t~ta~t~w.~ 
e~#c Womw..n +'~¢L m+,~,mljtmv It++~+~ +,~nrm~ c .'.~ mid tm, t k a  ~ "  
atom tml mum elm ,~, flo,,v t t l ~  ~ .. A,Ito.i~,,,t } ,,41 umttmm ,t:mlx, ud 
mm.Ipt.Kllmml~tmmmthtNottbF~dr,. As,tmdi-mm).oflk,,~.,,.,,io,t, kd t t t t i l+~m + 

Ctty-33 Comment noted. This scntcnce has been dclcled bocausc it was incon'cct 

City-34 Opinion is noted What yotl have indicated is that spawning gravel ts not 

lmuted under cur'Pent c(x~Rtons. We ask for re.evaluation under new cond]ttons 

City-35 Opinion is noted Lichtowich (1992) and Wampler (1980) documcm that 

the Skokomiah River once supported a s4~key¢ salmon nm 

City-36 Opinion is noted We have changed o~r reconunendation to reqmre 240-cfs 

flows in the surmner. 
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C,t2.'-36 

Ci ty -37  

C i ~ - 3 8  

Ci~-39 

'a4~l w¢~d "~ ~ sa~  " a "  T ~ ' |  P w ~ d  wd A ~¢lu~h~ 3. " f~  wne ~ the ~eCLEC 

Im~EU SW~, m : c a m x a ~  I1o~ ,a~uld Im~ oa a,~ ~ c a c a  dma~ ~ mc~ a~caqlM7 

~ey. 

[ ~ d ~  amJ imec~ ml~Lmze occu~ ]a ~ J  ~ t . ,  T a c ~  de~ =~ be4ie~ ~ ~ ueml[ 

poeum~ ~ I~u=C~u ~ k=km~ ~ d  c.g~u~u uo~ l  ~mq~U ~,., ad~mu~ imFacu ou ~J=  
~ c h u  ugald nzd~ f~m ,u- h--, ~ O~d s0~Nle ca~c~ ~ I .a~ Cu~l~m. 

~ ,b,manau'~ Tac~a'* pro~al m ~ Lalm Ca~'ma ~ ~ m fa~n~. , , i l - ,~ 
• r -d" ~f advcnc ~ m dm~amam mcQ~u.. 

TI~ ml~  ddce ~ Nal~  I.mck ~m ~a~lCi d w ~  wllc~ i ~ r l l  m 1~4, i~d ii~ [mxe~ of 

~ g  ,~ked k a ~  ~ kcld iaBamca u w~amT.  T a c ~  ~ ' J "  ~4~e CI~ ~ama ~T~z 

ot  ~ / k  e ~ m ~  ~ m ~rdTg~lt m ixdg~. ~ ~ lg~y t~ t  t~g p ~ m  ~ ~ t ~  

u¢o~c~ Ac~vmc~ o~ Ibel.C'l~]aad~ m ~c~ c~¢.dmd }~mj=c~im~cU. 1"0c Ic~cd ~ 

~na'~ I~  i~cl"J~ Ul die onl~l t  ~ o ~  I~d by leper of AF~I [3, 1~6. ~ll ~ o ~ 1  h~ io 

City-37 Comment noted. We have withdrawn our recommendation to maintain 
the lake at 723 feet elevation because of flooding and dam safety concerns 

City-38 While wc a[~c¢ that dike ~ o n  had nothing to do with Cushman 
project construction or operation, project regulation of river flows has affected, 
and would contin~ to affect, the Skokomish delta. We recommend complete 
dike removal because it would provide important sediment transpo~ and 
dJstrihuta] 7 channel dcvelopm~t benefits that could not be obtained by only 
breaching the dikes. 

City-39 We agree that residential development on LCDC lands is not a direct 
impact of Tacoma's Proposal, but note that loggmg and residential development 
impacts on the Sonthcm Lower North Fork. Nallcy Ranch. Bclfair Wetlands, 
and Lilliwaup Swamp parcels, which arc also discussed (by referenoc) in section 
4.5.1.1, aren't direct impacts of Tacoma's Proposal eith~. We discuss habRat 
changes on these lands because wildlife often di~a'cgard property boundaries, 
such changes have indirect effects on habitats and wildlife on project lands, and 
we are required to consider the cm'noJative effects of project and non-project 
impacts. While we could have r~slnctcd on: discussions on future LCDC 
re~dcntial development impacts to section 4.11.5, we discussed or referred to 
them in sections 4.5.1, 4.5.2, 4.5.3, 4.5.4, and 4.5.5 because they can also be 
considered to be a co~'|:~)ction unpact 
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Cxty-39 

C~tv-40 

C,ty-41 

C~ty-42 

C~ty-43 

a, tm**.m'~Wo'~lhmt TldsddxuKx~oui~c~,~nPro~ll~dsmdkm~dL~nd~m¢~qs~ 

dcveJo~u  os t~  I ~  I*-'~ d~d41 ~ I~ cmlsMm~ wi~m th, l ~mm~ ~ .  

M~ T a U ~  Creek dh~mo~ Mlxxdd ~ clk~'*~d m e~ pdLnd~ IMt i~xgqm~,wll~ flo~urs M~ ~ pmg~u ~ 

hyd~:od ,c f*,cmr in mmnmUl~l[ d~ De~ Mmdow v*~'~t~ Md I ~ ' s  kl ~ Cr~k (Tacoma 

1993} E v m b e ~  1 9 9 t , ~ a c h ~ * n M  ~J~*llm~'M,'h.M=Tq~s.~.Cl.,~r diwe~m a~- 

r ~ n ~  ~ m ~ M i q  xiop~ ~ 1  m o~ru h m d ~ t m .  ~ ~odd  ~ v m ~  to ~ 1  

~n~ ~ LCDC lmMs o~x ib~ le~  30 ) ~ n  m s " ~ / ~ 8 ~ . ~  ad~n~ ~ m kx-~ 

,~#~-,~ ~,~ m , -a  ~ , / ~ u "  "1~ ~ n  ~0u~ ~ cm,~',~ m ~ , ~  ~ - , ~ m , , ~  m 

~.c:,uO o*#r 4dm~, e~' .e~." ,v~*.~ Fo.,~ a'.'~m~t wuu~" i* m ~ v ,  lme m~i~ l l .  1: .**,m;d Ix 

l~q~ 4-7(~ pm'q~id*4. 5~'v~d sm=mm~inFmlmph4 med~h,- ~ TI= 

*ccxx~ f~- e,Wamm* of pink hcili~ia 'Wl*~c i~ ~ pro~,o~d~ m n ~  *~ m du~ ~ *  w~H 

n~ bc cmumccudly ~ k~m ,*-, ~ P~k, Tl~a* bMimw~ (19~ ~lx~*l~as 

be~m~L As m)~d on ~ y ~6, "O~ ~14 ~ ~4~#a i~ ~ Oly~c~c p ~  ~on, l.~a. o 

taee.~ Ic~'~ m m,~ ~vararl~ maa~a lm.a lf~O t~ D~8. LCjl~ viuaeCa mcrea~ ~ ~ 

Cir/-40 This paragraph adcqumely dcscribcs Deer Meadow and the project's 
effects on it. The paragraph describes the meadow as a fen, and groundwatcrs 
are, by definition, the primary water source in a fen While we agrcc that thcrc 
wonld be only slight cffects on Deer Mcadow, upper and lowcr Dccr Crcck flow 
reductions should be sonilar to cuncnt flows in McTaggc~ Crcck abovc thc 
divcrsion structure, whcrc they are clearly rncasurablc 

City-41 See response to City-39 

City..42 While the avmlablc information clearly indicates that low conccntrat,ons 
of bald caglcs arc occasionally present elsewhere in the project vicinity, wc 
marntain that the only tune and place they have occurred regularly cnongh to bc 
appreciably ~Tcctcd by proJect.related activities considered in the EIS is along 
the lower North Fork clunng winter. 

City-43 The new rccrcation facilities that wc rconmmcnd wonld havc no dircct 
cffcct on the undcvclopcd 335-acre northcrn portion of LCSP that Tacoma 
proposes for wildlife habitat proCecuon becausc thcse facilities would be ]coated 
within an already partially dcvcloped area in the southern portion of LCSP The 
indirect e~ects of mcrcascd visitation on ~c undeveloped LCDC lands wcrc 
discusscd and incorporated in this paragraph, sections 4.5.3.2 and 4.5.4.2, and 
appendix D. 
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C,t~,-43 

C ~ - 4 4  

CI~'-45 

Cit3,-46 

Ctty-47 

C1~-48 

C~ty-49 

As remained p ~ ,  iem:as~l 0~ ~ lw~st r l  m 4 pe~ut ~.  ~n~r ot last  

m ~ Lo~e~ Nm~ FoHt ~ a~t tC~alldy n ~  d~ ~osea Yimb~ ~ I p m y t  ~ m  

p~---, Y~ cou~Jl a l x i ~  ti~tx~ h i ,e l  I t rile o~ 13 ~ ~ I~9~ ud ~21. 
m a 4~-XI ~.*r ~4aboe. Iml~iall ~ Imvel hie to 4 ~ pm )~- wo~d pt~ tm4s ~ a 
D-)~.af ~almn, w l ~  L~ aettb~ ~ y  I m t ~  ~ ~n~d]7 ~ .  

11= t ~ l ~ a a  ot eJle:~d u m d ~  mth= t k h ~  Faro if it it mt iadudal iet 
~,dd~ plm theuld I~ nev,.,d Io eqgtm d~ ~e ~ at~e ~ y  ~ 6 ~ 8  ~*,~ W D ~  ~ 

LeW Lr~e ~e K.i~ *o den.[e9 t 'memtlm ~ ~ w~l t~u~  r ~ ' ~  ~a~m, 

a ~  pamtre md aaul~ uada ~ v u i m .  m l  wo~l m( aZlta mlve ~l~moa (L Riu~a, 

Stetamah From, lac., ~n,  omm. Mard113, 1996~ A l d m p  tl~ o~m~ do n~a~ it= dlht 

~ - "  ~o ha.v~ i~ tlmm~l. ~, .u  m.ts ~ e~Wtal =wi~ m~h dmm,/  ~ t u m i d  ht 
U~ fu~u~ ~ d  u~ ~ lur~nuMe ~le ~ u~ Imue p ~  l~ my cz~, I~b~ h ~ , ~  

~s ~ u m  acuv~ ~, W ~ q p n l m ~  u~ .  

Zote at ~ b,amlt, eva 9 ~  ~ m ~ , * l a ~  w ' ~ t  ~.e~d ~ t -  Io l~l  ~ e r  my 

ONl's t~0tectioa ~r d~ m~. e ~ ?  I/~a~Is ~ e~eae~ ~o rear.h I r ,  x m l ~  U *it~ia 5- 

20/~n. u ~a~sed m i~e  3-36 

~ha~d m=v~  tlm ~be eu~a d~a war l~achM d u ~  ~ods in I~4  ~d aatural m~e,tt~ o~ 
o~d fm~md m tx~titlt md s~m~It  habitas it mw ~ n i q  md is c s ~  m m~ou~. 

PNee 4-76, ~ (~ At mmtioted a~c .  ~d l~ml  dewlo~mt m I,CDC ~ i~ 

mx c * m ~ .  Pmjm ~ .  

P~le 4.77. p m ~ l ~  3: ~ o~ ~m~- htm=t n ta  t a i a ~ m  by SmF6ee l"m~r 

Cont~y md d,omed abow., i~ a ~ eue tl~ "mm~ ~ muJ ~ d p t 4 ~ N y  ~ h/l~r 

~,,,. ,..,+,....4 +. m,. s~+P: ~...m, I~+t.~ ro . .  to, ~ , . . ~ .  D ~  m.imm+ 
fishmJ ,ml ~ t . ~  oo me N o ~  toe S ~  Lom, e. Nea~ Fo~ p ~  ,ndd be 

City-44 Scc o~r responses to City-13 and City-14, 

City-45 There is no need to rev'tse this discussi~') bccausc we  recommend  

acquJsiUon of  a conservation ~ t  for ]~chcrt  Farm property. 

City-46 See our response to City-15. 

City-47 See ~ response to City-16. 

City-48 See our  response to City- 9. 

City-49 See our responses to City- 13. 14, and 43. 
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Cnt~-49 

C,t',-50 

Clt3-5l 

C~ty-52 

C~ty-S3 

"ta,~w~akrxh~r#~a~mtl~ll~P." ~ d  on po~'mml upanm~ ~ Pink IgihO~ a 

iatac.h~ d ~  wma~ ttonm* m 1994. T~x~mi~ad~ ~o Ml~v sal~v-~ 10mmon u) co~mu~ 

-.-a Ihore a~e eo Fires m nuu~u~ my o/fl~ chJu~ 

I ~  a-78. puqm~6 4: bb d ~ l t ~  i~ al~an~r~nl *p= 'u i~  nt m, Itidz~ Fam~ ~ 

St.elioa #.a.dt l Vcll~lali~ 

Pal~ 4.qa. parallnl~ .~: "I~ aaa~nt  ¢,,~ flo~s amma'adad im ~ m m ~ c  ) w ~ l  

oaly at~-Om, md aa vidm. tk l~a~ rsat', e~al~l ¢l~ml m Kt lan~ oat I~ ,~ 
p,lmtalra¢~ tlat ~ a frolic ¢¢ Do.~ a~a~l ~t" n- IFIM ia 1 W1 fra~mt 1~9Yl. 

clwmcl i ~ l ~  12.~$ ¢[1k EH~II wol~ ~ IIo~I~ I124~ c~ ~d IF'uI~ I1400 c~ mr'd ~kl 

be ¢zpec~ Io ci~¢ ~v' k ~  N l i i ~ i ~  local, m * d  m Imrdb..sk~ M,d ~ q p a t  wclJl~ 

1 ~  .m~icli~ d~t d~ l~ul ,tn~mt d r i ~ u t  ~ dcql ~'~ Io~z  l~x~ F~t  ~,~ld 

"r~ staemm~ ~at ~¢¢amm~ ~ . s  *,oatd dmp~. a~l m~ ~ , ~  Nanh Fa't ~ 

City-50 We have revised sections 3 5 1 2 .  and 4 5 2  to mentaon that dlkc~ were 
breached, but cannot describe what is hkely to happen in any detail because 
Tacoma has provided no information about where the dikes were breachc'd, how 
much area is flooded by tidal flows, or bow fast the dikes are deteriorating 

City-51 To the contrary, the information available to us indicates that R,chcrt 
Farm plans, absent a conservation casement, to develop an RV park and gravel 
tinning operations on farm property 

City-52 While it is true that 255-cfs or other long-term out-of-bank flows 
would have different effects, we continue to maintain that bankfull flows (about 
240 cfs) in river channels hke the lower North Fork tend to increase channel 
depth considerably more than channel width Nevertheless, as discussed in the 
referred to paragraph and in contrast to this comment's tmplication, we expect 
that mcrcasod channel evolution rates would increase channel width and change 
channel form but would not have substantial adverse effects on riparian 
vegetation. We also continoc to maintain, based on the available information. 
that only long-term out-of-bank flows have significant adverse cffcx:ts on 
riparian vegctat~un and that the effects of  short-term out-of-bank flows, such as 
our suggested 400-efs channel maintenance flow. would not have any 
substantial  adverse efl'ects, 

City-53 We anticipate both deepening and widening in the unconfincd scchons 
of the North Fork channel under Alternative 3 We have revtsed the text 
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City-55 

Cit~-S6 

Seett*a d.&~.S Wi hV./~ 

d o ; u . ~ .  

&'Ct~4 ,t&# S ~ ' f  ~ / a . n k . ~  

P'alc 4-91. l~oara¢~ $ "lhe :z~'m "¢H¢ a6 t l~  rmq~" is ttsed h e q ~  in ~ DELq. I ~  

~ I~e'~J d~fiacd. "lhc wlat~ rmi¢  af i m l p ~  c ~  m the O l y ~ p k : p ~ i / a  u i~t, ww n 1.500 

,ad 2 .~o  f~a in ¢k'~aem. ~ h m  aq0~er dma d~ i p e a ~  r a ~ e  of ~ l¢~hM, el L 

• ri~c h u ~  fo~l~.J atom belo~ l . ~ 0  fe~ in dt.~at:m ia tg s  paa of  the p e ~ / m t ~  t.'rab¢, sad 

I ~ e  1 9 ~ )  Un~rm~s d~'~axioa o/pouamalhalNu£m~,,cOmbydoc*m=~d~a=, 

T ace rm* I~us ~ , ,  uw.h~de ~ k  ~ . o t ~  r a s ~  .q4afft con.d m , ~  mm T i n s  i, I m  p ~ e c ~  oo/y 

~ maql~as of ~.k agl~[l~s ¢ ~  ~ ae ¢1~ ~ ~ nm~¢ o0~lladRs d~  doeumm~cd elk 

c o n ~  ~ o~ ~ -~- C a U m u  S4a~ p ,~ .  S : ~  ~l~o dzacab~ t ~  S ~ l u ~ i ~  s d ~ t  ss 

m m m ~ m q ~ e , e  ~ Soutt~ Fodc Tao0m~ P r o l ~  ~xUd p o ~ t l ~ o / ~ m "  In 

a~moa, aa~  ~ould e¢~ t i~ ~mpm~a¢~ o( m= W~ai~c pa~:~ roy ,c~ dan~l s~ wloa=. 

of ebe ~ Ar~ md 1~4 o¢ I .~*  Cmbmm d m ~  ~m~ w u ~  ~,ee~ c ~ d ~  ~ 

pm~-.~ ~ J d  pm0~z~ ~u* m a .  u ~  th .  mo~ls of 1 ~  Cred~ 

ta~-atm~ i e e ~  ~ omamg-~ aa'r, d l a ~  et T ~ ' .  lae~a.i ~ taq~ 
~" 74 u d  4" 75. w ~  it i~ m m ~  ~ml kmbltm pm0~t~zo~ md m d t m c m ~  mz~mm~ kt ~b~fa:d~ 

sa~:~a.,der ~ red~tlr~ ~t~." a~ "~couu~ *w4 prok.~oq o~ ,~ W*sui,~ par¢¢l woald 
~ m-'nr~rn u . t  ,~ourd ,,',~ /,'om ~'.a~"o,~ace ~ loWal  o~, ~ . .  md ,.qu.~ 

~ 4  t x ~ q ~  Uat Wesm~, L~p. Dow 14~avam. Dc~rr M~do*  md ~ l~v, t r  

a~i~ o/ u~mb~ h.~boal Jbr ~sr~,elra atd ~eed o~Ll h* O~ p,e)~ ~ " Rq~ttwg 

ba~ ulOeg s~l  mt~  oa p ~  4.TG ~ "T~cm~ ~ p~ope~ aeald pn~cr ~ c h  ~ rea t~ 
rrrrs m ~r  ~rd~rr~ Zamrr ~rl#l Fo~t pa~l .  ~ d  l~Opm~d NOr~t Fo~ ,lb~ ~ 

City-54 The need for structural fish habitat enhancements is oncer lam 

pending the completion of recommended post-hccnsing studies. 

City-55 Wc define elk winter range as those local areas regularly used by clk 
dormg winter, as reported by WDFW, and we do not impose potentially 
inappropriate elevational constraints on that fimcaonal definition. WDFW's 
reports (section 3.5.2) and all of the oh~er currently available informalion 
indicate that, outside of ONP, elk in the project vicinity regularly cong~gate 
only at Lilliwaup Swamp and near the North and South Fork Skokomish 
Rivers' confluence (Southern l.ower North Fork parcel) dormg winter. 
Although Tacoma's Proposal does include other parcels that elk pass though 
while migrating between summer and winter range or use dunng unu~xtally 
severe winters, because it does no{ include either the Sonthero Lower North 
Fork or Lilliwaup Swamp, Tacoma's Proposal does not, by our definition, 
include typically used local elk winter range. 

City-56 While parcels included in Tacoma's Proposal would protect 
potential habitat for Cope's salamanders, red-legged frogs, marbled 
murrelets, spotted owls, and bald eagles, at present, netthar Cope's 
salamanders nor red-legged frogs are federally listed as threatened or 
endangered; marbled murrelcLs and spotled owls are no~ known to occur on 
the Weataide, LCSP, Dow Mountain, Deer Meadow, or Northern Lower 
North Fork parcels; and bald eagles do not fiequenfly occur on thc Northern 
Lower North Fork parcel. 
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Cw,-58 

C~ty-59 

C~ty-60 

C~ty-61 

I ~  4.97. mrq~q~ 2" I: ~ a i ~  to tt~ Fmam 0~lml am ~.o,dd h,. ¢~r~mnl fro~ 

I a/a, al t~ ;/g'n'~ aa,d/a~ 6ta/anna' ¢ / '~  ~a/~," is iaeme~t 'I~ gMt's a~aam~t ,  oas 

~ w  o/t~ DEI$, S ~  d~ I l idu~ tumlg, is ak~may pmuml  ~ u i o u  ~ r ,  e m  wicla 

WDFW a~ Laelt I . ~  tl~ I ~ .  ~ a m ~  a tl~ ixoCm? i~ ~ .  ~ d m n t  ,0f 
Allanau~ J. 

,7q~n,a d.r .~ / . o q . ~ m  t~*ae*, 

PlI¢ 4-101. p l a l ~ l  7: T ~  does u4  ~ l ~  m i~Id t ~ Ix~t l~zndn r lu~ of 

cmmd U'e ¢ u ~ l  bou I~m~l romp ~ LCSP l'~is op~0e ,wal ¢ ~ i a ~ l  md Ibm ~.)~ad 

Iho~l ~ I~vd  to S~lioa 4.7.4, ~ 3. 

1~= 4-104, ~ 4-J: Tlc~mt's ~ 9 0 ~  I0 i'izld i ~ I  q ~  m l i d  mllilXlmm~ o f 

WDFWs La~ Kc/tam¢ b~l Ilmda ( T a ~  199.A1) tho~l ~ ,.,~4.d i~ the talg~ ~ 

City-57 Under the revised staff-reoummended Alternative 3, agricultural 
activiues would be allowed to continue and would not be &splaced. 

City-58 We have changed our recommended reservoir operation to the 
existing reservoir rule curve As a result, flood storage capac,ty should not be 
reduced 

City-59 We have changed the text throughout the document to clarify that an 
easement is to be acqutred 

City..60 W e  have changed the text to rcflect this comment.  

City-6] We have revised the FEIS 
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C~ty-62 

C,ty-63 

Citya~4 

C1~'-65 

Seet/o~* • 7 . d J  Loa~term lmime~ 

Page~-109.pmmgrm~ L: AJtem~n 3 m~ud~a~'~endmi~n f~r tmp~ve~t ~ 

me B~m G'0~ ~ m m~ brad m'l.ate Cumin,re. mctt~lml dreetop~em of n k,~l pmtd~ m.e,. 

p~usc tabk*, md t i~mu:r- fxee t0ii~ AI o~ t ~  fmdy ~ m i n  d ~ ' ~ d ~  w ~  ~ 
~ the ~ mclsd~q ~ e~ a ~ i , ~  ud  o~amg~ ~ u e t  ]~e~ we~ 

mo~'~ed din: to c~am~ et]~t~d by Ute U.S. Front ..%~v~e iI~ot~ ~ l~m~ ~ m 

I~e ~havud fan md tt~ dkct* e~ w*~ kveh Docmmimm on w~mr~ t~t ndi~ ~e Iocmed 

the~. ad  | dey4t~.o~dy ~te wm p~q~t*d, l~e d ~ ' ~  p l~uJ  was wiZhd~*~ io 

r~P~m¢ m ~ c~o~d.by WDFW t~tt ay  d e ~  w0Md I~ ~ ~ dmul.b b,M 

c e l u t ~ .  ~e metm~ ~m I~d b~a p~qm*ed at ~e I ~  Gtlch d~ wa~ ~ i , t i m ~ d  m 
mher si*~ ~ t  weald ~ pine tmk m bald e*4k's, mck~fing ~he ~ d~-um: ~du~t t l ~ l  

Smimue Xo*t m~ e~ed*d a n m l  ~ ~ m, i~1 c ~  C ~ d .  T, corn ~q~ 
~a~f ~ ~mo~ mit m~mm from ex ~ e o ~  n~mdm i~m~ 

Cudu~m Rema fw pu~Mic ~m~mal  ~m. T~:~m~ dmql~m ~ b  ,~ ~ o m m m d ~  m 

~-dm~ ~ ~ y  5e~o m mm ~ m~r~ ebjeed,~s o~ pm, i~q x k ~  ~ 

oPeomme~eJoos'J~ m ~ ' v ~ u ~ D m  No. I Ta~0e~moo~mxstslfn~oe,~d~dm 

Ptt~ ~1¢9. psnqTapt 4: ~d* l~nirtpe mmdom dm ~m~m~iee e~ 50 * d d i ~  
campuql u m  ~ ml~Qaml faa l i~  x Lak~ Cushnm Star Put wo~d " ~  ~ Im~ o/ 
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i~ge.  109. lunll:q~ 5: r m  in mu pantnp~ imldim t ~  e i t~  ~ ~ T ~  
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City-62 See our response to City--42. 

City-63 The staff has reconsidered this reoommendation.  It is no longer included. 

City-64 We have deleted all references to camping  at Smu'ca.~ Road Our  

analysis, however,  does indicate that the demand for camping  spaces is such that 
expanstc~n of  facilities is warranted. 

City-65 This  recommondatJ.on is included m Alternative 3 and would  bc  one of  the 
conditions of  that alternative. The language has been changed to make  it clear that 
this is a staff  recommendation. 
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City-66 The slaff has rccoosidcred this recommcndahon, and agrccs that motors 
should continue to bc allowed m Lake Kokancc 

City-67 We have removed reference to thc gravel pit. 

City-68 We have changed the text 

City-69 Table 1 m SImons and Associates (1996) shows that the project has 
redticed thc mainstem's bcdload transport rate by a factor of 2.4 at the } tighway 
106 bridge Bccaus~ of uncertainP/regarding sediment delivery rates, we revised 
the FEIS to report the project's effects on sediment transport rates rather than 
channel aggradation ra ts ,  which depend on factors no~ affected by the project 

Table l of the recent Simons report (Smaons, |9%)  estimates that sediment 
transport rates at the Highway 106 bridge without the project would have been 
about 24  tunes what thc'y wcrc with the project Table l in the recent Simons 
report (Simons and Associates, 1996) suggests that se.dimcnts have bccn 
accumulating in the mainstcm at the rate of  32,100 tons per year Roughly 
estunatmg the dcnsty of sediments at 100 pounds per cubic foo~ this would result 
m a net sed.uncnt storage of about ]4 7 a~re-fcct pet year. Roughly estlmatm 8 the 
total stream area between the confluence of the North and South Forks at I09 acres 
(assuming a 100 foot channel width) the av~age rate of aggrsdation would bc 0 14 
foul ~ year. 

City-70 We have changed the text 
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G ~  ,u~l ,o ib  

I. C o ' ~  ~ ~ ~ m~,m~i~m ncavO~ m accord, asc~ w~ a C ~ .  
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~ m'/tee m~'~on acuvit7 mt~raed t,y FI~C. ud T~me qmes ~nr~ chu ~umeuda~a 

2. c ~ t  ~-- ,J ~ r a ~  ~ , o s  o , ~  ~ r ~  u~tl For~/w d e j ~  j ~ m 
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rt~u# i~ emug opurmem U~dm cotkt t,t pn~,U~4 t~ o p m n q ,  pmjea ~ u~ e~m 
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City-71 Opinion is noted 

City-72 We agree. We recommend that Tacoma conduct a br ief  channel survey 
each year to identify any unintended effects of  flow alteration ( i e .  debns dams) 
and conduct a detailed gcomorphic assessment aRer 5 years o f  operation to 
docuraent the cffectivcaxess of  the flow reg~ne. This should be conducted m 
coordination with a fish habitat and fisheries asscs~nent. 

City-73 Opinion is no~ed 
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E ng,neerl ~ eler~led a ~'oIld ~ bclw~O $5 I~ Uu~n ....4 $13 t~lll~ ~ ~ nxluc¢ d~e 
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md r,~qwu~ n ~ ' ~  dm ,,o~ld h - / rkca~  o~ tl~ t c c a ~  ~ l l - , I  oo mc i~ j~ ,  

4 P r ~ '  ~ ~ Lt aO0 ~.-/#¢t ~-,,- ~,nu ~r J .~an ~ ~i~,a ,  ~ , m  ~ , ' ~  

~t. ~ ~t#tz~.3, ~ cld~m at !C$ cnnu.~,p ~ ~c Tal41~ Crltik :l~f nq~¢ ¢ 

W.,~ur q u m ~ l ~ :  

N~, ,20J&800. IlOJ9J~,~,d l 2 0 ~  Tu.~ua~n~ob~.~fo~m~a~zaCu~wd 

W.tw q u U ~  
I. I ~ l  ~ ~ f / ~  ~" , ~ i ~ "  ~=.~ ~ ~ n ,  ~ . ~ , .  ~ , . . ~  l ~ l t  

¢~8e~ o f such m a ~ l n ~  tk~ ~ s ~  of a modff~d i ~  a[ ] ~  No. ] wo~Id ~ m~ix.d 

City-74 Comment is noted 

City-75 C o ~ t  is noted. 

City-76 The South Fork monitoring station (USGS No 12060500)  is located in 
the most downstream confined channel In the confined channc], results should 
be reliable. 

City-77 See our response to City-28 
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r~elmJ T'~ p~pomd 100 cb po, Ndsmse ,wo,dd kr.j~k & ~ ,,sire i~, ,~... tmmk)¢ k 

,minNie) '  ,Oomlmnm o( tl~ / ~ Im sop ~o.*, dwell ,~ajuw~oe md u~ ( u  ~ 

tmr Imatat'k (adair. Tai~ml ~ a ~ m  a,al i~ ~al m:~amml[ajm t~ w¢~l~ mall tlm 

aCgt'~al. 

I. I'an'~ ~ F *  ia ~,'Vom l&:,,4 rmtial / a ~  ~O~ ~ f t~ t  l~ atrt~l hal.,at l ~) ~ 

2. R~mv  ~l~ lmuq~ ~ q w n  ~ ~ t  C ~  ~ D ~  C r ~  T~on~ ~F~m ~ 

City-78 Considerable resources are being brought to bear to increase the 
production 8rid diversity of anadromous salmonids in the lower North Fork. It is 
critical that water temperatures remain statable for the target species. 

City-79 We agree. The recommendation has been revised to require Tacoma to 
submit a specific plan for the penstock cutoff systems to the Coronussion for 
approval. 

City-80 Comment is noted. No reslxmsa required. 

City-81 We disagree that the DEIS does not dea'nonslJ'ate that the recommended 
flow regime will have greater benefits than the 100-efs flow+ Providing more 
habitat wtth suitable velocities and depths for chinook and steelhead is likely to 
increase their production and hence, increase the North Fork's anadromous fish 
diversity, you do not provide any specific information to substanttate your 
assea'tiou that 400--efs flows during November would adversely affect aquatic and 
terrestrial resources. 

City-82 No response is required. 
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City-83 Comment is noted We have with&awn our recommendation to maintain 
the lake al 723 feet clcvatlon because of flnodmg and dam safety concerns 

City-84 Comment is noted We have withdrawn our recommendation to maintain 
thc lake at 723 feet elevation Ix'cause of flooding and dam safety concerns 

City-85 No response is required 

City-86 Structural habitat improvements will be required [o increase habitat 
divermty in the lowcr North Fork We rcquire Tacoma to develop a plan to design 
these enhancements  s o  that they w o u l d  be  benef ic ia l  for the n e w  f l o w  r e g i m e  W e  
rev i sed  our  cost  e s t imates  for these tmprow."mcots 
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City-87 No response is required. 

City-88 See ~ response to Ci ty -29  Because water  velocity patterns could 
change with new turbine runners  and increased powerhoms¢ capacity, it is 

necessary to ensure that substantial fish injury, mortality, or migrat ion delay arc 
not occurring in the tailrace after the powerhouse  

City-89 Opimon is noted. 

City-90 We agree that the affectod landowners should be corm'ulted in devcloping 

revegetation plans for these sites and we have rcvised our  recommendat ion 
accordingly. Wc also agree that alder and "salmonbelTy are hkely to colonize 

these sites and that the landowners would be responsible for long-term control o f  

noxious plants. Nonetheless,  we  continue to recommend that Tacoma's  
revegetation plans for these sites include measures to enhance the development  of  
native trees and .shrubs and to minimize  initial colomzation by invasive exotics, 

City-9l Opinion is noted. 
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City-92 Opinion is noted 

C,ty-93 Opinion is noted 

City-94 Opinion is noled, 

City-95 Opinion is noted 

City-96 Our rationale for recommmadin8 acquisition of the Southern l,ower North 
Fork parcel is &sonssed in appendix D In response to comments on the DEIS, we 
no longer recommend that Tacoma acquire tttle to Richert Farm, but we continue 
to recommend Lhat Tacoma acquire a conservation ensemcnt to the property 
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City-97 Opinion is no~ed 

City-98 No response is required 

City-99 We agree that local motorized boating res~actions are adequate to protect 
terrestrial resources at Lake Kokanec and we no longer recommend motorized 
boating prohibitions. 

City-100 We have eliminated this specific recommendation m the FEIS because 
Tacoma and the agencies could identify alternative measures m developing a final 
management plan for the parcel 
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City-lOl Our rationale for inclnding Nalley Ranch and recommending dukc rcmoval 
ts discussed m appendix D 

City-102 We no longer recommend a prohtbitton on hunting 

City-103 Opimon is no{ed. 

City- 104 Opimon ts noted 

City-105 Opinion ts noted 

City-106 Opinion is no~ed 
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City-107 The cost of  thcs¢ added facilitics has been includcd th the FEIS under 
Alternative 3 

City-108 S¢c our response to City..42 concerning Bald eagles With regard to thc 
Lake Cushman Resort, the recommcnciation for acquisition of  the resort is no 
longer in¢ludcd unde~ any of  the proposcd altcmatives. 

City-109 Comment is noted, 

C i ~ - l l O  O p m i o n i s n o t c d  

City-I I I The staff is not cotw:emed with scounng of historic embankments The 

primary ~ is if the flows scour new channels that ate not part of the hlstoric 

stream bed. In this case, unknown sites could be adversely affected. 
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~L 19"/~ m ~ dacdlt~x~ M ~ n q  ~ mmmtaftll ckiaook, coco. c ~ .  and 

pmk s4lm~o mm ~ol ~ to nsmhmn tff tcc.k-,.~ r,~t m tJ~ ~okomi~ R ~,~t~ ~ a~/B~od 

C.an~ ~t, in 

Pa~t B 4. imia~rlq~ I: " l~  sta~mm( die" nt.u ~to~,t~l m ~  ~ daa~ ~r¢ ~tit~ .. 

i ~ = ~  TNtr.mt u i ~  ~ t h ~ - - ~ , t * ~ i ) L  See~t'o~mmmtt~nt~l~tbPatt.NI¢ 

Ftq~ 8 4 . T ~  8-1: T t i~  B- I iJtct~t~tly ~amrs ~ le~pb m dm L~Fm" I~rtk Fo~ 

~4 IJi~ ~ t nlmtlx.t i ~ 6 S mfl t t  ~ ot dart O t ~  dwelt 19~-1~  

field ~O~LI~eOL only 6 34 atiks 0t I~ l tm hala~ alb~,* Dtm No. I w0~d m~l[ dw O~ 

City-If2 Comment is no~ed 

City- l 13 Opinion ,s noted 

Ctty-114 S¢~ o~r respons~ to City-7 

City-115 The document that wc referenced does indicate that this was a chum cgg- 

taking station 

C i t y - l l 6  Lichtowich 0 9 9 2 )  and Warnpler (1980) document that the Skokomtsh 

Rive~ once supported a sockeye salmon run  

City-117 Opthlon is noted WDF, 1957, indicates that the rims increased until the 
dams were built. 

City-118 Opinton ls noted. 
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C,~-118  

C ~ - 1 1 9  

C~q'-120 

Csty-121 

Cn~'-122 

Cn~-123 

re~x~,~ a s ~ l  ~ ~r~ md w,~d n~ luv¢ a 8~1 c t ~  m the c,~uUd p~kx:~n 

toeing. ~ a ~ 4  bemmxaxL OdyO~ n ~ F ~  S ~ ~  

Thell ~e ~ 1 1  mnlRM ~amb~m~ Im~l Tai~l B- 1, B-2, B.6 ,,-4 dl~ 

~ m ' ~  ~ M r ~ n  ~1~. r~r ~u~ , ,  T ~  B-I trAm~ 6.1 BIk~ of ~ 1Mini. TdM~ 

• ,rl~ m 0f L / C ~  u lu~d i ~.91| ao~n i dm ~bM 1~j 4,0~ m m ¢ M 

ie earl. md m m ~  aut ..,-'~ emM be p~m~ 41ml m~,a~e* ' l~ amnltm o,- 

dmocdc, chin. cd~ m l  p ~  ~ ~. ~ m~ lu~c p.~umUl lu~he~r ~ ud  my 

• Pa~e B-7.Tai~B-~ TaXi, B-2 U D o o u ~ x ~ k l l l h c ~ t o ~ - i ~  

F~I~ B-9, T~bk IFg: T,,.~a,' B-9 ~R,~ d~ Ld~ C ~ m ~  m~d i~od~ g35.~ 13 ¢mo 

City-119 Opinion is noted. We have reused  the text 

City-120 We have revised the text. 

City-121 We &scuss this in chapter 3 o f t ~  EIS  

City-122 We have revised our esumates of  coho prcxtuction potential in I~ke 
Cushman. 

City-123 See our response to City-122. 
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PzI~ B - l l . ~ m ~ h  I Iris itl~lo~loual~d~NO~l~Sko~onilbco~o 

s ~ u m . ,  ~ mu~. u: mo~ ~ a i o ~  reloOmd ~a i m  Po~  ~ood m~m.  O~ ~p~'t ~ the 
Rg~ Pl.m4~ Opo~. ~ m  n ~  ~ f ~ t  ~ oo dus m~.  'l'oc ~,4ec6oo ~{ 

m= F,m ~ O~o* ~omu~ i o~  i m ~ d  c~wi~s. 

C: ty -127  

~ a / ~  ~ " 

Ci ty -124  Scc our r c .~na~c  to Ci ty -122  

C : ty -125  Se~ our rcsponsc to C i t y - 1 2 2  

C : ty -126  S ~  our r e s p o n ~  to C i t y - 1 2 2  

Ci ty -127  Scc  our  response  to C i t y - 1 2 2  
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Cay-127 

C~t~,-128 

ChiT-129 

.> 

C~ty- 130 

Cuty-l] I 

'~./~*v,b 0'ecnva¢ ~,aw r miH~'ed[n/t ~ 9,~r. ° 

~ ¢  B-II. t~r l l l r~  4: Tm i'im~0 Fctk ~.~/ami~ ~ ¢q" o~o mltnc~ a~ ~ 

¢ m'~d't, anwl pc~a31~ ne-,,c:r w,~rc o lelu:.r~afuqt l~ck 'lot?,ct~a: ~,-.~ ~,~ .~,ould ~ldizc, ,.t-.- 

~ B.1 l. ptornlF~F,h I: "tie m ¢ ~  ~ ~ ~ a.atlm~e (6.7 nmmm 

~1~ ,M 4,0~1 n'n~ a~,es) ~ ~ilb ud~ D-2 ¢ai~ lira ~.918 lad~ ~ o~1) , , 

tSc~ i~ I Itulc ~ oo t ' ~ d ~  ~ul a ~  I l i l t ~  mied d~ ~otl5 F~tlt ~Udkolliil~. a~ LI 

hie 8-12, Walla~ 2 rod';: W'e i~eoenll? ~'e¢ ~U~l I~  i ~  Iip~ixd m 

Tac~m's t ~  ~ mmm~ o f ax~-!a: ud ,,--,~,a ~ i a l  pmda~aam: Taeacna' s 

~ I~lk~ dm ~ k~e See dew~ed ~ ~n o~r rolpo~ ~ ~e Fx~ Px~lc 0 ~  

~ e p ~ I d  dcc~.s or caa~i ~ i ~  o( ~.~p~Sc m~amm, l.o~a'Har~,~io m 

em~ac~ d $1.8 i l l m  um 5rod oo ~ ammFo~m ~i~5 ~ I~ea' aqppi~: I~90 d ~  

~ i~o~, n d ~ s  ba,~w )0 n~170 ~ 5ore 1 ~  I~. l .  atnd did t~a iDo~ ~ d0o ad~  

c x ~ r ~  ~ o ~  6c~1~ cmi~xa6c~ e~ ag,~m ~ub k.~oa~ t 'l'~he ¢ ~  cs~nwn~ pa,~s ~o 

F d ~ e .  h ~  S o ~  Prom. n~ I . ~ t  T ~  a~ ~ w ~ a ~  aed n~ a~ b~d ~m 

~ ' ~ i ~  c~Is a~d}~s ~ rile syaml l  it l i~, ¢x~s ~ a~ k v,o~d bl modLi~ ~ d~ 

City-128 We relied on agency recommendations that indicate that coho would rear 
m Lake Cushman We also modified our estimates of  upper North Fork coho 
production potential based on additional mformation from the agencies. 

Ctty-129 We have revised the text. 

City-130 See our response to City-122 

City-131 Opinion is noted. 
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Cnt)-132 

C~ty-1:73 

C~t~-134 

C~ty-135 

C~b'-136 

S;'O0.O00 C~z~ f~ ~b~c~. ~d. equpt~u, md s ~  tu~ e ~e mclu~d. 

P~eB115 ~ I ~  2: tl~rnt~hu~niTulkll P'nur~.t~c~'/k~.tzrn~ 

a *n ~m'~ o* m. , l~ i fz  t o . r a m  * / h  Otttnm ~ F c t  C ~  ax4d m@t t~ m~'t 

t~ C ~  ~ ~hnmt qlrm~y ~ a f ~ a m  ~ ~tt p ~  u~ ptmNF.. R'pu~t~ 

Tht t'c~a~s~ ~ t ,  cu a pmmm,~ X t ~  tc~ tad ~ t~ ua~uu~n ~oddea m 

md s ~  co~m'~m, w mccr~m,!y f~ ~ mell~ @ cmu t'a¢ ~ l=,~m@ ~c~k~. As~ 

i'e~ql Is ~ au,~Sn~a~ u) m~qu'~ me vad ~ ~ ¢1~ ~ l i k  p u-,,, l t , ~  by 1 ' ~  u4 

City-132 ()pinion is noted 

City-133 We havc corrected the text 

City-134 Opinion is holed 

City-135 Opinion is noted We revtsad our fish passage discus.sion because DOI 
prescribed fish passage for the project and because the Tribe introduced more 
technical information describing fish passage feasibility 

City-136 We did not introduce any new objectives or criteria when wc cvaluatcd 
fish habitat m appendix C because our measure of fish habitat was the amount of 
riparian area in cach parcel and the protectnon and cnhanccmc'nt of npmaan arcas is 
clearly one of the agencies' "wildlife" priontics More tmportamly, the FPA rcqutrcs 
that we balance wildlifc considerations with fish, water power dcvclopmcnt, flood 
control, recreational, and other beneficial purposes in dcvcloping the project best 
adapted to a comprchcnsivc plan for thc watc'u, uay. Thc protcctaon and enhancement 
of anadr~ fish habitats and populations in the North Fork Skokomish River is 
clcar[y an important issuc in this proceeding 

k) 
0 
0 
¢0 
0 

0 
~J 

I 
0 

M 

0 

fl 

h) 

0 
h)  



> 

Clty-137 

C|ty-138 

Cfly- 139 [ 

WdJft F:tlmam~ l~t. 

MtC-3 ,~4  ~15: S u a ~  tN t ~  tt~tiammi~t m 

~ i ~  Itmg ~ ~ili~ 0~ a~iuadI? ~n:~ d~  ~ .~ Ld~,%md~] 

~ ~.I~B~ 0.~,~ ~.,(~ I~ ~ I , ~  

F~C4, TiC.I :  lk  iiant Faro t~al k mlpt~ z ! m ~  ft~ mmat l  

t~ tmi t  m iz l ~  N ~  ~¢, wl ~ ia Tti~ C.I, C.2, C-4, C-$, C.6 ml ~ C- 

I ~aluq t~ml~ tn ~ ~ lain ,'k"~ Fret trod dmi air* e am~. 

ClOts ~ tt f'dkm: 

City-137 In response to flus comment, we revisited the HEP analyses for great 
blue herons. We agree that the heron HSI model includes all-or-nothing 
variables that produce results that are not very realistic for most of the parcels, 
including Nalley Ranch. We considered adjusting RW]tVs or changes m 
AA.HUs to portray more realistac results, but did not have enough information to 
get results that would be consistent and that we could firmly substantiate To 
make ore" heron analyses consistent among parcels aad with the tISI model, in 
the FEIS we have eliminated our RWt4V adjustment for great blue herons at 
Lake Cushman State Park (the only parcel for which we adjusted RWI-{Vs in the 
I)EIS) We did not revise our great blue heron analyses for Lake Standstill. 
however, because in flus case we had effectively adjusted the parcers HS1 value 
rather than the RWHV, and flus adjustment was consistent with the HSI model 
Because we based the adjustments we made m analyzing the HEP results on an 
objective criterion (whether or not we had enough information to conclusively 
falsify an assumption), and bccansc wc apphed that critcrton consistently (we 
made every adjus~ent for which we had such information), our adjustments 
were not arhiUary 

City-138 We analyze the Southern Lower North Fork parcel as RJche~ Farm 
a~l commercial tunberlaads combined because the agencies recommended flus 
parcel as such and have not, to our knowledge, ever expressed an interest in 
having them com~dered separately. Given that a cortservation casement at 
Rich~l Farm now appears to be acceptable to the landowners and the agencies, 
we fred no ~ p e l l i n g  reason to analyze the farm apart fi'om the o~¢r Southern 
Lower North Fork parcel lands. 

City-139 Opinion ts noted 
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CI~-139 

C~ ' -140  

Cxty-141 [ 

Ta~ I Rcvu.~ toT~C 1. A.AHUs~li~lauvcW~H~ulV~lu~d~W'dVs/" 
lUcllm 

.~¢.~ blur ~,m~ 
2~ 20 477 

R~,,IV 0.0461 0.04.19 l.O000 

0 0 [) 
R'~'HV 00~0 ~0~0 I ~ 0  

A~UtU~ 02~ O~ 9,1 192 
RW'dV O£DI] 0.0~9 00140 ] 0~0 

AAHI~ 174 36 1.339 
I~W'HV 0.1299 no"~9 04~0 

Y~o~ 
AAN~ 4 4 41 
RWTIV 0.0976 O.~r~i 1.0~0 

0~¢i  ,q,,,m~ 
102 I 1,131 

RWBV 0.~I~ 00070 0.I~00 
IEak 

AJ~J$ $ 19 43 
R~I~V 0.0116 0.4419 I0000 

I~l I I  I.SIS 
I~W'ffV 0.099"/ 0.0119 O.l~O0 

[t0Olo~.e~ 
119 73 1,13~ 

RWHV 0 ]MO 0.0641 ~.1..~0 
~.m'qK RWH~ ( W C a l ~  0.0713 00771 
~ ~v~v I'c~=r ~ o ~ 3  o0~  

0.12~ 0.1111 

P ~  C-~. 1 ~ " ~  2" S ~  m~ed ~ Rg/IIV Ex Iln~ bin ~ u .  laiff 

hab¢~ ~ nd~r e*-- hahi~ Io~. As aol~l ;.- o~ ¢om~t~ Ol V / ~  

E~smmam, ,,~ dLsq~e ~ m~'s ~ss~c~m dm ~ ~ d  ~ k,. m m ~ l  (~n k 

54~ P-,ri~ be~=se of h IdSls kmmd fo¢ n x n ~  a' £1,* vt~v/. LO o~/~a=, u m~ 

d~c, Ip~  ~lu¢ ha~ lu~u  c ~ c  be n~Juccd by SO p m ~  for c~aJbmc=, h ~s e ~  

P ~ C  6. p ~ r ~  3: T~ mu io pm~ph 3 L¢i¢~ ,:,-, mB'l~ d ~  the 

City-140 Sec our responses to City-43 and City-137. 

City-14|  Sc¢ o ~ r r e ~ t o C i t y - 1 3 .  
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Ctty-141 

C~b'- 142 

Cxty-143 

Cxty- 144 

C~ty-145 

Cxty- 146 

T~ Suw~u rtmb~ Conzp~y emm~m t ~  im cm~n/um~ ~ ram. ~ ~ 2 p~xm 

• st ~ t im~ h,~tst .-m w~Id be r, ht~ tlis btlh sre m,n~li~ S U ~  c~ .~  be h , m ~ l  

Pql¢ C-6, p~'~rq, h ~; l'be r ~ , ~  the I~P ald ~ot ~ t ~  l~bt~ .dt~ o( ~ - ~ n ~  

wt:lwds f~ ml~ey it e~l ~he llled~.l was d*vtl~ f~ f~udtwll~ lyltemS (VIm.MAk~ 19~7) ] 

Sl~l~memTa~eu~isdmd~m,,ddo~Sct~c~,0~lt~l~.~¢o~liaom. ~ I 
v4d~t~t  p ~ e 4 i ~ c e a ~ . n  LI Flm~ tl p m l ~ b l y ~ ' e m k ~ 2 2 F m a m  

cvlJ~ed "a~ a ~ ¢ p ~  ~nv ~ c ~ / ~ , ~  th~r/,.ea," in ~l~ becluc 01~/~rumd./z~d 

~lWlSelY m ~ HF~' We qpee u4~ ~ha appm~h, and ~ am ~ta~ ~m tmJy~e i~e 

It*¢hta .~afm st'~, ua~ tt wm evthtated tel~y i~ ~ e~m ~ ~*em~n of tlw lff_p. 

P~e C-7, pmar~l~ 3: T~on~qlre~tt~'mlme, r~anmb.nma~Ha~kFa~md 

eebeme wddhk hatxtat v~ 

Pq~ C.7, F.man~h 6: We tll~e wilh nt~y o¢ sails ~ nevme~L w~ti~ ~ besed ee 

~ ~ ~tim e~s ehtt ased far the lff~ H o ~ .  ,i ,=l~ nrv~n~m a~i ;~d m Dm 
Mu,~ow ma Lmmr I¢o~ F~tt t w : ~  t~ b'~ JRP pl~ a ~ d  a ~  Ix salxra~d ~om c ~ l  

co~ fo¢ Talent's Deer Mmaon and l.av~ N~ f~,~. "l'l~m cmts a~ ~t56.7~ md $SI,I~ 

~,pec~ ~ If TI~ RJchert Fsrm $1~[d k ~ir~l sepsra~iy born t~ ~ Lo.u Noah 

F'~ t-nJ,ke c~urrm~ 5uut~4~u~ m ~ S ~ d ~  L ~ r  h~u~ Fodt p ~ ' ~  it a s r u l y  

ow~l ~m~. th~ o~n~ a~'s mt wtst, m ~/I tl~ ~ .  and it ~a/m 6fl~.~t lu~t~ ~ 

cmt ~ th~ Rich~ r.m~ 

City-142 Opinion is no~ed 

City-143 See our response to City-15 

City-144 We analyT.ed the private mholdings at Lilliwaup Swamp separately 
primarily because WDFW had expressed particular concerns about the high risk 
of development on these lands, not because the data were avadable We fred no 
similarly compelling reason to analyze the farm apart from the other Southern 
Lower North Fork parcel lands, given that a conservation easement at Richert 
Farm now appears to be acceptable to the landowners and the agencies. 

City-145 See our response to City-136. 

City-146 Our failure to consider ~.mber revenues for the Deer Meadow and 
Northern Lower North Fork parcels and O&M costs for Richert Farm property 
were inadvertent orrassions aqd we appreciate having them pointed out. These 
revenues and costs have been included m the FEIS (appendix D, section 50). 
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C,t5-147 

C~ty-148 

C~ty-149 

Csty-150 

Clty-151 

C~ty-152 

Czty-153 

tJ~ p~te~ts t l  ~i le 'r~' ,c 3. tt weu ~ ~ htap&l i[ tl~ F~ z~ ~,e~ to show tt~ ~lctm~u ~ ~ 

m ,~  m tl~ ~az~ md mmGct of t'oral'e ~ ffal w,o~ld h~ m~aa~, t~e . m l ~  o f ~e~ ta~ 

v ,o~ bc ~a.~n~ md ~ ~um~' 0~ s a ~  ~ wool  bc c~a~  Fo~eumpk. w h k  ~ n 

~ nu~n~d 

P~ C.II. l~IrNF~k 6: Sl, ff ,NI~I~ thac rnh l..~alt v ~  md ~ildlifc h ~ m  v a ~  

m~mspmm, md s ~ q l  ~ m i ~ l .  

c~d~mxt md [~m h J m ~ a ~  3. 

v l l m .  Fer a.,' . ' ~ r . / R a l d l  I~l~tl. ~ r l M I  lot  Futl~ ( I  0 ~1 a i~ lk:  o( 0 0 ¢0 1 O) v i i  ~,~ 

(~es F ~ a r  Om I ~  vdv¢ k~ ~lJdik (0.1753). 

~ t ~ "  i~ a~mso, la mrm a wldlil~ ..,a ~ t  d ~ c ,  tism n ~  ~ : ~  r ~  a / ~  ill thin 

moton~l I ~ m l  m m Laz Kaan~. t. [ i ~  d ' ~  ~ of k ~  mid~s ~ 

~ m a o m l  ~ .  

Pqlc C-2 I. ~'~s~t 4 ~ 5: /lucd ~ oa m~sis ~" wU4lil¢ v~s ~ ~Its. 

~t,a;l~ c,~,aag'r~ d ~atb.¢ fall I~atat ~,alam (¢¢,aa,a~ ta ~a' Wtldl~ F.n~mt, mmt 

City-147 The text in FEIS appendix I), sect,on 6 0 has been revised to include 
this in.formation. 

City-148 See our response to City-136 

City-149 We agree that the project has no effect on Bclfatr Wetlands Pro)cot 
effects on the Skokormsh estuary, includmg the 374 acres of cstuannc wetlands 
outssde the dikes but within the Nalley Ranch parcel boundaries, are discussed m 
sections 3.4.6, 4.4.1.12, 4 4 2 ,  4 43 7, and 44.4 5 

City-150 Opinion is noted 

City-151 Table C-6 clearly indicates that l.akc Standstill and Potlatch parcel 
values are lower than the lower North Fork parcels and are low m comparison to 
most of the parcels, primarily because their wildlife habitat values (RWt IVs, 
table C-5) are very low. 

City-152 See our response to City-99. 

CRy-153 Opinion is noted 
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C i~ -153  

C i ~ - 1 5 4  

CiW-155 

C , ~ - 1 5 6  

City-157 

B~ f~r W~md. b~ R~ckn~ Fum. D¢~r Mead0w Tac~m. D~v Mounlmu j ~ .  W~i~d~ RRp. 

Th~ .Na w~i~J p~Id~ a [~4aJ o~ 0h414 RW~V& i d  4.29t9 ~ IO~7 I ~  im~ F~ d~K, al 

m ~ J  am'~¢ ¢~'n ~ S1,259 "4~0 (m~ mdud~ ~ ' m ~ m  bee e~ac:~m). Kmm~r. 

~e B~d fi# p ~ d  is 2~ i ~  pesy r f ~  al~ Pmj~t md hae i~  Imm a/T~aed by tt rlac I~ac~ 

Farm hal ~ ~:~ a~f~d by t~: F ~ ' ~  md Ta~w il u~.iUul| IQ ~ ¢ b~u~ it is 
~ a r, eces~  elem~ d the mk l~  I ~  T~ 'm '~  ~cemmm~m~. tl0ae. ,.,o~d m~s~e d~ 

r~a~oin, l ~ y  CJeek Ta~ma~ Deex Meadow Tacem~ Dow Mo~aWn ~m~ Wcsttdde JR~, 
I~e  . T ~ .  Lai~ C ~  ~ue Park, md t~ JRp Nmt'~m Lo~m~ Nodh Fock "[~s ~ n  

~o~Jd pl'~i~ a tc~ of 0 ~59 RW~V~. and 3919J x 10~7 K~il~ mt~ ~m. a~lm, It ~ utll ml 
averu~ c'~ ot $1.017.47,3. 

t~0"dle d is tn~ Ilut t ~  F ~  ~tal'/~tcomm~ll m the DELS F q ~ i ~  ov~ rn, i ~  i ~  

~ --a~ © m)~d~ ~.do~ ~ e~ i ~ , 

leq¢ C-21. ~i'alpst~ ~: Alml. T ~  d ~  ~ m~l'l un6ce dml Tacoma's 

t ,u~qtr~t~ .c~"  '11~ l~ropoul mctad~ elk wm~r r ~  x the W~u~, Do~ Mowu~ 

l.ate C'~hmm Suu i~at. P o ~  D~' ~ ,  ~ am Lou, n, ~u'~ ib~t, md u l,wd), 

C ~lr,. ) ' ld i~ ~ d m : ~  w l  endaeltmul q m u  maU ~ ¢-- ~ 1  ¢~t,, nm,aul nmm~ 

wo~d be t~md m fmm~ ~ {bo~ din~ md is ~ ~ [mw~/~ i~. ~i~ 

Ptl~ C-Z/. ~ r W k  1: AS dc~n~d N~. .  ~ ~ t  flint T~t~l's l~m~d 

P~irc'f" n mccr~cc. T ~ ' s  F'n~aml i : r~4~,  c~t.~.,.,.,i,~ plan m pl~ect and e~m::c 

AIl, l~t'n d ~  g 

!~,~ E-I. T6bk: E. 1: We mmmmmd ~-.~.d c l ~ l~  m tl~ Im d  F4m ~n:~3 tlw~t 
~a Ttb~ E. I, b ~  on Fl~a o~ ctt P~i[ic No~b, fa { l ~ c h ~  md C~aqut1973~ ~ . h  m 

r~coim zcd m OE lV, lpOmd Jd~nl'/ou Fla~ I~.omo~. D ~  fu'~ 5sial m TaNe ,~.l m 

a~,~naca, t ~ '  dma D./4w.an~ 

Ctty-154 The FPA clearly dtrects us  to prolect, rmtigate, and enhancc fish and 
wildlife rcsources and does not l imit  us  to mit igat ion only. 

City-155 S c ~ r e s p o n s e s t o  C i t y - 5 5 a n d C i ~ - 5 6 .  

Ci ty- l .% Because Tacoma's  Proposal  does not  include any clk wmtcr  range or  
habitats fi'cqucntly used by tlu'catcncd c~ cndangcrcd spccics  (scc responses  to 
City 55 and 56), we continue to maintain that it does no( mcct  these two 
important terrestrial rcsourcc ~ c n t  objcctivcs for the project, 

City-157 We agree with lhcse changes and havc rcvised thc table to incorporate 
thc'm 
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Citv- 158 

C~ty- ] .59 

P~it r,-l.Ta~4 F.[: ~ m ~ i n t b ~  ~. r a m ~ . I r ~ i m m  ~ .  s . TlZ 

City-158 We aSrcc with ~ changes ~ havc rcviscd the table to incorpor~c 

[hcm 

Ci~'-159 We a ~  with these changes and have rcvlscd the table to incorporatc 
them 
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Responses to 

Comments of Depanment of the Army, Corps of Engineers 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated March 28, 1996 

COE-I Comment noled. Tacoma will b¢ responsible for obtmning any nccessa~' 
pemuts. 
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C O t ~  1-1 

C()t.:/H-2 

CO1~1-3 

~E~.C P:oje~ No 460+ C C ~  ~ S  
"~: :L'v 

~'pSEH.I~+I+ID= " ' : a P'! ~: I I 
2~ M m : h  199~ 

: f  

~.,'SJIECT Lke,,k~ ~L~ILC Pr~t.,~I++o 4e, O,C~k'~EL~ 

f ~  re,,6~ d d ~  ml~K~ OFJ.S ndaa~ to a -  b~6or~ R~od b ~ m c ~  Prolp~ 

I ~  zo ~ aed mcz'w~e, ~m my ~p~kaody ~ Iood ,~az~Z m d~e 

) Mon~ ~ u ~d~d 0o bo~v th,= O~hnaa dl~n: w-.U b¢ o p ~ l  f¢~ P, ood 
c ~  Wdhk~ ~o~¢~ n~a,n ¢~a~mll~ * fdl and ~ I  =p~m0a, 0¢ w~l Ip~ b¢ ~ 

Tk Corpl I~¢bn,~ | n x o ~ . m ~  i: idr ~o~ i 19]'J to r,~l~e z .~.,~ ~ the 
~'F Sko~mmih r~r~ "rh~ c~x.zw7 e v ' ~  ~scd oa ~x~r~ rm~.~,~r r , ~  ds mtfKzted 
~ C ~  dam ~ m.-'t ,~ k~,~ com'oJ ~ ~ , J s  ~1 b~:,~ zo t~ai ~ i ' x ~  tkz 

I~lp~OZOmz~y om-tlm~ ~oz, t~ zb~ 100-y~ floo~ ~$5~aqp~ ~ z~ql~ ~ d~e l~l~w~y 

y~  floocl dlsd~le "l~ may ~ l~ t  FFr.MA fi~xl m~mm~ r¢~ ~1~ for ,,be Io*m" 
v ~  md ~ v a c  m ~'r .K~ m ~ , ~  P~od pc~lmL 

2 Honem/~k.m~e<i~eldlmfc~'lpdatk~lheP~kxxL b ~ i > e u s ~  
d~ Fire I x ~ d  in R ~ 2.1 ~ in ¢ o d ~  wld~ f lod @ t ~  fu  I1~ imdl¢ 
Ilood evenls i l  ~ ~ PMF r¢.S~o~ I~,r~'z Io s:4.~ bek~v ib¢ Fro~,osed mL~..mu~t 
Ilood eoc9 ~'or ~ c T t ~  , ~ t e r r ~ * ~  

Responses to 
Comments of Department of the Army ,Corps of Engineers 

on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Memo from Daniel  Harvey dated March 26, 1996 

COE/]-I-I The Cushman liydroclectnc Project is a single-use project demgned to 
devclop the hydroelectric potential of  the Skokomlsh River. The proje'Jt provldcs 
ancillary flood control benefits but was not designed for and is not substantially 
operated to provide flood control benefits We modified altematlve 3 to mcludc 
the existing reservoir rule curve. Only alternatives 2 and 4 would include 
changes that could increase flooding. Quantifying the probable ¢ffc."cts of  thcsc 
altcrnatives on downstream flooding is not warTantcd becau.,~ we do not 
recommend adopting thcm We note that these alternatives would mcrcase 
downstream flood hazards above existing conditions 

COFJH-2 We do not recommend changes in fltxxJ control operation of the 
project 

COE/H-3 Passage of  the PlvIT at Lake Cushman is provided by both flood peak 
attenuation through storage in the reservotr and spillway capacity Tacoma 
(1989) presents a complete discussmn We have routed floods up 65 ,000 cfs 
through the reservotr without exc, e ~ i n g  the 725-foot level (starting elevation = 
700.0 feel)  O p i a t i n g  the project in tius manner would improve performance 
during the PMF. 
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COE/II-4 

COF~tl-5 

] Wlm u ~ m  ~J be perfmmd to cktumm dx rode ~ b~w~m r c ~  Jk~d 

~ut k r a f t )  d k nummm ~ ~ f  -k-~,J v.a ~<~m,d m~bn~ n u p ~  

L~ qJ~mvm du ~ , c  m ~ n t  ~ m m  p~ot~  o ~ g  d~4~ ~he ~ 
St~tcm~Jt m y  ~ek~ m 8 q u a l m  ,, abumd? *it~t b ,I-. cu~nSatcy ~d~ ~' 
~u~k~J Ik~s ~o m~J Joclm~ f~m the c:~md k)es e~t pc~de ~e de~d mm.~ uxl 
the dum~ c ~ m u  iCj pueat C~d of q p ~ r ~ ' 7  

4 T ~  D~J5 ~ m w z ~ s  p~cm ,k-. c ~ I I  q ~ n ~ a ~  ~. oC~ml~ i j  c ~ r ~  

COE/H..4 We assume these ques~ons concern only altcrnaUvcs 2, 3, and 4 
Under alternative 2, an adaptive managen'mat program would attempt to meet the 
various and conflicting demands on the project with the intent of cvcntually 
rcluming full natural flows to the lower North Fork excc'pt as rcqun'cd to 
minimize downstream flooding A feedback loop of issu~ identification, 
dcvclopment of a hy'pothctical solution, hypothesis Icstmg 8nd evaluation would 
addrcss your concerns. Under altcmative 3, we recommend a series of measures 
to monitor the effects you identify. We abandoned our previous recommcndatlon 
to increase the mmu'num reservoir level to protect resident fisheries and 
recommend thst Tacoma develop a plan to manage rcscrvoir draw-downs to 
mininuze impacts on the fishery while prescwing dam safety and flood protection 
bencfits. Under alternative 4, the concerns you idcmify and others would requirc 
the dcvelopmont of a dccomrmssionmg plan to avoid sigmficant risk to human 
health and safety, and cnvu'onng'ntal and economic damage. 

COIYH-5 Thcn'c is considerable controv~sy rcgarding the likely outcome of 
increased strcamflow on mamstem morphometry. Because the mainstem is a 
relatively unconfined alluvial channel, the channel would gradually adapt to 
increased strcamflow by enlarging (Rosgen, 1994). Wc could attempt to qoantafy 
these changes using the models of ~Id and Wolman (1960), and Rosgcn 
(1994) but because these cmpuical n'xxicls have a wide range of varianco and 
because there arc ongoing and antioipstcd perturbations in sedimc'nt loads and 
channel form (drcdgm8) , a carefully designed, long-term dcmonstratlon s~udy 
would proviclc more useful information. 
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COE/M-I 

C O I : J M - 2  

C O F . / M - 3  

COE/M-4 

C O | : / M - 5  

35 X~rch 1916 

X : E ~ I U d ~  ~ l :  IK l~ ra l  ~ ~NI~latory ~ i s s i ~  {Lois  
C a ~ e l l ,  ~ e t ~ y ]  

~ I C T :  [ e e ~ & l  ~ l ~ N l a b a r  I O ~ a l u l o n  ¢irac) 
~l lcat i~mm 

Applicable to Draft I ~ v l ~ t o ]  I ~ t  S t o t ~ t  t a r  the  
a y ~ l e c t r i c  pro~N.-t ( t e x t  leo. 460), M 4 e b i ~ :  

I. Xf &fly Of the se l@~ '~  l l t l r ~ a t i ~  rmqu/re ~ork in va t e r i  ot  
r I~  U.S.,  Inc l~d inq  v ~ l ~ d s ,  t h i s  York v o l l d  ~ s~bJs~-t to  

v . s . .  i s  ~zo el~cinl ~ t l c  s i t . ,  m ~ l  i s  vmtl~ and pool and 
r l t t l •  ~ l • m e .  

2. I f  say o t  t~ •  pr~poe~ a l t a r ~ a t i v e |  r~q~Lre york in  n•viqable 
v e e r s  of  ~hs U . | . .  r~e p ~ m l t  ~ r o c u e  v i i i  iaclude r s v i ~  
$~r lu ln t  t~ I l c t i ( ~  lO Of ~ l l v m r |  i ~  ~411~gl ~ O~ l l ~ | ,  fo r  
vor~ in  MVXqLble vet~xe. Tam dtkoi~{idz ] t ~ t r  i I  nav igab le  log 
t.hs'oe miI~ ebovl  t t o  Io~ t~ .  

N~-b ln l l ed  lend ¢ 1 • ~ 1 ~ .  For e~n~ le ,  t i l l  i n  v e t i a n d l  to  
L lc i l l t o te  modi[Icatione to  t I ~  q~Idanc~ tecll i~Lel end spillvay 
q•te~, ITca~t. icm in b ~ t | e M |  fo~ dis  or v ~ i r  ~tet'r~lc~lor., or 
l i C h ~ n i l ~  ~in~ ¢IOIZL] W In  ~ t l ~  t ~  penstoc~ ccnst-~c~xon. 

;xo)octo  o t t u  re¢~alre • ~ IMlvidual ~it. 

4. ~ Corps ye l l  only issue • l t l ~ l ~  l ~ i v i ~ e l  Permit l i t e r  
the p:oponen~ ha l  r~ceiwd • ~ o ~ • l i ~  l~rmlt f r ~  th~ Local 
• ho~etb~o c o ~ y  (I:" epPllcabls), and ~ater ~ l / t y  cert i f icat ion 
{ ~ }  from m~hington ~ = t  of ~ o l o ~  [P~e: P r l ~  to 
~lr~ir~ t ~  g ,  o~pal*t lent Ot ~colog~ v i i i  n o t l a l l y  r ~ I t e  the 
proponent t o  ~ t o l ~  • l y d r e u l i c  PI"OJKt l~l~OV&l { ~ A )  f r ~  
ellJIIr,,gT.cm'+ ~ r ~ t  of Ti~h and MI ld l l t l ) .  

S. signif icant ~n~voi~able ~d+•r~a impactu v i th ln  v•tcrs of t ~  
U.S. w i l l  require ni~l~t lom ~o c o ~ t o  for tho~ i~pa~s. 
r lna l  mltlqat~on pleura m ~  be s u l ~ i t t s d  and al~rov~l ~/ the 
corps p r i w  to  p e ~  l s s u a ~ e .  An scc~ptoblo, detailed 
mitl~atiou plan sus t  l ~ l u ~  b~eellna cond i t i ons ,  l i t i ga t ion  
; s a l e ,  obJec~kves and performance i tandords,  as ye l l  as propoNd 
aa~nteea~c4, wnlba r ln~ ,  aad cont ingenc ies .  I p g r o v ~  f ina l  
mitiqaklon i s  requ i red p r i o r  to  perux~, i u~ance .  

r :  
Responses to 

Comments of Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Memo from Lori Morris dated March 25, 1996 

COE/M-I Comment noted Tacoma will be responsible for obtaining necessary 
pennies. 

COE/M-2 Comment noted See response to COE/M-I 

COE/M-3 Comment noted. See response to COE/M-[ 

COE/M-4 Opinion is noted 

COE/M-5 Opinion is noted. 
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COITM-7 

COE/M-8 

~. P l ~  providl  f u r t h e r  i . ~ o r ~ t L ~  on vhy only 3 0 - ~ s  i s  
I c u r r e n t l y  dLsc~arged ~ L~4 Nor th  1or~ a~nmtreltB f r ~  D ~  No. 2. 

~t n r e  t he  ~ t u r J l  f l ~  or  t ~ •  ~ r t h  Fork p r i o r  to  dan 
cQns t r~c~ /~?  why 1• t he  v o l ~  o!  ]O-c~l ue4d as • b u e l l n 4  for  
¢~ lx t r i ng  •wlvlt'mrsl~tal.l e t f ~ t s  of  t b I  prol~Ie~ a l t i r n i t i v i I ?  

J Alr.2~ou~l~ ~ reooq'nlze t h a t  ~O-cfs i s  ~ cw~'e,'~l: f l o ~ ,  kmu~d~'t • 
~ r e  a c ~ r • t e  ~nd n~ t~r l l  f lo~ r e g i ~  provid~ 4 b e t t e r  
u ~ r i ~ i ~ d ~ n g  ot  IlC~ proposed a l t l r ~ t l v e ?  aOUtd / n c r ~ l / n g  *.&• 
n i ~ . ~ r l l  f lovs possibly reversl t ~  ~r•nd of  gravel aq~a4atio~ 
• ~d r • l leve ~loedlnq L~ t~i•  ~t~sh-a? 

1 . 4 .  T~@ I I ~ • t  r e c ~ n t  p l l n  p r ~ l p & ~  by ~he Kcr thves~  POV~ 
PlLrmi ~ l c i l  is  the t991 Nort~veet C ~ s ~ a r i n ~  and £1ect r le  
~ ('1911 Pauer Plan e) . Tots p len  r e c c ~ * n d s ,  ~ g  
o~hlt~ t]li/1~l, l=hlt lt@l~l I~I ~4Lk~tll to  proVldl " ~ 1 "  a l t4 rn l~ lwl  
p o n t  s o u ~ c u  as • beck~0 to  .aoa~i r~ .  h~Lro~mm~ x ~ s o u r c u .  
• c c o ~ i n q  to  ~his  plan,  h y d r a n t  i s  i nc rsn ing l  Y less rsl/able 
au0 to the ~eed to Ir~ease rater llo~s ova~ da~s and d i~rs ioc 
~eL~s co provide ~Or arJdrono~s F isher ies .  t~mr 1, tv~ yel~-s, 8P~ 
pzep~rI i  • ~ l IO~r¢~  l ~ a l l  l O - y ~ r  Plan t h a t  ~ f i ~ e  ~d~• KtiOl l l  
necessary ~or l~a t o  nea~ t he  r~gioa ' s  pc~er r e q ~ i J r ~ n t s .  This 
plat. pr~) l l~t l l  s a ~ l ?  load fo~ IC l i~S ~ pye l l • n t l  a r l n g •  O~ ~o~d 
~ o r ~ c 4 K l .  E~P&'• c ~ z ~ t  plan.  the 1993 a e ~ c ~  ~o~r~m 10-7e~  
P l l n ,  ~ O ~ l C t l  iJ~ I ~ U ~  (~@rlcl t O~ 2 , | 9 3  ~ ~y ~ ~ . r  2000 
~r, der th~ "lodi~al ~0•~ f o ~ s c u t "  ( l ld~l~i~ ron l~ • l t } .  14o~ev•r, 
~Jll & c a v i l  I I V l l  O~ fUt~L~t ~ 4 d l  11 ~ h ~ i n .  COnl l i t lS~ .  ~ i t ~  
tho J o ~ b v u t  Pov~r P l l l ~ l r ~  C0g~c l [ ' |  L991 ~ r  Plan, the  199~ 
10-~e4r p lan  r e c o ~  ~hat SPA ~L~L re  op~lo.~ on |00  to  1,0SC 

ot  p ~ l ~ .  S ~ 8 t t l • ,  Ko~Lng~on v l l l  i d • n ~ l t / e d  I s  • t u ~ r •  

In  1g~3, DPA •ib~rked on • ~ o r  e~[ot~t ~o r~$1'@s$ i ~  r o l e  
n ~ i  for  reso~r¢ l l .  .~ae proc~•s is  s t i l l  vary ~uch in • 
~ v m l o ~ s n t  s t ags ;  ho~ev~d~, x~ h• l  pcovLd~l prel imlnar¥ 
i~dica~ion~ t~•~ |PA ' s  load g~o~th ~ ¥  not be as h igh  I s  v u  
P : ~ i c t e d  1~ the pest  (1990 end 199~ r e K ~ r c e  p r ~ r ~ )  
• d ~ / t i ~ n ~ l l y ,  IPA ha l  rJ~mlen to  p~rl~e other  re~o~r~e• t h a t  may 
pr~vi~l  ar~ n s e t  fur.ure fold qro~t~s.  ~ c o r d ~  to  trots study,  
". . .ot214r r e J ~ r ¢ l  t y p 4 l  ~o t l .~ t i l l l y  ava i l ab le  tO m~IC ~utare 
loads /~clu~* ~ rollov~n~: e o ~ w l t i a n ,  r • r ~ a b l e ~ ,  
c~qm~r • t i oh ,  ~ I ~ i C ~  ~LLTbI~III~ DI~C~Ir p@~@~, ¢O~11, aM 
i~p~rt~-.  SPa be8 ideal-if led • ros~ t rcs  s t r a t e g y  fo r  ~atc~inq 
p ~ s r  ~upply ~ i ~  de m nd  ~vor t he  n ~  t ~ o  ~ ¢ s d e s .  T h i s  
s t r a t e g y  i s  c e ~ e r r ~  to  am r ~  " o p l ~ s i ~  c~s~rvaClon 
a L t e r n ~ t i v s ' ,  under this i l t e r u t i w ,  ~ i  i s  co~mitt~d to 
a ~ / r l ~ l  a l l  e e ~ t - e r f ~ t i v •  c~serv~ion and l y • t ~  afficlsmcy 
i ~ r ~  ~ i e ~  ~re axp~.~ted to  *~vo ~ A  477 ~ L~d 134 aJ~d, 
respectL~aly.  

COE/M-6 A continuous release of 30 cfs is a condition of the CWA Section 
401 certtficate for the project It is an existing condition and is thus part of the 
baseline. The native flow of the North Fork at the base of Dam No  2 is about 
784 cfs. We describe condiUons under the natural flow regime in alternative 4 
(Deccmmussionmg). 

COE/M-7 The discussion of the ~ for power ts updated in the FEIS, with 
reference to Northwest Power Planning Council's 1996 Power Plan. 

COE/M-8 Opinion is noted. 
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rl;IC I~o~ect llo, 4|0; C~t~a~n O£Ji 

CC)1-~4-9 

COI-JM- I0 

COI':/M- I 1 

COFJM-12 

COE/M-13 

COFJM- 14 

COI':/M- 15 

In • ~ b l i © a t t e a  r r m  ~ Ilm'tJ~aUlt I ~ m r  PlanDl~g P o ~ r  
co~ne / l  { ~ i l ) ,  dated £ 4 ~  199S, t a t  Co~ncil  : e v immd • 
p.--tl~LlJlmry t J~ l i~ l l l  of t ixi Wil t  C011'{. ~ r  IMBJtltl t i  pair• of  l 
tevL l i~ j  t~e llort~qstet l i lac• t ic  Itet~ff l~d C ~ o r a t l o ~  Nan. T~• i • r m l y l i l  ~ tlutt •.he v*mt. e m i l .  lu l l  • ~ u m t i t l  mLrplu• or  
c i v i l i t y  I ~  tJ~t t l ~  te41t uf V ~ I • I I ~ I  I l l C ~ l e i t y  M I  
cl~XLl~d f r e l  i I~mt 4 . ]  ~ I E t l  I ~  Itl looitgt bolt' in  1591 to 2.5 
c ~ t t  t ~ y .  In  m ~ e ,  t l ~ r t  1•  • a ~ i l e d ~ g  ~ for  I 
elac~r lct ty ,  lral $ ~ t a n t l • l  t t e tmt |  of eloct~Ici~y i re  n ~  I 
• w $ 1 ~ b i •  to tJ~ Pacif ic I~orth~at y ~ r  ~mnd f ~ l U l ,  VOI. I~,  
I ' ~ m r  t ,  St~.~mbez 1~95). A l l  ~lm forogo~n~ t h ~ l d  be l n c l x ~ l ~  
tnd  a~tc~maad t e  tint l~..mt g i s .  

I .  Plel¢4 prov/d~ fm+~er e lec tumnt i t ion  on ~¢v r i v t r  bed 
t g g r a d a t t o n  l~ p r o g r m l i v e h ,  inc~•as lng  •.be f l ood im  I of  *...~ut 
~toka l i lh  Ytl l l~ ' .  •to i r t  ~n~la• r  • •  t o  ~ ~,'ou rltc~md t h •  

c4~acit r L• reduced c~u•D~ l~te f r e q ~ t  ~v~:~m]t floadllov$, 
I ~ . t m  c~l br• ld / r~,  Ived r ivexb~k •Well(re'. Plea|e provide 
rout t ~ t t ~ t n g  ( i . e . ,  bI~troloq/c so4ellinq) ~i¢]a m~ppor~l t ~ i •  
~p~o@Itgoe, ~ l |~e  wo~ld IJ~gu|~d f1ov l  l ~ l l i b l y  t l l e v i l t e  t~e 
f lOo~lJ~ ~f  (lul~hira I •CC~BUlS~JId ¢~Ir&ytl• ICQI U~.I ItaterMled? 

requested in t.~* Firm1 E15 o~ I 9. t~ld i t /c*nt  I t a t  or-.tlt i t~  i t  
~mll~n tnd t i n / a t t a r  f ish • toc]m ~ habiUtU, in4 n / q r • t o r y  ~ I 
ptllllaffe vJt] l l~ ~ S~okoa|ib a t t ~ r  a i r | in  to Jnc|tid~ ~ l l l | J t e  I 
~41~lll~hta~-ton, • f i l : i c~ lU~  a ~ t l r a •  ~11~'~1, end 9ropoJed 
ttttgaUcm; 

tO. . t~ai t to tm~ ~ no~e ~p-to-d~t• i ~ f o : l l t i o n  *..e • u e M  
l m t e n t t • l  •avermt  i J ,~ tc t •  t o  I l l  t b x R t t : m d  a M  u d • n ~ t r e d  p l • n t  
J M  l a l m l  t~ec te8  vit&i~ ~ l  produce i t r~t  ~ e ~ l d  t p p u r  i. the 
r l ~ a l  t a t ,  e o m ~ l t a t t l o n  v i t h  t'$Ftt3 . ~ -  f, o c t l o n  ? of  t h e  
gnd l r~ r t d  S[~c~.~ It.c• w i U  ~t  r ~ I ~ e a  for ~ o t l t ~ t i t l  ldV~r l l  

to endta~¢M or t~nmtemd plant  ud/¢~ t~Lml t~c les .  

l 11. ~ d d i t i o n a l  Ll~foI11atitm i t  adverse ] r e t inUe1  I 
Jai lers t o  y t te r  q~a l i t r ;  

I%~l~r i t l  I l t a ~ L i L  ~| ~ i r l l l  i~1 iatltl~lUId for it. [ l a l~  ~WO 
~ l ~ s  ~ Z ~  tb•  g r ~ t ~  I l U # n ,  and I t e t  t ~  c r i t ~ r | ~  tot 

f ioo41~l  or ~ t ~ r ~ n ~ )  Md ta'ft~-t~ t o  r l p s r i t n  • r ~ •  v i i i  be 

dLke~), 

1) .  ~%e r i n l l  [ IS l~Cml= I n ~ l ~ •  { I t a L ~  lmso;ir~ inforuit len / 
I on Flant aM • a i m l  A t b l t a t s ,  and u n  o r  thatmt n t . b i t i t s  ~./ f i l h  

COE]M-9 The discuss•on of the need for power is updated in the FEIS, %Vlth 
reference to Northwest Power Planning Councirs 1996 Power Plan 

COF:/M.10 The best information on historic chauncl aggradatton ts contained m 
Simons and Associates (1994) The ability to remove aggraded ~dimcnts and 
increase the mainstem's conveyance capacity by increasing flows $s contested by 
interested ptmies .See our response to COE/H-5 

COE/M-I l Chapter 3 describes existing salmon and restdem fish stock m the 
Skokomish River We added additional reformation to Chapters 3 and 4 
regarding North Fork fish habitat and habitat production potential, hatchery 
stocking, and false attraction of migrating salmon to powerhouse No 2 

COE/M-12 The reformation on threatened and endangered spc"cles in die Dt-IS 
and FEIS is the most current information that we have and prov|des an adequate 
barns for the biological a.sseS.sTnents that we present tn sections 45  13, 45  2 3, 
4 5 3 3 ,  4 5 4 3 .  and 4 5 5 3  FWS has ~ consulted under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Spocies Act (ESA) with regard to potential project impacts on 
threatened and endangered species and we will continue to seek consultation with 
FWS as required by federal regulations implementing the ESA 

COE/M-13 We analyzed proposed flow regime, construction, and reservoir 
operation effects on temperature, dissolved oxygen, and other water quality 
characteristics. Without more specific reformation on exactly what type of water 
quality impacts you are concerned about, we cannot respond to this request ['or 
additional information. 

COWM-14 Opinion is noted 

COE/M-15 We assessed thc effects that increased flows or lower pool clevatlons 
would have on vegetation and wildlife (section 4 5) based on a trcmendous 
amount of detailed information contained in the public record for this project 
(e.g., Tacoma, 1991b and 1994a). Including all of the data used in our analyses 
would be beyond the scope of lifts EIS 
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COF./M- 15 

COE//vI-16 

COF./M- 17 

COFJM-18 

an4 v l l ~ l l t e  ~ C ~  u y  l~o l itharge4 ~ d ~ t ~ z e d  ~ • result ot  I 
f l ~  ~ ~ pool e leva t ioN ,  

14. The F lh t l  t i t  eh~td  indicate Us~t ~ d i t A a ~ l  ~ l n e e r i r ~  [ 
s a d  u v i r ~ t a l  ~ i u  v i i i  ~ r ~ l ~ L r e d  go f ~ r t ~  ~fir~e a~d J~ 
c l a r / ~  the s~fec~• ot dredging v l~ t i~  Uae Igok~mlsk l i ve r  
pccqmeed h~ 11t4~tive Z. 

15. J d ~ l U c ~ u )  lntonmtio@ 1my be ~eg~eGtAd e l  c~l t~ra l  I 
r r e e ~ r c s m  and  ~ o p o 6 o d  L u t x m ~  t o  ~ r e e ¢ ~ ;  sad  [ 

16 .  ~ L l e d  s i t e  s p e c i f i c  4ravingi y e l l  be  r e ~  by  the  I 
I~iulet~a~r k u ~ J i  t¢¢ r . h | l  l~o~e~ l nc lmd i~  sef t lc iu¢ .  I J 
intocwatian t~r a e  t o  ~ ~ u r i n d i c t i ¢ m  ( i . e ,  t ~qCclard 
~ a ~ a r i w ,  a r s i ~ r f  a i ~  v ~  l ies.  e~c). 

P leue ~ gs ".~ any f'~m-e ~iling l i r a  f ~  c ~ u ~ t t t i o n :  

0 . | .  ~ c o r ~  e t  ~ i n ~ r l  
I l e l t t  I t  D i S t r i c t  
~ - o f - t G  k t ~ :  L o r l  I ~ r r l s  • 
P . 0 ,  ~ 3?55 
~ l t t l e  U ~ 0 n  ~8124-375S 

COE/M-16 Comn~1 note•. Tacoma will be responsible for obtaining any 
necessary pemuts and providing additional information, ff needed. 

COE/M-17 Opinion is noted. 

COEAVI-18 See response to COE/M-16. 
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USFA-I 

~ l t t d  ~ t4 l t t  ~ I r T I  I~u~*V~*~M*Pte¢Ct  r ~  I 
~ l r ~ l L ' l l  I f  ~4~rll& | ZIdB ) A e l ( I l l (  AIr ~. 
~ l , ' t¢ . l lv r¢  A~tncy OIFsqHi. ~ .  ~','ll~l..~b,r~ 

r e o * r * l  ( ~ 4 '  W A4~A|i t tTy C ~ t k l [ O ~ *  ) ~ / ~ )  
I l l  F i r e s  Str44rt hie 

~e~r hr .  C le~4~te:  

"he p ~ r p o ~  e f  thLl* l i t t e r  I t  t o  t~f@rm yah Ot the pSTIk lCt |vae  1414 
by th~l m r s  a f  t N  ThurSt~4~'aqJ~l~ COUnty F i rm Ser¥1ce A~enCy 
¢ ~ S t l e a  reS~rdi~d tu~ A l c l ~ r t  Farm In  hlllOS County. V a ~ s ~ t a e .  Vt  
h ive ~o, Ee¢l uitl~'~q)rey ReGhQtt e~ ¢41~•4¢vat l~  | s ~ e l t  r a l i v e n t  t o  the 
f i r l l  ~ N v e  |MmI|QSI~ Gf ttte f l r l l | n g  a l l l r a t l a n .  

|hQ I I ]@ ~ ICOpi  0~ tl~4 i p e r l t | ~ ,  I l o n g  u l t h  t~'~ m ~ g l ~ m i n t  
p h l l o s . o ~ y  app l i ed  eh the  A lCh~, t  Farm ~e[ss  I t  a un ique o p e r a t L ~  
f i r  t h i s  r e , .  The f i r m  I t  an I ~ l ~ r t ~ t  lour¢e o f  I r i s l  U y  f o r  
I tVe l~G¢ l  | r e u e r l  |;~ t h4 |~U~h P~q~1 ~ t I l t K .  T ~  f * r a  I s  * l i e  
4 l ev r¢4  O~ t l l h ~  u&i~ tO l r~d~4e l ~ r  in41 C i t r i C .  ThOle p r i n t s  
e r l  L i b e r t i n e  tO the h e a l t h  i f  the s | r l gu | t~J re / r~ tu r&~  rI|G~T¢¢ 
e ¢ o ~ y  In  t h i s  r a c l o n .  

i n  the v l n t e r  o f  I § Y i / I t t S  th4 farm e~t~tetr~d 411qlllll 4U4 to  UrlUSUll 
#IGOdl~19 l f l  t~a l t o k~m lsh  l i v e r  ¥ l l | e y .  [h~ F i rm Ssr¥141 AgI~¢ ¥ 
[ le~Sdea epJ}~a=SlUbtl~y l~.~,O§O~ thro~llh t ~  f~irsiGr~y ~4~ te rva t t~  
Proer im* to aSSiSt Mr,  I l c h a r t  I s  r e p a i r  t h i s  d l l l l ~ i .  I t  hal|pad the 
RxChert F&rlm eor~tla~g~ #4 • fa~Ll~n| epa re t l e~ ,  v~leh t ~  4 ~ ; t t ~  
f e l t  use I 9sod s~vestaaht  o f  p ~ k ] l ¢  funds.  T ~ r 4  4 re  I~ f iy  pressures 
i n  the ea~lO~ tha t  r a s u l l  ~h l i n d  ~411n~l ¢O¢'l~erte4 fp~l l  4 c P i c ~ l t v r  a 
srGductlOq~ tO ~th~r  ~.Ce•. I t  11 |lep~Ptent t i  pr#Vlda c q D t l ~  to  
fePa~rs/ra~Pt~aeR t h a t  e|~e= t ~  te  r l i h  I~  ~ r N ~ c t l o t ~  ~ t  e~ ly  
b s ¢ ~ l e  o f  t M  p r i d ~ t l  l ~ r ~  p r o ~ ; e ~  ~ht  J c ~  t l ~ y  I ~ a r t  
arm s t a i r  ~n i~e te~t  e o o ~ t ¢  ~ l V l t l ~ .  but e l s e  k iceuge  o f  the ~ y  
a t ~ i r  b i ~ f l t  d ~ e v l d ~  4 4 4 ~ l ~ l t y  ~4¢h •4  4pefl ~poca. i | l d l l f l  
~ e b i t i t ,  a ~ t M t S ¢ ~  d~4 r~q;riitl~wo J ~ t  t i  ~ 4 faY. 

~ r .  R i c h e r |  hes 4=~em~q~ t o  the 40L~ty ~ J t t a a  4 t t&Ohg i n t e r e s t  l 
t~  ¢ ~ t | ~ * ; 4  te  fa rm.  The Rtcher t  FIraR h i t  e x c e l l e n t  f a l l s  t o  e~Pport ~ 
t h t e  fa rm ln  C etDerat ioh.  There a r t  i t h l r  vOrlab~ s S l t a r ~ t l v a t  f e r  I 
S e t t i n g  as ide  l a r~  #OF t h .  i p e e l f l ¢  needs Of the T • o ~ e  C i t y  bt i | l tx ,  i 
ke ~Ge  they CSn ~ l a p l W ~ t e 4  ra the r  t ~  f e r o t f l |  the R icher !  FArm 
t~ e a r l e  dp4 rs t t on .  

$ J hClDtely* 

3c~,1 L t d l ~ | t e ~ ,  C h e i r a ~  
lhurete~dq~alOh CC~nty FSA e m i t t e r  

I ( ~  $h~abl  t~ 
C ~ , ~  ( c o C v t | v i  O l r K t o r  

Response to 
Comments of the United States Farm Service Agency 

on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated January 24, 1996 

USFA-I The staff" recommends that a conscn'ation cas~mcnt be obtained for the 
Richer• Farm and that agricultural activities be allowed to continue 
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USFS-1 

e ~  k ~ L n  " 
l~c l lL4  ~1] I .V* 114. 

I I I | l  I I ~ l l l l d l  ~ .11~ I 

I I .  I ~ L !  D. I i i ~ l l  
l e 4 i : l l  ImIIT lee~),~t~cT C g I ~ t n l ~  

I 0 d ~ g t n ,  I ~  I~4.1L 

k i ~ I t I  ~ I I I l v t H  P!,LI~ I II,LIIJIII Il l  O~l i' k l~ t*  I ~ l h l l  I I k l l l 4 1 ~ l l c  

~ * r  Ira. C s ~ e L l e  

' r ~  ~ l o t ' l ~ t  k 4 ~ l s i  1141 I~lvl4vm4 tAI  U l l  Io,~ t h l  G~&II4~ I I ~ N ~ o c t t L I  
h * ) e c t  (TI~C Io .  ~ } .  vo k l ~  ~ t e  Zta~t  ~C  ¢~mmte  1,41 c ~ d t t l c x H  
to  tim44 ~ e ~  ~ d  c ~ e e : e m  v k t ~  ~ d l t ,  e¢~17 e [  I M S , r I ~ I T  tmp4ct k L l t ~ I I  

I L I I ~  ~Ix ~ 4 ~ 1 1  l ~ l l I  t l  t ~ I  ~ Ix Ip I l l4  4(11 ~ O l ~ t L 4 I I  ~ I  Imt I~ t l Id  

G o ~ s ~ .  k ~ t J l N ~  k ~ L ~ I S  $.4; 4.4.11 $.4. ]1 ~.4.11 4.4.41 ~.¢. I  

I I ' t t I ~ l o l  I m s t r e s  ~ e  Llc&udi4. 

Responses to 
Comments of  the United States Forest Service 
on the Draf~ Environmental Impact Statement 

Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated March 14, 1996 

USFS-1 No response is required. 
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2. 

tJSFS-2 

LJS}:S-3 

USFS-4 

USFS-5 

1.JSFS-6 

USFS-7 

lie. l,oLa ¢aJt6OLl | 

I I I I I r IPIIAI* ~ CqOI I . I l l l e  T ~ I t I l l ~ I I t ~ . I  ~ I~g~,|oeI 4 .4.1.  4 .4.2.  

&~l~ ieei4 ~ be 7 qmeIt~e~lI If. ~ IQto~ebed eciLo I ~ I  k~ee ~LJe~,a~, 

Me ~ t e  tb l l  ( o / ~ l ~ 4 l l  
& 

/ e v l ~  v t t ~  • 4~g~  I ~ l i l t  t ~  t ~  ~ I N k  voc t  ~.I |in41.1d 

~4r I~rSl~ a t b ~  t ~ p  0 f  ~ ~-]I ¢IIU] I O i l  c o t M | y  I~lI t~ ¢I'o0 t l ~ t  tll~ 
I~OltNed ~ k  ~ t o  t im e s ' ~ H i l a e ~ y  r u t  tint rise lnm, t ~ d ~  v ~ ' d t r 4  ~ l d  ~ e  

" 4 4 W @ | 0 ~ . "  I t  t i e  I ~ t I J  M L¢ |1  M I t ~  "~ . tO ~ I~'oI ~ 4 m t n ) , ~ , M  
4Le~4s~4~ v m  te  I ~  d L ~ p I f a d  e ie .  v k l e k  ~ L l l  i ~ 1 9 ~ e  ~ l ~ e t =  ~ t~ iee 

m l t r l i  vhe~  U | O  q l l J t  ~ I J c t ~ l l ~  ~J~. ~k~ t g ~ l c ~ ,  t l  m the 4~r te t  t h t  
• A * : e e l  If It la~Jl~ed, p l t ~ q I d  ~ t I  ~M~d ~ t  ~l~4~d~ th4l ~ k l l l t  
o t  ~qva t l ¢  ~ r ~ s t t e e  I t l t t e q y  O } I ~ q l .  

I L d d l 4  or ~ ~ i ~ r i ~  tb&t V L d / 5 ~  d t M  J ~ I ~ I I 8  I~44 II ~l[~ ~ 1 4  

tO M ~ £ ~ 1 .  lJI  ~ I I ~ I ~  h e l l I ~ l  l~14t t~4  X~I4 | I N  KI4MI tO N MIni 

~o k * I  ] m I I  Ll~el~od vL t l l  t ke  ~/~ra tLme u d  ~ I ~  t l l l e  ~ I J l ~  I ~ I  

I ~ I ~ e ~ d ~ g ~ *  h l I ~ 4 I t  I~ t i n  d f i f t  t ( e}  ~ l ~ l I  | b 4 t  V I  I V h I ~ . 4 d  t o  ~l~ 
l ~ S v i ~ e l l y  u t 4 a 4  ~ a ~ l y  te ~ v i ~  ~ ~ ~ y  bv¢  ~Jlnn 81el  
t~tto~d6d LO I p p l y  t o  8P1~ ~ l t d 0  ~ ~ e ~ t  ~ tka~ ~ w e  I ~ I X ~ U l y  
a r f o ~ 4 4  by  ImS)I~t  l ld~oe4 lalIC~O* ~ I  ~ .  ~ of  44~ I S ~ J ~ L o ~ 4  
~ | l t l a  4 t ~  I | t | ~ t l ~  e t  p . ' o J ~ ,  ~ k ~ o ~  1 ~  S)4e~14 pITlkIpi  b4~4 ~ n  

~ ¢ & t q ~  ~ ~ ~ ~ I ~ I  I I F I 4 L I I I  T * 1 1 ,  L t  I t  a lL .  t o  • q ~ c I / i e  | b ~  o l  

t ~ I t  v I  m Lq I I t l ~ I 4 ~ t  l I  I w L ~ I F I e  v L t k  t im  I ~ t ~ I I t ~ l e  &n4 I t~a~ :44 I I t  

USFS-2 No rcspon~ required 

USFS-3 We have corrected the text per this comment 

USFS-4 We have revi.~d the text to incorporate this comment 

USFS-5 We have corrected the text per this comment 

USFS-6 We have revised the text to incorporate this comment. 

USFS-7 We have revised these sections to try to clarify the measures 
mcleded under the preferred alternative 
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USFS-? 

USFS-8 

USF$-9 

USFS-IO 

NI. ~I CI44Ul! I 

I m a m = ,  w m m ~ t m 4  t ~ i t  L t i ~  i m p ~ i  b i  e ~ a x l ~  m l~  • l t ~  

v l y  ~ I  M l  M tO l ~  U + i+ M w ~ t l l l t  ~ I ~ l  IIIf~Jl~t~lI+ 

II lm ~ I|LII t b  ~ I nil |ti II iiii, iii~+|iI ~ ,  

~ t ,  I44it~l141 I X  i I  ~ ~ I  44~111 U l l  s ~ t l ~  ot t~me 41~h 

t t  ; ~ l L I I  t i t  u a m ~ i  Umt  i ~ i a m 4  i l t i g i t l l i  ~ f  ~ p c t l  ta4 i m l ~ i i 4 ~  o t  
¢ ~ e e t l a s  ~ m m  i i  ~ ia  ~1L I m m M l : ~ l I e ~  ~ t~ I  I a t l ~ I  
~ ~ t ~ t I ~  sa4 / t m a i M m m t  ~ .  ~ i m * ,  m m ~ l y  ~ 
ssd t i m I 4  t o  ~ te~ tJt~i I n ,  I M l e 4 i  ewtmlo¢~e t k ~  m M  be 

~ *  &I L t  ~ ~ ,  Umee n k ~ i m 4  u l  ~ ¢1~F~" 4etL~'d 

IIIlII+IUlLL~ II IC+II&IIDll ~ HI'I'lL I I ,  lllllLllq ~ ~IIII+ I 

Ixl&.l~ + I l i l l i l l J l l ,  III blllllT~ ~ ILl+Ill IINI'I~ILI Ill I l l k ~ l d  444Lly b4 
LLIIIILIJTII II p~nt I t  / ~ ll~lllllll Lid lliMllll IIIII141~I~ k t  ~ l t  ~4 

Im~tl~i F mllit ~ ~ Itl LI II~II I~LILI VI+II ~ I I~I IIMIII 
I I ~ I I *  • PIILI IpllI.~ll tO ~ I l l  lld 

t i l l ,  

I t  |1 ~ i l l l t i l | ~ I I  t r i l l  I i ' l l ~ l l l ~  i l l l l t t | I I  mL~l| I ! 1 1 t  t t  111141111 
~ o ~ - I ~  x a I ~ t e ,  ~ o d  + + t l L ~  r_tm i, r o ~ - t  Iwe~e~ t ,  am4 t ~ t  t b ~  

I ~ m  .|l lle m r m  I I N  t~m ~l I t l+ I ~ l  i l t e ~ l ~  v4~cl  t m  at+ 
I ~ + L f L m l l  I lalGlml~ II T /I~ ~l ~ ~ MLIII~L~ ~ t ~  f m  4( t  I 

USFS-8 No ~ is required. 

USFS-9 We will recommend that this information be i m l u d ~  in the license 
order for the project. 

USFS-IO We will recommend that thc Comnussion include the license 
~'~cles in the license order for the project. 
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LJSFS-I l 

USFS-12 

USFS-13 

USFS-14 

lU. L O | I  e . . l l~l l l  I 

~ g,s.lgAt~s,.~ ~A ~ ~ [,qn'lm@l 11, 1515, ~ ~l~s4g4~l t&al I ~ L C ~  
M t l ¢ l e I  ~a l  ~ I~ll~l I ~  I H ~ I ~ l O r %  FLrO, W ]rod P m ~ t ~ t g  bo 
t~c l~a~ l  l e  ~ tm~aitta.a$ ~ f~r  t i Q  ~ t ~ t l a m  ~ ~ t l l kamt t a~  ol  
~ t ~ l  ~ t  I~lrtmt t ~ a ~ *  I t  ~ t t l s t  l l l l ~  ~ I l t l~l lCtO~ u d  
* ~ t ~ m ~  I'/.11 10o ~ t ~ ,  ~ Lint  thor  a ~ ' t t t  ~ I~L~*I ~ d  be 
t ~ l ~  li t  ~ ~ I~ l  ee ~ 4 n ~ i a  L i e *  ~i~ Ooto4 ~ o ~ o ,  t ~  l~o t4 ,  b r~L¢I  

~ t  t . l ~ r l m ,  a ~ l  t M  8 1 ~ l ~ l . I t e  m i t l ~ l t i i  m d  i ~ & ~ m s t  ~ .  

t e ~ t ~ a  ~,LU, t l ~  ~ ~ u l ~ t t ~  ~ t t  ~ r m r  t i  F t ~ t a =  1 ~  

t ~ e  I t l ~ ,  ~ q ~ m ' t a ~ t t l a s l  tnr ~ ~ ~ U I ~  l t ~ t t d  tm pI~$L. 

t w . ~  t ~  F t ~ t o  t . t ~  ~ ~ lt~ta ~ t l  ~ I } '  t 6 ~  e t  I ~ e  

dote t : .  ~to I l l l  OM F e l t  ~ m ~ m a m l u t ~  &oi l  ~ ~ t l l l f  f l | l  t i l l  J 

I 

USFS-I 1 We will recommend that this informatnon be included in the hccnsc 
order for the projt~ct 

USFS-12 We have included eshmated costs in the FE1S 

USFS-13 In rcsponse to lO(j) comments recewcd, we are including a 
recommendation under alternative 3 (section 4 6 4 2  of the FEIS) that Tacoma 
develop, m consultation with the FS, a road management plan for project-related 
roads on FS lands Tacoma would be required to tmplement mcasurcs included m 
the plan 

USFS-14 [n the FEIS, we recognize these documents but, duc to lack of space, we 
do no~ include them in thetr entnrety 
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U S F S - 1 5  

USFS-16 

USFS-17 

USFS-18 

U S F S - 1 9  

I * .  l~ te  Ca4dmll S 

m J m z . G ~  

. m  ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  , ~ , ,  s ~ n u ~ . , t  ~ ~ ~ t , , ~ .  

h m l 4  SLM ll.J~ te  I 0 ~  ~ t  ~ ~ ~ WIg I~o~t4~ m mtimu~uml~ 
o l q ~ ¢ t u L t L ~ ,  ~ t  ~t't0 ~ t  q I I t l L m 1 1 7  Aml~t.~l t I  ~ l e t L m l  d Ix l~ote to 
m L  1~4#. ~ ~ k  m ~ l l ~ 4 t s t o  ~ N b y K h ~ r i ,  
totr vatl¢~ ~ mlt im ~ N I d L I T  m l l d : l e  ~ t ~ l |  t t l r  l [ 1 : | g ~ a l  =I~ 
~ m t l u t .  we ~ IN ~,t4~Wa~ ta  ~ t a ~  ~ ~ l t l ~ t t l m  ~ t t ~  
m t ~  I ~ L ~  IMem¢., t f  i t  v~.4d m tAD i m ~  ~ ~ ~ ~ m S l  
I % t ! ~  L&~il* Im W | I  * 14~lr ~ e ,  m j i f f  Im ~ m t~J4111 lind i¢~14~x m 
~ t ~ ,  ~ t e ,  ~L~4~L~, I t l t ~ 4 t ~  eoskannmmt ~ t4 INT., t ~  
m ~ c t  i ~  impute elee~dmro, I f  tim ~ ~ t ~ e l  ~ 

~mma..mmmmt 

~ o l l 4 v ~  ~ l  444£tl4~1~ ~ i l t t t l  i ~ ~ f ~  81et l t~ " ~  

h ~ e  ~-~r ] . ; i .3  k i l o  sa4 I t ~ L m  ckt~- t~r istLcs 
~ . 1  ~ f i l m *  ~ 1  w *  t a m  ~ • 9tree (W ~ t a ;  et 81) 

g~.tm'it~t~t C,~t~ t * ~ t t ~  m ~ ~ ' l .  ~ ~llpaz~e v ~ l  N t  ese4 lat tJao 

Iq~¢, a44 ttclrUmt~ll tlm~ t l  tee ]~rtt4t J a n ~ ,  Mee ~ t  se48 to Im 
t l~t~wL4t4.  

l i m m e  tm ~ t l  t i l t  the  r l  l |  t~lotAatLIqr • ~ ~ c ~  v iLk  
T ~ m i ,  t lw qlmUi¢~ et  ~ l a  m i g r a n t  ~ ~ t  em~4 .~ r t l ?  ve~J4  a ~ .  

)"49~ J.~.$ Ot.~t Fl&m 
H ~ m l t £ e 4  * ~ t ~  ~ ~ t l ~ e ~ N ~  Im~lr01~ ~tt*a 

M JigS, 18 • ~ A 1 4 t L 4 m  ot ~ L i s ~ ' m t l m  lo t  tim Sm,~ 10rlt 

t i m t  a 6 4 : m  ~ l  AI t im  i m l ~  m~4.  

USFS-15 No reslx)nse required. 

USFS-16 Opinion is noted. 

USFS-17 We were unaware of thc controversy surrounding these figures. Wc 
have revised the text to eliminate the estimated sediment productton figures and 
presem only Cmmmg's conclu~on that development of the South Fork 
watta'shed has increased sedtment production by a factor of about 3.6 compared 
with pre-.d.evelopment conditions. 

USFS-18 We havc revised thc tc×t to reflect this comment. 

USFS-19 Wc have obtained a copy of the report and have included it m our  list 
of other plans for the & e~  
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LJSFS-20 

LJSI:S-21 

USFS-22 

USFS-23 

USFS-24 

USFS-25 

USFS-26 

Kn, L4,~I ceil41% $ 

p i 0 l  1-12t  | . 7  ~ l , a l  
llgqll41 1-14 *lklp Il l  Ibm t ' l~l~iltlalll  isllilJrmmm LIt ~ Ip~ql~al~It l, l l ~  ° 11 
l ~ l a l l ~ e t t .  /11 a ~ l P F e w 4 e  1 ~  ~ e n i d .  and ~ ~ v 4 ~  l t a ~ b l  
711 l1411~+Ir f l t l t l l t t l l  I I ~  i l l  hl)udP*l~*  f l a i l  l o ck ,  I l k h ~ ' ~  M 4  ~ ' I  
O~eek tk4~, I ~  ~ l a  tJme p , r~44 t  l ~ I L m  m eo~, 

~ k 4 t  P~ck i l  dmi , t~Ui~  14 " lp l~cl i~ l l t  4 m ~ g e  d- "  ~ OX~ C~oe~ 
0 ire  * h e ~ d  14 m ~ L d ~ 4  u m I I I l ~ l .  ~ m n r l+ t~ . t~ t+e  l m ' l l ~ t .  
?&l)~@ l*lO+ + ] ' ~  I t l ~ l l  ~ I ~  ~ 111; l()+]l l ~ l l  JOl dlry* ~ l t ~ F *  
+ I t l l l m *  + I I I I  L I M I  I I I  U l  + I I  ~ p|&~r +~ the I I  
l l l l J p  ~ IIL~I i i i i .  I I  • l l l l m ~ +  l ~ I m  nOldl to  Ill • t o i l e t  LII~I~L4~ 

~I H ) * + ) I  ] ,ZO+I* )  + I ~ ¢  l t F l d l I l l  

e ~ t 8  8~ ~ ~' l~4es¢n d l l e e ~ | y  Oc i . n d ~ l y  l + l l ~ c o d  I~  t h i l  
p ~ ) t ~ t .  I00 e e ~ r l  k)4t  ~ b l l  + e d  the g ~ l t ~ r l l  114tl49111:1 S~lml~/ 
~ I I ~ +  d w IG~ Li4 q l m t  v t t b  t ~  l l  ,~iw I f  tbo  p~PllCll~gd I~4P~ 
plus  tJ~st im ~J~ ~0 fo l lo~ .  

~1~ Ol~llpte N 6 t ~ l  ~ o z | | t  b~e betm ~ LJ ~ t teNbed ~eetol*t i~a 

I n e l e s e 4  te  a ~ v~ld~te i s  ~ h o ~  p l o ~ e ~ i .  [ 

pa4~ 4P-l: 4 .1 .1  S ~ f f  ~ m c l d l m  
x ~ t 4 1 1 e ~  C~mk 4 1 n z l i e ~  ~s l l l ~ l y  t o  ~e t ~ v a 4  ~ 8 ~  of  ~ o  

* l ~ $ m *  l a  g~b  I ~ l ~ t ,  ? ~  Ihmlld II~l~i4kl f o r  18 m i y e ~ s  o~ 8~d 

peee+le .  

+ l ' + l *  4+]+4.3 + II1'il41,1 ' I 

# 

F P L t |  t "  I ~ I L I ~ U ~  ~ m i d  mK I I l ~ l a i x l . , l ~  Im L I c ~ L l t l l ~ t  v i t k  t b l  
J~l~de~dl  ~ d  ~ J l d m l ~ l  f~r  L~I~*~ ( W  u 4  ~ X *  Itl~4)~ 141 e t l t l d ,  k 

m~d4to~y eoedLtlau eu ~ ~ ~ d d z m  t l ~  ~ e d  fo~ • 

h4FO t ' 4 t *  4 *4 .Z* |  ]II~Mp~I~?* ~ b t m  Jl~m~V~ll [ 
~ J  c e t ~  o f  r l  ~ 1201 tJ  N ~ 2~40. 

USFS-20 Figure 3-14 in section 3 7 is not intended to be a comprchenmve hst of 
all the recreation facilities in the region We have revised figure 3 7 ,  however, to 
include the four additional areas to which you refer. 

USFS-21 We have revised the EIS in ~.ecuon 3 5.7 2 to reflect your comment 

USFS-22 We a~'ec with this opinion 

USFS-23 No response required 

USFS-24 We have recommended that Tacoma be reqmred to do as you request 

USFS-25 We will recommend that the Commission reqtare Tacoma to develop a 
staircase fond management plan, in consultation with the Forest Servico 

USFS-26 Text corrected as indicated. 
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G, 

t;SFS-33 

I;SFS-~4 

t.I.SFS-35 

USFS-36 

USFS-37 

USFS-38 

T41 l e ~  tl%cJt l i t 4  I ~ l d  ~ 14141o4 £~ t h I  t i t l e  I C y ,  to r e t l i c t  

t~ ~ r ~ I t  ~ Id~2Ltaml3 l~rmm~t~m of  ~ I ,  l$ I )~  ~ 1 .  ~ er | .~d de~i4 
A I Q I I t  I *  I ~ t )  I ~ ~ * } 1  ]1-~ I )1-101 ) ~ * ) I  t ~ 1 - : )  t ~s~ ~ 7 - 1 5 . *  ~ L I  

FI~ I  I - I l L  T~l~le ~ ' ]  Iqa I I I l~  e l  lOCi ] I L I I I ,  
14]  ~ I  * f f ~ I ~ t ~  t ~ I  L ~ e * ~  I 4 T p 0 ~  ~y ~ V  ( ~  the ~ e c ~ I I t d I d  

USFS-34 We havc included the recommendation for inclusion of a level parking 
area and accessible plcmc sites 

USFS-35 In the EIS, we provide a general description of the proposed facdm~:s 
but space limltalions prevent us from including detailed plans of each facihty "¢','c 
will recommend that the more deta|led information reqmred under the FS's 4(e) 
condition be included m the license order for the project 

USFS-36 Opimon is noted 

USFS-37 We have added text to reflect this comment 

USFS-38 We have added the suggested reference to the FEIS 
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4-11 ,  4 . l . 1  ~ l l M t t i e l  
I 

USFS 27 ...~.,.,. ,-...--.l.~ . . . -  ~ = ~  ~ .  = -  1" 

4-87,  4 . S . 4 . )  ~ l~ l~ temd an4 ] r a 4 m ~ i  Iq~c~44 I 

USFS-29 

USFS-30 I 
USFS-31 

USFS-32 

USFS-33 I 

a4~q~aze ~ t n ~ a ~ .  l~e • l ~ ¢ l | L ~  ~ f  ~ s l  s~eemalt  m t4  be 
f r o M :  lWtlJ~Id ~il ~ p i l l .  l'el~.e 6-1.  I I ~  i - I l l ,  ~ a ~ p t ~ l  • t l g v c s  o( 

u to  ~ ~ t l4~zo • m  | r m  ~ k w  I t  ~ u  0 O a ~ L ~ i .  ~ 1 ~ 4  ~ote 

l i  mm4e4 v i t k  ~ ~ L l l l  L~ I~41~ .  

i h g ~  4-101~ 

~ s t ~  P I ~  mm~• ~ l ~ i a ~  m rely .  ~ pla~ ~ e~t a 4 a ~ i t 4 t y  

J p ~ f ~ l •  • i l l~lal~al~ e f  h ~ m  m r • l t | m ~ l l  he441. / ~  I l lma lM~C ~f  •1 ta t1  
Nq~4 I t  t h i I  t ~  N f l u ~ t b r  M~alI44~,IIL,~* 

p ~  4-IO~a T •b ] •  4-S r~ Dsy Ccqm~ T~*IL~ 
I C~4~N ~•Le~nco to Copper ~ k  ~ • L | M s d  e~l~O~o~¢ t M  4~xm~ak to r~*4 

1NaLLI~a4. 

I P ~ •  4-10;1¢ ~1~10 4-S PJI A~C* I~se ~r~llhoe~ 
I i  ~ & k l l ~ l  O( ~ ~ 1l id  I : r k N I f | [ ,  ~ l ¢ ~ l  ~ I ~ C  U t J l l t i i !  [I~0) 
v i i i  b~ •g~4i~14 ¢~ gs~l~ • L r l l l  £ [ ~ ( ' 5 ~ y  to Ib4 I o ~ g t  | ln ic~k 10£ 

¢ : ~ a ~  ~ • l i l t  ~ ~m x ~ e  * I ~  ~a4 da~L¢9 t i n  l a ~ l ~  
~r~l~m e!  ~ Ilig C•Nk ¢ampg=~mml t s  ~ t •  a,~ernl~t ¢mBl~g, 

g r o ~  t u L l ~ t l 4 e ,  ~a4 g m t ~  dmr a l l* .  ~ 1 ~ ¢  tb~ l ~ = n l ~ i ~ g  

USFS-27 The text on DEIS page 4-71 states only thai rccreationists would 
disturb the vegetation on about 4 acres adjacent to new campgro,,mds at Big 
Cree l  without suggesting that these impacts would b•  substantial as thc FS 
infca's. We agree that such disturbance would generally be minor, but, without 
information suggesting that there would be no impacts at all, re•am the 
paragraph as written. 

USFS-28 The text on page 4-87 states that alternative 3, not the recreation 
facility improvements, would haw substantial long-term potential benefits for 
threatened and endangered species 

USFS-29 We have rcviscd the cost for the annual flu~Sng of the Big Creek 
Campground 

USFS-30 The lX:nodic assessment of future ne~ls prescribed m the 4(e) 
co•tilt•on will account for changes in recreation facilities resulting Born the 
relic•rising. Addressing future needs at this time, prior to the new facilities' 
development, will be of  limited value in predicting future need.s at undcvelopcd 
fa<nlities 

USFS-31 We have revised the text to reflect this comment 

USFS-32 We have added the ax'nment to the FEIS text (section 4 7 1 2 )  

USFS-33 Opinion noted Howcvcr, since this was not part of Tacoma's 
proposal, we have not included the change here requested Wc include these 
anpmvcmonts under alternative 3 
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4~umrgN4 io 01sll~ t t  le ~ c  ~ Mm, -*,4 i t  ¢ ~  '~" ~ le I ! 
~ u ~ s ~  t~tc tim p r~c r iN~  tmrk i8 ,a~ptad.* ¢m ~ ~ awl4 ~ *  / 

U S F S - 3 8  c * ~ w t m  i .  t s  mc . l ~ t y  ~q  "1'*." ~ '~- 14,,gti~ t . turn  ~ tJ  ink, 

L~ mm~] I(4) et tO(J) p r a l . t m  i~1 r~. r e t ro f i r e  sLti~tLe~ i ~  
et~d~ce~l~t l)lamd ~ t o ~ ' t ~  ~ ~ M | t  ~ M t 1 1 1 8  ~ .  To I IK~I lg ILl 
iS,  te c o a / ~ h t l .  

~ )  ~ cmm~t~cti~ t i m  tt~t~siat~, l~ 0.~1*4 ~ t ~  t / n h ~  
USFS-39 c l s ~ t t t i , , n  fit t = . . t . ~  . a  t.~,~r.~ ,pt~ie*, t~  m t ~ U m  . u .  

~ r ~ * m ~ : s  My b* l ~ t  c ~ t t ~ t e d  ta  t~, ~h t t t t  i szd~ ~ . ~ i d  "~- 

~all |-/,$: $~.1~1~ I f  S t~ t ' a  gectoetd~rtie~u 
to ~be ~ i :4  p~rt~rOh, i t  is r ~ c ~ 4  to c~t no m u u t  7 ~reu IgMtt r  

U S F S - 4 0  I • , ~  I t  |l~.b411 d~t. +PtllUml ~l~da ~ ~ ¢ l p ~  ~ l~.~e t'tte.~lt4t~ttLe~ tire 

lu cl*~ir4, vs told 11)4 to reiterate t ~ t  we ate m t i m l  7 . s t iL t  s v i ~  t ~  
ptotm~eat to ~ l l t ~ t  1 ~  | d | m ~  tte~ect~gtm t h t e ~  . , t t i e~  e~t~ri t iel  
to re.ely* t ~  preeest t i m i n g  ef Ibtienal l o t u t  ~/ttos |a~d. ge I t4  

U S F S - 4 1  Ic**r i*" t  t ~ t  t~o ~ . t t . 4  t . ~ t . t t n  ~ .  b. o~pl l l td  eLtbe: b 7 direct eele+ 
~dumi *  , *c t~antttr,  er • r ,~biu~i~  of dtees ~ecessu ,  ~n ~o  m a t  t ~ t  

peri i t  f i r  ~ ~ e c ~ i e a  a~J flood~L ~ t ~  pttJ*ct t t s t r m f r .  " 

USFS-39 Agency reamunendaUon 47 resmcts only soil<hslurbing construction 
activities. Other construction activities could be ¢ompletod dunng the winter 
months w~thout resmction. 

USFS-40 We have revised the text to incorporate ttus exception. 

USFS-41 No response required. 
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~t, TlO~l,.L OClaJdlC Jd~) &T I I~PmDt IC  Jt~MDr~lrra&T*LO~ (]I~I~} 

c c i ~ b - r 8  oN TB~ 
DI3kFr ]K~'FZltOMId][MT&L XMPAC'f B T & I " ~ r  (D~I | )  PO~ T~ t  

C ~  8 t ~ t O a ~ t ~ T I t l C  ~ ( l ~aC  NO. 4~0) ,  M&J;KZN~I~N 

geoaz41 c o m ~ c n t l  a r t  met i o r ~ h 2 > e l o v .  T l l l r o  a1"~ ~o~ur ap l~ lnd i cea .  
A. B, C, ~ d  D. ~ l ~ c l ~ l c  ~ t a  ~ re  a t t a o h 4 d  I I  J~pp~ndLz 
( v b t c h  i n c l ~ d o o  • l i s t i n g  o f  a l l  r e f e ~ o c e a  c i t e d  I n  t h e  ~ e n e r ~ l  
and # p a c i f i c  c ~ n t a ) .  *~[~)endlx B m m ~ 4 r i ~ s  ~¢uSy 
r e c o n d i t i o n s  ~ ~o ~II~C b~ t J ~  J O L ~  Re41o~r~:e Pl~%les  {J]IP) 
[ c ~ : s t i n g  o£ t h e  ~ l t l m ~ l l  ~ l r i n e  rxab41~ le l  S e r v i c e  ( l lO~) ,  

Depar tmen t  o [  I n t e r i o r  ( l ~ c L ~ L t n g  o . 5 .  F i s h  and N l l d l i f e  r ~ r v i c e ,  
Bureau Of I~xL~4u~ ~ [ f a A r l ,  and  ~ l ~ [ i o ~ l  Pa rk  ~ e l ~ l c e ) ,  ~ a s h i ~ t o n  
D e p a z t ~ t  o f  F I s h  and  ~ l l d l i f e  [ w o ~ ) ,  ~aak,  ng~on D e p ~ r t ~ t  o f  
EcoLosW (Ir~oK),  Skokomlsh  I n d l a m  T r i b e .  and  t h~  P o i n t  ~ ~o~nt  
T r e a t y  C o u r ~ l l  ( P w r r c ) ] .  q ~ p e M l x  C m r i l l l  t h e  1 0 ( j )  l"eZl~l 
and  c o n d i t i o ~ u  f r ~ t h e ~ l o n a l  ~ r i J ~  F1ab~r l ee  ~ l T v i c e  (NI ( I~) ,  
U S .  F i s h  end  ~ t l & l t ~ e  S e r v i c e  ( O S N ] ,  14alh~ng~on N ~ m e a t  o f  
P l l h  l a d  ~ l l d l l f e  ( t ~ W ) ,  8rid s k o k o ~ l h  l~da41n l ~ r l ~e .  I n  
a d d i t i o n ,  v e  b ~ v l  p r e ~ L r e d  an  I n d e x e d  vo l~m~ c o o t a i ~ L n g  cog£es  o f  
o~r  ~ a f a r e n c e s  ( e x c l u ~ i n g  r e f a r ~ n c a s  v h i c h  a r e  a l r e ~ < ~  • p a r t  o f  
t h e  FERC r e c o r d  i n  t h e  r e l l c e r ~ l n g  px~ce~di~g~ ~ I c h  i s  a t t a c h e d  
aa A p p e n d i x  O. Ne a re  ~ b l i t t l n g  o=e co~y o f  N ~ p e n d l x  D f o r  t h e  
P~RC r e c o i l .  ~ad  a l s o  p r o v i d i n g  • copy o f  Appendt~ D t o  t h e  
~Lceuse a p p l i c a n t .  O ~ l ~  o f  A p g ~ n d l x  D v L l l  be p r o v i d e d  ~o 
o t h e r  p a ~ t i e a  o n  ~he ~ l r ~ i c a  l i ~ t  i n  t h e  p e L i c a n * l o g  p r o c e e d i n g  
~q~on r e q ~ a c +  

~ l c t i o n  11 f£ sh~aym p r e l c r i F l o r ~ l  0 v t ; l c h  • r e  d ism~smsd i n  the  
DBIS. ~ p e n d £ x  B, "C~alman P ~ o J e c t  F i s h  Pas sage  P e a s i b i l i t y . "  a r e  
a d d m l e d  f u r t h e r  i n  t h e  ~ 4 ~  10(~)  r e l p o ~ s e  l e t t e r  t o  FEte  d a t e d  
~ r c h  28, 199~.  

m 

The C o u n c i l  on  E n v x r o r ~ n t a l  ( ~ a l l t y ' $  ~P& r e g u l a t i o n s  a t  ~0 
C .F .R .  1502.1  s t a t e  t h a t  I n  e n v l ~ o n l ~ n t a ~  l q p 4 c t  i t a t e ~ n t  s h a l l  

prov£de  f u ~ l  and  f a i r  d i m s a i ~  o f  a l g u L f i c a n t  
a n y ; t o . m e n t a l  xsqpacte ~nd I h a l l  l n f o r ~  d e c l J L o r ~ a k a r s  and  
t he  p~)o lx¢  o f  t h e  r e • i o n • h i e  s ~ t e z ~ l t i v e a  ~ i c h  ~ I d  a v o i d  
or  ~ n l m l ; e  a d v e ~ l e  i i i p a c t a  Or e n h a n c e  t h e  q ~ a l i t y  o f  t h e  

Responses to 
Comments of NOAAfNMFS 

on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated March 29, 1996 
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C, 

NOAA-I 

The D E 1 8 ' 8  &~pproacb CO t h ~  * ~  ~ t t o ~ *  J l t e ~ i i l v l  ~ •  ~ i t  
• lo:~g e e g i e e  o f  e f ~ o r t ~  by  PE~C { ~  i t m  p ~ d ~ c ~ o r  agency ,  t ~  
F~C) t o  m i n i m l l e  ~ t #  d u t y  I:0 • d l l ~ n l l l  t h l  ~ v ~ l z ~ e  envlror~n&al 
Impectm o~ h ~ o  pwoJe¢l~O. ~ e ~ .  # . g . ,  ~ ~ .  

~ *  7 4 (  F * 2 d  4GG, 4~$ { ~ t h  Csr  1 ~ 0 4 ) *  

NOAA-2 

74~ F . 2 d  a t  476. ~be ~ C  z~g~ lmt£o~ l ~ l a e a t l n g  ]~P& rca te  
t h a t  " ( c l h e  ~ l @ e i c m  r i l l  o ~ l y  w i t h  the z ~ N l a t t ~  o~ t l ~  
O~mcil o~ ~ i ~ a ~ e n t a l  ~ual l ty ~ t  ~ t b o ~  regul~loas 
m i ~ o ~ i ~ o n t  v i t ~  the i t l t u t o z y  z ~ l z ~ m ~  o f  the 

o g e ~ l e $  m a t  c ~ l ?  ~ l ~  the i r  ~m r e g u l t t i ~ s .  ~46 F .~ !  at 
~ 7 4 .  ~ ~ ~ DO c l a m  t~t ~tt~ ~ t e  tO it~)@~. (F ~ r  18 

• c t i ~  m l t ~ r ~ a t l ~  i ra•lye•s)  ecmtrsvmu~ £t~ I t • t ~ t o l ~  
o~ligaticma. ~ r o f o ~ e  F~tC i •  ~ l igat~d ~ analy~e the O~ob~an 
z ~ l i c ~ l n g  p l r~po4~ l  ~ p l ~ n ~ t  • ~ 0  p ~ J e ¢ ~ "  ~ •c~$oa" 
~ t e ~ n ~ t l V l o  r s~her  the~ • c o n t i n ~ • t l ~  of  the s ta tue  q~o. rne  
l ~ &  ~ • t l ~ ,  ~ l~C'e  ~ z ~ l • t i ~ ,  tad the l i a t h  Circui t  

FlUte I u r t h e r  e r red  by ~ 1 ~  i t s  o t a t ~  q~o " ~  a c t t o a  • 
• . l t e J ~ a t i w  u the " ~ v i r ~ t a l  he,rol l ,m, t o t  ~ l ~ ;  t h e  
~ ' ~ r ~ t a l  lqp~ctl d the ~arl¢~l altl1~s~t$~l. ~18 at Fage 

f o r  ~mpe~iag the e n ~ l ~ t a l  a f | e c t l  o~ e a ~  ~ t o ~ l v ~ . ' } .  
By ualog t ~  atst~s q~o ~ tb~ o ~ t l  ]~u)elln~. ~be ~ f $  
av~i a- c ~ q ~ r i n g  the  ~l:xmment v i t b o ~ t  the p ro j ec t  t o  the 
e~vi~:~m~nt I f  the pFo~e¢~¢ I I  z~llclm~¢~, and 111o l ~ i ~  
• ~ a l y z i n g  the p~oJe¢~ ' l  TO yeaz l  of  laz~ je ly  ~ - ~ t l g ~ t e ~  
~vi:~rms~t Ol lupac~a. 

~ht8 8 ~  ~ot ~ l y  v l o l a t e l  thm a a a l l ~ i l  r ~ N l r ~ t u t 8  ~ndor 
t he  I~l~& z ~ ; u l a t l ~  ~nd th4  ~ ~ (mthe 
~ i I l O a  t o  r i I i c e n #  I i  t o  ]De I~LSIKI ~ ~ ~ i~q~tt~ U 
or ig ina l  lic~m)u)~, Includlng • ¢o~41a-ratlon c~ ~II relevan= 

~ be~efxt8 to public uR I  related to the project." ?~6 
F.3d at 47~I, i~ a l ~  ~en~r i  ~ l l cenI lng  1~ at least th~ former 
t ~  ~ d  co~di~o~) • forego~ concl~io~. I~I~ ~ s u l t  ae 
~t~011y Ic~o~$ilcent vt th l~/~&, ~i~h % l ~ i r l l  "aavtz~:~men~al gu l l  
~ClOlU~e,"  a ~  i~ "ac~io~-Iorclug. 0 not • ~ubber ~ t ~  un c ~  
o ta t t~  q~o. See 40 C.F.I. 1 5 0 1 . 1  ~Gd I S O ~ . I .  

NOAA-I The Comrmssion addtcsscd the "no action" altcrnaUvc and the 
cnvironmcntal bas~Imc for this mliccnsm 8 in City of Tacoma, Washinglon, 67 
FERC Par• 61,152 (1994) rch'~ dcni~. 71 FERC Papa 61,381 (1995), 
~ f i s s e d  sub.nora Skokomish Indnan Tribe v FFRC, No  95-70656 (9th Cir. 
Jan. 29, 1996). 

NOAA-2  See our rcspop_~c to NOAA-  I. 
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N(.)AA-2 

NOAA-3 

NOAA-4 

ex;~nse to the :ice~ce, exn1~ati~ cf le~s~ optionJ, o: po~t- 
It~.~e study of poalible co~enJator~ m n r e a .  By ~dop~ing the 
• s;at'~a ~ '  ~ i r o ~ e n t a l  babel/he, I~v~er, at4 Dr~s avoi~ 
cv~ daacu~sinq, ~ch less I ~ a ¢ t ~ ,  any of these alterr, atlv*s. 

U~ of tb~ status q~o u the enviro~ms~ haulage ~I~ disto~.$ 
t~e ~alysi~ in favor of ~ F d r c ~ r  pro~ctio~'; i~¢u icm~-te~ 
adver~ s~•ct~  •mlt lng from project ¢ l ~ ' ~ l ~ l t ,  Ollmtrlttl~, 
L~d ~ar~gme~; ~ d  ~ l u e ~  lo-called .e~c1~i~..~t" l e u ~ e z .  
I~a • qmci£ic e.x,mple, :be DELS at ~ction 2.1.2 {Pag~ 2-8} 
cJ~racte:~te~ tlae TFJ p.'~olx~al tO r ~ v e  the )lcl~ggert C~ek 
dl',~raie~ et:~ct '~e ~ 4  re-mfca.hli~ the origir,~ s t ~ w  ch•~el  
a* ~c *en~aacment" to fial~ry rucv~-*l ~n ]~r~F)er~ Creek. 
ao~v~r, in r~il~ty ~ ~agger~  Cx~*sh d)~rai~o i~ ~n i l : ~ l  
diver~io~ o( the entire flov o£ the ~ope~ por~i~ o~ l~aggerc 
~ {~d~.i~c~ I~.%~tl~t  of ~cology 1952). l~o~i~ the 
diversion aed r~turni~q the entire nov to N c T a g ~  C ~  ~l  nOC 

• ~ l ~ t a o ~ t "  over mttu:~ e~r, ditJmw. 'the ~ p r o l ~ l  for a 
100 cI~ year.ro~d f lo~ in the Plortb ~ork belov ~ Ro. ] is &llo 
chara~t:ed u ~ *qmbm~c*mmr.* Co f ish ~abi~at. ~o*ever. C~ty 
of T•.-~n~ [1991a) ~tataa tlmt t ~  av~a~  eetimted p~e-p~o]~t 
flov d~riw r ~  l~-va~ar ~ t h ~  of ~ ~ d  s ~ e ~ b e r  ~ e  
al~ror3~tely 200 efs. . ' ~ ,  e.:r.trtry to the ~ • t n ~ a t  ic the 
OtiS, a l i ~ ; u  ~1o~ of I00 cf .  ia hardly an , ~ m e n c '  over 
ta tural  co,r.ditio~ Im~ L I I ~  ~movil of 5~1 of ~tura~ f l~ ' .  

B. ~l!w.hJ,rletAr4~ttinrl nf ~ ~¢~m,~vlnt4ca~t 

~ I S  c o . a m  four  i l t eZ l~c /Yea ,  vh[cl~ I t  labels . I t t te: l t l t ive 
1 ( Io ; ~ . i o ~ l , "  " / t l t | x ~ t i ~ l  2 (J1ti ~ t i o ~ ) , '  
' k l t e r~ l t i ve  ] { £ t i ~  ~ a d a L l ~ l ) ,  I~d ' / d ~ 3 a g i ~  4 
t~e~mxiei~) ." kt~a "klten, atife ]" Is lll~lled u tl~ 
,31~P ~,~tion," it~ dm~riFlo~ in the OIlS does not 
aec.ratsty ~Jt* the reJl ~ r ~ t i ~ .  Idtersattve 2 as 
descrtbed in t ~" t~IS inel~ea ~ e  re¢omt~ti~n~ not made by 
the JRPa, and oetltl Other ~ t l C ~ n  [ m  Appelviix e fo~ • 
lul l  ~iac ol  zelource agency tnd Sko~C~lh I~dlu 
: e c ~ , . ~ - t  iea.~). 

TI~ I~I$ i.nd/.ctteJ gl'.Jt the ~ l  ~t, cQ~cnd~l • ~ r t ~ u ~  at the 
~ e  c! INto Iio 2 tSection 2.5.1.1 ~ 2-10), • moditted i.t&ke 
a: Oae No. i (~etiot~ 5.2.~ page S.S}, aod mech4miell dredging ot 
the Skok~.xsh Ilxver ( S e c t ~  2.5.] l~g~ 2-13). I~2| am Ilq)ly 

NOAA-3 We no longer refer to Alternative 2 as the JRP alternative 

NOAA-4 Alternatr,'e 2 is derived from recommendations made by the JR] ), 
component parlies of the JRP, and by the staff In developing this alternative, 

we attempted to maintain the integrity of each recommended measure to the 

extent practicable 

k) 
0 
0 
CO 
0 

0 
~J 
I 

o 

M 

0 

fl 

h) 

0 
h) 



,> 

NOAA-5 

NOAA-6 

~o~ the cue. "I~ ~ did m~ u g a  t~--e t.a~zm~adacl0u 

I~I$ ~eo treste th~ #lip ~¢~ione u t.~Iring that 
¢~-of-~uAa d£ver~itm tctally cease ~r.hia fi~ Fcar~. ~18 
8e~ti~ 4.3.3 . ]  (Page 4-30). ~ t.ha ~UPu sctaal ly z~ccmmndad 
m • alaa to c a m  4 1 ~ z ~ i ~ .  r ich  t.ha p~an ~.¢ be i ~ 7 1 ~  
vithi~ five ~a~s  of l i r a  i s a~m~,  uBtLI f l ~  ~ t ~ . ~  
are ~ l e t ~ d  ~ d  ~ L l ~ i ,  t ~" ol~bm~ ~ f ~  ~ d e ~ i ~  

la o~ t~ vlsv ~I~ ~ of fl¢~ m~torat ion In tl~ 
~ r k  ~a~ be t ln lu l t ed  ~ • ~ flow mtmm de~tloped by 
the ~ ' l l~ . :~co~ led  I I ~ r ~ m  Flow O c i l t t u .  ~a • ruRl t  o~ 
m i K ~ e ~ I Z L O ~  t.h¢ J~P r e c ~ t l ~ ,  ~ ~ ~ t ~  
i~¢l~de a~/ ~1~w18  of  • rau~=able a l t ~ t ~  10¢ ¢u~l~g out- 
ol-ba$in dlver~ioo ~ stagsd ~lov m l : ~ .  ~ anal~ie 
*b¢~14 h. ~ r f o n ~ J .  ,.,,.a tha ~coo~lc anal~al* ~j~=a 
accordb~ ly .  

r.ba ,~P r s c ~ t l o ~ e  ~ bee~ ~ - ~ ¢ C e r L l ~ d ,  gb~ 
and t:~k-~ 81Za1~lN~ ~ On e ~ t l l ~ t l V t b  ] "  &11 

gmer~Lllf ~Ltlcoztl4, ~l~Lea~l~o ~m~ m i r a  fur d~rvL~ 

~.  ataaamt~|~ t a ¢ ~ m r ~ a  I l l m M ~  ~ T ~  B~TII . 

I~rA r ~ a t l c ~  at 40 C . IL i .  1 5 ~ . 1 [ ) l  * t a ~  t ~ t :  

mA ~ u  mmc faznnl t.hat mvtrmmmtaZ 
~ticm ia a*aLlabla to lmblie o f f l c i a~  amt 
c i t i x ~  tmfora d a c i s l ~  are marlin aml INlam actiome 
are talma. ~ l~fonmtt¢~ am~ ta 01 I t l~  q ~ l i r ¢ .  

a ~  pgt~li¢ e c z m l ~  ~ ea~en~lal to £ a ¢ 1 ~ 1 ~  n1~. 

uheze £afomattoQ ie lackS, 40 C.F.L 150:I.23 ~xTvl~e: 

~ ~ II f~luat1~ ~m~ly fo~mQeable 
elgnlfi~mt ~h~rn o f f e ~ e  aa ~ ~ ~l:~m~nt In 
l0 ~ v I I t 8 1  iml~ct I t l L t l t  and Lberll 11 
i m ~ l e t e  c¢ uavallabla lafomtloa, ¢l~ agency *~all 
ai~aye qake c l ~ :  Chat ~ la/orm~Ic~ I I  l a ¢ ~ .  

[a) I t  ~1~ t ~ l e t e  luf~lt~toB rclev4~: ~o 

NOAA-5 Conunent is holed The econormc analysis is adequate for 
vaoang North Fork flow releases in the initial years of the new li~ms¢ 

NOAA-6 As this commcnl points out, NEPA rcgulauons require additzonal 
information only whcn it is esscntial to a rcasoncd choicc among the 
alternatives, i.e., there is no~ enough iafccmation available to detcmane the 
relative impacts of each allcrnativc. We disagrcc with NOA.A-NM]"S' 
comcmions that thc informahon in the EIS is insufficient and that addmonal 
information is c~scntial 



N O A A - 6  

N O A A - 7  

reaJoe~ly  for~ecabl¢ slg~lfi~mL adverse i s ~ c r . s  i~ 
e~ee~lal to • r~te4~'d c~oice ~ a l~er-Jt i~s and 
the o ~ I I  c ~ t s  of  obtaining 1~ ~ ~o~ e~orb~tao~, 
the ageac~ LUlL i ~  ~he iafor~ti~ in t~e 

fordable mi~Iflea~t atvc:~ i ~ l  Cam~ot be 
ob(~L~d l ~ e  the o ~ r e l l  ~o8t8 of  ~ a i / ~  i t  ars 
exorbitsnt  or t k" m to o ~ a l u  i t  8 ~  ~ t  k ~ o ~ ,  th~ 
agency shall l a ¢ l ~  ~/t~.ln t~ m v i r o a l ~ U ~  bq~c t  
a t a t ~ a ~  : 

~spi~e ~ 4  : ~ N i ~ m ~ a t I ,  ~he O ~ . a  ~ I !  1 ~  ea~mtiat  
~r, lonm~lo~, l ~ l y  |1 • | ~  ~ | C ' l  f a i l l e  to act on 

~=ate a g ~ i n  a ~  the ~ l ~ b  I n d i a  Trlt~ (1~1l~] . '  11~se 

c ~ s ~ l t s c i ~  and .~a~iooal  ~ l l ~  t i led ~1~  M~C cm Key 2% 
1~3, .,,.4 t~.~ I ~ k o a i s ~  Indian ?t-l~e'8 m J p p l ~ t l l  ~o~lo~ fo r  
¢ ~ m l t a ¢ i o a  sad a ~ l t i o o a l  s~t~44~ f i l  -a vigh F~C J~a~ 2~, 1))~ 

:eqgi re  ~boH l ~ d l ~ l  b e l ~ l  ~ v~.t.h [,he 1~I9, the 
~ t a l  am~llmim Iock~ e~mtial L u f ~ t i ~ .  In ~he 

(-r~J~ PmSaet ~ .  (go1 i l m ~  I~b. 14, g ~ t ,  ~ C  c l a l ~  t~at 
: ~ t ~  e t~ l l e~  dld  n¢[ need to be c ~ ¢ ~  Frlm~r~ly 
su f f i c i en t  i a f o n ~ t i o o  m a ln~d~  m, i i lab l~  a~d l ~ c l c m  
r ~ N c i t ~ d  i ~  ee, m~&l of  the 8~a&ie8 did  ~ f i ~  ~ ¢  ~ 8 8 1 0 n ' 8  
~ L ~ l t i ~  of * b ~ e l l ~ . "  11~ ~ ra~Xm~ to ~be 01~a~¢4 

~y |gff icie~ Infor~a~i~ ~8 ~ t  ~iLlable, a~ wh~ ~h¢ ~P- 
r ~  ~a~lln ~ to be ~ .  

.'he DSlS's f a l l g r e  to develop ~ d  include e la~at ia l  ~agozmtion 
Is highl ighted by the (act that r i ~  ~ l d  r ~ J J r e  atud~e8 to 
~velo9 ~ mum lafoz~ttzon ~.n t M  font of po6~-l~.cen, l i~g 
cond~tiooJ. Fo: exaq~le,  ~ u d y  r e ~ l ~ S  by t ~  ~U~ L~clu~ad L,~e 

See [ ~ c l t b ~  10, 1992, Ooint g e l o u ~  P i r t i e l '  Pre]i¢i,11~/ 
Com~e~tl oe Scoplog I)ocu~nt 1. 

• N O A A - 7  O p i n i o n  is  n o t e d  
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NOAA-7 

follw~ topics: I} ~ i$~l~'~'tlca of t~ u i M t m  S t ~ x t t ~  
Kivar chaa~l ,  a ~  mt~ ~ s h  Itl~r eituarl ~'~ ~tl "~" 
) ~ ¢  • r ~ l l t i t l o n  plan; 2} It~dy ~d  immmtlpti I 
c ~ l l v t  ~tz~4m flow reg'-s, and lq~dy North Fork 
Skok~leh IUv~ i~s~ru l  flora and p~pam • ~i~h bahltat plan; 
)} ~ y  salnstm s k o k ~  -~ River fish hablta~ mhabillt~tlon; i) 
stay ~m~ fLmb l~abtr~t a ~  it~ ~ ~b~ ~ ~ 
~i~stm $k~ Ish  alvsr, ~ d  ~:~dy tb~ ~ l l t m t l o a  of 
~ t l ~ / ~ l d  t is~ s tock ;  $} it~dy tb~ r ~ t o ~ i ~  of fish ~ b i t i t  
abo~ t.~ a,. . . ;  m~d l) it~d~r fish st~*r_im to ~ Plmmt ~ .  
uiirm~s, T~  nelS my r e o ~ m e ~  that ~ l  i ~ f ~ t i o ~  b~ 
i v - ~ o p l d  ~ t e r  t .~ l i c t ~ i i  i l  l i l~ld.  I po4~- 
1itching zequlr~ents i~cl:de chapel c ~  ~ i l i c l t y  
enbancsm~g: phm, ©hmm~ tliatemmct f l a i l  i ~ i g ~ t i o n ,  ~ d  
cha~nel I ~ t ~ l l ~ l  ~i~ I t i ~  I I ~ ,  ~4~ jc l i  4.1.6 ~ 4-4 

and 4-51 II~-th Pork hablt~t ezbaacesmt plm~, ~ectlo~ 4.4.3,4 
pate 4-49; f i l ~  h i b i~ i t  I ~  i ~  | l i b  habitat i ~ r ~ l l ~ t  p l ~ .  
~ctic~ 4.4.1 p i ~  i - l ?  I I l i a  to I t e m i m  If i 
trfl~ta~ sah~c~ and laks i~I mu~g~.=t could ~t~l~,~h 

¢5; and pl~u to deten~ins potential ~ fl~h Injury ~r 
sortaLity due to nee l~mrhou~ Io. i t m b i ~  n m ~ r  
i ~ t a L l a t i ~ ,  ~ection i . l . i  pa~  i-IS.  Y~ ~eed for a l l  
p ~ t - l i c e ~ i n g  r~q~i~ote i~ ~ro~g evidence that the ~L~ 
llck# thli eu~oLi~l lafo~tim. I~©z~ti¢~ ~ the plane, 
in~eitig~Io~, report. ~ ~r~ey ~ u po~t-ll~i~g 

I ~ l ~ t e  gl$, t ~4 to q~ : ' l f y  f i sh  I ~  vi ldl i f l  i i l ~ a i l t l @  
muUCel ~ l b e i  license om~l t io~  u r ~ ' ~ d  by tl lP i .  

NOAA-8 
I ~ e  IEI$ reco~&m • flow of 240 c18 ~ot 9 ~ t h ~  (De~. I - June 

15, a n d ~  16 -Oct. H L  100 cfl  i mantbJ (Ju~ 16 - ~g .  iS} 
and 40C e l i  for I ~ t h  (lov. 1 - F, ov. 30). l~e [~I$ Frovides no 

NOAA-8 Sec response to NOAA-I. 
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~iol~gieal or bydrolosica~ ba l l s  ~or thele flo~l C~ ~ationale 
:h~t la  given does not operate tc  ~ag~ort f i sh  zlatorat lon.  In 
~a~ic~lar ,  no biological b u i s  tar  nine montbl of 240 cts  flow 
~ e t a t ~  ot~tr tha~ this  flow proyi~ts henk-full ~lov for the 
resent r i v e r  c~J~e~. Bovever, tha pl~m4nt ~ ivsr  channel is 
onaidet~ly r~¢e~ ,  f~oo the htato~io chanoel due to  most of the 
eter  beir~ divertad £rc~ the North Por~ s~e l t30 (Ci ty of 

r ae~a  ~ ) s ) .  I'o r~stote fish to the /forth Pork, i t  v i i i  he 
ae~essar~ to res to~  the flow to the h/oCortc ( larger)  r iver  
:i~a.rma~. thus w t t i n g  uore ~urf~ce area a~l va-creatx~ t .~ 
sxs:o:Ic |xde-c~a~osl ha~ ta t .  

The Dills procide8 no 5u~ti~Ice~i~n ior the 400 ¢f8 I/Iove~ll~r item. 
llaere is only a etateaeat that  the f l c ~  " ~ l d  ha required to 
enhance ~m~mai~taln charmel for~ and capacity" (ga~ticn 4 .~ .4 .1  
page 4 - 5 ~ .  ¢=her s t a t ~ n t s  in the eElS are ~ l ~ l l y  conclusor¥ 
~ e  D£IS states i a  Sectica 4 .3 .4 .2  (!~age 4-~31: 

Al t~matxve 3's higher fall flay of 400 era is designed 
to lodi~y ¢hanoel fore and inc:ea~ elpaclty, vhlch 
~ l d  ~ a ~ e n t l y  p.--event m~tantlal etx~i~ ~ktrl~g 
ir.crealed ~love a~l enhence rater quality. 

71~ eR[a s ta t e s  in ~ i o n  ~ ,5 .4 ,1  (page 4 -48) :  

~.lte.-~ative 3'0 2lO-cts iMtz~m and 40¢-cts [ ]~m.~.~ 
flcve vo-ald genera l ly  I~ co=limit to the lover ~orth 
Fork'l  e x l a t : H  Channel a~d v ~ d d e ~ p e n  i t  r a t ]w r  Chart 
w i ~ n  i t .  

No hy:lz'ological basle ,  evidence, or ~ t a  are prov~-~.~l for at.y of  
theee e t a t m o t ~ .  

2. ~dae~l lmm~r fle~s l ia i t  l i eb  produetz~ 

The eglS Section 4.4.1.1 ~ages 4-57 C~ro~gh 4-59 r e f e r t ~ e n  a 
number of au t l~ rJ  ~ o  have pointed oat the a e c r i ~ L l l  o i feets to 
8a l~nlds  of raduoad ~ r  f l o ~  ~ henef t t l  of increase f lovs :  

& n ~ r  of a~tbora hive shc~m I eoT~LatLoa ~ltveen 
xnc:easod stream flow u~l  increa~ p r o ~ c t ~ a  of  
aala, ozZda. Lov su=mer 11ova ~ave bean ~ to  
tx~tzve ly  correlated v i~ .  cobo i~roduetion t~ave  1949. 
Wickett 1951, ,~oker 1955, gason ~.976. l ~ t h ~ s  and 

NOAA-9 ]'he purpose of the 30-day, 400-cfs rele&se is to encourage the 
beneficial channel convq.'ance capacity and fish habitat effects of  a dynamic 
channcl The appropriate magmtude and d~at ion of  channel maintenance 
flows are unknown However. pnor to the project, the mean annual flow was 
about 784 cfs and the mean annual fl<x~d or dominant discharge "*as about 
4,000 cfs, a raho of about 5 times the mean annual flow Such flows 
probably occurced for less than 7 days annually (Tacoma, 1996)  A chauncl 
maintenance flow mtmickong the pre-project ratio between dominant 
thscharge and mean annual flow would be about 1,0OO cfs for 5 to 7 days 
Flow of 1,0OO cl~s to the lower North Fork in its current conditions could 
have unintended effects (e g ,  debris flows and dams) l tence. 400 cfs ts only 
about twice the mean annual flow under our MIF schedule but it would occur 
for about 4 times as long as natural channel forming flows Such a release 
would be effective in maintaining dynamic channel conditions without the 
more radical conditions that could result from large, shorter duration 
releases Because the effectiveness of  our recommended 30.day/4OO-cfs 
channel maintenance flow is unknown, we recommend that Tacoma conduct 
our recommended releases for 5 years and then, in cooperation with the 
agencies, evaluate the geomorphic effective'hess of this flow regime and 
develop a channel maintenance recommendation for the remainder of  the 

license l i fe  

NOAA-10 We understand that increased summer flows are associated with 
increases in steelhead and coho production On the other hand, however, 
habitat data indicated that clunouk and chum juvenile habitat were optimized 
at lower flows (near 1(30 cfs)  Although the IFIM stndy's use to describe fish 
habitat conditions at flows greater than those studied is lirmtcd, the data has 
usefulness to evaluate the existing channcl's fish habitat at bankfull flows or 
leas. Additionally, the lower summer flows numic natural flow vanauon In 
deference to the rcsource agancies, however, we have changed our 
recommcndatiun to provide 24fl-cfs or  inflow to Lakc CuaAman, whichevcr 

is less. 
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011o~ 1~10. ~ l t . l ~ /  tnd I~rtmlll  1952), oo~o ~ i"a~e8 
(So l~y ~d  Bortea~ 11111, eo~o ~ l r J  p r ~ % ~ l .  (Re~vu 
* t  a l .  15~0), ~ed ~ l t  run ~ize.s (NcSm'mm et ~1. 
1~50). 

~Li lBtos  r~ltllrniDs ~ I ~ t S  tO PIgJ~g I 1 ~  
~ .x~u~ ~ ~ loa~| t  aw~,ge ~Llly florin l ~ t t  
o¢oarred o*er • c ~ a * c q t l v t  ~0-dsy period d ~  th* 
m r  in tb~ ~ ~ i o ~  ~ { g i i l ~  1977, 
l | l l )  o ~iekett (1151) : ~ e c ~  ~ tt~J~lmm 
~ l y  r a ~ a l l  frcs l ~ l  tO I H t  I n c r ~  t ~-~ number 
o! c ~ o  ~ a r l i ~ 8  mlsmt t i~ j  the f o l l o v i ~  ~ r i n g  f m  
• ~creaa o~ V a ~ m ~ r  Isll~d, Irltxah ¢olusbla. 

~ u d l e s  1:1 Fioh t'~t~ek (lteavu et  a l .  lJSJOI ~ r t d  
8~eolhesd Ja~lt  pr~l~-~lom ~ 8~i~agly ~ r r e ~ a t e d  wi th  
t l~  amount of J c r a  I~tbitot a~dlJtble d~r/a~ 

~oana s t ~ ; , ~ a a  p r ~ ' t i ~ a  ,a~ 119~lficantly c o m l a t ~ d  
to ros ie r  literal ki~ber o t ~ r  f lm~  a~tod in 

Wrcater c---trite.los. ~ r  t i t le )  ~ g g u t ~ l  tM~ 
r a d a e ~  ~ h a r , ~  t ~ U r a e t l y  I . i a l t .  ave-0 ratabce t r o t  

~bere ~ t t y - C k . l ~ a ~ m t  fac tor /  n e g ~ l ~ t l y  ~ f e c t  
8~l  prod~lo~. Ik lK~ 11181) i I ; u d i ~  • Fr~be~ 

of Nontana s t r u u  8rid ~ . t e m i ~ d  t ~ t  u t o r a l l y  
occurri~ Io~ winter  et :~m f lo~ llalted tt-t~t 
Populations. In t h o ~  o t r N u  ~ h  ~ t ¢ ~  v i ~ e ,  
boomer,  mm~er f l ~  b.came l i c i t l y .  

~ t ~ e  t h i s  i a t o ~ a t l o ~ ,  the ~ I S  r ~  r ~ d ~ l ~  j 
t 1 ~  [ x ~  240 cfs to 100 cfs ,  r a the :  th in  ~tnt~ 
incr~aoio 9 t b ~  u the r~lerqmcu indicate i J  ~ n a ~ e d .  The 
~u~tlficatl~a prue~te~l 1~ the ~ I S  for r~Jecing the m r  flow 
18 ths | l ~  IFIM $ ~  t~leh provided i ~ o r ~ a t l ~  edify for  ~he 
e x i o t l ~  4~ui~s l~d  ¢.lmnr~l. not t l~  ~ t o r l c  Noz~b ~ork eban~el. 

1. P t ~ b l ~  with oLter~l ¢l~am~l font 

We agree with all your arguments regarding the effects of low summer 
flows on fish production, however, you tgnore the fact that prior to the 
project, summer flows were an even smaller fraction of the average flow 
in the North Fork than we recommend. We assume that the fish 
assemblage in the lower North Fork is fully adapted to the natural 
hydrologic regime of high winter and spring flows (mchiding floods), low 
summer flows and highly variable early fall flows. Creation of an 
apparently more productive, stable hydrolog|c regtme may modify the 
relative adaptive advantages among fish species, potentially disrupting the 
assemblage. But because NMFS and others consider all population 
stresses to be bad. we will agree and offer a stable, highly productive flow 
regime.  

NOAA-11 Your assumption that our recommended flow regme would 
not enlarge the channel is incorrect The channel vail both widen and 
deepen to convey the dominant discharge Please so: DEIS seetton 4 1 4  
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I f  t l ~  400 cfo f l o v  d ~ r i n  9 Id~Rber  were to deepen t l ~  Ior th  For~ 
N O A A - I  l ¢haaael, am the ~ I s  aa t l c lpa t t*  1¢ v i i i .  ~'d tho ~1o~ durin  9 

thin r ~ t  of t~e y ~ r  ~re  mintaimmd at  o~ly 240 ~ d  100 c ts .  ~1~¢ 
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~OAA- 1 1 

qOAA- 12 

NOAA- 13 

nod~fxed channel =/I I  nec~8~J!y  become ~ thin tbo 
preseot channel, ~ • r ~ u l t ,  there mill he less wetted ~r l ace  
area ~ d  ~ c r o l n v e ~ r a t e  prodac¢ion, l a u  ac:en fox fish to 
side-cbannal j ~ m t l e  rearing habitat, and c~d l ] ng  of f~lh into 
the rsd~ced e.han~l vldch. 1"~is m ~ a l i t ~  e l i u l ~ t ~  anF 
b~o;og~cal ~ f i t  t ~ t  mgbt be ~mtic~pated f~ou the as0 cf8 an~ 
tO0 i f •  f l o n .  

I The r ~ e d  Alternat ive ) f l ~  provide no aecbanim for 
adap~in~ flo~ to an ~It~l~ C~I fm~ ~ cop•tit F io ~ d e :  to 
incz~u~o the ~ttod ~ £ ~ ¢ s  area of bottom subs~ra~el 4~ud 
increase acce~ to 8ia'-c~l habitat. #It~t the ability tO 
increase ~I~, the alte~ c~u~el f~ ~ c~paclty ~tlng 
|:o~ the ~Ite~ti~ ~ fl~ :~gi~ vould likely z~duca the ~o~th 
Fork's b~o~ogical productivity. Io o0~trast, under ~ ~ P  
reco~dat ion,  a l t e ~ t i v e  f :ov reg im ~l l l  be part 0! a 
ratio~ally 8t~ plan tO cesR O~t-of.hs*~ dlv~nJio~ frO~ the 
~orZh ~cck. rhe plan r i l l  a l loy  f lovs to ~ to ~ l d e  
grest~ ~t~d ~ f a c e  area, access to s l d e - c h ~ l  hebitat, sod 
greater ¢tr~N ~ta~l c~Imdty ~ to ruto~e all 
po~latio~ of 8~lu~11d~ in t~ ~rth Fork. 

4. ~ r b o ~ J e  ~o 2 f t ls~ atfrac~.lcm pot~tial 
Igoo~ 

B~ed cn I l u i ~ l  ~ r v a t i c m  conducted af ter  ~ t r l y  70 ~ a r a '  
d e g r ~ t i o n  of I o r th  Pork n l ~  rims, t~a cc~t/maed and 
:ncreuing p0~.encial for false attraction, delay, and injury to 
salmoc • t  F o ~ u u  NO. 2 is r e ~ t  ~4 as • c ~ - ~  lo 
kl ternat |ve | (staff  leCO~endatlo~). If s a l ~  ~ e  r t s to~d  in 
the J o s h  Fork (ms a l t . t ~ a t t .  ) oo~ t~p la t~  , ~ y  r i l l  be), the 
potential  for f a l ~  at tract ion,  ~ l ay ,  and l~lu~y r i l l  ~¢ther  
~ r e m  i f  Povtrh~uR 2 im o~er~te~ u z ~  in 
;Jteroatiwl 3. Fish origi~tlng f ~  the forth Fork r i l l  be 
attractod ~md delayed by the ~ r h o u ~ e  Io. ~ d L ~ e ,  vbich 
ori~ingtas fro= the idsot lca l  IO~LVCe ml the ~)czlal~id llo~th Fork 
f lo ra .  O= the other heod. scsge~ :ea~or • t i~  of near-fu~l f lo~ 
to the Uorth Fork ~>Jld reduce, over t i m .  the P o = e ~  ~o. 2 
dllChel'1~l. ~ i e  vo~Id e~nt~ally alnlmite, zf not aesrly 
e l ic i t s=e ,  ~ y  false at t ract ion ~ d  = l s y .  

NOAA-12 We disagree Whllc our recommended MIF schedule d(~:s not 

provide for adaptivc management, it would increase the "wcueA sur&cc area 

of bottom substrates and increase access to side channel habitat " By 

providing both rmnimum and channel forming flows, our flow regime is 

designed to provide the dynamic channel conditions that would encourage 

continued rejuvenation of such features 

N O A A -  13 Wc rccoBmzc that thc potential for false attraction to powerhouse 
2's ta]lracc wou ld  increase t f  ansdromous fish passagc is provided to thc 
upper North Fork However, w¢ arc not rccommcnding fish passage to the 
upper North Fork 
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NOAA-14 

NOAA-15 

The NEP& r e ~ a t i c ~ 8  i t  40 C.Y.i. 1505.7 d e f ~  'CUl~lative 
~psct" a | :  

the uq~ct  on the a n v i r ~  eh i~  result~ frc8 the 
inca*me~al lup~ct of ~ 8  ~ i o n  uben ~ to other 
p*et, present, and reammably fortoeuble f~tu~ 
actton~ regardless of ~ t  agency (/*dera~ ~ ~cc- 
~ederal) or per~G ~ l l l  ~ ~ber  i~tic~8.  
Cmn~tiye iJIpa~| can r l l ~ l t  f~w~ individual ly iil~U~r 
but collect ively significant ~ l c ~  t ~ k ~  place over 
• period of t l l .  

" | [ fec ts '  and '~q~c~s '  u ueed in the RPJt r ~ t ~  are 
~ .  40 C.F.E. ISOS.|. 

Each S~8 is ~.~£red to contl~a • ~'~cl~n oo uv ia~o~at~ 
conoe~e~es. 40 C.Y.l. 150].1$. Th~I ~ c t i ~  ~011~ t M  b u l l  
for c~paHng a l t e : ~ t / v * l ,  i~cludJ~g the p ~  aetLce, ld .  
It  uust i~ lude  d i s c ~ n i ~  of both d~r~t  and indirect e f f e t e  
(i~pac~l} ~nd the i r  sig~iflcanco. 40 C.~.l. 1501.I~a] ~ (bJ. 

noted in r ~  ~ d i n g  s ~ t i ~  of ~ corn*rite, the 
Pro.~ect ha# bad ei~u~ftcant adverse eLf~ct# on the natural 
anvlr~meat and on I ~ l l t l c  ~ .  ~a short, the Proje¢~ has 
long devatered the mJo~ t t t ~ t ~ ' I  iu~o llood Can~, barred s~ce4s 
to I~b~tat, and &'vutated ~ £ieh p o p ~ l | t i ~ .  In 8p:ee 
o! t h e e  [act~, ~/th the a x ~ l o ~  of ~o  le=te~oes, tha ~ LI 
de.old o~ ¢ am~ysis o~ the l~'oJt'¢~'l ~ [ l [~ t | ,  boc.h historic a~d 
lmedLate, rm~8 S e c t i ~  4.11.4 C~ "C~mllative Iqpac~,,  ' k ~ a t i c  
Rel~u.,'ces, * ~ t e ~ ;  

P u t  a c t i v i t i e s  Ln the project area and elsgvhtzo, 
lncl~dir~ fishing pressure ce ~ c a ~ l  ~ u o u s  
etockJ, Cue~an i~roJect ¢¢~tructio~, land &v~lopm=t, 
and locj~tng, have c ~ i b ~ t e d  to the decrtaoi 
a n a d r ~ s  fL#h d i v l r | i t y  and production in the 
Skokome~ RLver. T ~ H  ac t lv[ t te |  a l ~  ~ t h ~  to 
[ f f e c t  the ~Lshexiu. 

D~I$ at page 4-1M. NO further ~ a l y s i l  ~t cffered, a ~ t h o ~  
au~er~J ILling* by ~ *~l other pa~leJ to this pt~ceeding 
indicate tha~ # ~ $ t ~ t i e l  ~nfornation 1~ aval l~ le .  Wit~ respect 
to the Cushman I~oJect i t l e l f ,  ooly "c~structioo'  is even 

NOAA-I4  Comment no~cd So= response to NOA.A-IS. 

NOAA-15 The project was ~ t c d  m 1925, and Skokommh River 
fishcrics had already suffered from ovcrfishing (section 4.4.3.1 and section 
2 of Appendix B). In the micron period, land dcvclopmou, logging, and 
Cushman Project construction and operation have affected the fishery, and 
it is difficult to disengage and quantify the adverse effects based on the 
historic information available 
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~!( )AA- 1 5 

NOA.A-I6 

NOAA-17 

untJonnd as tn i~l~Ct. ~ Project 's ueiate~mce ~ ogeraticm 
for 70 y~ara is ~ t  ev~la mmti~nd. )lot ia tbet~ &ay atte~l)t to 
ev~ l~ :e  t l~ relative effect.a o. ~ the v~r'.oaJ ac t iv is ts .  {e.9.. 
tish4riel,  develOl~e~l:, loggizg, and the ea~ yroJect) on 
s~akoa~.~ f leh.  

~.1~:1 on t hen  ~.t lu~X~ed, ~ d ,  ud ~ l i g h t t ~ i ~  
genertllzaticme, the g~I8 coac.l~Se* thet , ~  
f i a ~ r L @ s  ~ ' ~ l ~ : ~ . l ' a  ; n ~ u t l  a n d  ~ nrvY,~ed~4 a l l ' * Y ' ~ l r t v ~ l  

Id. I ~ h a a l a  added.) "i"nLa stateN~0t l.s tie..ire ~oeki~J in I ts  
vi l lul  retulml to ,e]mo~l~kp, at  ~l l ,  ~ p l~ec t ' e  dr~I t i¢  
ao%~'~ iapacta on limb. ~ l l e  t ypu of ar.atelm~l:a do not 
rn~:e ly  eo~ply ~ the XlOA t"~g~laLions, re~liz~menta to: 
dlscusaloa of * r i Y a l  effeo;a ~ ,cmealattv~ lsl~cta. In 
addltio~, tl~y u:t~rly fail to p~i< le  r ~  5e~alle<l Infomat~on 
uece~aary to u N a a  M~t mm~-la ~ t ~ l u l ~  to I ~ c e l y  and 
e ~ a ~ t ~ y  protect,  ,at'~g~te &mJ~ea to, Im~ ~ f i a l ~ ' y  
~-~ao~l"~J, ~ to evallkqte tbl amrirQl~e=tltl 4 ~ l ~ e  oi ~be 
various alter~tt iVel c~ut6ez~l .  

In addLtiou to fa i l in9 to ua~in,  the tglecta of tlae Ouazun 
Protect mp*ci~ieally, tbe Oil8 tl~o ta i ls  to ~ creative 
e.~(ec~a o= aala~e ia tbe r ~  generally. 

~he Ftcific IIo~l~ut  t* mq:4~ri~x:ing a aal~:m erlaLs in vhJeh 
I tc t l~  hea a c~llullt~v~ t lpIct .  )k~v~,vl~, ~ l~t$ ~ t $  

l ~ o ~ t / ~  which v~t1,4 d ~  th8 rea6e~ to IXltce tl]4 
~0~4¢~. 1~ I : ~ r l ~ c t i n ,  a~d to evalmtte i t  1= the lagger ¢o~ex~ 

i a t o ~ t i o s  ~ o ~ d  be ~ncl~ed tu the l iB.  

In general, Pacxf2.c I~o~bveat rivers m O'*l:-alq~t-opriated, Ixsb 
! tai0itat b u  been re."~lernd !nacceu~:.la or ~ ) e ,  and emtix¢ 

£,~h Ix)Fulations hen heo0oe extin¢~ due to b ~ r  
I developre=t. ~ l e u t  IOI ~ aalmce; lad itaelhead populatxor.s 
I ~ave heeJa extirl~ted oo the Ileal Cout l~lel~sen et a2. l ) t l  • 

Nany v~:e lost due to dam. 

At ¢o~g~eea's xe<It~lt, tbe lCatiooal ~cndeey ot scie..~-e8 Illks) 
recently uaveattgated Pacific Ikntl~'eat sati0a F~ll~lations and 
:heir decl ine.  The ~ ze'porI. ['~.q. It~JJ I t l t e l  tlMIt "Paeitxc 
aals, on have dlsal)~arnd froe alx)~t tot  ot their historic breading 

NOAA-16 Comment is noted .See resIh'mse [o NOAA-15  As v,,e mdlcatcd in the 

cumulauve impacts analysis, numerous achvmes have contributed to the dcchne m 

anadromous fish diversity and production including commercial, tribal, and sporl 

fishing pressure m the tx~ean, sounds, and nvers; hydroelectric powcr dc'.elopment, 

land development, and logging 

NOAA-17 Comment is noted We revised the cumulative Lmpacts discusmon 

attempting to quunttfy the effects to the greatest extent practicable 
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N O A A - 1 7  

N O A A - 1 8  

N O A A - 1 9  

N O A A - 2 0  

r a ~ e s  in ~ a ~ l n ~ ,  Oz~9~, Idaho, a~d California ~ the l u t  
census/, and tony r ~ m i n l ~  p o p ~ l a t l ~  are ~ w m l y  ~ : ~ d  i~ 
areas where t J ~  ~ r e  form~ly abundant. ' ~ c c o ~ l ~  co tba 
mFort ,  dame, meng ot~er f •e to~ ,  bays ptaye~ • saJo~ role in 
m t z l : a t t u g  and d~gr~ain9 ~ a l ~  ~ .  ~bea~ am ~ ~ b ~  
s tu~ee  a~l i ~ e o ~ t t ¢ ~  ~ an P~clI|c s a ~ c ' e  decltea. 1 ~  
DZlS btcorporat~ ~ of th l s  i ~ l ~ m .  

• ha 3 ~ $  fa i l •  to g ~  ~ cc~i~erattcm to f l ~ 7  
¢ ~ u ~ - ~ a t i ~  r e ~ i r e u n t •  c ¢ ~ a r ~  to ~ ' e  pm~r ¢k~andL t t  
• ~so f a i l s  to ~kquate ly  ~ t d ~ r  t ~  l~temmte of people ~bo a~e 
involved ~ i th  r~e o :smrc i~ ]  and r K ~ s t ~ l  f i •h ing  cmm~i t y  
In tha I ~ i  ~ and t l~ ~ a t e  of ~ ~ a l l y  to 
pza~trve, ~urtai~, and ~ . o ~  chair fi~bmri~. 

/ ~ p ~ r ~ i m t i o ~  baaed o~ il~o¢~mtio~ fo~md t~1 t.tn Jb~view of 19~ 
Cce~ ~ 1 ~  Y l ~ i e e  (P~C 1~95) m~ge~t t l ~ t  as l~oe~tly 
the ~id 1~10'1 the 1 ~  ~ e ~ a t e d  In Wa~d~jt~ ~.ata H I ~  
~le~rt~ ~ SaW sil l ion. I~/ the md 1990's, utiMtes 
Lud~cate that  the annual ~ ~ r ~ t ~ l  f r ~  t ~  
S*.a:e s t l ~ e  f l m r l ~  i~ on t ~  order of $100 a i l l i~ : ,  i ~ n t  
Itt~Limj ~ in t ~  o¢~n and I ~ e t  ~ m e ~ t i ~  
f l • l ~ r i ~  and In o0m~r~lal • ~ . k~  fi~beri~ m~Jg~et that 
¢ui~-ent inec~ genera~l i~ l ~ k i ~ J ~  St•t~ ~al~0~ fia~al'~ ia 

• i~aaflcantl~ below $i00 ~illiem. 

The l ionme e ~ d l t i ~  p t ~  I~/ ~ sta~! ¢ ~ t l ~  to 
~¢Tlfi~ f i s ~ i ~  xnt . r~ te  to ~ ~uctl~a,  and ptvvi A~ 
o~ly partial l i t i g a t i ~  l ~  the ~mJ~- t ' s  c ~ l e ~ i ~  iq~cts. 
l~arir4; r .~  pint  72 )~uB, the ~o]ec~ has gtrmrtt~l en e ~ : t ~ t ~  
$1.2 b l l l i ~  in net rm~m~e tot  TIM;. T?O averi~e r e , i ~ i a l  
rate•  are ~o~t  ha l f  ~ ~tl t~al  • v a r ~  ~ ~eu t  one q~•rr~r 
tbQ ~atl~mtl bxg~ rates ,  ate ave r • p  itxlmltrisl r t t u  are ltms 
than ha l f  the ~ t i ~ e a l  average (skokoBlsh I ~ i ~  Tribe 199t1. 
14cmever, t b e ~  f•~8 are not ~ a ~ i ~ d  in t ~  OZl c under t l~  Need 
for ~ (~ectloo 1.~ l ~ g ~  ~-a through l - l~ l .  El~t~y 
¢~mt t~ t i~  Is coly s t n t ~ l l y  adch~Med. ~. ~Im net• that the 
I~ r thws t  Poq~ Plauming ¢~tmcit r~'~mtly rdeaH d  • r t l~r t  that 
• tatea there ie  c~q~mtly e largo ~ rp lus  o~ electr ical  pover lo 
th¢ Pacific llo~tMmat (IIPP~ 1~)5}. I t  tb~efor~ epic•re t .~t  the 
public t , : e r ee t  in ClUe c m  ~ c l d  he best ~r~ed by r ~ u c i ~  

N O A A - 1 8  Fish and wildlife enhancements c o m p n s e  the majority of  our  
recommendations for project rel icensmg requt rements  We recommended  

increased min imum flows, barncr  removal,  g a v e l  augmentat ion below 
D am  No. 2, fish stocking in the lakes, McTagger t  Creek diversion removal,  

tmlrace injury mad mortality studies, and lake s tocking in consideration of  

the tribal, commercial ,  mad recreational fishing communi ty  interests. 

N O A A - 1 9  Comment  is noted. 

N O A A - 2 0  See our  response to NOAA-18 .  
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N O A A  20  

e n c r ~ f  u ~ ,  oo4: c o o t i n ~ i r ~  t o  p r o d ~  e n e r c j y  ~ t  th@ ~ o f  
t i m h  a ~ d  v i ] d l i f e  r ~ o u ~ c e s ,  l a  v ~  o f  t h e  d ~ r e s s e d  s L a t u s  o i  
~ o r ' . h w e l t  ~ 1 ~ n i ~ l ,  }@O'S ~ I ¢ o l w m n ~ l  • l~1"e b l l ~ c s d  a p p r ~ 4 c h  
t ha t  respec ts  ~ v i r o a l ~ a t a ]  e4edm a s  w m t ~  I s  tha economic 6 s m m d s  
o f  p o ~ r  p : o d ~ L r s .  
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APP-I 

APP-2 

APP-3 

APP-4 

U 
l~Qotrie ~ t ~  om t~ 0 t l f t  ~ v i r m ~ l  ~ct ~ t ~ t  

(Ol~I dsr.~ ~ l i s t )  fog t.be b l i m ~ ) i '  
ot  t~m ~ aTd~rcml~ta-,~ ~ r o J u t  11~1~ ~o. t~0l 

P~oJ~ct ~ s 4 t  8 

I I  ~41~AIs|ott Of various e ~ r h ' m a m t a l  i q ~ c t ~  of the  ~ s ~  
Pro~ect are scat tered LM'O~g~.K r..be I~IS. see, 0 .g . ,  Sectlo~ 
3.2.3.3 ~ )-9, ~ectloa 1.1.$ ~ 4-7, S~ctim 4.4.1.12 
4-45, S e c t i ~  t .1 .4 .5  pege 4-63, ~ 8 e c t i ~  4.11.~ p4ge 4-133. 
CtKtulsion of t~aso impic~s Ihe~ld be c0~solidated ~ the 
auv~z~-Jee~tal Co~ld~rataon~ ~ ¢ t l ~ .  

Z} The sec~o~ u draf ted  ~ c s  ~ i ~ r a t i o o  of adve~e 
envi~r~1%B~acts g ~  the C t m ~  ~ o j ~ c ~ ' s  cc~tim.md 
~atio~ ~ fr~ diwrsl~ ol the l~ortl~ Pork re'mr flov, and so 
gives ~ i n c t ~ l e t e  pic ture  o |  the ~nv~=onls~tal *spacts of 
e) . t c t r l ea l  power 9tmer~tloe. 

| t ~ t u  of ~ ~ ilt.o4u 

~rrt I k ~ t t m  1.4.1 m l  ) . 4 . t . 1  t h ~ n ~  1 .4 .1 . i  ( m  ~1-11 
t.tro~t )-~Sh ~e I~l$ is ntss~ Lnfmlt: .~  oo ti~ de~e.N~ 
star,as of S ] ~ k o ~ h  R i m  I l t l ~  sto~]~l. 

l~l~oa et ml. (1991) lists Skokosish lllw.r IprimJlmmmLr chinook 
Lr.d pink nla~e u likely extit~ct, ~ Canal ~ly clam ~ st 
m:,dent~e risk o[ txtincti~, and Skot,~ Rtw.z ~er se..~mlhsad 
as • ~eci~ of specia~ c ~ t r n .  ~ e  1992 l i a a M m j ~  ~.ate  
Sa~soa and S t e e ~ M d  9~ock lave~o W (I~F et  a l .  19~3) l u ~ s  6oo4 
~mal  auamer c ~ s  u e r l t l c ~ l  d~e to c ~ o l c a £ 1 ~  lov esc~e~m~s ,  
l ~ r  S,kNcoetsh cbtm and Slt~ish rammer nes l~ad u u n k ~  
status, aad /;kNu~eb v i r t u  s t e e ~  u dep~eeed ~ on 
cM'onlcally l ~  spavuar eecape~mn~, 

IUsg~es4mtArJon o| ~ I t l t e tmt~v* 

is c. '~tacterxlKI as tim ' J ~  ~ t u l a t i c m . "  l~xis 
cbLrecttrltat~ is incorrect. M t e r n a t i ~  2 bo¢.5 ~ elements 
to ,  ~ 4r~b~g|c~a elswe~ts t r ~ ,  tim J)t~ rtc, mmendaticaa. 1'he 
J'~s ~ .'~c~em:l I m plad~'he~4 at t M bus Of Rm 14o. 2, 
dredgic@, aockl~ed tntake at D4t 14o. 1, or cwt~ out-of-healer 
diversion in t.~e ~ r r ~  Fork ire f ive ylars, a l l  o[ vhich  are 
descrtbed as ~P rec~r.d~tLms in Mtsn~tive 2. ~ ~ 
r ~  ~ i ~ : e ~ e c t ,  t l ~  plaa for  8tage~ re'-ntoo4t~cttcm of 

R e s p o n s e s  to  

Comments of'NOAAXNMFS 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Appendix to letter dated March 29, 1996 

APP-I In section 1.44, we present envtronmental conditions as they are related to 
the existing power system and the regional needs for power. The balance of the 
document deals with projoct-spccific conditions and impacts and is organized to 
present existing conditions, section 3, and the potential impacts of each alternative, 
section 4. It wcmld bc inappropriate to present the tmpacts of project alternatives in 
soction 1. 

APP-2 Section ! is a dimussion of the regional need for power and the existing 
power system The envtronmental considerations relate to different energy 
alternatives and arc not projact-spccific Specific impacts resulting from any of the 
proposed alternatives are presentod m section 4 of the document 

APP-3 Comment is noted. We have added this information related to Skokomish 
River stocks into section 3 of the FEIS 

APP-4 We no longer refer to alternativc 2 as the JRP alternative. This is a staff- 
developed alternative based largely on JRP and Tribe rccommendauons. Howcvcr, 
some modifications, including a powerhouse at the base of Dam. No. 2, wcrc 
inoluded by the staff to make thc alternative more reasonable from a powcr 
)roduction and cost perspacttve. Some addihonal modifications havc been made to 
the altcrnativc as a result of agency comments, although the altcrnativc is still not a 
"pure" JRP alternative. 
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/~'I'-5 

APP-6 

/kPP-7 

API'-8 

ll¢~ ~nto the ~Z'th fork, long-tet'~ eoItltorll~l ~ Ival,Jatlo'~ ol 
~lov reLntrc~lct loe,  ID :n r . l e l~  fl~ c ~ L t t e e ,  ao~ l ~ e l t o r a t ~  
~ a ~  |o r  tb4 l~lOkOm31h lul~dlry, rM ~ I s  ihc~Jld ~ l~vz~d 
to a~alyle sn I t t e l n ~  the~ 18 t ~ e d  o~ an a c ~ a t e  
fap~eeentattoa o |  t l ~  3RI~ rwcmmerdl4ta¢~ 

~ :  ~ MIS atatee tbe t  Ioo-s 

¢cnvey~nee capacity.  Thll ~ka no~ tr~e.  The only ~e.~ti0u o! 
~Ac/:,.~J in the ~ zOt)l z~-'~em~d~t~.~l im in Ftfer~mc8 to  the 
p o - . t t Z l l  co~t oi r ~ t c r t r ~  tlw flov capacity o! the mL~e t~  
c m L .  ~ :Kc l~ l lda t l~n  for  d r ~ x n g  ¢ao~ld ~4 d~elog~d by 
".be IG~t'reN F I ~  C~st~.ttee, Ibfle31~ be • ~ l ~  rlllQZ~'* 4111~ l ~ ] ~  
be lJmted in K q ~ .  

c ~ a l ~  ~t lOf -hes~n  dimlrlice in S y u r ~ .  Fbe JI[Ps reco~nd~ 
t ~ t  a p l ~  ~ ~ l O  ~ tO C l U e  ~ t - O f  l ~ l ~  d t ~ r l t c n l |  {~xccpt 
U l~-~qleii~ IO p ~ l ~ l  flood pl~tect i~n),  ~ tb~t the p~an he 
Lm~lem~nted no l i t e r  tbe~ ~/ve yes : i  aft l t r  the itlec~-Lv~ ~ t t i  of  
any l icense  [oS~Ol 1~4 ) .  l o t  did t~a dip pr~poee mechanical 
• ~td~'~g of the ;k~ th  Pork or wai~wte~, or • F o v e z ~ N  a t  the 
ba~e of  ~a~ go.  2. 

~ :  7 ~  OIIS p r ~ l c t s  n~e4~u~ 

tbe l~Or~h l~Ik.  TI~II t~cl~d~: I~re f requiut  v tn t e r  | lood 
f ;o~ l ,  In~rt~ ~ {biological ~Ualad), I%.~eed gG 
,diellOlvld e0op~l=,, a~ted for c~m~/~exc~vatxon, and ~oa~C lov- 
I m l  ~ ~olids and tur~ld t t~  a~nr~ r ,  the .nt~cl l~t t 'd  
l lp~ct$ ve~tld ~emalt f~om flov l n c ~ e ~ 8  lup'.eme~ced in an 
umcontro~l~ ~ ,  r~e. ~ro~ l lov i n ~ m o  Impl~nt~i  in 
etsges.  J~ l l l ,  t ~  ~ hers I ~  ~84~0c5~1 ~ t z ~ l l ~ l  
t~ img ta t lon  I ~  in tent  ol ~ta ~ r l ~ t t ~ l  l l  • 
cc~.tr~lled, blol~Ically- and l~o l~ ; Ica l ly - t~xd cnsa~io~ of 
o~..-ol-buLn d l ~ e ~ c ~  of tbe ll~r~b ~m~k. ~ e  m c ~ a n ~ l  ~ h  
Pork l ~ l e m t l t i O n  Plan i e  i ~  t o  d4~elc9 +tn a~.h 
r i l l  s~ni~I# 8~ver|e l l ~ t l  ~ I  1Ll~lLl.lig~l btologicll aod 
hydr~log~ca.1 he~e{i t l .  ~asd will :~um ~ t - o f - ~ l S i n  d i v ~ I s i ~  of  
".~e )lor=~ Fo~k ( ~  for  e s ~ l l a r y  ~lood ¢~n~rol) in t~e 

t ~  D~I9 ~lt~o~h i t  to I vital c ~  of the ~P'8 

Tbe dil~seio~ of pot~tlal ~ llpact| obo~Id also tlk~ i~.o 
I c c o ~ t  the  t ~ t  t he t  l l ~  dai ly  tlOv ze l l a l e l  of gTeatar ~ k r .  
lO00 ¢~1 bevl l|rl4K1y 4~-,~1-~ed On n~l~ di£le~e~t o~c~io~0 

o~e.~etww the MI~ d~aily f l ~  e x ~  1,000 e l l  for  • perzod of 

e l l  {~¢s~b~ 4. 19"/5, ] .~Si  cf l )  ICiW of  TI~:~4~ 1193b). ~1~, 

APP-5 Comment is noted 

APP-6 We recogmze the .IRP's mtent to release flows tn stages Wc have 
reevaluated the alternalzve wLth this view Water quality concerns related to 
accumulated sediments that we believe arc manageable and North Fork flt¥,~Jmg 
would occur and flooding does strand juvenile fish causing adverse impacts to the 
fish~"nes Additionally, the low populat)on levels of the Skokomish River's 
indigenous fish populations (ctunook, pink, sockeye, sea-run cutthroat) arc a 
concern although we believe the risk is manageable It is difficult to accurately 
quantify the North Fork's channel, habitat, and fisheries' response to flow increase 
flows, therefore an adaptwe management strategy is nec'ded 

APP-7 See our response to APP-6 

.M)P-8 The Cushman Project decreases flows to the lower North Fork including 

flood flows 
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APP-8 

APP-9 

APP-10 

APP-I l 

APP- 12 

• s p i l l  i t  ~ NO. 2 /d~ ~ c l m b e g  1595 0£ •,botlt )SO0 c f l  for S 
ommtc,~tlva daltt c r u t e d  minim•.1 o ~ e e ~ l o  ¢]tal~ 1= ~ ; o r t i ~  
of the l lor th Pork c ~  t~mt was mmmia~d labor• C.S e t~ t  
a d ] t m t  to P,c'ra~gnrt ~re~k) (Ca!d~mll 1916}. 

~ J t ~ h n ~ t ~ L ~ k ~ ;  ~ DIIS # t l t e l :  

aocll~t$~ ilome of  ~ S l t o ~ 4 h  ~ t ~ r ' l l  U~IL~Imo~ll f i sh  
p o l m l l t l o u  qcMno~t, p M ,  ~ e ~ o .  l l l •-r l ;Jl  e t l t t M m t t  
• .~e e t t r ten t ly  a t  ~ 1 ¢ ~  l tamls ,  ttmpor~-~ hab i t a t  
d t l n g i ~  ctt~st~ ~ the 1-11 £ I ~  p ~ p o ~ d  u~der 
Al t e r lm~l~  2 or 4 etrald fmr~.~r J e O l ~ l l e  ~he~e 

¢ 1111~I ~ l & t l o r ~ .  Or~ 0! '  I ~ e  ~ lmct3  yl~l~ : ~ l d  be 
~oott f m  e f f e c t •  on tgge.  t r y ,  ]u~eniltm. a=d/o~ 
S l t l .  Rlotm ~x~po44d ~ r  kltotq~tt l~e ~ or  4 o ~ I d  
• leo ] tad to  r~d~ced ~ --~ r u r 1 ~  ~acc~e fnr  
coho mad ite*!lm~d, t ~  I~lllmt I i~¢ ie l  tim• ¢~ ' r en t l y  
have f a l r  to  9ood prods-•gem poteDtial .  C~un~uentXy, 
m o~ the  rl~q~'e tltmrt~mt po t l m t l l l  for  
St~clt r u t o n t t ~  c'o~ld be endaagtl:ed or ~d~lrll41y 
a f f ec t ed  ~ lu~ ]  or  ~eat t u l l  t 1 ~ ! .  

~ i n ,  t M  ~18  ~o~l m an~ ty t t  s t u d  ~ t ~ l  of flora;. I~ 
• tagt~ r x t m  0! f low to the f o r t h  Fort need oc~ c a m  •~y ~ r e  

~ I te rnat lve  ~ could also, .~ovever, cau~  ~clwrx4 
t t~m~ts to  t l s a  from more f ! o o d ~ r ~  #u~  cooler tmL~ 
t e q ~ r a t ~  tn  t ~  l o ~ r  ~ t h  Pork. P~hemo~e.  an 
abrupt cMngt  to m~h rote d~mmi¢ .hx~ltat ~ t i o ~  
c ~ I d  p/•ce a:aad~ao~t~ ll~0Ckl ~h•t a r t  a~t'~tdy I t  Xow 
levels  i t  IIIOII I1~1~!.~1 r t l l t  O| ~t t inct lm~.  klte--~atlve 
3 tt0vLd provlde greete~ ctl~li l : t~n b e n ~ i l t l  tb~n 

2. 

~nele c o f ' ~ l ~ o ~  It'll &~14ia h e l ~  On • mi$C~LraCtel~-Imt!on of the 
r ~ c m t i m m .  ~ m i l M  X I $  abo~id ~nalyse 

I t l t l lqs l t l .~  the• ~Ik~l • ItlKJld 4 p p r ~  to zllt011r~J f i o ~ ,  •~d 

- : Tablo 5-I p r i m • i s  costs l o :  
ft'.Km ~C~ recommadmd by the ~ [ ~ r b o ~ N  ~o. ] tnd  I~d~,fy ~o. 
t xtttalte). • h e m  coots ~ d  ro t  be a t t r i lmt~d  to  the J1U~ 
m l ~ d l t L m ,  

T~blm | - 1  | u  i - )  ~ h c o ~  | - I f :  T a b l e  6 -1  t 2 ~ o  
msr~pr~sents  Mtex'nattvl ~ at tM ~ dtez1~tlve. 

APP-9 ,9o: o~r response to APP-6 

APP-10  See our responses to APP-6.  

APP-II Cotrmient is noted. Powerhouse No. 3 is included in alternative 2 to 
make the alternative more reasonable from a power production and cost 
perspective. The modification of the intake is a necessmy measure, which ls 
included in any of the alternatives, 

APP- ]2  Comment is noted. We have revised the table to reflect our 
reconsideration 

0 
0 
CO 
0 

0 

I 
0 
F-. 

F-. 

M 

0 

fl 

0 

t~ 
t~ 



,> 

API'-I3 

A P P - 1 4  

APP-15 

Aj~P-16 

~ :  TIW DSIS Itate~: 

Al~e l~ | t l ve  2 compares f~vor~ly to other a l t e r n a t l v e l  
v}th regard to realizing benefit! of soder•te long-tells 
en.~ance~nts Juc~ u lake level ma~agemen~ a~d lod~r 
North Pork xlr  8rid structtcral l~iclt enha=ce.gent8 
The pOt•hegel heretic• to  f i sh  preducr.lcm ire n~t 
l ikely to he Áo gr~at e~ ~oee of klten~atl,~ 3. 
h o ~ e r ,  l ) ~ a ~ i c  f l o ~  a=d h~bitat l ea t~e8  ere•ted by 
tu tor ia l  flc~s lc the l o ~ r  aorta Fork could affect 
e t~lhead L~d coho survlvaA. The potential for ~dwr~ 
lupactl to lwadr~mo~s fishexiee t~ald be greater 
~eclul.e Joe~ s t o c k s  •Ire•d)" at lov l e w l |  (chinook, 
ptnk .  ~ockeFe.  s ea -r~ n  c u r e ,  root}  c~ald be further 
~ g a r d l z e d  by ~o~ dyl~t~ie fl~nl lull I:abitlt 

Th~l sti ten0nt i l  • mielesdieq ~ r ~ e ~ l ,  s i ~ e  A l t e r u a t i v e  2 
doQl uot ac~.trlLel~ l~e~lec~ the ~RP ~eoo~ser.l~lt~o~, end no~her~ 
d o t s  the  gElS a na l y ze  • reasonable staged alternative ~or 
r e t ~ n ~  n~er-f'~ll flo~ to the North Fork. 

~ ~ :  The DB:S s t a t n :  

a t j e n ~  p r o p o s a l s  f o r  r e s t o r i n ~  f ~ l l  f l ~  to  the  l o v e r  
~ r , c a  Fork ( & l e a r n • t i r e  2t  ~ l d  have h i g h l y  
u n p r e d l c t a b l e  m a v l r o ~ e n t a l  e ~ f ~ c t e  and c o u l d  cause  
slrio~8 ~.ab~tat dl.llrUl~Xnn ~ ( ~ e ~ l ~ t e  [ l e h  s t o c k s  
at lc~ levels. 

Thx8 Jtetemer.~ i l  i t  o ~ J  v~Lh I J t t l y l i l  p r o v i d e d  e l s ewh ere  i n  the  
g t z s  (Sect ion.  4 . ~ . )  pa~e ~ - l ~ ,  Sec ~ ion  4 4 . 3 . 1  page  4-4?  £nd 4- 
40 .  S e c t l o l l  4 6 . 3 . 7  pa~l .  ~ 4 - $ 6 ,  S e c t i o n  4 . 5 . 3 . 2  l~a~e 4 - 7 9 ,  ~ec t 1oo  
1 . ~ . 3 . 2  page  4 - t ~ ¢ ,  and S e c t i o n  l . l l . l  page  4 - ~ 3 ~ } .  r~ 18 l ' . lO 
b a s e d  on • n i s c ~ a r a c t e r i ; e ~ o n  of  ~he ~ r e c o ~ m d a t x ~ ' u ~ .  

~ i  l i t t l e  + . 6 . Z . )  I n t ~ t  + . 4 ~ ) :  "~e O | l a  I : l t e l :  

F~rthallore, the chan~ in ~o~: l l ~ h  Fork 
teaperJtures "~ader Alternative 2 ~ I d  have an &dwrM 
effect ~ f l s ~ r l e s .  

The ~)Rr~ ll*evbaze me•tee the eolue:on to ~xe  problem. '/'be 
p o t ~ t l a l  t ~ r l t ~ r ~  chan~J ¢o~ .  by c . a l ~  o~-of-baain 
diverllon could be m l i o t a t ~ i  by a ~ l l i o d  intake i t  Da~ ~o.  1 
that "~muld he locl t~l  8t an e l e ~ • t l ~  that wOUld provLde near- 
o~tl l~t  vllt.er t s r l ~ . ~ l  fO~ d ~ s t r e u  [ i lh~r ie l . "  Section 
2.3.1,]  41~je 2 - 1 )  

DIlB  I ~ k i ~  l . l . l . 5  t i t l e  i - 4 4 } :  ~h~ DaIS SEat•g:  / 

aeetoretLo.~ o£ l~eir  f u l l  t l ~  to  t l ~  North Fork u ~ l e r  _l. 

APP-13 We revised the text to indicate habitat mstabthty, and lower North 

Fork flooding that would occur under allcmative 2 would post manageable risks 

to anadromous fish populations currcmlly at low levels (Sect}on 4 4 3  1 ) 

APP-14 This statement in the DEIS refers to short-term effects of the JRP 

proposal not the long-term effects that we expect would be beneficial to 

f i~er ies  We revised the text to indicate that the short.term effects could be 

adverse (full flows w i t h •  5 years) and the long-term effects would be 
beneficial 

APP-15 Comment is noted The adjustable intake could be provided for the 
..!Rp alternative 

APP-I6  Comment ts noted 
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APP-16 

APP- 17 

Alt*rua~i~e 2 or 4 ¢~Jld bawe • lerlo~e adverl~ e[[ect 
on m~le cul tu~' . ly  impott~t f i ~ . p o ~ l a t i o n l .  

~ G ,  t ~  i~t~mt witJl ~espect to r e s t o r l ~  f lov l  is co a tage  
• l l t a t i c 4 ~  in  • way ~ i c h  u d a i m i s u  a d v e r ~  impacts  to  a l l  
o ~ b ~ l d  I I ~ c l e e .  

la~[~iiod Ylov l lEE~J  

Tba DIZI I n i t i a l l y  s ta tem the  b e e e f l t l  of  c c a q  ou t -o f -bas~n  
dl~erI ic~. 

IJ~l t~.a: ive 3 ~1~) ~ith~n the ]AceDa~ ter~, v i  
anticipate that the c~ao~l ~ I d  reclal I  much o[ iC0 
original ~ozw v i th eeveral i ide ~tan~l~, a ~e~ tree~ 
iiland~, deeper ~ I i .  end 9e~erally coarNr 
~ t r ~ t ~ .  ~eata: tlo~ var labl l i ty  vould cxute much 
•ore d ~ c  aquatic and riparian ~ tma ;  ~lo~ 
~ i ~  ¢ha~Je$ ~ I d  b~ t b l  dx l~ i r~  £oroe cau~IDg 
~ l ~ r y  e f f e t e .  ~ore ~ v e r s e  i n ~ t r e ~  ItZ'~ct~ri 
rL~r~an v~i~titlon ~ld be crIated. P~e nat~.-~1 
habitat / eac~res  COUld a~fect eyailab~e [ /~h habitat 
and m~rviwal. I t  is l ikely t h a t  this w i l l  ~ee~l t  in 
long-~er~ bene~ito~ however, ~ ¢ t - t e m  e~ectI ar~ 
~predic~able. 

O~Ir  t i m .  f u l l  flov~ o ~ l d  provide poi/t/ve b~n~f/t~ 
by crea:Ing mort d i ~ r ~  instr~a~ it~ctu~o and 

adJaec~t  to boulders  ~ d  lncreue,  luprovLng f i s h  
I ~ b i t ~ t .  i ~ l ~  9 t r e ~  i s l e d  and shoreline ~ l l d  
] . ~ 3 ~ @  l~4btI~'4El ~ ~IJ~ril reCrUlt~est to the I o ~ r  
.~or~b Fork. 

~ l t l r ~ I t i V e  1 ~ i d  pr~vlde g~eater c~Iu la t iv I  ~ l t s  
to aK~l~tIC rll~J~c41~ th~]~ T I C ~ ' I  ~ l .  

- I  - I 

~quati¢ r i a D u ~ i ,  ~ t ' o ~ ,  Alternative 3 - The~e v~uld 
be short- and lo~g-te¢~ I~d~manl I t . t rench, ~ d  tba 
delta ~ l d  prograde. Srac~ioh add ealiae m r I h  an~ 
~ f l a t  ~ l d  be r ~ t o r e d ,  an~ t~Iri vo~ld be lo~9-~or~ 
bablt&t bene[ita foz e~ellfiJb. R l e o ~ ,  ~ d  ~azice 
[ ll.~3~lrill. 

Lhe ~ I S  pl"~oJJ~.l CQDtr&~L~C~OI'~ I ~ I ~ K ~ I  I t ~ O O i E g  
d e : r i ~ e n t n l  a b o r t - t ~  ~ p a c ~ l  ~ d  l ~ l F i r  ~ that t h e r e  a re  

APP- 17 We rccogmz¢ the .;RPs intcnt to release flows in stages We have 
reevaluated the ahcrative with this view. The alternative has short-term, but 
manage.able nsks of adversely affecting waltz quality and fish production 
North Fork flo~lin 8 would occur, under this ahcrnativc and flooding can 
cause ~tvcr.~ impacts to the fisheries. Coupled with low population levcls of 
the Skokomish River's ind]gmous fish populations (chmonk, pink, sockeye, 
sea-run culthroal), loss of salmon year classes is a concern, though wc bclicvc 
the risk of these populations is manageable. 
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~ t t i ~ a : a l  l o~ - t~ ' l  i a ~ J  of eeuia~ o~-of-~oiu d~wroi~ 

kg~cy : ~ t i ~  I Ices~tl~ of o u t - o t - ~ I I i a  
di~ers~oal - 1"ale toca l l a~ l t i~  ~ I  iacoa#iltect w~tb 
tl,ae ¢os~nt~.aalwe ~ l v e t o f ~ = t  I~ . l~ l i t~ l  of Se~tl~ :O(a) 
~c4~ lt~ long-tern fish h~bl:at ~eo~lite ar~ too 
~o~c~lia to }umtify mrs potentially lignLflc~t short- 
t e a  4~iveree el|ec~| On Ii~llO~ at-t l lk [~lh frocks 
~:o i i~ i f ica~t  iqa~.a oa ~,v~r productloc 

• . t ~  neat ~ull Hova tg the ~ t t~  Fork ?rapo~ed ~nde: 
t~.8 ~ . t e~ t ivu  L ~ l t e ~ t i ~  2] vo.~ld cause • 
si~,~t!c~at ~ of h~L'~o~r ~ a ~ t l m  ~d  c~id  
have alg=lf~cu~t a~vezle ef!ectl ~ uinJtel  t l i ~ l r l e l  

kgenc/ p.-ol~mle fo~ restoring !al l  f l o ~  to the louer 
gorth ~ Iklternatt~ 2) ~ I d  ~ave F6~:l~ 
u~ted~ctable e a ~ i ~ a t ~ l  e.t:ecte 8~1 cc~d c~ '~  
a r l ~ a  b~bir~t ~ln~t:~ ~ erterui~te fioh s~ocks 

Yae~e 8~lt~eatJ f ~ r  illustrate the p t ~ l ~  c~u~'d by ! 
lll~Ur~ctet~.llng ~ ~ rec~e¢~d~t~ ,  and fal*ii~ t~ ~M~ze 
the l ~ l  of • st~ed z~torat~c~ of f'ovs, imPS amtic~9~tes 

~flr~me~ of h t e M ~  lt t l l~t io= 

It~ r t v l e ~ l  project e|~ectl ~ '.~$'/ l ad  ~ete.%lla~l 
t ~ t  ~ I ~ t ~  product/o= of I.S00,0C~ fa l l  
¢~c~ f n u ~ r l ~  ~ i  585.000 ~ ~ t l i a ~  ~ i d  
fully C~mNI~I for cb~o~k ~d coco l ~ s .  

~o~ver, in 1971 tl~ ~.hu~rt~ I ~ t  o! r~sheri,~ (~ul~ 27, 

letters to t l~  ~d~r~ ~r ~a~sJio~ ~ t ~  that 1 ~ ' s  
c~trlb~t~on to t ~  ~ o~ratioa and ~ t ~ . t e t u ~  o| ~ r ~  

~ t ~ ' y  did ~o~ ~ l t i ~ t e  t ~  t ~  ma~4r of f i ~  lo4t ~ e  
to t ~  ~d~an !~rojeC¢. ~ ~tchery 8t that t im d~d ~ot 
prt~r~ any sLtl~at/~ tot pi "~, ¢a~, 8;~lJ~ cbiao~, or ~acke~ 
jtla~n (II~F 19T/) ~t l t ~ ) ~ 4 ~  { G  I~?~). Toe 5atc.~t~ s t i l l  
does aot pro~i~ a~f ~itigation fo~ pink, ~ r i ~  c h i ~ k ,  
Jocke~l, or stNlbead. OglS Plg~re )*10, 011 No. I ~ a  

APP-18 Wc reevaluated hatcher)' stocking m hght  of  additional tcchmcal 
reformation provided by the Tr ibe  and FW S describing North Fork pt txiuchon 
potential and s t ~ k i n g  rates that would be required to increase the anadromous  

fish product |on and dwerslty in the North Fork and in Lake Cushman (see 

s ~ t i o n  4 4 3 )  
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APP-18 

APP-19 

APP-20 

¢ ~ l e t e d  in IP~I, bloc.king acc~H of mutdr~mo,~ f~.th to over 
]'alf of the •vail~:0.e habitat i~ the ~orth pork $kok~a~ River. 
~I I  No. 2 ~ l  ooIpketI~ in 19]0, ~ l ve r t i ~  oeaxly ~11 flow frm: 
the Hort~ Fork. 1"~s ~ r l y  total f!m~ divtrsloa ctmti~d ~ t ~ l  
1588, ~ 30 cfl. or ~ t  4~ of L~e Mltc~ric POZT.h !~k  f:o~, 
~ l  r o ~  to tbe ~orth ~ork at I ~  NO, 2. I~lt~t '~ rtleate~, 
u ~ r t l • l  Ilti~J~tl.o~ tot" t.~ project, did not l~gio tmt~.l lgtO 
T~ 1~5? ~ F  III~IIII~t of ~,~tC.~g'~ ~.tigmtion. referred to in 
:~IS thertfort ~ to be ~ i~ t Id  &~l tae-ev4tlt~tod ~ light of 
the total i~ct of the ~ ~roJecc ~ •be affeet~l 
glI~LV'L~ $ 

'i~i ~ I I S  •i#o • t a t s :  

provt~d the l~d.  ~ ~ercemt cf c c a ~ r ~ o n  
c~t#, a~ [ inuc ia l  ~pport ~or ~ a ~  hetcber 7 
o p e r t ~ i ~  ~ad m i a t e m  ~ t ~  ts t i ~  to ~m 
io[la:ion index [cit•tioa o~itted]. 

In 19~1, TI~ provided a~pp~irately 35 l~XCut of the ~amml 
ol?extt£~ q bmlget of the hatchet,/ (city o£ Tac~m 1990•]. ~ e  
pg'llSJ~X, perceat~Je of Ol~tlti~¢~l ~ mxnt.emmce fund• 
~ t r i b ~ t e d  by T~:~ i l  cot providod, k eu.rr~mt dollar [ i ~ ' e  
8~o~ld M t~l~ded ia ~he ~eviied I~18, particularly £n l i g ~  ot 
tha increase is fall  chinook Inod~¢tlon over the Imat 10 ~rs. 
I t  ie c l e ~  fn~ 1~bll ]-10 that ~ t ~ l  cMnook prod~tion 
is ~ ~o ~ t i~ei  g r t a ~ t  ~ the leseued need Ln 1957. ~eTs 
page 3-~¢. I~ i8 not ita~ed is the d ~ l l o ~  ia the I~IS 
vbetber ~ c~ntrUmtad to the i s m l m d  operation . .4  
• ~L[ntenanoo :eoJ i t~  to ~ thio gtttater nu~er of c~laot~, mot 
LI t~e r m  for tbe i~crea~d l ~ - t i m  d~icus~l. It  my be 
tJxtt incorrect ~ i ~  ~tt~ t~ted in lgST to d~toz'ttt~t the 
• p ~ i ~ i l t e  ~nmml hatchery p t ~ l ~ i o a  to fully emq)mmate f~r 
cMtmok 1oo~8 calMS b T the project. 

P~qm~iouJ• l b .  3 y~ tL t l ~  Ag t t tmt i~  
I d  Ivolae , t t t r~ t imt  -,.4 Z~Su ~ 

~ ;  The pm'p~e of the ~ u ~  
dLttc'tamtd in this iec~ion nil  to det•Xlirm If attracted f i lh 
~td.d he eaco~raged to lerae the tai l /a~I  a:m if P~verbo~e No. 
2 tmte •lint don. go~ to itm~'y tailrace nnd f i lm  attgtctio~. 

Tim t~[I$ ~eglecte to cite City of Tlemm [1995cl, v~Lch • t a t s :  

~ r t f o r t ,  Lt ~ i d  be expected oa the ~e io  of taort~ 
tmlmm behavior tJmt ~lth ~uld  be at tr teted to •ha 
P o w ~  Io. 2 oatf]ov for • ihort periM of t im ,  at 
they ~'ould wiLh ~my e.$ttmry vit i t  • i igaif icaat  flow. 
TMt $alao~ ar t  atttactod to the Pot~a'bomm 11o. 2 
outflow za ~ l l ~ f l c ~ t  ~ y  l~8 ~ot b~n eetabliebed 
ezcel~ fox Inect~• l  inf0t~at i~  trcu fitthanLta that 

APP-19 We did report Tacoma's  contribution to the hatchery in 1989 (Section 

4.4.2)  We also re.evaluatod Tacoma's  contribution to a lower North Fork 

hatchery stocking program m soction 44 .1 .8 .  

APP-20 In the FEIS, we evaluate f a l ~  attraction with fish passage in s~ t ions  

4 .4 .16  and 4.4.7 We agree that there is a potential for tailrace attraction to 

increase when fish passage is prowdod to the upper North Fork and have 

recommendod that Tacoma conduct tailrace attraction studies a f l ~  turbine namer  

and fish passage construction. If sobstantial fish injury or delay oc.curs at 

powerhouse 2, Tacoma would develop and cm'ry out a plan to address the problem 

(e.g., by using odor attractants or repellents, tailrace barners, powcrho*Js¢ 

shutdowns during upstream migration penods, other methods, or a combination). 
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f t | h i r . g  la b e t t t :  ..d~n t.*~ Ix~erb~ee i* OlpmrotLag " - ~  
v l ~ n  i t  tm i o t .  

The p l ~ l t ~  o |  14111@ st t raecLca im nc~t £urthe: * d d T ~  in :be 
E£1S, a l t ~  L~ Ig • ~11  Itneqm ~ v~lZ-~0C'daQ~tted ~ a w m l M o  

The DI~IS I ta te l~  

~I~ID~I TlOCna'l f i sh  ~]~v~Or ~ ( r e f * r e ~  t~ t t tKl ]  
laomovltr, o~)y t ~  ~ , d  or tn~lul~d l l l h  • r e  al~4ucv~4 
4~u~g  ~z b ~ r s  of v tm ~ l  cmmr~*  a c r e *  t ~  t t i l n c *  
f~ smptmtt~r tl~oug~ ~ r  1951. D~fc cube ~m:l 
t + t l r m  mderv.te~ ~ v u c l g a t l o u a  ~ 1111 ~ 199: 
r e v e a l ~  no ,~ .d  o, Lnj~.'Id £1~b 

The ~ '~c i t y  of c ~ r v a t ~  o£ delay and Ln~uz7 a t  P o v e r h ~  ~o 

t+ I~P~I Skoiccm~l~ l ! t l t l  l+Clr II0 B y  ~ I m  ~r/~ no or ver~ 
l , ~ t | l  ~ t ~  i9 the  r iver .  Mlth f~q~ | X ~  r l t ~ n l ~ r ~  there  I ~  
f ~  IL~h to  obe e r~ .  I f  florae m r l~tored and rare  f i ~  z ~ t ~  

I t  I d 4 t t l o n .  ~ ~ o t u  t h a t  t l~  ~ - ~ t ~ r  ~l~lervatao~ i d *  of 
the t a t l r ac~  fc~ ev i~nc*  ot t n ~ a  or  d ~ d  f l ~  l* not • 
re t t~b l¢  ~ for  d~ctrm~n~ng l i s a  inJur~, ~ f t s h  ~}d 
s:nk t o  the bo~tc4~ a~4 ~4 v~eb~ out of  thin t a t l n c e ,  o~ t . ~  
CC¢4UIlel g by r~rine i c l v e n ~  * ~  *~ c r Y .  IcJ~red 
tx lb  could u a l l y  sv~,m &ray. o~)y to m ~ c l  l~t~r to  thmxr 
x a ] u r t ~  or to  dLl f l l e  inear~Id b4~41uJe of t i~  ln~u~'y l i . * . ,  
lb~llX~l 1o]urLllI . 

*q~r.bo~l~ TI~J WlOl~d d i v t r l  tO ~ ~a~*mtl l~  C~414rv~t~.~t on 
t ~  ~ r l t ~  ~ o e & s l ~ .  t ~ i r  o l ~ 4 r v a t i l  ~l'l ~ l u l l Y e  ~ l  
to  t ~  I o ~  nv4d~r of f i l h  XJ~ t ~  P c m ~  10.  3 ~re~ .  T ~  
f~rs t  ~ o~ ~ d lwr~ occu.-Ted ea Movsm~ ~9, 1~Ig, ~f te r  
tl'~ p~o]ect bad be4m Maul a~m fo r  ~ l ~ t  |O bo~-~, yev f ish veto 
expected xn : ~  t a i l r ac*  ~ r ~  at  chat i l l  ~ to t ~  depreaeed 
z~.~ o~ coco ~a 151~ {Ci ty  of ~ l l$0b l .  ~ ~ i c ~ 4  
ob~.~vat..c~ ~ oc S ~ r  14, L951, ~h~o ~ mLlmon ~ r e  
o b ~ v ~ l  ~n tbm t l i l r ~ c e  iz~4. I t  vaI not ~ t L l  e~r~y D e c O r ,  
1951 tb4~ ~:ze t lu~  $ f ~ h  ~ ln l  ~ In tb~ t l l l n c e  u e l  O~ Iny 
d ly  w~4~ oio l~ l t~ ,c~J v lze m l ~  (~I ty  o|  T l¢~ l l  1~92). 

The ~ ' 8  ~ a t ~ :  

T,cram believee t l ~ t  rapidly i ~ b ~  v e l c c x t i N  
pro~It~ly forc~  £Llh ~ 7  f r o I  m e t  b~ .~ l l l  b m f o n  
cc~tact [czLatlon m~tr.e~].  

The c l l c ~ l a t ~  4t~il) and l ~ r i ~ r I l  ~ l o c i t i * o  f r c I  • turbine *re 
~ot neolss~r~ly • good t n ~ c s t i o ~  of ~]~etber f x ~  ¢4n he.cede 
inJul'ed ~a • t ~ b i ~ / d ~ f t  tubm c¢~£1g~&t/+o~. J~l d l ~ d  in 

A P P - 2 1  C o m m e n t  is n o t e d  W e  h a v e  r e c o m m e n d e d  tha t  T a c o m a .  m 

c o n s u l t a t i o n  w t t h  t he  r e s o u r c e  s g e n c t e s ,  r e - eva lua t e  ta i l race  m j u r y  and  a l t r a c t t o n  

af te r  ms t a l l a t i on  o f  t he  n e w  t u r b i n e s  
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APP-21 

APP-22 

Ci ty  o! ? a c ~ u  (II))2), t ~  ¢a loJ la ted .  s v a r ~  u L a l  v | I o c l t l e s  
of  t h e m  u ,~ t s  r ~ m p  f : v ~  "z,) f l~ to  t3  £ ~  d o ~ u ~ i ~  ~ t h .  
f lo~ .  b ~ a t a d  I n  City of Tao~4 (1))2),  tbe=e I I  • i lgnlf ic4mc 
po r t i on  of t i ~  ~4um ~ u n i t l  m o)~raLed mui l r  1 u s  than  
m i m m  f lous  mwl oommq~wmtly, 1 ~ s  ~han ~ ve loc i t i e s  
t h r o ~ b  the u n i t s .  

T ~  s~r¢ Im~or~% periods axe ~aon the ~ l t s  a ta r~  up or shut  
dora.  ~ r l ~  th~s t l ~ ,  the axia l  ~ l o c £ t l e l  t h r o ~ h  t M  ~mit  
ax~ a t  t ~ l )  l o v ~ t ,  mLifozl flow ~ the  dr~[~ tube h ~  noc 
~ t  beam eet~bl i l~ led,  and f i s h  a t ~ - u c ~ i ~  i n t o  l ind up ¢J~ dx~t t  
tu~@ i e  extremely hl~h. I t  iS J t  ~ 4  t i J~s  ~ ~ ~lk~Lbo~d 
o f  f i s h  ~.~Jur~ l@ It i t s  g ; l ~ t N t .  I t  l~  dJ f fLcu l~  to e ly  | o :  
c ~ r ~ n  how ths f l ~  l a  th@ d~af t  tube v i i 1  ~ h m m  d~rtng l ~L t  
s t a r t  ~ and Ibu t  doom. Tb~y c ~ d  p roh ib i t  [ i~h  f l ~  ~ c ~ L I ~  
the  I r  blade, or  tberm oo~ld be • i i g ~ l i i c a n t  a r i a  and t ime 
~hsn the ve loCi t l e i  v i th~n L ~  d r a f t  t ub I  are ~ l l  v l t h i n  the 
wi re , l og  ¢ q p a b l l L t i e i  of t ~  u l ~ m  ~ eCmelhemd. 

a d ~ i t l o ~ a l l y ,  th~ l~  ca lcu la ted  a x i a l  ~e loc t t iam m acc~al ly  the 
av~r~j~ v ~ l o c l t t ~  expected t h ~ 0 ~  the t u r b i m  m~d d ra f t  t l ~ .  

t h e r e  eau be a:ea~ o5 t.he dx~f t  %~)e v i t~  a ~ g a i f i c u t l y  h igher  
lower v a l o c i t l ~  than  t ~  sver~ge. ~ s ~  ~ can u~a~d t a r  

up ~ d r a f t  t ~  tO ~ 1  t he  s a l ~  ~Oqtld ~M t h e i r  
b~rs t  w i ~ m ~ ;  ~ of ~ to  2~ to  35 t l~  I k l l ,  l ))o) to  dazt  
~ t  and e i t h e r  c ~ a c ~  the r~nn~r b l ~ e I  ~ ~ l i ke ly  ~ n ~ t e :  
• e ~  z o ~  zt~tch cou ld  c a u ~  L n J ~ .  ~igr~t la~ e a l J ~  w i l l  and 
do m k  o~t t ~  l o ~ r  v e ] o c i ~  I t o  mo~ u p e ~ r m .  

City of  T a ~  (1~92] s t a t e s  t ~ t  ~ ca l cu la ted  peripheral  
v ~ l o c l t t u  |Or tbm~@ ~ l t l  range ~ r ~  l lO  ~ a  tmmr thin v ~ l ~  ~o 
30 fps n u t  the  h~b, ~ u a l l y ,  ~ • u n i t  %I oS~t~ted a t  peak 
e f f i c i e n c y  the%e ~I ~ l i t t l e ,  i f  any, ~ r i p ~ e r a t  v ~ o ~ i t y  
¢¢z~a~mt to  ~ -  f lo~ ~ p s r . ~ l  c ~ m . ,  ~d Ne~r ,  I ~ ,  v t t h  the  
t~ rb lna  s~nuf~c~mK Vo i t h ) .  Rlgh per ipheral  ve loc i ty  r ~ l t s  in 
~ a ~ s s i w  ea~rgy lo~i a~l thue l ~ r  e f f £ ¢ / ~ c 7  of  t ~  t u r b i d .  
~ r i p h e r a l  ~ l ~ l t , /  i s  a c t u a l l y  a t  l t o  g ~ N t e s t  ai~-her ~ n  • 
u~zt L~ beiag b a x ~  c~ l les or  vhen • I ~ I t  IS tmd~r ~ig~ load. 
H ~ v ~  due to  the  c o ~ f i ~ a t i o ~  of  the  d : • f t  t~be the ~ r ip lw:a~  
coetpc~ant of f low may he a~-re l i k e l y  to  g a ~ r a t e  l a ~  ~elo~Ity 

the  a x i a l  ~ n t  o f  f l c~) .  

Pe: Ipberal  velocity way ~ t  be r e f l ~ ¢ ~  by r~ane~ ~ a d .  U~der 
cez~aLn p a r t i a l  load~ t h )  p e r i p b ~ a l  ve loc t ty  ~m M ~ c t u a l l y  be i n  
oae d ~ $ C t l ~  at tJ~ t ~  of  the Z~tl~lr ~ ~ ~ O~pO41te 
d i r e c t i o n  at tba hub. This c~d~ClO~ ~ I d  cr~a~@ • $ i ~ l ~ l c • n t  
are~ t~ the oanteg of  the  d r a f t  tube ~ t h  bo~h au~al anti 
p~rlph~ra~ v e l o c i t i e ~  v e ~  v~*~h/~ t b l  I v l I ~ n g  c ~ l l t t i e s  of 
I a ~  ~ d  i t a s l h e l d .  

APP-22 Comment is noted See our r~'pon.se to APP-21, 
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AI)P-24 

API)-25 

AI)1'-26 

,M)P.27 

The gem•ration of ve loc i ty  iduldowj (zones of lobar thRn avmr•gs 
v e l o c i t i e s ]  hy e i t he r  p a t t i . 1  u ~ l t  l oad ing  or t u r b ' J l ~  i n  ;be 
draf t  tube m y  a l l ~  f i sh  l e c e ~  i • i ~ i £ i c a n t  d i | t a n c e  ~ the 
S i l t  t ~ b c  ~ v e l o c i t y  l h ~ s  s ~  l ~ • t  o f t en  f o ~ d  In  r~e 
cornerl  of the draft tube or  along the floor,  ~ l l s  or ce i l ing .  
;'in~ ~ y  u t t l t z s  t h e ~  i h ~ s  to g~t fur ther  ~ tha d r • I t  tube 
~ d  then they may datzt ~ t  Itnd contact  the rum~ex og n i l  i n t o  
h i ~  v e l ~ i t y  ,~ne• vbers the ebes~ ~ o ~ e l  a r e . l i k e l y  high o n ~ ; ~  
to  cause 5nj~r 7.  

Fish dar tx~J  o~c znto hiqh v e l ~ L t y  zoaes are also subject  to  
lo•;ng control Imd bein~ t~=~m Igsln~t the vails, f l ~ c r ,  c r  
ee;llog ~sr~ they ~o~Id l i ke ly  8uff•r Iscerstions a.d abra•ioos. 
I t  i s  ¢lo~bt|~l r, hat  t i l l  c'¢~erete in the d r ~ t  cube i s  ~oo th  
Imzagh tc  p n v e n t  abrs l ic~ to  f i s h ,  and e~e~ the s a i l • s t  
Fro j t c t i cn  Imach • s  • ~ t r ~ c t i o n  j o i n t ]  could ¢ ~ s s  sig~..Lf;cant 
in jury a: b4g~ v e l ~ t t i e s .  

TI~ CEI$ I r a t e | :  

The t ~ r b ~ e  [~mer  u ~ m b l y  at  PovBrho~se I~ ,  2 i J  at  
the ~ o l ~ a t ~ c ~  •s  sxtnm* high t~de, ~hicf l  olual ly  
c~cars ~n Jm~uarT. ~ r i ~  project, shut-ao~n, 
tur~in~ runner• are s t a t io~ t ry ,  ~l~h could contact  
r ~ r 8  d u r i ~  e ~ r l  hl~b t i a - g .  ~ a l l  o ther  t idy• ,  
f i l h  ~ovld have to :row ~ to 12.5 feet  out s t  the 
rater to  eontsct  t l ~  ststlc~ary x'uauaer•. 

The le&k~g• th rough  the un t t J  ~ t l ~ y  s t •  •hu t  dram i •  a',~o s 
con~er~, uhet ~ y  seem 8a a~aagnific~nt flov reef a c t u a l l y  
8ti~alats f i sh  to  sake repeated leaps st the in£1o~. In addition 
to t ~  possible incur7 to f ish 8tr~X~ag c o ~ e t s  or me~al 
8u: iace • ,  the de lay  and ~q~enditure o l  ef ler~f  could be 
e i g u l f l c • n t  to  the s u r v i v a l  o~ th~ f i s h .  

~;dai  f ~ c t u a t i o u  ~o~Ld cause • r ~ e  of  l e s p i r ~  ~ d : t i o n 8  f r ~  
i f t .  at eztze~e h ~ h  t ide  to L2.$ f t .  s t  tow t i d e .  :n ~ e t ~ e n  
~:gh and 1 ~  t lde  there  she~ld be • range o! d ~ s ~ c e s  the f i sh  
~ a 2 d  have to l eap  tn order to  .-~ataet the r~r.~.er. 

D|~I  I~¢tlm& 4 . 4 . L |  {mu~l 4-42| :  The Oi l  e s t a t e s  tha t  Tsco~a 
proposes t o  replace the turbine runnex3 at  P ~ r h o ~ s e  No. 2. 
no:el  that  po ten t i a l  /n l~c t s  ~ s ~ t i n  resources t~clude 
l~.~ressod s t t r ac t~c~  r.o p o ~ r b ~  d i ~ h a a ~ ,  sad i n~uzy  or 
• or ta l i~ .y  to  f i s h  en ter i e~  the  powerhouse. I~  ~ e s  oc~ 

B e c l ~  f i sh  can only • c c e s |  the t'al~bll~ s t r a i t s  v~n 
the p~o)ect iJ shut ~ during ~.gh t.adeo, and heca~ae 
~.gh  pe.~ipbersl  ~ e ] o c ~ * . i ~  near ~ turbine runners  
prevent f i s h  fro~  r e s c h ~  ~he r~raaers, ue conclude 
~hat rmv turbi:m ~ r s  ~ t l d  ne t  ~ h a t a n t i ~ l l y  
locreaJe f i • h  i n )u~  and mor~allty. J~dditlc6al:y, 

API)-23 C o m m e n t  is noted See  our r e s p o n s e  to A P P - 2 I  

APP-24  C o m m c n t  is no led  See  our r e sponse  to APP-21  

APP-25  C o m m e n l  is noted See  our r e sponse  to A P P - 2  I 

A P P - 2 6  C o m m e n t  m noted  S e e  our r e sponse  to A P P - 2 1  

AP[ ' -27  C o m m e n t  is no~ed S e e  our r e s p o n s e  to A P P - 2 1  
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APP-28 

APP-29 

bec~ ~tura~ ~x~r~ f i Jb  v~.a ~ot be 
i~p:in~d ta ¢lu~l~.ti~ of  the ~ r  North POrk 
~ t m h ~ l  (in ~ m 0f f i e  ~ l ~ t  f a ¢ l l l t i e e l ,  

~ ) . ~ 1 •  t lwt  tacr#~md cgp~Ity m~lld not  
r a l ~ t i e ; l y  ~ r e u e  the i~cld~ca o t t a l m  
I t t :&c t i cm to I~Nlrb~Jn  I~. 2. 

J~ st•tlad ;IX~V~, ml d i e , F • •  t ~ t  f i s h  ~ a  on l y  &cc l t~  the  
t ~ r ~ n t  r u ~ s  vhen Lhe p roJe~  Is s h ~  d~m dur ing  h igh t ides .  
~ d  t h a t  the  ht~a I~ : ip l~ re l  v e i l : t i e s  p r ~  t i s h  ~ro~ 
reat'~J t.tm a~ma4~rl. AI~O, tb~ ~ t e r  pluming ~hr~n~h ~ e  
lie. 3 tnd dmm~renn  ~ l o v  ~ m  Iio. 2 ~nto ~ I Io~h ~ork c~m~e 

Fork relm].r.~ t~ i ~ d i t l ~  l u t l m  p lxx luc t i~ ,  t im i m~ l ~  ~xl! be 
t ~ p r ~ t ~ l  to  Ilor~h Itork £1~ .  ~ ~ f i s h  tr~lt lm e t ~ r • c t ~ l  to  

~ m ~ m t ~  l~p~mt e 

I I ~ t l m  4.]1.1.2 ('I~mI 4-111. I ~ U n m  ~ , .4 . t . l  ('i~I~m I - | 1 1 .  
I B L ~ I ~ L ~ ~ :  The DIIS p~mdlets ~ r m  
t lr l l~rat t l l~ L1~4¢~11 | l ~ l  ~ - £ u l t - f i ~  t l | f g o r e t l m  xm t ~  l ~ c h  
Pork. ~hLe p r ~ l c c l ~  : . ~ m .  t u f t e r  ~ a & t t ~ .  A~ lintel i~  
the  ~ I ~ ,  e t e r  t ~ n t u r ~  I n  the  lloctla Fork c n  be m ~ . ~  
gele~ute~ of  tmter  a t  ~ lie. 1 8nd 2. ~ I S  $~ffcl~ 2 .~ .1 .2  {Im~ 
2 - I ) .  ~ I ~  m~ntianl t l ~  n ~  ~or  • modified ~ t ~ h e  a t  D ~  
~ .  1 t o  ~ l~ort,b Fo=k I : ~ u r l ~ .  and • o t t ~  • co~t of  
$2.1 mi l l /on ;  h l ~ v ~ r .  Uatre L8 ~o d~ ta i l~ l  d o ~ t ~ l c ~  or  

be pz~vi~od, elo~g uLth ImPly8 ~ o f  um~m~e• t ~ t  L igh t  
t l ~  era;to mleO~,'rLetod with r a t e r  t u l ~ r e t u r •  m m g l e a t .  

l l t 4 t c ~ t l . n  I t s t & t f  ~ t i ~ )  

~ :  The gtllll ~ & t ~ :  

T ~  hse ehmm ~ t  f l ~  o~ 2S0 c lo  ~ e  m d f x c l l ~ t  to  

The c i : ed  ao~rce ~=~t• ln~ nn ~ e g e . ~ e  to  • 250 efs  £1o~, and ~ 
£ 1 ~ d  by ~n i a ~ d v ~ t ~ t  r ~ t ~  of  ~lgla f l ~  ~ b e t m :  
l,OO0 cfs  ~ 2.400 e l l .  ~ z ~ | e g ~ c e  (~c:x;ma 1191b} I t e tee  il~ 
~ p l m d i z  C, "llyd~l~JV durtr~l Um I~t~ty l~triod',  

th roe  day 200 cfe f l ~  c o ~ d  not be ~ s d ~ .  I I ~ t ~ r ,  th~ 
t ~ t  r u ~ l t e  ebov t ~  ~ l a  m ~ i c i e l  J~¢lLImat 
I ~ e d ~ t  ly ing  an the e t ree I  I~e~toi ~ r / a c e l  
c ~ p o e i t i ~ l  £ o l l o v i n g  • shoz~ 41~8 than  eLz l~r) 
re le4t~  of ~ hlghex ~t~, 

E I ~ tL~m 4 . 3 . 4 . 2  fmem t - ] 3 ) :  ~ D~IS at.•t.lul: 

APP-28 Comment is noted. We reviewed new cost estimates provaded by 
Tacoma. We v~ll recommend that the Conumssion require T~.onm to develop 
a plan to manage temperatures and develop the nosl estimates 

APP-29 While direct measurement of the flushing effectiveness of a 200 cfs 
relcase was nol possible duc to the madvcrtCrlt rclcase of about ten tames as 
much water for •bent 6 hours, indirect cstimatcs of cffc~tivcncss based on shear 
strcas calculations showed that sufficient shorn" sLrvss to prevent sediment 
accumulation (5 dyncs/crn2) would occur at most In••tiers at flows of 200 cfs. 
From this analysis wc inf~ that flows grcatcr than 200 cfs arc sufficient to 
maintain clean subs~atcs 
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AJ'P-30 

APP-31 

APP-32 

~ t e ~ t t v e  ) ' s  b i ~ e r  f a l l  f lov o! 400 ¢[o xa desl~raed 
to iodlfy Fluting; form t~l inca-ea~ c ~ c l t y ,  ~attch 
uould subee~ently prlveat suhatlmtlal o~tea~ ~ax~xJ 
:.n~ed fl¢*~ aod ~ *star qt~l/ty. 

Tn~ I~lS pruvid~o ~o e~plamtxo~ oz da~ to ~u,~0rt t ~  40c el• 
flow r~ocm~d~d. A Prellmn~ry ~ h m a r  l~L~xport ~ l ~ i e  by 
C o l l ~  ( f i l l )  iod~cates t~at f lO~l of 300 to iO0 c[ |  ~re 
lll~.a£|ictent to iaittac~ g r i l l  ~:•upo~t. Collins [I95~1 
c~;mted that • flo~ of 5SO to ~so els ~c~ald ~ n~ded to 
in t t ia :e  ~revcX trla~port at o:'4 | l t e  on t ~  North Fork a~out 
.~alf ~ y  I ~ t ~ n :  ~ ~o. 2 and ~ J e r ~  creek. It fogy.at f i e l d  
cb)ez~tlo~ by a z ~  ~ l c k ~ l l ,  ~)J)Ki.ng=o~ l ~ F a r t ~ t  of g¢olo97, 
revea:ed that tlve d~yl of t ' . o~  in exceas of 3500 ¢'.e in t~e 
Borth Pork in gate.bet 1)95 did not C~L~9~ chatmel sorphology or 
l~p~ct rII~xa~m ~ t a t i o ~  •~.0oq Ct~ c h 4 ~ . e l  

D~IB ~ e t i l  4 .4 .1 .1  (~ le  4-$71: "~I@ ! i  ~0 Jmtif icatlon for 
the ~ 100 cfs ~lnim~ flow in the m~,rgh Fork Sart~9 the 
e ~ r .  ~dl of the c i ted ~our~.~ ~ the laet elm p ~ J l ~ p h s  
p~ge 1-~  and tl~ f i a t  ~r~re~h c~ ~ a  I-5~ duer~oe ~o~ 1 : ~  
s ~ e r  flmm 1 ~ .  ~ L r o m ~ s  f ~ h  production. T~se  o c ~ e s  oo 
r~t 3ustz~y • ~ a c t : ~  of  f~o~ f r ~  240 cfs to 100 etc. In 
t d ~ t i ~ ,  i f  t.be ~00 cf l  $~,t~t~r flo~ alters t ~  ~erth .%rk 
c~a~r~l fo i l  and c~c~:y,  as Lhe I~Ia states L~At i t  vi i2, a 
r e ~ i o ~  o! f l ~  by 140 t ie  in the s i t a r  vould likely ~ avon 

~lternit ive 3 ~ l d  provxde grea~er bmutf|te [than 
~tcara~ l~  21 became i t  ~ u l d  cau~ lees adverse 
efIeeta ~ fLsh fron f lood l~ ,  ~a td  provide • 
~ i ~  %0 eo~trol w~tez tmoeratur~ of ~i~xt .~  f lo~  
releases, ~ wit~ lore consistent flora, ~ouid afford 
~x~ater ~au~a~e of l o ~ r  f a l l |  ~t~Nge. 

A reuo~ble ,  staged cetta~ of l i o n  to the ~lorth Fork has not 
beeo ~r~lyzed /~ the OBIS. Onder such ~n ~tern~tiv~, ~lovs 
could be ~a~ed  m~r tiue to pt~vid~ the greatest ~iolc~ic~ 

M t ~ n ~ t i ~  ), flO~l would be limited to tO0 c f |  d~ria9 2 8~ser 
~,nr.~, ~,0 cts d~rL~9 ) months, taxi 400 elm in Novmbar, 
regaz'~.eml of the channel fore mM c ~ e l t y .  ~ n ~  flows 
leVenly  lllt~t tl~ t ~ l ~ g  Frock ctetor•tlem Fot~tial ot 
k~t ervAt/ve 3. 

APP-30 We agree that the cffoctiveness the 400-cfs charmcl mamtcnancc flow 
recommended m the Dt'.'[S is not well defined and recommend that Tacoma 
conduct such releases for 30 days each year for 5 years and then, m coopcrahon 
with the agencies, evaluate the geomurphlc effectiveness of this flow regime 
and develop a channel maintenance recommendation for the remainder of  the 
hcense life While the observatlons of  Colhns (1986)  and Brad Caldwcll arc 
interesting they do not provide a .sound basis for a channel maintenance 

program. 

APF-31 Wc undcrstand that increased summer flows arc assoctatcd ,,vlth 
increases m steelhead and coho production However, habitat data mdzcatcd 
that chinook and chum juvenile habitat were optimized at lower flows (near 100 
cfs). Although the IF[M study's use to descnbe fish habitat condmons at flows 
greater than those studicd is limited, data may be used to evaluate the existing 
channel's fish habitat at bankfu]l flows or less  Additionally. the lower summer 
flows mimic natural flow venation, Following discussion at the agenclcs 10CI) 
mooting, we changed our recommendation to provide 240-cfs or inflow to I.akc 

Cushman, whichever ~s less 

APP-32 Though not presented m the DEIS, we thd analy-ze several options to 
provlde staged flows to the lower North Fork  There is not enough znfurmahon 
to fully develop and analyze a feasible alternative to do s o  We changed our 
recommendation to provide 240-cfs flows dunng the s u m m a ,  and we 
r~ommend  that Tacoma modify the lower falls i f  240  cfs fails to provide fish 
passage for those stocks that would use habitat above the falls 
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APP-33 

APP-34 

and ~umciatcd p r q ~ r t y  d.ma~ In the Skokomiah River 
Valley, l~cl~Kllaq ca tba ~ Indian Re~ervatio~. 

11.=, i~ no basle £c¢ tha c~aclu~ica Llmt the 400 t i e  flo~ r i l l  
slow a~jTadetioa in the Soz-~ Fork and Nlastem, and help 
decrNse flooding in ~ Skoko~ish ]Liwr Valley. Zhe flushing 
[ low r u t s  ou=dgcted by gaxsa N o r t h • r ,  ID¢. [Tacma July  29, 
1991 vo:..2} did ~ ,u, um:.nS • ¢00 cfs f1~ '  IR U ~  Botch York. 
The ~udy m aixo f lawd by an i n a ~ z n t  r I l ua¢  of I I00 to 
1400 cf• flow. ~olllaa (191g) calculated that I t  cca locxticm co 
the l ~ h  Pork about hell,my b e t ~  ~agg~rt  Cr~k and Cm~ ~o. 
2. • £1ow of hetw~e~ 550 and $50 cfs ~o~Id he needed co inltla~e 
gravel tramE~ort. Al~o, Cald~mll 11996) o ~ e r v ~  l i t t l e  evidence 
of gravel txan~mr~ •~ t • r  • five-day [ low of abou~ ~500 cfs 
the ~orth Fork tn D e c O r  1995. 

1"acorn devalo~ hablcac detm and fish m~ttablltcy 
c r i t e r i s  from o ~ r v x t i o n s  ~ at 30 cfs and ccecluded 
t~at 100 cfs i s  bet ter  for s a ~ d  rearing thaa ~00 
CfS. 

Fi~et, Taco~ ' s  mctuaI study n~ults w ~  less  unequivocal t~aa 
tha Cglg'•  cc~cl~alc~ would indicate,  city 0~ Tmco~ [199~a) 
explained: 

~ u ~ l  on the resu l t s  ot the byd~aulic a~daling and 
habitat  a n a l ~ i s  for eight a~ectea of salmo~l~,  i t  
al~eazs t~at • ~d~niaut r ~ l s m  of aRprox~ll~tely 100 cfs  
from the ~ l l ~ a  ~ ~o. ; ~ d  provide Cb~ he~  
o~or~un~y  for m~am~l~ thx utilizxticm o£ the gorth 
Pctk Skoko~i~l J~ver do~q~mtrmm frc~ the d&m. It I ~ t  
ha admowladg~l tha:, ~.n sm'e c a r s .  •d~lc~c~al flo~ 
a~ald pl~vtde a~lltiooal habitat  for ~ Zt~e s t ~ * .  
at the ~ tim l e ~  fg~, ~ u l d  be ~ore conduci~ for 
other l i f e  stagm~ (la~rtiofiaxly f ~ )  . . . .  /dr.ho~2~ 
the op~ta~ h ~ l i c  ccmdl t i~  for the g i l a  s t ~ s  
and species evaluated appears to occur ~ d t ~  

~ m , h a t  ~ ' u t m r  tha.~ 100 of•,  provi•icm of 100 cfs 
wi l l  slgni~icantly increase the amount of h~ira~lically 
s'~i~abie coralitlons over th~ )0 cfs  l lo~ unde: the 
~ is t lng  coadltio~. 

A/~o. City of ~lcasl (1~9~)  ¢onclg<l~d f l ~ •  g~oat•r  ~ 100 cf~ 
~era Optzaam for j u ~ d l m  sttelhead ~ r ~ D o ~  trout at a l l  
m u u r ~ l  s z t u .  ~or chtaoog s a l a d ,  Cba r s n ~  of o lX ima flo~m 
for juvenile r e~L '~  ~zoeeded 100 c ~  at fc~r of t ~  five sztss , 
wh~rt ~ur~en~x ~r• Jade. 

APP-33 Because thc Cushman Project rarely spi l ls  to the North  Fork,  the 
max imum flow of  sufficient duration of  any MI}" schedule would  be  the 

dominant  d i scharge  Channel form has  been shown to be  principally dictated 
by thc bankfull ur dominant  discharge (Rosgen, 1994). By mcreasmg the 

dominant discharge we  cxpect  the channel to continually rquvcna lc  i tself  
through the dynamic processes  of  meandonng  and capturmg riparian 

vegetation. Ifistorically, the channel  adapted to annual floods about four 

tunes the mean flow Flows  of  400  cfs are only abo~t tvnce the Ahernahve  
3's mean flow suggestmg that tbe channel would  b¢ less dynanuc than pro- 
project conditions but considerably mote  dynanuc than cxasting condit ions 

with f lows greater than 30 cfs only during severe floods. S¢¢ response to 
APF Specific Comment  30 above. 

APP-34 Comment is no~ed. Wc believe the IFIM data can be used for 
determining statablc flows for sahnomd habitat in the North Fork We agree 
that use of the data is limited at flows greater than bankfull condit:ons in the 
lower North Fork. such as at 400-cfs flow. 
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APi)-35 

AP}>-36 

S e t . d ,  l~ql~ ~ t l r g ~ |  to ~ l [ ~ I t e  ~ U l t | U l ~ l •  o|  t ~ l  ~ t !  
~rovld~d by ?•c~a i  baled on tb~ IFI~ I t udy .  and be ' i eveg  t ~ t  the 
DEIS cccg: l~ io~)  canoo~ be a~)~orte<l g iven  the  l :~J . te t torm o'. cbe 
iFI~I I t ~ y .  F I • ~  la  tpa  it~o'y ~,ero ~ • c r i b ~  I s  • l e t t e r  of 
SeFte~. , r  24. 11~3 to  ~¢. S ~ a y  (.'~'S l~S)a) .  ~ 1 ~  ta t ~  
K02"~ ~ork g r e l t e r  th~d~ ~00 ¢~8 ~ ' ~  ItOt I I ~ I I U ~  l~Cl~la l  they 
a r c a d e d  the ca~ac l ty  of  the p~nt r i v e r  chauoel ,  and r a i l e d  
n ~ e t y  o~m¢ln~a fo r  the ~av~etlget¢=.  (c lay  o L ? a o : ~ a  l ~ l a l .  
t z t ~ l a t i ~  of m~d~led f lO~ l  h ' ~ d  ~00 c f I  18 /na, l?lPr~,l)riate 
b~ca~a  f la~s  o~er ]GO c le  o~ecf~o~ the b~mke of  ~he ex~.g~l~g 
go r th  YOrX i t r u s  ~ - ~ ' ~  /~co tbs  r i p a r i a n  ~)9~tacioa.  
CoaC~aao~t f lm) above 2¢0 ¢~e ~Id a l t e r  the  vege ta t ive  cover 
and c h a ~  ~ IFIN r~l~Ice. In a~ditl~a, the IYIX e~u@ did ~t 
a~l~i~ ~a~ILat suitabi l i ty in,Lice• fo r  nocke~t e ~  (City o6 
T | c m u  l $ ) ) a )  Con(Ig].ts~.ion =agar~iI~ the  IFIM pg~O~ell Val  axle 
inadequate.  These f l av~  r e~ l e r  the ,TIM d~ta ~miee#  ~or 
de'_e~J~gng l u i t a ~ i e  ~ I ~ 8  fo,; ~ p a ~ i n g .  r ea r ing ,  end a d u l t  
b ~ l d ~  ~ a b l t t t  ~n t~4 ~ r ~  Ycck, p a ~ t l c u l s ~ l y  at  [ 1 ~  greate~ 
than 20C ¢t8.  

left,able ~u jh ln  9 f '~ea  to r¢ '~o~ • I l l  acco~glatlon~ 
belo~ Oaa Be. 2. 

Tiara  i s  no pas ;8  fez  t~ue c o a c l u l i ~ .  The r e l ~ : t *  of • f l ~ / n g  
I Io~ e:~d¥ c~ad~ccod in  I S ~  ~ r e  : c a t t y . t e e d  ~y ~ i r~dver t en t  
re lease of  l,e0¢ t o  2,~00 cfs  ~lcq fo r  • fe~ ho~rs (C i t y  of 
Tacoma l ~ l a ) .  ~ e  ~1~ar-than-lnte~d f l o ~  re lo lu)e  amda i t  
i ~ e ~ b l e  to ~c~/Im tI~ a p p ~ r l a t *  f lu~h i~ ~io~ f o r  t~ No~ch 
Fork channel .  

I ~  l ~ h o q ,  ee At  ~ NO. 2 

DEIJ~ a~c t loa  ~ . 4 . 1 . ?  (~ 4 - 4 ] ) :  Thef t  11 rio ~ 1 ~ e  £or the 
fo l lo~ i~  cc~¢lu~icm, 

aecauH epa~uin~ poi~laCions o! s a l ~  do not. a l ~ ' ; t e  
u p m i c m  %~•t t~ Ix~rhouae, and because f~afi that 
reec~ the I x ~ r b 0 u R  ~*o~ld pa - h i e  to  r~ tcro  to  
m~itable ~abibat ~o~nmtrea~. we co~¢l~  tt~r. is l i t t l e  
potential for the ~=hou~e No. 3 teil~ace to 
• ~ e r u e l y  affect l o N r  Io r~a  York f i s h  Ixq)ula~ona.  

11 proposed e~eou~a• to enhauc~ anedrc~ou, t~sh prod~.~cion L~ tb~ 
~Ol'~h FoYk ~ 8 u ~ 0 1 8 8 ~ ,  and i~ i ~d~ '~ lo2~  [lOh are  able t o  
m~g~ate upatre~de CO yo~erho~e ~o. ~, ~beo. • s  r epor ted  by 
I n t e r n a t i c ~ a l  Pacific ~ . l ~ a  Ft shez l e l  Conuisalon (1~71), 
]k,n~eyfleld (1~8;),  ~i l l la~  (ISIS}. ye~orefllm ( :909) ,  h~PS 
(199)b) and e t i t ~  ~ the CI~IS e [ l | l e h  m,ly atCez~pt to  In~la 
upetream i n t o  tb~ powerhouse dl icI~l~ge ~ be k i l l e d  or  lo~u~ed 

A P P - 3 5  W c  d i s a g r e e  ] ' he  h i g h e r  t h a n  • t e n d e d  f l o w  r c l c a s e v ,  o u l d  no t  

n c c c s s a n l y  m a k e  it impossible to c v a l u a t c  s e d i m c n t  f l u s h m g  at  2 0 0  cfs  " lhc 

p r e v i o u s  th ree  p a r a g r a p h s  d e s c n b e  h o w  T a c o m a  u s e d  local  s h e e r  s t r e s s  e s t i m a t e s  

to d e t e r m i n e  the  ef fec ts  o f  r c l ca s in  8 2 0 0  cfs flov.'s 

A P P - 3 6  W e  r e c o m m e n d e d  tha i  T a c o m a  e i the r  d e s i g n  a n d  cons tn~c l  t he  

pov , ' e rhouse  No.  3 ta i l race  s u c h  that  subs tan t i a l  f i sh  i n ju ry  and  m o r l a h t y  d o t s  no t  

o c c u r  o r  cons t ruc t  a t a d r a c e  b a m e r  ( D E • S ,  p 6 - 4 5 )  
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APP-37 

In the draf t  tube oar tbxou~ ccmtact vi th  turbine txam~rs.' 
?l~umo f i sh  wi l l  not 'be able co return to maitable habitat  
dovnstrtmam., l [  a IM~t'hou~ lllo. 3 Is  coming ' ted at the ]~me of 

too. 2, : k n  imMut~n mud; be lqpltmelttad Co ~lve~c adult 
MIBo0Ids [~om u t e r t r ~  r2m lx~etbo~me dxaft cubes. 

b L'Mav/ I l ia<as 

The gEtS amta.L~m omtradtctory ICltUe~t8 ~ t  U~ e f i ~  of 
the prDja¢~ cm th~ S~okosish PAver eec~ry and delta.  1~e I~I$ 
firms s ta tes  tMt  tEo pRJsct  haul l i t t i s  ~qpalCt <m tM eguitS". 
O£IS S e c t i o c  1 . 4 . $  (]Ntge l - I 2 ) :  

~ ,  ri~mr flov r ~ l a c i ~  should ~,.,,s l m i c t d  sf~ec:B 
on. c r m u ~ r t  ot lnC~aHd ~ d l s e m 6  on tM delta.  
~ c a m  eetusriem am n o . a l l y  ~ dymmlc, a~d 
~cauSe t ~  c~ler~e~ cha/x3em o ~ e r  a l O 0 - y e a r  I~erAod are 
re la t ive ly  mr.~l, ve cooc]ude f . s t  p~o~ect d i ~ e ~ n ~  
oo~ined ~icla tma~e~ed ~dt~mac lo~da and ~tke-altared 
flow i~¢cezns ka~  h~d rs l~t ively  ~A~r effects c~ the 
e~mc~mry and I t s  tl¢4~m amd fsmm. 

'r'n~n. i t  ackr.ovis~Jss ~k,c tMre ere detriamutal effects  on the 
t g u a ~  [rc~ d~ve~inq tb~ North fork fio~ C~C of i t s  b4min. 
Og:$ ~- - t io( t  4 .4 .1 . t2  I ~ge  t-4S):  

11~ s l i m l y  h~gber flmm [T~  pXop~l]  ~o~ld iacre~.e 
e.bem~i evolutic~ and ~d£mmnt tnmmport rates only 
aeg:igAJ:,l¥, ~o ~ delta b~A~d O0~titt~ to tea"erie and 
a<Jgrade a¢ abo~t: tM s u e  ~l tss  u the ~eoent ~ t  
(soct.ic~ 3.4.S and INtehiall~ IS I I ) .  Over 30 ~a rs  at; 
them fetes,  delta :ec*uio~ ~ u l d  reduce IOw ul:uar,/ 'a 
s ize  by ab~at another z co 2 lmxeeac, ehirb tm~bit~d 
vir.b cc~tinmKI ~oa.lfu~ em the i m  delta,  should 
[~rchet reduce elm lamotm~ of eeigTs~ h~bitat for  crab, 
sal .o~, berrl=g, nml t ,  a ~  b r ~ c  by ~ c  2 to S 

probably reduce by ~ t  2 to S percea~ also, 
l n c r e a s / ~  oyster ~ d  gaper c1~1 ~o~let~ons at ~be 
outer ~ ~ae r  delt&, respect/,,~ly, W i le  reducing 
mtco,m and w/a clam pol~ la t lo~  in t h e n  sinus. 

Finally, tim I~ia s ta tes  that the lncr~uRd flow m a d a m ~  lz~ 
A l t e rna t i~  2 v~.ll ~mmflt tim ~alttaaL~ a~d delta.  DEI8 Table S-! 

kNatic r t so~ r tu ,  ~ ,  ~LLtern~cl~ Z - ~ x t  ~ould 
be alaort- mud lo~J- tem s ~ L l ~ t  Lt>creamse, amd cbe 
del ta  tmald proem&de. Braektl~ lind u l i u  uarsh ~md 
~ d f l a t  ~ d  be t u to r ed ,  sad there sot~.d be l ~ - ~ e r t  
habitat b4t~fite for sbelifisla, saleoa, and rat ine 
f i sber ies ,  

APP-37 Tbesc statements arc not contredictory. Under  Tacoma's Proposal. the 
combined effects o f  mstream flows, the presence of  dikes,  and continued high 

sediment inputs to the Skokomish  delta would reduce the debs ' s  total size by 

about 1 to 2 percent and intcrtada] habitats by about 2 to 5 percenL these effects 
are similar  to historic changes in the de l ta  These  Lmpacts are relatively m i n o r  
Under  alternative 2, the combined effects o f  higher  mst ream flows, increased 
tidal f lows associated with dike removal ,  and higher  sediment  inputs would cause 

the delta to prostatic. Bcca,x~ as, gradation would be an adverse zmpact on the 
delta, alternative 3's mstrcarn flows would not contribute to aggradat ion which is 
coi'L,,adered a benefit. While alternative 3's mstrcam f lows in and o f  themselves 
rmght not be sufficient to halt delta recesston and s teepemog,  the combined  
effects o f  these flows with dike removal should be sufficient to halt recession and 

steepening, eliminate estuanne habitat losses, substantially mcrcasu estuarme 
habitat area (primarily because of  dike removal) ,  and corlsequently provide 
substantial estuarine resource benef i ts  

0 
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S : 8 t e m e n t l  ~ouc ~ a f f e c t  o~ ~Ee ~ t u a r y  and ~ L t ~  of  flowa 
p r o p o ~  under  A ~ t e r ~ t i v e  3 are e l s e  ¢o~t red tc~o~f .  One 
s ~ a t ~ t  claiml tba~ tht  £1c~l t m ~ r  t h i 8  altez~a~ive w i l l  
provide no i ~oe f / t  to  t ~  ¢ s t ~ r ' f .  ~EIS ~ c ~ i o e  4 . 4 . L 5  Ipage 4- 
63', 

Theoe flmm [&Iter~ati~ ] i  would also I o d l s t l y  
incrsa~ O~l=|lov11, channel evg~tlol~, and.~e~Ime=t 
t r a n s p o r ~  ~a~e~, b ~  ~ I d  co~tri~ute eseentlally 
n o t h i n g  t o  a ~ r ~ l a t i o a  oa t h e  e r¢~az~  b ~ c ~ 8  ~t~y 
vou ld  e ~ = r a l n  much | e u  c o ~  r i v e r  ~ e ~ i ~ n L  t~an  
f l ~  ~ a r  k l t e r n a r ~ w  2. B y  t h i e J e l ~ ,  throe f l ~  
~i1~t ~o~ be r ~ f f i ¢ i n t  to  h a l t  or  :e~erse ~Ita 
r e ~ e u ~ o n  ~ Icee3enlng .... 

Another 8~atcient l q p l i e s  ~ L  f l c e ~  ~ l i r  kl~arn~clve 3 v i i i  
halt ~fu~ d~Ita'e :eoenlo~. I~IS 1~ble ~-I Ipa~ ~-;0): 

a ~ a t ~ c  resmLr~es, h t u a ~ y ,  a l ~ o z n a t l ~  3 - There would 
be p~aor ~bor t - te r~  N ~ i m n t  l ~ z ~ u ~ s  v t ~  eMen~ l J l l y  

de~ ta  r e c e ~ l o e  o r  ~ro~c~la~i~. i r e c k U i h  i~d  

f L J ~ r i e ~  uo~ld be s im i l a r  t o  ~ t i v e  ~. 

; h ~ r ~ b e n m ~ .  ~ t b  ~ r  r e c ~ l e n d e d  el t~Ty r e / ~ o : l t l o n  
l l e l lJ~ i le l  ~ |Mt~&l~  f~[O~il, ~he~'I I I  O0 ~ l ~ c e  tha~ 
t~ul p~ je¢~ ~ l d  b~ve ~ y  f u $ ~  adverse i ~ ¢ t |  

g i t h  ~ r  r ~ m o ~ d e d  u t m ~ - y  ~e~tor~t io8 J~ i~ lne l  ~ud 
i~gtre~m ~2m~e. ~h~re J i  ~ evick~ce that  t~e pl-o~ec~ 
tm~Id have any ful:u.~l ad~mm i ~ p ~ c t J  on c l m  that 
~ l d  ~ r ~ t  ~be co i t~  of  g n l v e l  eahanc4eent ~nd 
leedlng in i ~ d l t i ~  to  e l t ~ l r y  M o r i ~ i c m  i~d higher 

With g~ t  ~ l l t111"y rei tOZiEio~ ~ l l n J t e 8  
t ~ l t ~ s i ~  i i ~ .  thel"e is  ~ evi~en~l t ~ t  th4 p.-~ect 
~ l d  ba~nl imy ~u t~re  ~ r N  l q ~ c t s  o~ oyeee r8  t h a t  
~ l d  ~ z ~ m ~  t h e  c o l t s  of  se~J i=~  i n  ~d~Utl~u to  
e i t ~  n ~ t o r i t i ~  ~ x i  higher f l o ~ .  

NlCh o~r  r ecomeoded  l i t ~ r ~  re i~or l~ loo  a~8~reJ ind 
l n ~ t r v N  flmes, there 18 no evidem~e ~ha~ the p~o~ec t  
~ l d  ha~e a ~  fu tu re  i~breZle ~l~ec~s  on geOdluck c l l ~  
t l ~ t  ,,,c~ld ~ r r ~ n =  t l ~  c ~ t a  of  Imedl:~; i n  " a a l t t o a  t o  
e i t ~  ~ e K o r a t i o n  i ~ i  h i g h e r  f l ~ .  
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l~gIm ~ b l e  i-3 pegea 6-)4 Imd 6-35 { ~  reco~m~dat l~  24 
lprot¢ct e l tuar ine  habitet0.  ~ kelp ~ ,  ¢ c ~ t n ~  ba~riez 
reefo],  ~ moclmmleatioa 2S tEnhimel g ramls  ~ mad m ln l l s  
or l i t t lq~eck  c l l  ~ t R ~  ~ @Dd U IL~  JgJ@.~/' 
rec~mindat ioa 21 laJ~mcl c? l~ l r  f i l b e r i e i  k ~ v l ~ n  iloodipor~ lad 
L~ica], a ~  ~enc7 recmm~dat ion  27 [seed J u w ~ t l i  geod.ck 
claaw] I .  

' rhex types of c~ncrsdiccory s t • t r e a t s  seed to be .u~ec~cd :o 
fu r the r  ~ l y l i e ,  u d  e l t h ~  rmeoec~led, exlpleLn~ , or 
e l  1a l t a rS .  

I l i t l ~  ~ o m t ~ a  

D i ~  ~ t l ~ n  4 . 4 . ] . 1  (mum 4-41 • 4Sl l  The I~ |S  s t l t ~ :  

Morn r e l i ~ l l  l a f ~ t i ¢ ~  ~boot eh,,a~el. ~t lh habi ta t ,  
" ~  f i ~  po~latio~ z-mqpo~aetto Luczmm~d La 

a.d charms, ~ t r y ,  fi~b h-hi rer ,  sad f i ~  
p o p ~ l a t i ~  s t ~ L t u  eboul~ ~ i ~  ~ a ~ t i a l  flo~ z ~ o e  

sg~eel th-C th i s  infoz~sLlon ~ mm~d.  ~ ~ lutve 
r~r~¢nte~ ~ t i o ~ a l  scudlel  on • ~ e 1 ~ l ~  ln~t~e.~ f i~m 

~aU~tem Sko~o~lsb ~ t ~ l r ,  r ~ h a ~ l l t l t l ~  of = a t l ~ / v l ! d  r i sk  
I tOCkl, ~ P0¢k 8kokoaiah ~ i ~ r  ~Ult-~lm f l o v l ,  
p ~ a r a t i o n  of • ~L~b ~,~Itat plaa and • c o m p ~ i v e  fLn f£ab 
and s~eJl f iah  r e h a ~ i l i t ~ t i ~  phm. gaqc4sts for the s~u~tss an4 
pla~J ~¢re re jec ted  by r B c .  kl  • r ~ t ,  ~ 1~S  i s  
inadequate. ~1~ n~ces~,-y studies ahoald be pmrforaed nov, and 
chin 1~I$ ~hc~ld lmmz~orato th~ ra~mlts. 

J t ~ * ; ~ .  5.1.2. l . l . l ,  lind $.1.4 tm~a* 5-])~ The ~ I S  
l~o~i~e~ no ex~ lanac i~  ~o¢ the d i f f ~ c  awrsgm l~ .m  t b ~  v i i i  
~ U  C l ~ g h  ~ No. I fo~ ~ t e l l ~ t i V l S  1. 2, agd 3 {7|4 
,~rs. 7~5 cfs,  and 7 ~  ~ s  r s spec t ivs ly ) .  An wWl~oatioa of the 
baai~ii ~ r  the d l f fs r~mt  a~rag~  ~ I o ~  s h o e d  lm pro*iddd. 

Io~Mm£e ~ y s i a  

~ :  Table S-~ pruencm an inf la ted  

POinted oat p r s ~ l y ,  ~ t e z ~ a t ~  = is  sot an aocurste 
nmdltioa o~ Lha ~tP r e - - t i o g a .  " t ~ f c = ~  any co~p~rl~ 
of t c t m ~ c  g'o~tl i s  m 4 l l ~ ,  ~ ~ hot ~fl4t~t the t r ~  
.'~P r~-cemm~at Ionm. 

~ :  1'~ I)g18 s t a t u ,  

Sevtr• l  of the ~ha~c~ment measgr~s ~m~ld add 
. t~b~tantlai ~ t e  to the pro~ec: v i tbo~t  ~ l d i ~  

APP-38 It is impossible to collect dus informatton until flows are incrcased and 
the ecosyslcan's biologic snd hydrologic components respond to flows increased 
over an exlendvd tune period The channel is not in its natural condition. Our 
recommended ms~eam flows and augmcntation flow will bcgm to changc the 
channel. 

APP-39 The cause of the variation in mean annual flow through Powerhouse 
No 1 is the very slighl dLfl'erenc¢ in spills caused by releases fIom Lake 
Cushman greater than the Powerhouse No. 1 capacity or MIF requirements lcs~ 
than the minimum turbine capacity. 

APP-40 See our response LO APP-I 1 

APP-41 Comment is noted 
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APP-43 

c ~ l ~ a ~ : m t a  Bovi~ClMe~rltsI ~ne fx t s .  

The e r z h a n c ~ t  u e a s ~ e o  in  ques t ion  should be I d e n t i f i e d ,  s lon9 
v i t h  t l ~  ¢¢mts lind I~mef i t s .  ~ ~thods of h a t s r g l n t ~ j  "..~a 
hsI~..~lg@ should alms be presented.  

h ~ e e t l o a  of  ~ l U ~ n ~ 4 ~ l a t i ~  

* • The llSTg d id  not rtco~me~l 

d e s k ; b e d  t h i s  r se~ml l~ l t t a=  III 1o l l o~ :  

In  e c ; u ~ l t s t i ~  v i t h  and vxt.h &l~rO~l  by the  r e a o ~ r ~  
~ c i e s  and the l~ribe, d~velqp • plan to stq? 
dive~.A~l North P~lt  S~olaaax~h I l x ~ r  ~ t e r .  out of 
he•in, e~cel~ t o  the e~teo t  a o c e u a r y  fo~ flood 
p ~ e e t l o a .  ~ pl~n shall ~acla4e:  . st~gecl intexi~ 
and f i n a l  s l s tmas  and I~ t lnsm t l o t ~ ,  t l ~  r t l s s s o  
I ~ h e d ~ ,  h y d ~ o g r a ~ ,  and r ~ l t ~  rstes~ * s ~ of 
Lake ~h~a ,rater levels amd - i n lmm f l ~  r e l e t K l  
t h a t ,  i n  o~btanat io~,  can he a c ~ l ~ e d  through the  
m ~ o r  I t0~h~  i l l  • c [ l t l s a l  t~ t l t r  ~ S F ;  * ~ - t l s t ~  
t e s t s  to  ~ * l t m t e  t ~ l a t i o m t ~ e  ~ a t : m m l l o v .  
m d i m ~ t  t r ~ i p o r t ,  ~a~ ~ m m l  iorp~olo~ • rlpa~ian 
v~ ta t i o~  proton•los ao~ rel~ra~ionl ud,  • l o n g - t ~  
s ~ t ~ i o g  and e v i l . t r i o •  vi l la l~-avlsi~l ~or 
~ ra t i ooa l  c ~ .  ?aom~ shen f~l l~ f~md ~ny 
~ i t o r l n g  o r  o ~  m S ~ L ~ S  needed to  develolp t h i s  

The OlIS 8Cites  t h i s  l ' t~c~um~l t lon  v t l  ~ adoj~ed ~ecaml~: 

This  :ecc~eod~tion I s  i l lus t , • l i s te r  w i th  the 
o ~ s p : m t ~  d a y . l e V a n t  I t l~dlL~l of k s t t o ~  lO(a) 
b e c a m  i t s  l ~ J - t e m  f i s h  h e h i t a t  b ~ e f i t 8  are  tc~ 
a n c t l ~ a l a  t o  J g a t l f y  i t s  p o t e n t i a l l y  s i ~ m ~ f l ~ t  s ~ t -  
t e ~  adverse  o f f e c t s  on a l rea 4 y  s t - : l h a  riM1 ~ o ~ t s  mad 
i ts slg$if:can~ i~pac~s on power p r o d ~ t / o ~ .  

The O | l~  L ldqp l l~ re~ t s  the  l ~ t ~  ol~.zatl¢~ of the  ~ P  
re~o~Bemtat/an. The r~c~am~l~tican io  In tended to  he l ~ l e ~ t ~ l  
JO IS tO E~IL~I~le th4t @~3{'~-tI~'l ~lI~ s f f g l  ~ dlSS~ at- 
r i sk  f i s h  o t~ l t~ .  /~.lm, the  1~Z$'8 c o ~ c l ~ x ~  t h a t  ~ i t s  lo~ j -  
tern fish habitat benefits a r t  too uncertain" Is c~mtradic~ed tn 
other  s~ctic~l of L~4 nl lB,  (Sec~i~u 4 . 4 . 3  ~tS;e 4 -47  a ~ l  4-4@~ 
a~d 9 ~ c t i c ~  4 . 4 . 4 . 3  ~ e  4 - ~ 2 ) .  

~ :  ' I ~  CEIB a2.~o r m r ~  ~ a l n s t  
adopting ~.n~7 r ~ o ~ l a t i o a  ~ r  4 {T~ble t - 3 1 .  ~ DIII9 
d e | ¢ r i h e s  ~hlJ : e ~ d a t i c ~  ILl follova: 

I ~ l ~ e ~ t  a ~ t r e - - ~ l o ~  P ~ o l u t i o n  P~oce i s  (S~P) ~ i t h  a~  

APP-42 The pnncipal reason for rejecting this recommendation is that its long 
term fish habitat benefits arc too uncertain to justify its significant impacts on 
hydroelectric power gencrauon. The text has been revised. 

,~°P-43 Comment  no ted  To the extent that adapt,re management  may have 

r r ~ n t  m m a n a g i n g  p ro jec t  bene f i t s ,  w e  e n c o u r a g e  f ish a n d  w d d h f e  a g e n c i e s  to 

w o r k  w i t h  T a c o m a  to  identi fy p r o b l e m s  w i t h ,  a n d  d e v e l o p  ca re fu l ly  c o n s i d e r e d  

m o d i f i c a t i o n s  to,  l i censed  o p e r a t i o n s  a n d ,  i f  a p p r o p r i a t e ,  to  r e q u e s t  r e o p e n i n g  

the  l icense  u n d e r  S t a n d a r d  Ar t ic le  1 5  
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IJ~trtmm Plm¢ CoKmltt~ (IFCJ lnc l~ lLn 9 
rs~rtmtati~ f m  'l '~:ou, t~- r u o u r t e  Mt l~iem, t ~- 
T x i ~ .  and • F~C adm.~ ia t r • t iv ,  l • v  )udge, tha t  .he21 
~ t l ~ ,  vi th i~  $ years of l i c t n ~  itmuta¢l,  a p lan  to 
~:t:J.l~zt aorth Pork add ealnstea f la re .  ~ l e  th ia  
cg t i l xsed f l ~  plan is  heL~ d e w l l o ~ ,  iqplement 
~ u  in ter im f iove, to Joe ~eteZlMZ~ed by th4 lrC 
~ith~a 90 days a t  l i c m  leeuance, t M t  trot tim m n  
c ~ l e l ' l  fa l l  v i ~ h ,  provlde f ~  in  e:cLotzag l i de  
C~L~elS, optLmlze r i i f l e  aad poo" depthe, ~ d  prov;~o 
la~n chan~ l  ~ t t e r  ~ l o c i t i e s  o~e iJ ten t  vi~h the 
hab i ta t  requi~wmt;ts at ~w.,enila m~d other age clatum* 
of salmon. ~ t  theoo mlrdJmm ~aterim t i m  ~dth 
a~d~tio~al lo-Cil  r e l u s e ~  f ~  j ~ e n i l t  sa1"m~id 
O~LL~ratio~ on Jelect~d date8 ~ r i ~ ;  the Ipziag,  l a te  
m r .  and t • l l ,  ~td augtmat t.b~m with Im ~ i t i o m t l  
2$ percent of a l n i u  f l o ~  for u p a t r e ~  ~ g r a n t  adul t  
lalmm on diffexe~lt ~ l e c t e d  dates  during l a te  m r  
and f a l l .  

?he ~ua t / f i ca t io~  for not ~ t h i s  ~ t x ~  re: 

Thai a m 0  18 not • K i f L c  teccwendaCion for  the 
protec t ion ,  aICi~tio~, or" ~aacemmnt  of f i eh  
vi|dl/fe. I t  l lmaecmri!y eM i n a p p ~ i l t e l y  detere  
~0 ~ - l i os~e ing  the anaiy~i~ m~d ] ~ m s s n t  ~a i red  
f~r licensing de~laioca ,~x}er the F~a. 

The St rea~ lov  Reoolu~ica ] ~ 8  and Itmt~eam Flow Cmmittee are 
c r l t t c a l  for  the protect ion,  e i t i ga t i c tL  and ~ t  of ~i lh  
and wildl i fe dur i~ i s ~ I m t t t i m  of nsar-full flov L~ the ~orth 
Fogk. The prccesa  ~ d  e c s m t t s ,  v t l l  ~rovidt  ~h4 b8418 for  • 
st&gad 8ppr~ach ~o~ r~tunung near-ful~ f lay  vh~le ml~iu~zing 
llood/n~l and o ther  t ~ ¢ ' x s  to a t - r i s k  stocks of anadromotm [Lib. 

~ a  d l ~ e o  tha t  the r ~ t i m  "~n~eceegui ly aad 
t a app rop r i t t e l y  t b i e r l  to I X ) e t - l i c a t m ~  ~ mmlysi8 and 
~t.~em'nt required  for  l i ~ n ~ I n g  dsclslon$ under the  FP&.. ~ost- 
l loeasl~ m u ~ r u  at* rsq~ired to davelop irdon~tloo and 
l ~x :euea  n~c~seary co reetote  rlw~r £lmm ta  the mo4t henef ic ia l  
m~tmet. ]1103 also  ao~ee that  FPC eta f f ' e  ~ l t e r t ~ t i ~  3 dele te  
a t j o ;  i ~  to the p o e t - l i c e ~ i ~  pr~¢e$* ( ~ c a l  to a~auit  a 
cba~ml o ~ o e  c~o~ci~/ m~moment  plaa to the Coleli~ 

conduc~ an i n v ~ i g e t i o o  of chennei m i n t t n a n ~  I[1o~ in 
c ~ l t a t i o n  ~Itb the l'zilm and Um ~gm~.le~ [8ectio~ 4.1.4 page 
4-5],  d~v~lop a Ilorth Irork habi ta t  enhence~nt  p laa  l ~ c t i o a  
4 . 4 3 . 4  page 4-49], dm~l~p a ~ i f i c  habit ,I t  ~ a l l t ~ m a t  plan 
[Sect&oo 4.4.4.2 pag~ 4-$1], ¢0~tduct • f l eh  habi tat  8ur~ey and 
dev~lop • fisla habitat i~provuent  plaa ~ffter operat ing the 
pro~ecC for S y~ar l  [5e¢cioa 4.4.8 page 4-57], plan to deteru~ne 
l~ t ~ l r ~  e ~ t 8  ~ lake level im~Jamettt could 

APP-44 We disagrce. While an adaptive management approach would roducc 
the risks associated with environmental unccrtamty, tt would mcrcas¢ thc 
econormc asks at the project The Commission is chargod with balancmg the 
public mterests in the projecL inc]udmg both developmental and non- 
developmental mterests Wc cannot accurately define the non-developmental 
bcncfiL~ of such a fluid alterrmtivc and therefore cannot rccommend it to the 
Cormmasion Wc have cvaluatcd your recomnwtxtation on the basis of thc 
desu'ed outcome (full flows to the North Fork) and havc found that it violates 
FPA Section 10(a) in that it does not balance thc developmental and non- 
developmental uses of the watcnvay Wc recommend making substantial 
uuproveme~ts m the project's environmental benefits at considcrablc cost We 
have included the costs of these measures, mcludmg those requiring further 
study or analysis in our economic analysis and f ad  them to be consistent with 
~PA Section 10(a). 
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~ tab l i l b  • naturally racrod~¢i~ k~ar~e la~lat lo~,  and plaa to 
~ t ~ i ~ e  i f  r~$ l ~ r ~  •o, 2 gurblno ~ e r  Iratalla~ion 
~ t a ~ t l a l l y  i ~ u N $  f i g  injury or m:ta i l ty  l~¢tloo 6.6.2 
¢a9. 6-45D. ;dl  of t ~  cited exa~lu raq~ite ix~t-licsa~iaq 
a~alysu sad .~aamt  

~ :  ~ OIlS a '~o r ~ o m a ~  againat 
adop~o~ of Egor~/ reo~me~ctagt¢~ aumbor gO ITaJ~le 6-~}. The 

In ~ l t a t i o ~  viLh ar~ vith ~ t ~ v a l  by the . ~ ¢ l e s  an~ 
t ~  ~rlb*, dcgelo~ vi*hin i year of lio~m~ i a s ~ .  and 
~alpJ~r, t  d a r ~  licaa~e y~az| ~ to ) • ~ro~rm t~ re,tore 

f i ~  I m ~ l a t l ~ .  i~¢ludl~9 .ocke)~ ~ : l  ¢~ho 
u l ~ ,  i a  L a ~  C ~ b ~ .  

=t is r~j~ctad because: 

Thee ~ l a t ~  i e  l~-onsietent with the 
~o~preheolive a a ~ l o ~ • t  etlmdard of ~t'ti¢~ I0 (s) 
bcc•~  its li~elih~od of ~ |  ia too u~r ta io  to 
~u | t i fy  l tS  h ( ~  COSTS ~nd beca~ i t  w~d O~fi)c~: 
v i th  r u l a a n t  f i sh  umm~meut ~ l a t i c w .  

r ~  g ~ v ~  for  not edop~l~g Lbe rec~mnda~lo~ e ~ a t r ~ i c t  
th~ amal~l~  i n  l ~ a 4 1 . z  • of tha ~ I a .  ~ e  / ~ d ~ x  I a~ai~i| 
* a ~  aothz~ a t t a r  aa at.certain lilallhoo~ of ~ ¢ ¢ * ~  of fleh 
l:,anag~, ~ d  pro)acts a 3 to I b ~ f l ~ - c o s t  ~ t i o  ~ b  • 
d o ~ e t ~ a I  I ~ e  f a c i l i t y  F a t t ~ g a d  M t ~  an lao t i~ac~I ]  
oyll:em at  t~8 b k e z  I t ivl t  I~Iz~eiect~l¢ P~]eC¢. 

~ L a ~ A ~ l ~ :  The ~Ia also r*c~a(ma~ ~ s i n s t  
a~q~ttn~ ;~ency z~:mmendaclo~ auuber L) (Table 1-3).  
t e c ~ m e ~ i a t J ~  Is diJc~ibed u fol lasv: 

~av~ 78¢0d,8 f~.d the develo33eent. O~rntica, 
aa /a t~anc~  of f i sh  hatcbm~ f 4 c i l i t ~ l l  to be dev~loged 
in c ~ m ~ l t a t l ~  ~ t b  and a~r~val by t ~  l ~ i ~  ar~ 

?he r ~ a g i ~  mm r~)ectad b~caam: 

l 'a l |  rec~ti~n ~ uode ~pec i f ica l ly  to ~ t i g s ~  
for ~ t  pro jec t  c ¢ ~ c ~ i o n  e ~  o~erat ion g i .  
Taoma has a ~ a d - /  8 ~ t l ~ t o d  for th~0e ~ s t  x~g '~s  by 
f ~ d l ~ g  c m ~ c t i o n  ~ d  ~ r a t i ~  of Lha ~ o r g e  
aatchery, lh~z'tJmzaw~, . i th  c~r r * ¢ o ~ e ~ e d  f i e r y  
~ t  I suuz~4 ,  g~4zs i~ no i v i 4~ l ce  that ~ha 
project ~o~ld h a ~  82¢/ future f i s h ~ l e ~  ispac~|  
r ~ q ~ i r t ~  ~ • p r o e m  a l  ~Iti~atioa or nz~sn tzn~  
ice high costs.  Tbw~, this r ~ t ~ o ~  L~ek~ 
~tid~atiary m~po~c and ie lr .em~i~¢ent wi th  b ~ o e d  

A P P - 4 5  T h e  success  o f  f ish p a s s • g c  d e s c n b e d  in  A p p e n d L x  B a s s u m c s  tha t  a 

hea l thy  sou rce  o f  sockcyc  brood.s tock cou ld  b e  d c v c l o p c d  T o  dale ,  n o  o n e  has 

idcn t i f ied  a sou rce  for  a hea l t hy  sockeye  b r o o d s t o c k ;  t h e r e f o r e ,  fish pas sagc  

success is unoc~ ta in  

APP-46 In light of •dditional information descnbing the historic occun~ence of 
an•dromous fish. aquatic habitat av•ilabildy, and production potenhal of the 
North Fork. we re-cvaluatod the neot for hatchery stocking Wc cstxmatexl thc 
level of anadromous fish stocking that would be reqinred to increase anadromous 
fish species diversRy ~ production under both Altem•tives 2 and 3 (~'c scctxons 
4.4.3.5 and 4.4,4.3) In the FEIS. we r ~ d  that Tacoma develop an 
anadromous fish s~ockmg plan. m consultation with the fishery resource agencies 
and the Tribe. and establish upper limils for Taocm•'s fmanci•l support of the 
hatcher}' production and slockmg program. 
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d, vIlo~m¢~. 

The n~m g l u m  t~r  r ~ l ~  t ~  rso~mendation ¢ t m f l i ~  vlth 
l i l y i l J  ~ o~¢l i l i tmi  ~ t l ~ t  t l l  Di l l .  ~ 
a l l  "already m i t i p t * d  fe r  LhaN ~ l a n c e s  by blr~la i 
¢~illt.~ictteB ~ qpezatltm ¢4 t ~  ~;Qor~ i ~%~., l ' l l l  
~ i ~ i  p ~ l o m  K G e ~  i Ratchet# ~as i n ~  3 to  6 
fold I i  tim It|0'g o i l r  the o r l g i u l  eJt l l l l t ld, l .5 million 

sbc~t ~ s ~ u ~ r y  Fc~bct io~ fo r  f a l l  t k i ~ c ~  to ~ l t i g a t s  [or  ~he 
im~tcts of the ~ Pro~e~t ~l~e f ~  tc~ lo~. ~a~rl ~a~ 
no I ~ t z ~ i t i ~  ~ t l ~ v e x  for s ~ i ~  cklnoek, iteelheli~ l i~  
a o d m ~ .  ~ t ~  / i l l ~  i ~ ~l~lgm¢lc~ for  t i  b io lo l lca l  

t r  I ¢ ixied by ghl  pio~e¢2 i~ t b i  / and ~tam~y.  
uith A l t~r~at l~  i ,  the £1~ oo~lldei that the ~gg~at lo~ r i l l  
¢¢nt~aae and t i  ~ L l l t  t~ I v i i i  be ~ p r e v ~  a ~ l m l l y  
~ r i i i g  ~ ~ICi~li t e l l .  (SICgLOG 1.4.4.5 ~ 4-63).  ~le 

b io log ica l  (deles r l c e u i o a  lad l o n  ©L ¢e lgz i i8  l l i t a t l  
i ~  ioei l l  I ~ i i ~  ~ l ~  flo~diii i l  l l p l c t l  of  Jggz '~ t im  
~ d  :e&c~d eedim~ t:USl~Z~ v~ll J l ~  c o s t l y .  

24. To I ~  e ~ a r l m  l / : i t i  I ~  I s  k i l l  beds, 
l t g  l l / r i i l  I ~ l l  i t  Nl le t  ioci~i~ll I l~i  outi~ 
I K l i l ~ .  

25. i Ir~welJ and ~ u~i la  or littlenec~ c l iM at 

m t h a ~ l  shall I~ ~¢licted ~ ~ aM ~h~ ~oi=t Bo ~oL~t 
?[eat y CO~il. 

I~. ~tauc~ ~to~ filhe~igs at ~locted s~dZlitl bet~men 
~ X i l l ~ r t  lad ~ i o ~  ~7 c ~ ¢ t L ~  clutched m l d i a  9 aM ocher 
ll411111~t. 

27. said Jlrllmile ~ c l ~  ir~ Hllctld u~df~Jts ~a 5ood 
Cl~al, I ~ l t  sites i l ~  m t ~ s  shell be l e l¢c ted  bY 
I ~ i  8~d ~ Poil~ no Point ? r ~ t y  ~ ¢ i l ,  

~bl r e ~  f ~  r e j ec t ion  of them : e ¢ o a l ~ d a t i o n l  are  s i t  tozth 
O~ pagel 6-34 and 6-35. ~ e y  tre aet eupi~rte~ by ~ o l l ~ t i ~  in 

t s ~ c ~ s  to  t l ~  8 k o k l i i h  e l ~ i i r / .  ~ l l  DILll hae propolld r e e i n g  
d t k ~  at l~11ey Ranch to  i~lltc¢i e ~ t ~ t i ~  c o ~ / , t i ~ M ;  ht~ever, 
the [Lol l  x l ~ ¢ ~ l ~  in ~ten~at i t l  3 " l~ l ld  ~ t r l ~ t e  
e l l s l n t i i ] l y  lobbing to  a g ~ l a t l o n  c~ the i l t m ~  b ~ u I  I : ~  
l , ~ l d  ~ t ~ i n  lucb l l u  ~ l e  z i v l r  l l d imln t  t h ~  f l ~  u~lier 

APP-47 As indicated m section 4.4.4.5 and fl~e rc-spotLse to APP-37. ~ternative 3 
should subs(antiaUy benefit these estuarine resources so there would be no future 
project unpacls to warrant adoption of these recommendations. 
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A: te r~a ; t ve  2. By t h e w e l v e s ,  these t lowo z lg~ t  not be 
~ [ ~ x ¢ ~ t ~ t  CO h a l t  a t  111v~rm d e l t l  t e e e l l l O ~  1 ~  l t t ~e~o lng  . . 
. . 0  [ ~ t i ~  4,1 4 .5  p a ~  4 - 6 ] ] .  TRMI 10Or O~y  ~a8 t ~ l e  bl@n r~  
n a t l a a t l o ~  ta r  p l l t  p ro jec t  tBp~cte, b~t the e l t u a r y  l q ~ ¢ t l  a ~  
: i k e l y  to c a n t i n a  to o ~ t r  v ; t b  tlw D E l S - r e c ~  opa r l t i cc  
of t.~e pro jec t .  

~ :  The H I S  also r e ) e ~ e d  /~ency 
t ~ c o ~ a d e t i o n  r a ~ e r  )1 [Table 6 - | ) ,  a l  l a n a i :  

la  cosumltatloa v i~h  and w t h  a l e : o v a l  l toe  I.l~ 
teso~:ce agcnclss ~ d  ~ e  Tr~he, protect  and ~ s t o r e  
~ h  ~otk Skokca~ah ~lver r ipa r i an  v e g ~ t a t i ~  t ~ t  
,,wJld be a f fec ted  by bicker ri~,~r f iche.  

ra t lonal~ ~or r e j ec t ing  the r e c ~ m e ~ t i c ~  i l :  

Th is  m~al~Art 1 l  ;..l:oa,ltet~uat ~i th  balar,  ced de~e~o~l~nc 

tbet  ~o~ld  adver le ly  i f f e c g  r i p a r i a n  v e g ~ t a t £ ~  aloog 
the lJoF~h FoFk, and beca~oe Im do not e~q)e¢~ o~r 
r ~ l a d ~ d  flm~l to m~0staattallF a~f~ct l~orr.h ~ork 
r~perla~ v ~ e t a t l ~ .  

~ c O r d A ~  to C i t y  o~ T I ~  (1953a), " f l a y s  in exceete o[  
e p p ~ x ~ t e l y  200 ¢1|  over~lo~ the exi~in9 band Ind epreed into 
t~'.e g r i l l ,  ihr£ :~ ,  and t ~ e ~  In the riparima tonal along the 
r i v e r . '  Thua. the ~ lS- recmm~xl~ l  f l ~  0£ 240 c~e ~or nine 
mo~che ~ i l l  r e r~ l t  Aa o~t-of-benk ~loq in ~be Morth Foxk, 
ac~ereeiy a f f ec t i ng  r ipa r i an  vegetat ion,  l ~ e r ~ o r e  ~J~ Jl~ 
/ e ~ c ~ n d a t i o a  i s  neceeeal~ to ~ l d r e ~  8n t i c~ l~ ted  e~fectJ  ol  the 

~ :  ~ l ~ a l  e~ atate relo~rce 
• genciee r eoos~m~d  ac~Nialt i~ of the p~n~y Czee~ v(.tl&nd~. 
'Vae l~IS ~ Fa~:luu~ of o~aly a por t loa  ol the ~ t l a o d ~ .  
(Aqeacy r m ~ c m ~ l t i ~  32, Table i - 31 .  T h l l  i s  ~l~Iciect. 
The ~ r m  o£ the e n t i n  h r d y  e n m k  ~etlAnae ie  n e c e J u r y  
~¢l~Je t ~  ~ i s  an # t ~ M l r t ~  ~ l t l l ~ d  v i  ~h'n ~ 9 k ~ m i e h  
River e s c h a r ,  e~d c ~ e l l l ~  evibeace 8 b ~ e  the va|u~ of  
u t u a r i ~  ~mtia~d~ as • I~816~oc~ ~ 1~.u~i~g envi tonmnt  f a t  
~uvec i le  sa l~o=ids ( ~ l e y  1902. ~ j e l l ~  14: a l .  198~, S im~at~d  
e t  e l .  1911, TRou eL 12. la id ,  8 ~ e ~ f l e r  e t a l .  1990. Sh~efl ler  
et  ~d.. 19921 • S i ~ t a b  (19421 a~d 0 h r ~ l I l e r  e t  aA. (1992 and 
19901 £o~a~ that  r.d~llook a l~  el~;~ lalm~1 f~y ~ k e  ~ e n l i ~  ~ae 
of e~tuArtrs  w t l a a d s  In  I ~ j e t  so~xi a~d t~e ~ h A n g t ~ a  coast.  
aeexden~ for c~leo0k c u  laa t  as ~ aa s ix  ao~t ~ , .  Ohm acd 
pi~k ~ a l ~  fW occui~ s h e l l ~  n.a r .abore  habitats in  es tuar ine  
v~t land~ pr io r  to  movL~g into neur i t i c  h a b i t a t .  The chum ~ l a o n  
ter, a i n  1.~ tbe aheL~c~ h a b i t a t l  u a t l l  they  a~t SO t o  60 I~  in 

large 0 u b - ~ a t l A ~  ~oc~e~e can be found ~ real f l ~ t s ,  gjeleon et  

APP-48 The information available to us indicates that the lower North Fork's 
current channel capacity is generally in the range of 200 to 240 cfs We agree 
that 200- to 240-cfs flows might be slightly out-of-bank at some locations and 
that such a flow regime combined with channel maintenance flows would also 
affect riparian vegetation by increasing channel evolution processes that would 
create side-charmels and islands and w:den the channel at some locations The 
available information indicates, however, that these flows would be only 
slightly out-of-bank at some locations, that riparian vegetation losses would be 
very small m comparison to the amount of riparian vegetation present, that the 
affected vegetation is predominantly young alder with relatively low habitat 
value, and that the impacts on riparian habitats would thus be negligthle No 
data suggest that these flows would cause substantial riparian habitat losses (see 
our response to City-52) warranting riparian vegetation restoratton measures 
that could themselves have adverse environmental impacts Rather, havtng 
.some ripe.nan vegetation fall rata the river should be viewed as an 
environmental benefit because it would, at least temporarily, increase urgantc 
matter and habitat structure for aquatic organisms in the nver 

APP-49 We note that whilc thc available reformation suggests the upper ]un~t 
of tidal cffccts on river stage is slightly upsltcam of the Purdy Creek parcel, 
there is no evidence that tidal waters intrude far enough upriver to create 
esluarine salinJtics in the Skokomish Raver adjacent to Purdy Creek, nor have 
studies submitted to date identified any estuarme wetland areas within the 
Purdy Creek parcel. We also note that W'DFW slightly revised the 
recommended boundaries for this parcel and that we recommend acquisthon of 
the entire parcel as proposed by WDFW in the FEIS 
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APP-50  

APP-51 

i 
el.  (1982J f ~  t~ l t  ch|tlo~t f t /  ~ tM t l a ~ l ~  ~ r - u l w t e  ~ 1  
el the l a c r m ~ r . o - a a a  ff04u~in sstua~y dar ing  the day and move I 
i~to dNl~r  ~ t ~ r  I t  n i g .  

I ~ a i s y  (lJ82J compared m u a ~ /  ruid~zce o~ Jtnsn~Le lelucmid8 
t~ro~b~at the ~teAfie ~ o r t ~ m e ¢ .  ea  fotmd that  pink aalac~ fry 
u ~  t ida l  m r s ~  a t  hi,It  tide and tore o~c on the f i r s t  ebb. 
The s v t r t ~  ~ ~ t d ~ t  t i n  for  pL~t f ry  ~ tee to  t~o hays. 
M emerin~ an e K u a r y ,  c h ~  f r y  f l r K  u o ~  L~to t |d~l  tripoli 
and e lou~a an t ~  delta area. Pm ~m fry  ~ they ¢~lo~ixe 
other Mr lh  he~ltate and l t ~ e t t i d ~  e r a .  I t  h i g h  t ide,  t ida l  
fry l~tmttate deep Lnto tmllhm~ aloo~ the i n t e r t i da l  frlu~J. ~u~ 
lov t ide tim try re t reat  /m:o t ida l  creeks r e t a l ~ n g  flo~ at  low 
t ide and A~to delta chau~ell. J ~ c e ~  of mJor  and l i ne r  
dlscrAb~tarlee aro preferrui  low tide b a ~ t a t l .  Yearling eoc~eyt 
ecc l lmte  to  ~ t ~ r .  ¢~o  ml~t~ ~mrLLn~ ~ eom ~ e  of 
ths  f ~ t  of tJ~ de l ta  I n  the ~t ta t r iee .  ~ fx-f ~ r ~  toured 
to occ~y ~ om~ a~eu u cbm. uc~p~ t ~  did not oecu~ 
ar~as of high fe l in i ty .  L ~ r  ~ t l a l t y  t ~ x l ~  e r t ~  ~x~  
pro[err~d by ~ o o k  fry. 

S A u  ( ~ O )  ~o~ed t i m e  ~ c  of the food prod~ctlcm in estuaries 
t a k e  place ~a t ~  t ida l  f l a : s ,  slotqfl~, ~ d  mushes. Tbcm ec 

~*ed a~d f l a t s  ~ eea gram beds la aa estuary a8 feedln 9 areas 
la  t~e ~p r i~  a ~  early ~ l o r .  

~ t m L r ~  M r I h  ~ d  tide l ~ ' ~  pt~vt "4~ cr i t ica£ habitat  f ~  
J~v~a~e ~el~d~ de'tag ~o~nstrtm elg~attca lad ~ l ~ l ~ m  to 
~ l t  ~Cer.  k [aor t t~  of t k N  |lndLII in  the ~ O ~ e h  8A'~t J~%'8 
been loec, in part ,  duo to aggradatiou in the lc~e~ k t~r tem of 
the ~ c ~ i s h  Ri~er and e ~ i ~  of the ~ t ~ r ~  ~ l t s ' s  mater 
mai~ in  camped b~ the m c ~ e t t ~  and ~ r t t A m  ~f the ~ k t ~  
M J o c t  IJay 1~4) .  Jr/" (155t) states that  ~ I ~ t k t t ~  ot the 
~o~er t m ~ t ~  l ~ t s  t ~  volk~e of l o ~ - u l i a i t y  ~ b t t a t  and 
i~ai~e the value of the r ~ i r ~  ~ i ~ a t .  ~ ~oV-~llinity 
~ i t a t  i |  pa~|c~Larly t s ~ o r t ~ t  to t l~ ~ a q ~ i ~  of chinook fry 
to ~ a l t  n t e r  ( R ~ I ~  1582). 

l ~ .  s~mmn~tad.j ~ : l a x e t £ o m  (1592) s ta tes  t M t  I~aguA~lble cha~ges 
Io e e t ~ x ~  ~ t l a ~  habitat ,  with its a~lated chencterlsttc 
f lora ,  have oocurr~  since opert t tce ~f the project ,  and tha t  the 
g ~ l l ~  bxgbly [¢od~1~ i~t~r~ld~l s o ~  ~a~ beta z ~ c e d .  
The ~ ~1o~ ~ ~ l v e ~ l n ~  the Bo~h Pox~ Jkokomi~h s l y e r  i n  
t ~  ~h~oes the ~ i c  C~lc i ty  of the o a L ~ t e ~  ~ k e k m ~  
I L t ~  to t r t ~ o r t  I~l~m~tt ~ a t r L ~ t o d  ~ ~ Io~gh ~ t o  the 
delta and u t e r i .  T~ta r t e ~ l t 8  i n  in~r~u~d ~ t i ~ m  An t im 
t x ~ a [ * r  zone sad h l ~ e r  av~ riverbed elevatiots. The ~ t  
ltlec~ Of :e~u~.d ied~m~t t r~m~ort  bat Mmm a ~ ¢ t ~ o e  in th~ 
i~u a~d chan~e in t l~  F~ofile of the e~t~aA-y, e~pecially t~a 
it~tidal ~nm,  ~ c l i  ba~ f l c . ~ l d  ~1 z~ok'tld by SAmmnltad 
(15~2}. ~ has occ~x~d  ) e c a ~  tmmfflcie~t m y  ~ e d i ~ t  18 

APP-50  Op imon  is no~ed 

APP-51 We  agree that past project  water  divermons in combina t ion  wi th  

mcrcasdxJ ~ t  mpuL~ and diking at the n v ~  modath has  caused aggradat ion 

on the mncr  Skokonush River  dcha  and erosion o f  the delta m e r g e  leadmg to 

delta ~ g  and a loss of  intertidal habitat. Our  analysis in(hcatcs, howcvcL 

that these effects have beeT) hurter. 
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introduced to z~pte.,alsh tbaz wM.cb i •  lost fro,a the esl:ulrl~ 
• ~e~ by w i n •  and t taal  • e t i ~ .  

I In l i g h t  of  the ~ a t  ~ d  p ~ g c t • d  con:lnoed i ~ a c t  of the 
p ~ J e c t  ~ the I;ko~tml•ll  River ~zl l l~ela  •rid ••oust3',  ~ c ) l a ~ e  of 
the Itoti~¢ 1 ~  Crier ~ t l •ml  i s  ~ f f . a ~ t  ~ v~c•| |•~-y. 

I ~ o o l ~ M ~ t l ~  to  •nhaoce the I~In|tm0'l Chanllel 
c i p i c i c y  (14 lind 151 ~ze outside of l o ( j )  beelule they 
ate Intended to : ~ c ¢  flood b~ards r | t h r  tl~m to 
protect or enhance li~h and ~roldl l |e relourcu, 

I ~ ' •  r~ccms~d~tt~ nuz~cr 14 is a~ntated in ?able 6-3. p ~  
I,-10. The r ~ m e n d a t t ¢ ~  s ~ l d  r~ad: 

a e ~ • l ~  i u l P ~ m o t |  to re~t©re the f l ~e  c~pecit)" ol 
tbe l a lml tn  ~k~ko~•h at~mr t~lo~ the coallu~ct o~ 
tbe Iorth Pork. aaeas~r~ m m r ~ l  Will be i~atifx~d 
thro~h ~ r i t i o ~ l l  t s t l  raq~ir~a in the ~ l~" ta ta t  of 
t l ~  Interior ,mens u d  Co~dtti~a 2,3 .  ~ i ~ l m t a t i o ~  
plan ~or rCKO:L~ ~Umtea c ~ i  flo~ tape, i t  T 8hel l  
b~ ~l~llO~ed i n  C ~ i U l t a t i ~  =ith a~ ~pp~v~ by the 
Ilatio~ual I l a : ~  Pi~#ri••  ~rvic• ,  U.8. I~LIh 
wildlife ~r~ic*. U.$. ~ Co~q~l of EngtnHrs, O.S. 
ht~al auou~ces C o ~ m t t o n  $~rvl¢~. ~irca~atll 

~p~nt of tcol~, a~qto~ ~p~rtmmt 0£ ~lsh 

re•tor~ ~.adrouo~u fish b, lb~t•t ~a the )l~Inatn s~oko~•b Pdw~ 
and es tuary .  ~ * r ~ l ~  f l ~ x l  halard~." T ~  this 
roc~tlo~ i~ with in  101. ~ ] and ~ l d  be ~Id~r~. 

o! ~ r t c ~ *  alt~-a~r-l~s for pro*idlm/ adult a~d ~ e a l A •  fish 
I~u~a.~ at t/~ CushMa project. ~ tbe alternat~v~ mummed, • 
trap and I~u] l~t~ lot both ~d~it| ~ ~trym~l•ll i8 d#tsa~ 
to be th~ b~t ~y to  pt-c~ic~ ~•. ~nd~r the| •Itel~ti~, • 
:rap L~I luml £acll i ty ~ d  be located • t  th~ he~ of Dim Iio. 2, 
~ r . h  t~ adultl l~i~ 9 t r l . m ~ o r t ~  ~11:r~om to I~• ~uh~ v~• • 
ca~l~ay and fish hopper. J~ile• outmigrar.Ja~l ~ro~ tbe • y s t ~  
~ l d  be o o l l ~ t e d  v ia  • b a r ~  ~o~uat~ collecti~ ~t~ L~ LAke 
Cual~tn ~dmre the fish ~ . d  be tran~or~td to th~ table,ray for 
t r ~ a t i o n  and r e l N H  to the river below. 

APP-52 See our response to APP-49  

APP-53 As worded, NMFS' recommendation 14 does nol indicate that the 

recommended channel capacity e n h ~ t ' s  purpom is to restore anadromous 

fish habitat Furthermore, neither NMI"S's original recommendation nor this 

comment include any basis for explaining how channel capacity enhancements 

would restore or enhance fish habitats or how they are linked 

APP-54 Comment noted. Fish l~lder options were not eliminated strictly on 

the basis that a flow control syslern would be needed to accommodate lake-level 

fluctuations. SITs fish passage investigation indicated that a single ladder was 

probably infeasible and two ladders require construction of fish bamers  and 

collection facilities below both dams These requirements considerably locrca.se 

the cost to benefit ratio, not considering the fact that collection facilities 

eonstrncted in Lake Kokanee would adversely affect recrcatton, aesthetics, and 

wildlife resources m the area. 
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~" an s l t e t ~ t i ~  to t r i o  an~ h~ul. four t ~  of l d u l t  f ish 
b m ~ r s  ~ exmtned. : ~ l l e  ~ of the cocce:=e expressed io 
the ~ I $  a~out the la4~er d e ~ t ~  h ~  sore ~s l ld i ty .  others are 
m~fo~ad~d. 

~%S I t l t s S  O0~Itgl  J - | 4 :  

T~e g i ~ y  ¢~It in la~ C u ~  ~ i d  ne~J to he 
l~.nt~ nay fro• t ~  intake ot~'uc~u=| =,,a ~ i l l  ~ t ~  
to ~ ~ I I  b~ck a~'t~ity owr t ~  ~zllvay ~d 
muld r ~ u i r e  ad)~tab le  ~ein~, gates, or ~ ~ 
~ r . l e t  to ~ t ~  for l a ~  l e ~ l  fluct~ti~. 

~ost t i ~ s y e  e x i t i ~  into • f c c ~ y  ~ e c t  to • si~uifica~t 
a~c~ t  o! ~ t e r  l e ~ l  f l u ~ t ~ t i ~  s i n  z l l~ l z¢  ~ e  t ~  of 
control n c t i c ~  to ~ e t e  the f l ~  into the l a ~ .  TSars am 
acme d e ~ i ~  ~b~ch h~d le  f ~ y  f l ~ t e ~ t i ~  bet ter  th~n 
others, bat I t  the t a n ~  of f o r ~ y  lcvelo propped for Lake 
C ~ a n  (nodal  s m d ~  l e w l  of 731 f ~ t  a=d n o e l  alaS•us 
i~i of ?0~ f~t) any of the l ~ d ~ z  4e41~ exmd~ed vu~id 
l.~ly ze~Ni~ a fl~ o~t~l e~ctio~. ~It~ately, t~m •z~ e 
~ i ~  ~ i l t y  ol flov ~ t r o l  e ~ t ~  a"igm .~ai labls  vbich ~y 
~uuactlo~ a~tely in thls ~It~ati~. T~ ~ of forehey 
fluct~ti~ viii ~ t e ~ e  the c~mpl~udty of t ~= t~ol section. 
~tetmate ly ,  ~ could ~ the nm<j~ of f o ~ y  f1~tuatic~ 
durin~ the f~sh lN.u~ge s ~ u ~  ~o that s l ~ 4 t  any f i s h  ] a&~r  
~ a l d  ~ork. F i l h  l~k~ers ~ b ~  o~t~ct~ all Over t~a 
~zt~t to occo~ts fl~ati~m~ up to IS ~t. i~ the 
forehey. ~t because . p ~ t i ~ l ~  ladder ~ s i ~  req~ir~s n 
control ~ti~ should ~t di~Nalify I t  f r ~  f~rther 
co~ic¼rstio~. 

T k  ~ I $  ~ t s t e !  ~ l ~ p  9-14: 

Pith  l ~ e u c ~  l a a ~ r ~  b ~ e  ~ r .  ~ c ~ s t z ~ . ~ l  a t  
51~ U t l ~  st  the C ~  ~'o~ect. ~ 

eo~J~Rrlng ~luti~ to ~o~iti~ f:.s.b ladder 
f~c i l i t l u  in relnttoa to rock ~alls ~ dam. 

believes t h - t  the ntntmDiat ,h - t  f i sh  ladders ha~  not heen 
¢0~llt.-~ctld a; ~ u hi~o all t ~  ~ ~ I K ' ~  (i lpp1*oxllltely 
G(O f t !  is slsle~Li~. ~ l e  i t  i l  t ~  ~ t  • l a ~ r  ~ts ~ot 
b~m o ~ r ~ c t a d  to ~ s  f i sh  x~o~ad a sL~Jle obstacle this high, 
th~ C1~bmn Pro~e~t i s  tvo Frojecte. T ~  s ladder s l ~ t ~  o0~Id 
be constricted i~  :vo eelparate ss<j~¢nt=, oo~ to pale Dim )so. l 
and t ~  ot.~er to ~ D u  I~o. 2. T ~  ~ r t ] c a l  r i ~  for ~ I~. 1 
Is ~qp~d~ately 2~0 ft and the ~ti:al r ise for ~al Ho. 2 ~l 
appz~d~ te l y  20~ f t .  There ~ n ~ l l ~ r  of f i  *~ ladders vhicb 

oo~E~ed by the ~.~. coq~ of fmgloeere ~t t ~  

APP-55 See our response to APP-54. 
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AI'P-55 

APP-56 

AI)P-57 

A P P - 5 8  

these same ieciXtt tes to provi~  p i l s i g e  f o r  f l t h  /or an 
edditiooal ; Is vertical ft+ g l  a uorkb~ e~aa~'+e, the pool and 
v ~ :  f l Ih  "adder ~ the North  Fork Project (North Pork Clacks•Ira 
a~ver .  ~ ,  P I ~  No. JIGS] c ] : I ~ a  ll~oximataly 200 f t  ~ is o*er  
1.?  ~ ; e l  lOng.  The Nogth Fork Clickalal ¢ ~ r r e n t l y  I ~ l  
s : , I ab 'e  r t ~ s  o f  s t e e l e d  t ro~c  and chinook i a l ~ .  

.'~hl OE~S ~ o i o t l  o~t l e Y e r l ]  a i f ~ i ~ t ~ s l  Of ~oI11trgC~1~ • 
cocveor.!o~al f I i h e a y  a t  the Oaihma.o Probe=C. Bm~,ver. noa- 
cooveo=ioa l l  i o l , . I t l o~ l  lho~Id i l i o  be co~i; idet~d. Given the 
horizontal a, lCaac~ that ~ d  have co bi ~ ~p to O~Is~1"~c% • 
+ i O f t  t o t a l  w r ~ i c a l  r i l e  f r o a  t ~ i  Skokomi~h alva~ to halts 

ove~rla=d r~t l~r  t ~  following t i m  r i ~ I r  ~ i .  h good ua~ple 
CulO~ln ,  i t  may M lore f m i h l e  to  ~ t e  the fish ] t i e r  

Of th i l  i l  the  ~o~ib i i l ty  of  utillsltO Xc~re~J~rt Cre~k as • fimh~ 
F a e m ~ y  up to ~ ~ l ~ n  am out l im~ L~ tim I M ~ i t  I Tecfmo!ogy  r e p o t s  l o t  t~ e  Skokoat~b I ~ d i a ~  Tr t b ~  on F i s h  P i l l a g e  
O p t i ~ l  l o t  e 1 2 ~  i ~ O  P~'OJ~t ( sko~OI~lh  l ~ l l m  T r i b e  199~) .  

The D a i s  IEltiI On ~ 1 - 1 4 :  

F i J b  a t t r a c t i o n  f l m m  ~o~ ld  have ~o be p r o ~  
f l e m y  e ~ t s  - ~ t  t e q u i r ~  - a j ~ t a ~ l e  f l ~ e .  

S I  of the I~r¢si~Id d i iadv ln~i~I  Of f l Ih  ZlCkl~rI deKr£b~d i n  
tha  O i l s  ~ l d  alam l i k e l y  alRply to  a t r i p  a~d haul  f i c i l i t  V 
I v i g h  ~b I  e x c e p t i o ~  Of f l o w  c o n t r o l  l e c t i ~ l ) .  Pot example,  
l t t r l c : i ~ t  f1Owl t ~ l l  ~ required at l l thar i f $ ~  l l K k ~ r  O~ 
t r a p  a ~ l  ~a~l facil ity ill ordec to  o ~ t e  ~ i t h  ~ l ~  r i ~ r  f l ~  
a n d  a t t r a c t  f i s h  i n t o  LI~  f a c i l i t y .  & I m t ~ l ~  d im t o  g ~ i ~  t lOh 
i n t o  e i t h e r  t ~ p e  o f  f s c i l i ~  emald be  t ~  ~ t k i o  l y  o r  
may no t  r o d ~ c e  t h a  • s o d  f o r  i t t r a e t i o ~  f l o ~ .  ~ • t t a ~  ~ h ~ l  
£ a c i l ~ y ,  i t  might  h .  ~ u r ~  to p : ~ r i  a~  l ~ t a b l e  f l o ~ i  ard  
~ l t t p l e  e n ~ r a n c u  t o  11|o~ the t f f e ~ l Y e  I~lq;41gl Or o ~ l l ~ t l ~  
o f  f i l b  m ~ e r  • ~ d l  r ~  o~ r i v e r  flo~ co~i~loea. 

T ~ t r e  are ~otent~el dra~d~cka  t o  I t r a p  a ~  haul  o i m r I t i o o  ~ I c h  

Trap and h a u l  o p o r t t z ~ s  rosy a C t ~ L l l y  l n e t ' ~ t l  tha  i ~ l d s ~ e a  o f  
f i s h  f l ~ l  ba ck .  A c l r ~ & i n  ~ m ~ m t  o f  f i s h  i t r a y ~  i l  ~ c o r i l  f o r  
~ y  r&~Ir s ~ i t m ,  ~ ~ f i i h  ~ f i t  ~ t t l ~ l  b e f o r e  t u r n i n g  
azou~d  a~d m g r i t l ~ g  t o  tM~u~ t r u e  ~ r i V e ~ l .  A c o ~ v ~ t i ~ e a l  
fi~ Ladder g t ~ o  rheim fi~b the o~portunity duri~ their c l imb 
up the  l a d ~ e r  to  ba .'~ d ~ m l t r e l m ,  ~harI~i I t r a p  ~ d  h a u l  d O N  
n o t .  ~ ny  f i s h  whack e n t e r s  • t r e p  and t m u l  f a c i l i t y  i s  u s k ~ e ~  
t o  be ~ I e t i n t g l  to  go ¢ l m t x l l u I ,  w h i c h  imy  not  n e c e u a r l l y  be t h e  
c l l ~ .  

I t  i l  l l l e l~  t ~ i t  f i s h  wi l l  sx~mrienoe m amount o f  deLty ~ot 

APP-56 The Tnbe's  fish passage analysts cvaluated adult upstrcam passage by 
way of  McTaggert Creek, the use of conventional ladders, and several trap and 
haul altcmatnvcs Generally. tLge of McTaggert Creek is less desirable because 
McTaggert Creek flows would havc to be augmented from l.akc Cushman and 
because a fish passage bamcr  would have to be built on the lower North Fork 3use 
upstream of Mc'l'aggert Creek blocking anadromous fish from about 4 mdes of 

fish h a b i t a t  

APP-57 Commem is noted See our response to APP-56.  

APP-58 Comment is noted We believe a statable release point would 
discourage fish fall back over the dams  See our res3xmse to APP-54 
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APP-59 

APP-60 

APP-61 

APP-62 

APP-63 

APP-64 

only in l ~ a t 1 ~  and e~tetiflg tbe t ~ p  ~ d  haul f lc lZIt~, b~t 
also vaile ~x~ia9 t o :  ~ t o  ~mte thJ £scil l ty ea~ move 
t3~em u p r i v e r .  It Li z ~ c ~ t a o t  t~at the f a c i l i t y  b e  operated to 
edui~Ise the ~ of de l~ .  This uMrg wsn operating the 
i a c i l i t y  • n v s ~ e r  of tlm+s tb~o~J1~O~t tl~ a*y ~ L a g  pe~X . 
~iggat ion ,  l ad  ~ t i  the f ~ i l i t y  ? a ' y l  • reek t ~  
tJ&Q ~ I ~ +  ~k.~ Of tJ~L~J p l a c e m  w o r e  ~ 1 8  ~ 
l a t e r v ~ a t i m  l a  ~0~iag the f L i h  i ~ o ~  the d in .  l b l l l  f i l h  M y  
~ r i ~ c *  • d u l l y  i n  l o c a ~ - l ~ ;  ~ ~ t r ~ a ~  to  • f ish l ~ r ,  

tbey ~re laJide ~bey gez~rally ~ e  ~z~vSh the I ~  
q~ck2y. 

T r a p  I ~ d  haul ~ p e r a t / c ~ l  t ~ L r e  • l~ag t e l ~  ~ t  ~v0~ 
p r o j e c t  OIpI I r lgo/ .  Oip4J:Stlc~ Imd N t ~ t ~  Of t l ~ l l  f l l ¢ i l / t i e l  
o ~ e t  t h e  1 ~  t e ~ l  c la  be ~ t l y .  ~ b ~ _ . ~  ~ t i g h t ,  
t r ~ p  a ~ d  h a u l  ~peru~iom ~ be viewed am ~iJ~r~ti~ar/ e x ~ e s  
to  be cut .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

J /notaZle~ at  Dan l lo. 1 ~Onveatiooal t r lv l l l l~ i  

.+.1 

p~lq~rh~loe. I= edy N I?~eO£blo~ to  ~ z ~  • ~ | e ~ t i v e  
wltbd~ra~2 I~:nA~t~O ~ ~ I i l o  m ~ t b i f  N m l ~ J . ~  I~lLnod 
(~8 )  Or l l t c )wr  l©l~WUUl to ~ I ~  ZLI~ f ~  • po~1~|oB oe the 
£ 1 ~ ,  l ~ e  O ~ l l l t  T ~ b r ~ l  ~ t o  t l ~  I k ~ l ~  | n d ~ l m  Tz~be  

T~e ~4t~S I ~ . & ~ u  On ~ 11"21~ 

~ l J t  xn Ld~k4 ~ )  N y  Ul~il~i©llJ.Xy~ l ~ e m  v i t k  ~ e  i ~ l ~  
p r ~ © ~ i o n  o t  J~'e~lli~,eJ~ tq ~]2~ r ~ l t e r i h d d  N &O N h t g l l  

t ~ e  ~ m e m ~ l l  m Z ~  J m  + i L e ~ & o d ,  I N y  m l ~  k~  h i u l ~  b e c k  
to ~.bm r i v e r  ~ l ~  O&m ilk). 3 .  I I o ~ e v e ~ ,  • ~ . ~ L ~ l y  i [? ,~  UW 
k~]pelJ ~ d  ~ l  a~re 4mstrldDle+ NI th ~ aot tve byp4~i~, ~ l  f | i h  

I ~ l d  ~ b e  ~ Imy4~  luo m ~  bY ~ i t / ~  ~ o r  ~ t o  ~ ¥ o i c a l l y  
l t ~ l ~ l ~ : (  t ~  J Z ~  t~l~ i~Lll~[l, ~ l t i O i ~ L ~ l y ,  L b e ; O  ~ I d  b e  2 e l m  

APP-59 Commea~t noted. See our rcspons¢ to APP-54. 

APP-60 Opinion is noted. 

APP-61 Opinion is noted. 

APP-62 Opinion is noted. 

APP--63 Comment is noted. 

APP-64 Conuncnt is noted. 
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United Stoles Dcpartment of the ln~ior 

De s a m  ~ 8 1 ~ ? , ,  ., 
" = ' ~ , . : 0 ~  

i c ,  . .- . . 

Oca ;,h Card 

I ~  necn'~m ~' I z  k s n a  (Dqm~m~ Im m,Wv,~ ~ On/t F.~iam~ml l a~a  Smmm 
(0~3 ~' az C~Vam 8~ock'cn .~qaa -~4 pm-i4a k f~u,a~ m m m a .  ud me~rza~m 

~ C ~  F~ • Ic~Izd ~ ~ Nc~Iz ~k (~ ~ ~k~mmh Rj~¢ k M~ ad ]~z~e 

~P~r~ad m~a s~mL hmva ~ ~ Jam= ~ 1 1 o  ~ mm~ ~ ~ .  

Jmb~a~m f ~  ~qp'mce a, ~ ~t'~ Fak. md (4) ~ ~ Ldz C'~mu mm~Oa, k ,~ .  
~ a r . ~  m ~ ' ~ l  ~,~ ~ o f ~ a m ~ .  "n~ ~ a ~  , ~ l m ~  ~ o a ~  ~ l m  ¢¢ua ~ 

~' l~t~csl  ia4~t naooff F c ~ i s .  a:M t~il i I  effect "d/z~ W" l e  m ~  ~ 4.$ ag.ks, gr imly ~ 
.~ e ~  m ~ a lax~a ~ ~ ~ F~k ~ fi~ ~¢dumm~ 11~ ~ iaop~ed a ainu o~ 
~ ~ ~uana" m~ ~a=~ed ~ I~  pm)ax ~ m( ~ ~ a a ~  i ~ n d  ~aoa 

alpaf~ac~ ~ t t a ~  m qr.a~ o( ~ ~ m n  ~ A ~ .  ~ pamll~ ~ ~ .  i~emk 

Responses to 
Comments of United States Department of  the Interior 

on the DraR Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated March 29,1996 

0 
0 
CO 
0 
oh 
0 
..J 
I 

0 

M 

0 

0 



l)()I-I 

I ) 0 I - 2  

1)()1-3 

DOI-4 

DOI-5  

I 

~'l~blauor.) ar~ i o I ~ c . O R i  ~ I  ~ i ) 1 1 1 _ q l .  • n ~,,,g, 

O~s'~m~ le~Is, mPi*~IY IJT~*ms t"m ~ql* m' ~e limx*i ; ~  lind P~b~Y Imi~mll i 

i 

DOI-O Tile t ~aub:.~c . r~ .u  mdystl ml ~ m!m fEifl d~t U ~la~ :'~1 c~u,a ~ f r ~  ~ ~ ~ 

DOI-7  I I 

I)Ol-I Opm$on is noted Scc response Io NOAA-I 

I)O1-2 Sec resF~mSC Io NOAA-I 

DOI-3 Scc rcspon~ to NOAA-I 

])0]-4 Scc response to NOAA-I 

[)O1-5 ~ response to NOAA-I, 

DO]-6 ~ response to NOAA-I. 

D O I - 7  W c  analyzed impacts  to Indian r u s t  resota 'ces  m ou t  analys is  o f  
fisheries,  c u h ~ a l  rcsoutces ,  flows, and wildlife F tu lhc t  cons ldc rahon  o f  

these  issues is beyond  the scope  o f  this  N E P A  documem.  
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DOI-8  

DOI-9 

DOI-10 [ 

DO[- I I  

DOI-12 

DOI-13 I 

IX,~..t~m tat ~+tmal t~ttnn Mr ~e 0~dS'$ tmt,~m a' m,,tmm~l ~ ~" 
~tt~m~ tram ,~ ~ l'mr tmm~ ~lt~ t~ a m ~  m ~.o~ ~iunmmt ~ 
~ m~lg0; ~ f~rt 0o na*~,x.'~ ,t~Tn ~ ~ m m m l  am~cn atm m m 

Oqpat~£ W t ~  m r'.~ ~ta ,~it= to ~ CEQ lat'tum to 40 C F.R. | 1~4 ~ mdmot'~ 

CaT= Lttt S.E . S ~  t~.  Oigmp.,,t wztmltm 9~1 .  [~0s 7'B-~,~0. 

5 ~ C B ~  CO~MI~PS 

FT, m'mm~, tms~to~ ~ . t .  ~ at  opmmt t~ea. bne or .  t m  ~ ' . ~  ~t k Con,mmo¢ 

;komll W $ I met a ttt~nd lt~. 'gat I~IS ~ ndom ~ macr tt~t t~ dmanmnm ~ 

P ~ t ~ , ~ t .  L c-tmnm~tn~m~. "/'or h c l m n a v a i m l m ' t e t n n W t t t l m ~ l ~  
C0mm, mm. 

t~ltt r ~ i ~  3, Akmrm~t I (~A,cdo~. lk~OEIs't~iattima~'m mm~.a i~"  is 
W.~itt  tr~ ~ 1"1 attnll r-,-.-,, t l~ t~ ,  ml~ k ~mt~l W I.I trot W t,+ttl 

U~t r ~' ~ atr-~ nJ tn~  t~t 0~.~ g ~ t  10 ~ ~ taat0 qty. F ~  t~ mt.~ 
:im~,~,~, Cmtttt qtw,' ~-,'+,~ ~ / ~  m ...~ m d ,~,. a~lpind It, twr. ttaia ,,,,.,,, ~ 

Im~t=t ~ ,,t~tll * m W ~ ipmn ~ ~e~i~.~ n~ am~t~, Iktm4: odnmr~¢ ~ t)El$ 

hie av=. tl~a. 4, ~ 2 tl~izd ~ Pare 0~P~ II~ommmdmo~. 1'~. D~"?~ I 
i~ctuna~ tal~ , ~  Z as b IRP ~ .  A I ~  2 ¢aaan u ~  ,~ ~. aman ,,~ 
t'~m~m l a ~  ~ mmbm oi ~ ~ .  1 ~ ,  ~ niP. ad i~ I~lm'anm ~nSaa?, did 
~ gop~u a p ~  0~ ~ ~i~ W 1 ~  NO. 2. A ~  L ,1~ ~ a d  ia a~ DZ~.S. i, nn 
• ~ ¢ ' t ~  ~ .  mc ~ ttrab R3' ~ m ~ to m l - m c m m m ~  mt~tn  

Ftlt ~ t .  ~ } . .~ r r~ t~  3 Tot DEIS mm~rtum,,~ I'< m i  m f~  F ~ = m  mk.rt~ u~ t¢  
ae, f recommmamo0 ~ Alnnmme L r,-  s ~ z  ~ 0o ~ t t  ¢4. !~ra. 3, 

DOI-8 C o ~ t  noted. 

DOI-9 See response to NOAA-I ,  

DOI-IO See respon~ to N O A A - I  

DOI-I  I See response  to NOAA-I .  

DOI-12 Alternative 2 is no longer referred to as the JRP Alternative. 

DOI-13 We recogmze the JRP's intent to release flows in s tages  We have 
reevaluatod the alterative with this view. The alternative has short-term, but 
manageable risks of  adversely M'fecting water quality and fish production. 
North Fork flooding would uc.eur, under this alternative and flooding can cause 
~ v e r s ¢  impacts to the fisheries Coupled with low populatioti levels of  the 
Sknkomish River's indigenous fish populations (chinook, pink, sockeye, sea-run 
cutthroat), loss of  salmon year classes is a concern, though we believe the risk 
o f  these populations is manageable 
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1 ) 0 1 - 1 4  :cem~ ~ ~ Comm:.m ~ Cm~,smm d~a um a ' ~  u~ d'~ l~o'~ d'x': ~r  II,~ 'nt ~'~dr 

D O I - I - I A  I P~.~ I .L~ ~ ~ I ~ , ~ . P - .  I .~,~.  

1)O1-16  a rt~ ~xla~l i, o l , ~  = s ) r ~ n  *i~ " r ~ l . "  t m ~ l  I ~ t m  ~ ~.  ~atl~, " ~  

D O I - I 7  '.~ m':~ ~d to~oor's a¢te etm~ll ;~n~.  ~ c E  amlxx'~s ~Y  ~" I I o ~  ~ I ' u  ~n~ d 
I f~r~  ;m~. ma ~ 1  ~ .  

I)01-18 e,t O t t o ' s  a . c ~ . ~  ~ 

palc2.1~.L~.; / ~ t i ~ , ~ m ~ ' l ~ i ~ o / ~  2 

1 ) 0 1 - 1 9  Stetmm T,i~'s ~e~mm~ pn~t t ~ t }  t~uum I~ ram, pearl ~ o ~  ~ ~ ¢~xuO. 

I)OI-20 hl~2- !2 . !~ l t  l,  Iml I. 1"1~ I R p d i ~ l d l ~ m m ' ~ t  k ' , r ~ i l i ~  m 
. . ~  fmtenm 

').IS. Z6.L Fret ~a~t 1~ DEI$ ~ provide a ~ ~ a i~  m~ur~© 
1)O1-21  e , , ~ t  ~t ;a ~ " ~  

DO1-22 r,,,~oas,~ ~ ~ Qm, rm~ ~' ~ m I ~  d~- 1~ I~' ~ ' ~  m ~" ff:ll'l reel ~ bl' 

DOI-I4 Comment noted 

DOI-14A Comment noted 

DO1-15 The referenced DEIS section states that the drvers~on does not function 
as designed and frequently does not pass 2 cfs as stipulated in the state permit 
for the diverston 

I3OI-16 Comment noted, 

DOI-17 Comment noted, 

DO1-18 No response is required. 

DO1-19 No response is required. 

I)OI-20 We attached WDFW's recommendaBon to reduce reservotr fluctuations 
to the JRP proposal Removing this measure from alternative 2 would result in 
reservoir levels very similar to current operations and slightly less power 
generation than estimated for alternative 2 due to a loss of hydraulic head 

DO1-21 Discussion of the outcomes of alternative Ys MIF schedule is provided 
in Section 4 The flow schedule was developed in an atlempt to meet the JRP's 
slated resource objectives ui a manner consistent with FPA .~'ction IOta). 

DO1-22 No response Ls required. 
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DOI-22 

l)O1-23 

DO1-24 

DOI-25 

DO1-26 

DO1-27 

DO1-28 

DO1-29 

DOI-30 

DOI-31 

DOI-32 

to e ,  t k u z  ~ e  .-t'v,ru,'~mea~ tm~tas 

Pi~ ~'.1¢ .~m~m 2.10 M,mlllm~ ~¢~ ~ ~ "l~ IX'~t-r,~'l itml~ ~tt~ I| I 

] cor~mm ,,,~ic~ r'amt ~ mc.J',~d it  a / I x e m  ~ ~ F-t~C ' o ,  . 

zu ~ * ~  to ~ Sl~zom~ t ~ . ~ .  m m*t ~t'e,~n Dm No. 2 ~ .  N¢'TNgm Cr t~  

P'~tt 3 IL FqlWe 3.5. ~ I'mw ~ cue.rs ce~zesenZmtl ~ ~ C ~ "  ~1 "3r gain 
No 7 u¢ tw' l~d. 

hit 2t.12. ptn. 2. "01t03txml~o~tttlmtriftlltOE/Stl~himMcTlg~lCrt.tkt.~- ; 
pr,m~ ~,~ ,~l'r ~¢ m k t a r s i  Ir~nim 0f ~ .~rth Fork t,/Dins t~ 2. 

lhtl¢ }-12. I ] ~ DEL~ .~,,.0A idm0wl~le iI~ aoy v.alm f i l ~  rA~il) hdd I~ Tl~'~t t . t  ~ . t : l  ii 

of thm,,mCz o~ trek* z~ tlplW1~zt m~p';a)m o~ (m~ I tboul.md ~ (Ydr,~ ~iw.r d ~  rood 

c-ez~ md iz~ ~ u~ ~ m r . ~  m I ~ .  bom-a. 

[ w ~ , ' ~  0e~uza o~ Fm, er~ t~lkt to ~na~ utm~ ~Ftcm ~.-~ ~t,t m mr~ to .t f~. 

t ~ $ ~ . 2 ; . p , u . ~  4. ~rt~tca~tF~.t~dte~mtm:nt~dmptr~,tmt* 'tk"rroc~at~ 

DOI-23 We performed the suggestt.xl cv~uation. The table has been 
revised. 

DO1-24 The Skokomish Tribe evaluated fish passage options for the 
project and reviewed modular inclined screc'n use at the Cushman Lake's 
north end to collect juvenile fish from the upper North Fork. This 
collection medxxt would not provide passage for sockeye and coho salmon 
that might rear in Cushman Lake. For this reason, we conclude that this 
method is not suitable for the Cushman project. 

DOI-25 The Conmussion will address these recommendations if and when 
they are received. 

DOl-26 The referenced section ls a discussion of exasting conditions in the 
North Fork 

DOI-27 The graphic has been corrected. 

DOI-28 Opinion is no~ed. 

DOI-29 Comment is no~ed 

DOI-30 C o ~ t  is noted We revised the text to clarify the intended 
me.amn 8 

DOI-31 Opinion is noted. 

DOI-32 Comment is noted. We revised the text to clarify our intended 
meaning. 
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I)01-33 

l)t)l-3.t 

I)O1-35 

I)OI-36 

D O 1 - 3 7  

I ) O 1 - 3 8  

D O 1 - 3 9  

D O I - 4 0  

DOI-41 

1)01-42 

r'0 I.¢w,q br.eiL ~ ~:~1~.  4~ ~ m~r.'.~rl ~4 u~e ~ re~ro~'a£e Sa~.~cmf 'm 

I 

, , ~  c~ Ce p.oS~,t~e l ~ o d ~  oL ~ b~me q 1]~ 116J% I r~  el~.a~e i~  k.-~ cf ~¢~aw~ 

.~.~ut ~ abo'~ D~nC'4,~ L bum ,* ".'~ 0r~ ~ rc$~rm~ e~,,sl Pe)~'3o i ~  ~°d a I ~ b  lht m ~ 

mo~ abu~ ~ m~m ~I~ I.~ h,..m~m ~ ~ ~ ~a~ ~ "~ znzl 

p~ ;-~.~ B.~ L E~9 ~ ~ # C~4;m~ I ~-,m. ~mm~ ~#nm~I f~ I~q~ ~ ~ I 

Cmmm Fo~a u ~ a ~ i  ,~ v~  ~ F,F~a~x~ t ~  , , ~  ~ , ~ r ~  im~m~ ca Lm C~i~L' 

DO[-33  W e  corrected the text  

DO1-34 We revised the rex1 to clarify our intended meaning 

DO[-35  Opinion is noted See response to N O A A - !  

DOI-36  Opinion is noted 

I)O[-37 Comment is noted W e  revised the text to clarify our meanm 8 

DOI-38 Comment is noted W e  revised the text to clarify our meaning  

DO[-39  Comment Js noted W e  added this information to the text  

DOI-40  Comment is no(.ed W e  added this information to the text  

I)OI-41 Comment is noted W e  modified the text  

DO1-42 Because section 3 o f  the EIS is a descnplion o f  existing conditions, the 
suggesled discussion is no~ appropnate here  
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/ DOI-43 ~ 2 . ~ ' 1  .~ ~.~t~,~.ft~ncmo~t~ra~ramsbis~ol~t~ "amm~uttu 

DOI-44 p ,~, b, ef ~h~s a ~o~ km ~ ~ a ~¢ ~to~ lh~. 

P'~. |47 , .~t 6ml l~bk j.9. Ti~ 0F.25 I,~tdd R~I~=  k l ~  ~ n d  f~ttll~U' ~ k'l~) $ 

, n ~  ~4 F S~ 312(197~), i 

un~an~ ~¢nd0d t~l~l/-Y/" 0ndxmmslm ~Sk~'cb~ ~ne~Imt t0: 
DOI-46 ~ a ~  ~,a~r¢~2r~ ~ k s ~ . , ~ . t ~ a ~ m , 1 ~ , , , " a ,  

~ "  vulzf~ Th~ V~lm Cn~k ~'a~ ~d a V~I Cl"~ ~ . ~  I~m" "4 ~'~ "~1~) i 

IM.~m..4.~.I02 I T ~ C ~ H , m  e ~ ' ~ e m N ~ A ~ n i ~ ' a l o  , 
DOI-47 t,~:~ ~m~ ,~1~  ~n~t ~ r ~  la ~, l)q~mm'i ~n, --~ t~ AE = ~t~qt : : 

~:~-.n ~, aim ~ ApE ~,t t-~ m~m~.l/~f~4. '1~ I~e~um~ Nn~ m ~am ,~-- ~ ' s  ' 

~ Tr~ f c r ~ n ~  

DOI-50 r .amt , :a~r~ c,~.~ m~m / 
/ 

DOI-51 ~ I ~.~.,~m. ) .mr 1 'r~ OE/S ~ m ~ c , ~ , m ~ ' . ~ m m ' , 0 0 d ~ m ~ i  

' r ~ t  twp~ 

DOI-43 We have revised the text. 

DOI-44 Opinion is no~ed. 

DO1-45 We have revised the text. 

I3OI-46 Comment is noted; W. Elmendorf's work cited here was not provided as 
part of the record for this relicensing. 

DO1-47 The Commission has referred these issues to the Advisory Council for 
Historic Preservation..See City of Tacoma Washington, 76 FERC par. 61,173 
(1996) 

DO1-48 This is a legal issue beyond the scopc of this NEPA document. 

DOI49  No reslxmse is required. 

DOI-50 We fail to see the contradiction. Because Lake Cushman rarely ~dls ,  
the dominant discharge is the max.L'num discharge of the MIF schedule of 

suI~cient duration to affect channel morphomctry. 

DOI-51 Tacoma repo~  bankfull conditions at 200 to 240 cfs. 400 cfs is 
therefore about twice the existing bankfull discharge of the channel. Bcoanse the 
riparian comdor is heavdy vegetated with alders tt is likely that the channel 
would respond by deepening in confined areas, and by deepemng, widening and 
side channel or island formation in tmconfmed areas 

DO1-52 The purpose of the recommended release is to help maintain the 
mamslem's conveyance capacity (.particularly allcr physical improvements are 
made under the Mason County Hazard M a n a g ~ t  Plan) by increasing the 
duration of near flood (channel capacity) flows. We agree that such releases 
could also affect the North Fork's channel m(xphomet] 7. We therefore 
recommend that Tacoma, in cooperation with the agc'ncies, study the 8comorphic 
effects of channel maintenance releases, both m the North Fork and in the 
msmstcm 
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I)01-53 

I)01-54 

I )01-55 

1)OI-56 

DOI-57 

DOl-58 

DO[.59 

I)OI-60 

DOI-6t 

DOI-62 

DOI-63 

p,~4.15 I l l  ].llt~.. l l i l~lelnl~lt~lil  tallltnlllll~ll;llli.il~ll~llill~ :t~ ;~ 

I l l  ~/+l i i ~1.I1~ ~ t ~ i t  ll~ ~1 / I I I l ~  ~ I I I  llilii Tb/d ¢11~ ! 

y t l  t i ~  I ! I  / I I I ~ t / O i t l 4  d t ' .  

~ql l.Zl. cltI L ~ i .  2. t l l f t i l  l ' l l lx l l~  itl~It-l t~i~ t i l i l  i l  trlcrl~ dfui l  

I k ~  

I~ill.21.111t l.~i<. ]. I~lli/I~ll[~ililllill~lltll~loltli II~¢llllall , 
i. 'll~inl 

In~  bl~-'.li ff t l a l l t  i ¢~ ld  i t  i l l  iI l / I t . l l t l  

, l l l¢l . ]Ll ln t l~l l l l l l l l r l~ 'il~t,,,nm'm~ml~la*~ciln-*il~:~'9 
r a ~  m p ~ i  ~ k  I~lml rm, s ~ r  m l  

I)OI-53 Opinion is noted 

DOI-54 Opinion is noted. 

DOI-55 Opinion is noted 

DO1-56 Comment is noted. It is not our position that the all,...-rnatlve with the 
lowest turbndity and suspended solids levels is the best one for fishery resources 
Reasonable increases in suspended solids and turbidity are not a problem, 
however acute levels that might be released by flushing of abundant accumulated 
sediments or long-term ckronic suspended sediments such as those that mzght be 
caused by channel dredging can be very damaging to fish populataons 

DO1-57 Comment is noted. See our response to comment D O 1 - 5 6  

DO1-58 Comment is noted We deleted this paragraph from the text because the 
recommended adjustable intake at Dam No. 1 would mitigate this effect 

DO1-59 We corrected the text to show that Cushman reservoir would be 
maintained at a higher level during the winter, under this alternative 

DOI-60 Opimon is noted 

DOI-61 Opinion is noted 

DO1-62 Comment is noted We have modified the text. 

DO1-63 Comment is noted. We have modified the text 
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DO1-64 

DOI-65 

DOI-66 

DO1-67 

DOI-68 

DOI-69 

DOI-70 

DOI-71 

D O 1 - 7 2  

DO1-73 

DOI-7,1 
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: t s u t ~ t  h m ~mw d~ ~ ~t't~/~ amad I~ d~s. add#~m~ ~xiL~is m n~ 

~ ~.~¢ m~ "#u~ ~I#~ T~ D~S ~uld ka~z ~ l  t ~  ~z M~Tq~m dh~rsm ~ aim ~ t ,  
I~ ' txd ~ ~e~iz~. ,tad mx u k r  C m m ~  c e t ~ d ~  

I Pat~*.4L pm$ ~mmmm~sfl~,~d, lmmt~cff~ccomp~a~it t~mm/k~uzeN~ 
~zcc.a~m a m7 ~ow ~.~cL b t,m ~ d~m~J c ~ t ~ e ,  of . ~ ' ~  ~ U l ~  flow rcducaem ~az 

Pv~ ~t *  "~,e aJ, me ~ o~ A J ~  Z m t u t l t : ~ .  Tm OEl$ ~ y  gkmwledge~ . 

x~f ,a  Tt~ [)EI$ ~ m0 rtrtom for r t ~ , t  t ~  ~m~tr,'t 0 ~  is ~ t  ~x g ~ *  

DO1-64 Comment is noted We have modtfied ttm text. 

D0[-65 We recommended that restored streamIlows and channel morphometry bc 
eousidca-ed. See section 4 .4 .42  

DO1-66 Opinion is noted. 

DO1-67 Comment is noted. 

DO1-68 Opinion is noted. 

DO1-69 Comment is noted We have modified the text 

DOI-70 Comment is noted. We have modified the text. 

DOI-71 We m-evaluated hatchery stocking in light of additmnal technical 
mfommtion provided by the Tnbc descnbmg the historic occurrence of 
anadromous fish and habitat availability and production Potential m the North 
Fork. Our discussion that describes North Fork production potential and stocking 
rates that would be required to incrcanc the North Fork and Lake Cushman 
anadfomous fish production and diversity can be found m section 4.4.3.5. 

DO1-72 Opinion is noted. 

DO1-73 Comment is noted When taken in full context, the reasoning is not 
flawed. 

DO1-74 We rccogmze the JP, P's intent to release flows in stages We have 
reevaluated the altc~ativc wlth this view There are wat~ quality concerns rclatcd 
to accumulated sediments that wc believe arc manageable. North Fork flooding 
would occur and flooding does slrand juvenile fish causing adverse impacts to the 
fisheries. Addaionally. the low population levels of the Skokomish River's 
indigenous fish populations (chinook. pink, sockeye, sea-ran cutthroat) are a 
concern although we believe the risk of these populations ls al~ manageable It is 
difficult for us to accurately quantify the response of the North Fork's channel. 
habitat, and fisheries to flow increases, therefore wc rccogn~c that an adaptzvc 
management would bc nccdcd to implcmcm this alternative 
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DOI-76 

1)OI-77 
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I)O1-75 ()pinion is noted 

I)O1-76 We recommended the 400-cfs November flows, the 100-cfs 
summer flows, and 240 cfs minimum flows to provide seasonal variation of  
flows. Mimmum 240..¢fs flows would be exc.ccded dunng the fall as 
Tacoma &aws  down the reservoir to increase flood storage capacity 

DOI-77 We agree there is a paucity of  hterature descnbmg river 
restoration. We also note that, though there is s considerable body of  
knowledge on restoration techniques and expectations of  success on small 
streams and rivers, restoration and rehabilitation projects for large river 
systems are fro" less common (Regier et al 1989) and there is httle abLlity to 
predlct sucgess or momtor recovery (Gore and Milner 1990) 
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DO1-79 

Pale .L~. 4 ,: 3.4.4 3 l TI~ JltP :oc~rde~ s c~,np~ '~e I1~ ~ for ~Ee NO.rl~ FmL but 
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DOI-80 

P~|c4~.m~ t r"l~fm~eocym~u~ammt, t euaw~,o4s~as i tk 'naks  
,s c~ p~ary opamn[ cumum cf Ix JP, P flint t~s~d. 'Ibt flo~-suocm~d aker~ at~s to 

fl0~ u~ ~ ,~tx~h F.a-t f4a~ai~ f~ wa'tti amum. ~ tl~a h ,~ fatt ttm ,h. etkuh~ 2 

[)OI-81 

F'~I~ 448,1~u~ L u~. I. "that ~t0iadaan~ ~ ~'.ats~mul~y. l ' h e ~ q ~  ~ m n~ I y  
~e~l ~ mmal f~a~tt. ~I to ~ it ~U~t m to ~ ~ ml~. ~at sal~f~am?. 

flo~s mt ¢~mm~ 0~urttKtt m flat m~-,st They rakish mstet~m oqp~t Im~ t~ l~le 
ptm~fl BOO..~m f~ art ~ ath,emty ~ 1  ~y i~¢ ottaums, t~etb il tt tam from 

,-M ].0C0 c~ iD 19~, 199|, ~ 1995 line ,art ~y KJmn~ ,,~ t l g f~  thh ~ .  

~ .t-~. 9m_ 4. At ~ minored, a~t~tt~x m be ~ in k dmla~ f~ot i 
DO1-83 re d~,~ 

DO1-78 There is no DOI-78. 

DOl-79 We anticipate that  the channel will change over t ime  w i t h  substantially 
ima'ca.scd flows, therefore the suggested IFIM studies of high flows in the 
existing channel are: not useful to represent conditions after the charmcl changes. 
It is ~ i b l e  to collect this information until flows are: increased and the 
ecosystem's biologic and hydrologic components respond to flows mcreased over 
an extended ttme period. The charaml is no{ m its natural condittun. Our 
recommended mstream flows and augmentation flow wdl begin to change the 
channel. 

DOI-80 Under alternative 2, the algorithm that determines when flows will be 
shunted to Powerhouse 2 (flood conditions) is based on flooding m mamstem 
Skokomish, no~ the North Fork. Table 4-1 indicating peak flows in the mamstem 
and the North Fork shows that under alternative 2, peak flows in the North Fork 
will frequently exceed 3,000 cfs. The North Fork Skokornish will flood. 
Bccansc th¢ exastmg channel is restricted and materials have accumulated in the 
former channel, adve.p~ flooding effects are likely especially until the channel is 
stabilized Flood-caused stranding would most likely occur m December through 
February and would affect chinook, chum, coho, winter and summer stcelhead 
and cutthroat trout. August low flows (Appendix G, Figure G-7) could impede 
fish passage of the lower falls and could affect chinook, chum, ooho, sockeye, 
steelhead, and cutthroat adult mmigration. 

DOI-81 We disagree, ttigh flows m the lowcr North Fork would not creatc 
"natural" conditions because the channel is not in its "natural" state, When we 
examined the lower North Fork, wc found a substantial accumulation of fine 
sediments and leaf detritus behind the existing beaver dams upstream of 
McTaggert Crock For reasons indicated in response to comment # 74 (cxtramcly 
low numbers of several salmon lx,,pulations), we are concerned about both acute 
and chrome sediment flushing from the lower North Fork. We believe that these 
are manageable risks, however. 

DOI-82 We disagree. See our response to DOI-74 and DOI-8I. 

DO1-83 No re~ required 
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I)OI-84 

| )OI-85 

1)O1-86 

DOI-87 

DOI-88 

DO1-89 

DOI-90 

DOI-91 

DO1-92 

~ [l~l ¢0~il0l~l. ¢.,¢a I~ll:k~ @.¢,1 call ~¢ )t I1~ ~l,I Ilimtg k ~ .  

)hgt.c.'Y.4.l); pt,,~erlw)..~(~ )¢w).,kd~b(mr~i)h'JRP Th~l'~Ss,~,~tidp~nt 

t~ l t : ) l . ~ l  4.1~lt I Co~ mm'ral~p~lc~l~x~" I Oed~t~nntl~ C ~  
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f~k,~ mtll ~ n .  ma~,~t I~ i~lm:n fa t  aglt mint. 

i~/~ i-~,Z W~ l.~tmt, ll,~m't,',~ ~,~ r ~ t ~ - m ~ ; "  w'd'q~ m~am g~,ri /d,  

DO[-84 Comment is noted See our response to DO1-74 and DOI-81 

DOI-85 Opmion is noted. 

DO1-86 ()pinion zs noted 

I)O1-87 It was not our mtent to charge the cost of  the powcrhonse to 
environmental enhancement, nor is that indicated in section 4 4  3 3 

DO1-88 Comment is noted We added this information to the text 

DO1-89 Conamem is noted. We added this information to the text 

DOI-90 Comment is noted We revised the text to clarify our meaning 

DOI-91 Opinion is noted 

DOI-92 No response is required 
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DOI-94 

I)01-95 

I)01-96 
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A r u r ~  ~ t , ea .  tx;~ul~oo ~ t ~ m e  mf,¢i~l ~ m l  m t  m=adm~a b~t:~'s m ' ~ y  unl~  ~ 
C ~  nese'~ost 

DOI-97 

DOI-98 

DO1-99 

l)Ol-lO0 

1)O1-101 

D()I-IO2 

Fa~ 4 JT. pat;t. 2 h ,,0~ld ~. m¢~ n t . ~  m d ~ m z  ¢~ Z@ d~ inmt~m ~ a a [aa-.'. f 
r~t~m0~ r~bn ~ t~ ~ 0f fit5 t,i~t~. Tbm = ® ¢Jm ~ l :m the DE)$ to s~l~an.. ~ r 
¢1~ ~at_ 4~0 ¢ f~ • • t~am~l u a  tltg~.lua tim r..baal~J ~ f d ~ . l ~  -~¢ teeteete P=lF 4 4. 
~.~ ). ~ t ~ ' ~ c r ~  ~ t4'~ ~ d m ~  ~rm~l ~-,a,~ 

P~F4 ~.t~nt.  t T~s~cir~a~oJlxa~tcc.~m~vTr,~=.nt+~.x~10d~cra! 
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m~mt ++;~fl.x,++ 

PI~4-~2.01++J 2 .~1  I Tlcl3~l'l~Id'/~alx'mffffyt~Itll~Owol.~4Otflla~L'ItlWo~l~ : 

DO1-93 Comment is noted. It is vAthm our purview, however, to estmmte fl~c 
appropriate level of Tacoma's contributlo~ to a hatchery mocking program. We 
estimate stocking levels in section 4 4+3.5. There we indicate that it is not our 
intent that the species chosen for stocking, the fish quantities stocked, or the 
release tin'ung be determined by our estimates, but be determined by Tacoma, the 
resonroe agencies, and the Tribe in a plan to increase anadromous fish production 
and diversity in the North Fork 

I)O1-94 Comment is noted We revised the text to clarify the intended meaning 

I)OI-95 We re.evaluated hatchery stocking in light of additional technical 
information provided by the Tribe and FWS descnbmg North Fork production 
potential and need for stocking. We have required that Tacoma develop a plan to 
develop an anadromous fish stocking program for the Lowor North Fork and a 
remdent fish mocking plan for Lake Cushman. Out evaluation can be found in 
section 4.4.3.5. 

DOI-96 Opinion is noted. 

DO1-97 Seeour response to DOI-SI. 

DO1-98 We agree. We have revised the text. 

DO1-99 See our response to DOI-95 

DOI-100 Opinion is noted 

DOI-10I Comment is noted. We revised tbe text to clarify the intended meaning 

DOI-102 Comment is noted. We reeommcnd that Tacoma modify the lower falls 
if 240.-cfs does not provide fish pa.~age 
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1 )01-100  

1)01-107 

I ) 0 [ - 1 0 8  

I ) O l - 1 0 9  

I)OI-110 

I)OI-111 
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4 r ~ m l p m a g e  a ~ e ~ t h e ~  ~a~ 5 ~ e c , ~ m m ~ , P ~ e 4 - ~ l . ~  ~"~P~ig .56.pma ~. ; 
T~et~e  tr~soe l m  ml~Mmmmed. ] a ~ l ~ c ~ l  l~J4 ~" D ~ t . ~ J ~ I d a e v / ~  ~m~o~ I 
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DOI- 103 "11",cre zs no l)Ol- 103 

1)OI-104 Opimon ,s noted 

D O f  105 We revised our analysis based on addmunal mformauon, subm~/Lcd 
by the Tribe Our revised analysis estimates produclion potential under each of  
the ahemativcs 

DO]-106 See our re.,~onse to DOt-102 

DO[-107 See our response to DOI-7 l 

DO[-108 See out response to DOI-71 

DOl-109 Comment is noted Text has been medified to clarify out meaning 

DOI-I l0 Comment is noted We recommend that Tacoma mtx]ify the lower 
falls if  240-cfs does not provide fish passage in section 4 I. I l 

DO[-I l I Comment is noted. In the FE]S we evaluate false attracllun with the 
fish passage option in Sect|on 4.4.7 We also reconur~nd that Tacoma re- 
evaluate fish mortality and injury and false atttactiun dunng powerhouse 
operation after ncw ttubine num~s  are installed 

DOI-112 Opinion is noted. 

DOI-113 See followm 8 responses 
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DOI-114 

I)O1-115 

DOI-116 

DOI-117 

DO[-118 

DOI-119 

1)O1-120 

DOI-121 

DOI-122 

DO1-123 

/ 

m~,~d-d~-.ea r . e m a e ~ w e u t t a t  a l a ~ a ~ m e , , ~ . c c a m ~  ; 
~ ~/~ .,~s.~sl m ~. 4~e, Nm~m F~d~ S~ammL -~ ~ ~ ~ l~u~m Fo,t ~ : 

w, ~ &a ~ ¢/mtdmwtt mda~ salsa wil m~ a e t ~ . ~ u  d ~ I 
~ fa~,, t a  t~ ~,tme emam~ ~ o n  a ~ me~. a lem a ,b mtm e~ ~e : 

n~marf, md.¢xa~a m ~ mtk a I~ u~. 

TI'.~ DEL$ ~ n~ zdquaz]y i ~  ,~  ~'" f ~  m ~ r~eez  for ~ Cu~xa, a howl " 

DOI-114 We recommend that Tacoma modify the lower falls i f  240-cfs flow doas hoe provide fish 
passage. 

DOI- 115 Whe~ this information is required to develop the North Fork and Lake Cushman stockm 8 
programs, it should be developed. 

IX)I-116 Our revised text clearly explains why kokan~ s.[ocking would no[ be ncedad wsth sockeye 
res[~mlion_ 

DOI- 117 There is considerable controversy about a.,'tificial propagation as a means to increase salmon 
papulatiom 

DOI-118 See our response to DOI-74 and DOI-81. 

DOI-119 Tacon'm has proposed to cut comf~s for use as mstream habitat slructures and has not 
l~'OpOsexl to cut cottonwoods for this purpose, presurrmbly because conifers would not deteriorate as 
quickly as cottonwoods and would thus provide habitat s'u~ctuxe longer (~um.mg that cut Uecs aren' t  
washed out), Bald cagles use both comfers and cottonwoods for pe~chcs and prefer conifers for "~nter 
roosts (Slal.ma~eL 1980);conif~s provide important thermal cover that l~ze cottonwoods do noL We 
conclude cutting corn fers could inadvert~fly eliminate potential bald eagle perching and roosting habitat. 

DOI-120 We are unable to determine the specific text this comment refers to because there is no 
paragraph 7 on DEIS page 4-75. Nevertheless, because we h~ve reconune~ded an alteTo.ative including 
substantial re~o~hon ~ e s  that  will tremendously enhance the proJeCt e~vuonmem over its 
currently degraded condition, v~ have not concluded that restoration measures would harm the 
~vironment or that degTaded environments are preferred. We note that any and  all restoration measures 
have some adverse unpacts. For example, cutting trees to enhance fish habitat would have an adverse 
impact on the trees, removm 8 the dikes at Nalley Ranch would cause short-term sediment increases in the 
cs tua~ ,  and setting forestlands aside for wildlife removes them from timber production which 
contribute 1o reduced eanploymont in the forest products mdusuy and ~lverscly affect the local economy. 
Where we are reasonably certain that  the benefils o fa  restocmhon me~,ure ou twe igh  i ts  adverse ~npacts 
and that it is compatible with the comprehensive plan besl adapted to improving the waterway, we have 
adopted them. Wheae we cannot be reasonably certain that a restoration n:.easute's benefits outweigh its 
adverse impacts or it is not compatible with comprehensive plttrmmg, we have not adopted them. 

DOI-I 21 As stated in DOI's recent ~ (NPS, 1994), unregulated l'm.rvestmg is probably the pruna.~ 
factor causing recent populauon declines in these elk, not habitat loss The EIS recogmzes past habitat 
losses (section 4 11.5). And the EIS does recommend measures to set aside undeveloped Tacoma-owned 
lands in the Dry Creek corridor and to numage them for wildlife mcludm 8 elk. 

DOI-122 We agree that resIoration of ana&omous sockeye m Cushman Lakc would enhance the 
kokaae¢ fishery. We revised this discussion accordmsly. 

DOI-123 In the EIS (section 4.7.4.2), alternative 3 includes the ~tion of S0 plus campsites at the 
Big Creek Campground and 50 camping uni~ and suplmnmg facilities at Lake Cushman State Park. 
Adding these I00+ urals should help offset some demand at the S ~  area of ONP. Although Big 
Creek Cmnpground is not oa the lake, it is in proximity and. within easy access of day use recreation areas 
around the Lake. LCSP does a l~ .  Lake Cushman and provid~ water related recrcation opportunities. 
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l)01-124 

1)[.)1-125 

DOI-126 

DO1-127 

DO1-128 

~ ; r ~  ( lU'OIFC aod ~ i~ l  ~11~ *d ~0 ~Yt • ~k,~ttmtd n~lTIt~ Jmtl t4 ~ [~ riser ~st 

j . ~ l  ~ ~ x z a ¢  Rc.ld. ~ o~ly i~ms io it~ ~ a z ( ~  4r~a t~ d~t pxk ~tnt ~ m pe~r"a~o~ ~ ! 
~ dr.~od,~ lm z n t : ~  m v.ltcz.~r e mid vim mrs '/~¢ P'~ t ;'as z~ p ~ nmd ¢~P.t ~ . ~  d ~ c I~$t~l. 

~ . ~  m~l~  :.,,,,d = i~  m I~BB ~urh ' ~ m m  de,~l~m' It~a~d mo~ ~ l l h z ~  ~''*' 

DO1-124 .~e our response to DO1-123 

DO1-125 In response to c o ~ t s  from FS, and as discussed during the I0(.1) 
resolution meetings for the Cushman ProJect, we have ze.evaluated our analyszs 
of the management of Stau'casc Road and have included a recommendatson 
under alternative 3 in this FEIS (section 4 6.4 2) that Tacoma develop, m 
consultatton with the FS, a road management plan for project-related roads on 
FS lands. This would reqmre Tacoma to also pave the road or implement any 
other measures included in the plan 

DO1-126 The ultimate responsibility for operating and maintaining recreation 
lands and facilities rests with the licensee The proposed agreement to pay the 
FS to operal¢ and maintain the Starrcase Road Recreation Area is a reasonable 
way to carry out thaL responsibility. 

DO1-127 A pe'nodic assessment of future needs is prescnbed as a FS 4(e) 
condition This will account for changes in recreatton facilities resulting from 
the rehcensing In addition, the licensee is required to provide a [.ictmsed 
Hydropower Development Recreation Report (Foma 80) to the Commission 
every six years that documents recreation use within the project boondaries 
These two items wdl keep the liocnse¢ and the Comrmssion abreast of 
recreation demand. 

DO1-128 Comn~nt is noted. The more detaded analysis of benefits and 
liabilities of stocking vs. restoring a anekeye population are discussed in section 
4.4 A cross reference to that section has been added to the referenced 
discussion. 
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DOI-129 

DOI-130 

I ) 0 1 - 1 3 1  

D O 1 - 1 3 2  

DOI-133 

I)OI-134 

Pale 4-1.'9. pasa S. scat ¢.L6. Wel~,eurt~le~t~'s,~ a l l t l ~ d & , ~ . ~ m . . ~ . l ~ n  ! 
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Cor~r~n ~orelo ~qFm'ca~ t'co~-rn rem, a,m m ~ ~ Foa ~ Paver. 'gi~ 
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I Re,,~t¢ n u~t ~ W ~  ~ u ~ u u l  Cgu~-d 

rose{ ,~scnt~d AJ=~=n,~ Z u ~ ~,, inut,a I~iI m.m fisl~ rod ,mMa~ tm.efes md n~  

DEIS Fun~u'. 4Jme tt~puum ~ x e  me r ~  o~ ~ ~ p e a d ~  m *it? q ' ~  manl e,,~ 
sTmn'm m ~ no~l~t  T~  ahe~ulv.t cm~zlmm qi~o~ t~ flood ~,~.a ix~4rl~ oL¢¢ jR p 
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DO1-129 Opinion is noted. 

DOI-130 The stsff-recommended altcnaative recommends considerable fishery 
enhancements including resident fish stocking in Lake Cushman and increased 
minimum flows and anedromous fish stocking in the lower North Fork. We 
estmaate that enhancements would increase anadromous fish production by about 
9 tunes the current productmn levels 

DOI-131 Alternative 2 is no longer referred to as the JRP Alternative 

D O I - 1 3 2  P a g e  6-1  I ,  pa ra .  3,  4 o f  t he  D E I S  d e a l s  o n l y  w i t h  a q u a t i c  r e s o u r c e s ;  

w i ld l i f e  benef i t s  a re  d i s c u s s e d  o n  t he  n e x t  page .  T h e  c o m p a r a t i v e  ana lys i s  

w i t h i n  sec t ion  6 .1 .4  o n  p a g e  6 - 1 1  is  en t i r e ly  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t he  f i n d i n g s  in  T a b l e  
6 -1  a n d  w~th s ec t i on  4 .4  o f  the  d o c u m e n t  

DOl-133 We have rexased our fish passage discussion based on additional 
information submitted by the Tribe and the resource agencies (Section 447 ) .  

DOI-134 Opinion is noted 
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1)O1-135 

DO1-136 [ 

I)O1-137 [ 

DOl-13g 

DOI- 139 ] 

D O [ - 1 4 0  

D O I - 1 4 1  

DO1-142 [ 

DO1-143 

R¢¢0c*anta~dllK~n I t l  vqlhin t ~  ~:~'~¢ o$ ~¢ 100) ~¢.lalg ff tl t~l t~elm 11~'~. 

~.: '~'*r*. ~,e D~$ s c e r t ~  '~a c~ ~ao~r~nda~  ~ae z ugnd'ta~.t ~,nl~tt oa g a ~ ;  
~ "~t ;o;1 ~ " n ~  ~ c ~  ~lKr ibed ~° did ° 1 ~  '4 tn ° I ' ~ ° ~ I Y  t °11 °nil* tl~ 

;I,~, uta~l:/:r 

Un,;~r ~,¢ DE I S.~ eco~n~%'~dl~d ~ d~ dev~l~a b~og 2~0 cfs a~e Id~tl~ ~ ~ ~ e  

~uu, ~rcf i t  ~ f i~ F~uc~on 

lhe~of~ultl~r~ru~n~oF~o~unpi~q~j ~ A l l o~q  ~, lO.~y~l/ t  ! 

r a m  ~ U  :~ a c0~.~tumg¢ r ~ , ~ c  ~t t ~t.~ ear b rea~l~e ds~, 

C~ erjy o ~  h ~  s cllqlor~.~l McTqU~l Cn~,k r l~ lQ f l~  m a k ,~c t  colt, T h e '  
q ~ , c ~  n~ ~ oZ~:~as a~ 5~lcTItll~ C~'lt i t~ are m d ~ ' l ~ u l  of d~ Iv-~a~l 

I ~ ' ~  
I~c ~ ~¢uom~ ~ ,not c~u. S~t , . , a~  nsmrm~ is ~ ' ~ J y  unc~w~ i* ~ I 
o:ca~ .u~e  .,l=re i, I m  no; ~ a ~ .  ma ~1 t n n m ~  aa nat nu:t~a¢l~ r x c m l  : 
He~.'ver. m t,.~ cm~ ot u,~e l ,k;~  FOA S,kamm~ It~¢c. d~  pms~¢u f ~  t ~ ~ m  
~u,~ I o ~  I "1~ Io,t ~ . .~  or~  Fmk ~ ot'v ~ y  slacl, bc lU~ oity a Oil'aific tat S ~ ' w t f l ~  

f~,~,wayt ~,~. nu.ke thU m m  a c t m ~  m wdromms  f ~ .  S i l ~  u~cmsea f l °~  in ~ 
k ~ n  Xtoal~ F~.k ,~d! nudue m 5 d r ~ ' p  acomil~.  W ~ u t  s ~ , d ~ l  . . x . ' a u ~  p ~  md 
; ' , .~b~ ~a~;~r..mtwn. um.tromout ~la ~ a u m  may I~ e ~ a u ~  ~le~anca a ~  

~d'.able. " ~  P,~ds ~ m m  ~ "m~ cou~ct ~'I~c ~ u K~ ccm~ a ~ , ,aur¢~.|, 

I)O1-135 If I)OI had recommcndcx:l a .specific instream flow, it would have 
b,.'.,m within the scope of .Section I00) Recommendauons to develop Ihrw 
plans and determine project operations after licensing, such as 1)O1 
rccommeodations I and 2, are not within the scope of S.cctlon 100) 

DO1-136 Wc agree 

DO1-137 ()pinion is noted 

DO1-138 We agree that intertm measures should be xmplemented as early as is 
reasonably possible Urd'ortunately, the avadable information indicates that 
project modifications necessary to meet the r ~ d e d  interim ramping rates 
probably couldn't be completed at an earlier date 

DO1-139 We recommend that Tacoma consult with the FWS on gage site 
location 

DO[-140 Tacoma proposed to remove the McTaggert Creek diversion under 
this proceeding and we recommend requmng its removal as a license condxt|on 
It is, therefore, a project cost. 

DOI-141 Opinion is noted 

I)O1-142 To the extcnl that the Comnusston is required to consider the 
protection, mitigation, and enhancement of fishery resources affc"ctod by the 
project, fishery management is within the Commission's purview and 
jurisd,cuon The Comrmssion could not require fishery protection, maigatlon, 
or enhancement measures ff it weren't 

DOI-143 Opimon is n o t e d  
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I)O[-143 

DO1-144 

DOI-L45 

DQI-146 

DOI-147 

DOI-148 

DO]-149 

DOI- 150 

DOI-151 

- • _ ~ i a ~ , , m ~  T ~ . b - g " . 6 , 7 ~ "  

s u'eam~,~ ~ h ~ d ~  ,~  cim~ ~ a ~ m  wmld mah. Tlx ~15 ~cs aa ~ ' a ~  
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B~ Fabpa.~d~o~,,~lm',~ot~'mi~.rr.l~nlmraJoai~,~ ~, 

~ , ~  ~ ~ ~a~m ~ sd~a ,,h,.,. ,mU ~ aaalt d~ eew~a~ 

S-~. ~ .  1. ~ i k  ~ ~ / i ~  ~ ~mll:~ I~-~ ~ ,,,~ x ~.6 ~il~ ~" ~mm i 
It,~m~u.. l l s J l ~ d m m ~ , ~ t l ~  u f m  fnc~a g ~ h m , ~ a s d  gma i 

as~-~s ~dun ~ ~tau alm~ll~ ccm 1 ~ u a  ¢( la~  ¢f nuet~cL 

DO1-144 See our re.gponses tn CiIy-52 and APP-48 

DO1-145 We acknowledge the Department's withdrawal of its Lilhwaup 
Swamp recommendation but we have not elmunated thts parcel from 
consideration under alternative 2 in the FEIS because it is not clear that all of 
the other JRP members originally r¢c.ommendmg this parcel have also 
withdrawn it. "lhe FEIS reonronmxts acqtasitlon of all the lands within the 
rewscd boundaries that WDFW has proposed for the Purdy Creek parcel. 
Belfair Wetlands is completely outside the area of project effects The 
substantial enhancement measures we recommend for the Skokomish estuary, 
the only estuary affected by the project, would more than mitigate for project 
effects so off-site estunrme enhancements are not warranted. 

DOI-146 We have re'wsed our analysis to indicate that the fish passage 
recommeadation, is not specific enough to com'titute a Section 18 prescription 
(Section 4.4.7). 

DOI-147 No response is required. 

DOI-148 Opinion is noted. 

DO1-149 Opimon noted. 

DOI-150 See our response to DOI-]02, DOI-103, DOI-110, and DOI-114 

DOI-151 Opinion is noted. 
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DO1-152 Opinion is noted 

DO1-153 Comment is noted We adjusted the survival rates based on thzs 
reformation 

DO1-154 We revised the upper North Fork coho production estimates umng 

this information, 

DOI-155 Opinion is noted 

DO[-156 Text has been modified to tnclude this reformation 

DO1-157 We revised the upper North Fork sockeye production estimates 
using ttus information. 
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DO1-158 Text has been modified to include this information 

DO1-159 Comment is noted. Text has been modified to include this 
information. 

DOI-160 We modified our upstreaim passage ~ v a l  estimate to reflect long- 
term p ~  cflicica-lcics documented at Bilker Lakc. 

DOI-161 Opinion is noted. 

DOI-162 Opinion Is no{cd. 

DO1-163 We revised o~" economic mmlysis considering adj~'tmcnts to upper 
North Fork production poteritial and additional costs associated with providing 
fish passage. 

DO[-164 Opinion is riot(xl 
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1)O1-165 

DOI-166  

DO1-167 

i ar.I ~ a..,t j~e;Nd ~, ~ pro!tt~ l 'ht IX'pt~r'~;t ~ ~¢~. ~ in,~-'uN e ~' t l x~  equd r I lmts bc'Ju~ 
~IRL ratl~l~i.gl~l~1011~rllllC~,llt~t/'tt I Iltll~ythlllov'lp~ttl,lr~c0ml~"M~r/ 

be< c'g~ ~ .~ :~  ~,,tll ~ ~md 0t ,m~l,k ~ ~ = .  ~ ~ m~l~,¢ I~:~:,,~, of 

SEC~O, ~ I$ PI~-~ ILrPTIo.'~ 

ht~m m ~ e c ~  Ii of =~ R~A ~ Y,~trt'ai3' o/ t~ [ ~ : i m  ~ pcc~tb¢l v~lr~tm t~d 
d o ~ t e ~  tim ~ ~u~dmcs lot m~ Cut~a~ H ~ k . ~ n t  ~ t  ~o t ~  a ~ a ¢ ~  l . n  

d~c .m ,~  .~mxa ~ , -~m FT.JIC's D E1S. ~d  cc~'urs c~'~ se~.~J ~k" rn~ '~  ~ ~ectmJ~ ~usi~t 

cr t.~ r .~  ~nd w~:~k ~ r ~ ¢  an~ 0a~r f ~ c i ~  attcro~ I '~  ~ [~'s,~F ~c',~'a~ ~ I 

S U ~ V  

~lm~ ~ d u m ~  t ~  ee ~ m ~  i ~  r m ~  ~ m~rcm~t/~ee,~ ~m~ m.~M F ~  a~IPmm 

C S f da in4 Wdal~. Serv~ u~l ,mrlt ,uit~ F'r..l~ uo ~ ~ resel~ alY m n m i ~  S e ~  tO~)' . 

DO1-165 Although the staff inittally indicated tt would  accept I ) O l ' s  

prescnphon,  we have concluded, based on further analysis, that l ) O l ' s  
purported prescription is untimely and is not sufficiently specific to constitute a 

valid fishway prescription under Section 18 of  the F P A  The Comm:smon  'xdl  

ultimately resolve this issue in its l icensing decision 

DOI-166  Opinion is noted. See response to N O A A - I  

DO1-167 No response required. 
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~N~TED 6T~T~$ ~ VlI~X4~H1 ~U. P~OTECTiON A C~J~ V 

I ~ 0  S ~ h A ~ n ~  

Lois Cashl/1, S~retary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Couisslon ~ I S 
808 l ~ t  St reet ,  RE 
Weshln~ton, D.C. 20426 

Re: Federal eaerg T l ~ t o r  7 C~n i i | s lon ,e  (I~RC) OraEt 
Znviroamnta l  LIpect I t a t a ~ a t  fort the cuslman 
Xydzoelectr io  Project  Re. 440-00l,  gasoa countT, IA 

Dear ~:s. Cashe!l: 

~'ne E n v i r o ~ n t a l  Protect ion ~ e n c y  (~]PA} has reviewed the 
d ra f t  F-5virona~ntal gepm:t S t a t a e n t  (EIS) for  the Cushaan 
Hydroe lec t r ic  Pro~ec~. Our rev~ev yes conducted in  accordance 
v l t h  the ~at~onal F.~vlronaental Po l i cy  Act {X~J?A} and our  
re~pons ib l l £ t i ea  under Section 30P or t~e Clean Air Act.  Our 
general c o u e n t s  a re  Frighted ~ l o w ;  please see the a t t a c h ~ n t  
for aore derailed comments. 

Th .  Cushuan I ~ y d r o ~ e r  Pco~ect, constructed in 1926, 
cons i s t s  o[ tvo dams and iu~oundlientn on the Horth Pork of  the 
Sko~o~isn River v/ th aseaciated pe/mtocks, p ~ a r b o ~ e s  and a 
t~ensmission syste~ that crosses t~e Skokoa l~  Indian Ibe~ar~atJon 
ex~endlnq 4~ e l l e ~  to ~ I  c i t y  of Tacoea. Present ly  a l a o s t  the 
entire Perth Fork (96t) i l  d L v e r t ~  via pens~oct~ oat of the 
Sko~oaish wator~hed and discharged in to  Puge~ $~lnd. AnnUally, 
t h i s  pro~ect provides T a c ~  P~bl ic  U t i l i t y  (T~J) w i t h  343 
: i l l i c n  k i lowat t -hears  or abo~t 4 perce~t of i t s  t o t a l  enengy 
requirements. 

In recent year8, I~A hal  c a v i l l e d  considerable resource~ to 
i=provinq ~J)e o v e r a l l  hea l th  of the Skokcais~ w a t t ,  shed. We have 
provides1 s u b s t a n t i a l  flnancir~ for t21e Skokcl ish lndia~ Tr ibe ' s  
Skokoaish .at~z~hed Protect ion Demonstration Pro jec t .  ~e are 
vorkinq v i th  other  federa l ,  state, and local ag~ ie$  and the 
~otoeish Indian Trib~ o/I the Sko~cei~h River ~ ~stvary 
Rv~torecion P ro jec t .  The 6kokoalsh River u t u a r y ,  includinq tJ~ 
f~sh, s h e l l f t ~ ,  and v i l d l i f o  resonrcas, Is par t  of the l a rge r  
Puget Sound r~tuazy Proqra~ conducted under the Clean 14afar ac t  
~/a~ional Estuary ~O<F~L 

The d r a f t  ZIS evaluates ~our p ro j ec t  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  including 
TPU's proposal vhlch ~o~Id diver~ 682 cfs  (87% of flo~s) out o~ 
t.~e S~oko~ish basin.  The pro jec t  a l t e r n s t i w s  are :  A l t e rna t ive  
1, the "no ac t ion  s a l te rna t ive0  i s  a conti .~Jatlon of cur ren t  
project operations which divert 750 ere (96~ of f l o v s ) ,  
k l t e r n a t i v e  Z re tu rns  near natura l  f l o r a  [782 cf$) t o  the  ~aSlno 

Responses to 
Comments of the U S  Environmental Protection Agency 

on the Drat~ Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated March 29, 1996 
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I SI)A - I 

l.:l)A-2 

I!PA-3 

El)A-4 

The draft LIS i s  si le~,c cn t.%e 7~der&l Ener~] p~<~lator~ 

SkCkoD~.5.". i nd ian  T ~ h ~ .  AS i r~cas fed  In CU= . e s t e r  
26, ; ) g t ,  ~he SkOkO~lSh ~ d i & n  Tr%~e .~'1&$ L~e&t~-~esl=ved a~n~nq 
and  r~s .~Inq rxq.~cs i n  t~e Skoko~ieh a i vec  B a s i n .  The  sxoko~)s.~ 
: c i b e .  p ' o x e u a n t  Y3 th4  " /~ea ty  o f  >Bent  14o i ~ o : n t .  12 S e a t .  S]3 
(L |$$) ,  reserved t ~  itSe~o~f ~ l qh t s  1. ~he llr~L~ e~:l vatexs and 

%;~e rese-'ve%l=n in¢ludln~ f i sae~  
r ieOurcml ,  i s  ~ l l l  &e ~ r i g h t  ~O ~kl t £ l h  i :  c e r t a i n  
o f f - r e s e r v l l ~ l o n  usual arts &c,,.-'uetO~d f l s h ; r ~  p laces .  AS In 
agenCy ¢C ~ e  federa l  aove :n~ ln~ ,  F~;~C ;s  lub3eC~ t o  ~he Uni ted 
S ~ & ~ l '  t r ~ s t  r e s ~ o n s l b i l l t i e e  ~owe~ds L~dlen L ~ i b e s -  
:~di~. C o u u ~ I t Y  v f E I . C .  8 5 ) 5  F . ~ d  S | I  ( g t ~  CX~.  19$0). In 
Id~i~lon, c o r . s i l t @ F ~  wi~h P~l~Dide r~- Cl inZO~ ' I  ms=orend~k~ o~ ~ p r i l  

~ e  revised draf t  £~a s ~ i d  id~ntlfv and ~d~ess 
~i~ropor%io~atelY hi,her aral adva~r~ hua~tt_hlULLg~J~- 

I~" ' g t  

- -  "1 ~:lllr " ~ ~" - 

~l reviled d~&ft ~S ~l~ 111c~mdm as c~morehlmlIve c~l&~.!v~ 
Xammmt_im~d~ 

£PA b e l i e v e s  t h e  6~L1u~&tiv~ i l l ~ ¢ ~ l  I ~ ' ~ l y l i s  i s  t~te d i v e r t  

' ~ a  darafl~ IF[~ d ~ s  r ~ t  Ilul:nvl:asnL'lats i t s  c ~ n e l u s l ~ s  r ~ r d l r a a  
a ~ l l r s a  t ~ m e t l l  ~ m ~ t J t i ~  f i s h e r l e s  f rom r e ~ a r ~ i n a  f l o Y s  t o  ~11 

~ A  d o e s  nOC asqrn with Ft~¢'s conclusion *-~ec tr.e short.- 
t e l l  i ~pac ts  ~o f x s h a ' l r l e s  r o s o u : e e s  f r o l  r e t . a r ~ . n q  n e t r  ~u~.L 
f lows t o  t he  Nor e-..~l FOrk SkokOl l lh  l$~ l l r  could "ceusas l e r i o~s  
~ l b i ~ e t  d i s ~ p t x o n  and c x ~ e ~ l n l t ~  r i ~ h  stocks I t  lov l l y o l e . "  
1~ i r l /¢ ,  the  d r a f t  Ere does n ~  p.~ov~de s .~ f f~c ie~  ~n lonk l~ loh  '=o 
subscan¢late t h i s  conc lus ion .  Secondly, the ~zas~ ~Z$ 
acknowledges the~ over ~he io f lq  ru,~, t.~.e ~eete~t ~asl,~ 131 ~ Al~nedl 
o f  f i s h  h@J~itlt ~ t  ~1~o~ ¢o~t~ol  (V~I h i d  t ~ l ~ o ~ L  e~ f i c t sncy  
oral d lq~ l~ . l~ iO . )  VO~Id b~ IChisVid ~.~:e~91~ f ~  r ~ l m  t h a t  
clOSely miui¢ ~a~uzal g l o ~ l .  

Y ~  d~ast t  E 3 $ * e  c o n ~ r n s  center  on I p~es~p~lon t h a t  
-q rea~ ;1~  i ~ c r e e i ~  • 111oo~ f l o v s  (ove~ "=he ex~s~i~q St&~IC ~1(~J 
raqLs@) xn ~he ~ol~h Fork vo~ld :  (1) eagle b id  I c o ~  of Ig,e~mn 
r ink ,s ;  (21 i cc l l e ras te  r ipacien ~ink ~U~d s~ell~0@~ iFOl lOn;  ( 3 )  
diep~asce as~ st~In4 ~ v ~ i l e  .*xlh; sn~ 14] possibly require 
egclvl%xon of ~PA Chem..nil d~a,m to &cc~ulas: id  d e t ~ i t ~ l ,  f i n e s  and  
¢~'~anx¢ D a t ~ e ¥ .  T h i s  c ~ l ~  s e e s s  t o  ~ b a s e d  on  a n  i~¢o=pletl 
~nde~sl:emdin~ o~ ~be  . 7 o i n t  Reso~zce P a r ~ i e s '  (JP~) p ropo le l  l n~  
Obo~: Y.~I h & ~ i g l l  O ~ o r t ~ A i [ z e l  ~ha~ w111 ba r e a s l i ¢ i d  w i t h  
i n c r e a s e d  f l o v .  ~ne f o l l o w i n q  iddresses t h e s e  concerns a s ~ d  
d~sc~sses b ~ a t  ~ e  I~enc ies  an4  T~ibe =sent L~ r ~ l n g  ~ e  
~e~)~'n o f  ~ & Z  .~lJll f lO~ Lo ~he S o r t h  Fork  S K o k o 1 ~ h  ]l lv~:~: 

EPA-I Thc FEIS addresses impacts on Tribal Trust/Treaty rcsources such as 
fisheries, hontmg, and cultural resources If further considcrauon of these 
impacts is requested, it will appear in the Commission's license order 

EPA-2 Opinion is n,.~ed. See our response to EPA- I 

EPA-3 The FEIS includes an analysis of cumulative impacts 

EPA-4 Comment is noted We recogmze the .IRP's intent to release flo~s m 
stages, and we have reevaluated the altematwe with th~s v iew There water 
quality concerns related to accumulated .sediments that we believe are 
manageable and North Fork flooding would occur and flooding does strand 
juvende fish causing adverse impacts on the fishenes. Additionally, the low 
population levels of the Sknkomish River's indigenous fish populations 
(chinook, pink, sockeye, sea-tam cutthroat) are a concern although we believe 
the risk of these populations is manageable. It ts difficult for us to acou.ralely 
quantify the North Fork's channel, habitat, and fisheries' response to flow 
increase flows, therefore we recogniz~ that an adaptive management strategy ~s 
needed to implement this alternative. It is impossible to collect the  information 
until flows are increased and the ecosystem's biologic and hydrologic 
components respond to flows increased over an extended t:me period The 
channel is no¢ m its natural condition. Our recommended instream flows and 
augmentation flow, if implemented, would begin to change the channel 
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['PA-4 
((cx)nt'd)') 

( t )  The ~ r s f t  ~ | S  alSO aSSel"~$ t h a t  50 y I ~ S  Of a c c ~ l a t e ~  
~ e t r l ~ ,  ~£n~, and organic ~atteg e l y  3~e i t  i~poseible t o  
r e l e a s e  " ~ l l  .*I0~" wi~-~t ex~evat!nq t~a ¢ . ~ n n e l .  'de do n o t  
aq~eo w l ~  t ~ l s  r ~ c l u u l o n .  R e ~ o ~  t i m i d  O b l ~ v l t l c ~ L l  o f  ~J=e 
s f t , s r l • t . h  Of ~ 0 ~ I  f IOV r e l e a s e s  ~ t O  ~s NotCh Fork Z k o t ~ i e h  ~n 
December I ~ I S  o f  • 3500 c : s  ( f o r  d~z&~ lon I  exc ted ln~ l  4 days) 
s p l ~ l ~ e n t l y  b i d  l i t ~ l @  e ~ e c t  Qn ~he ~XISt~/~J "naY" r i p a r i a n  
~ e t a t i o n  mr~l ~ C o ~ t l o ~ l ~  (C~ t ]d~ l~  a ~  oE 2 / 2 5 / 9 ~ ] .  ~n,a 
h i s t o r i c  . ~ o r r ~  FOZX c ~ e n n e l  i e  e s s l n ~ l s i l y  ln~lcl~, ~nd h i s  ILls 
1 ] l ~ T L q t  ~ e ~ e C i t y  t o  & ~ O ~ t ~  f l ~  1~ eX~I IS Of ~ e  ~ o - y e / ~  
r e c ~ r r e n ~  i n t e l n m l  a~wn;~.~le. ~ • n t e < ] ,  t he  I : ~ g i n s  o f  ~ e  
h i s t o r i c  c l ~ n n e l  no~ have yo~v~ dec iduous  v e g e = a t i o n  t h a t  has  
b e r a t e  e s t • b g i s ~ e d  e l a ~  t h e  q r e s t l y  d e p i s t o d  ~ t t e d  p e r l a ~ r ~ r  
s s ' . • b l i s h s d  ~ f o r e  sad s i n c e  n i n i ~ l  f l ~  ve~s ~ s l n  r e l e a s e ~  i n  
I H ~ .  As such ,  ~he s ~ o ~ - t e ~ l  ~nd l o ~ W - t e ~  babltat p o ~ m t ~ a l  
~ e r  t i c ~  I I ~ I N I  ~ r o ~ t ~  t he  h i s t o r i c  hye ro lo~ f f  axe  
v a s t l y  ~ e & ~ i r  t -~tn ~ I I l s t l e ~ q  OT F ~  • ~ ( r / ~  I t • ~ l O  ~i0~ 
co.'~tl~.~o[l~. T•CON' s att~ co model r.~• aydzeul i~ ires b~bitat 
~oean~i•ls of th~ c~a~n~l e~  of l imited 9•iu~ ~ t ~ t  ~ o~ly 
made ~asu~m~t~ st • ~o~tlon of ~ h i l to~Ic cho ra l  ~an~ul l  

F i n a l l y ,  v ~ t i o  t ~ e r e  i s  • p a u c i t y  o f  l i t e r a t u r e  dss¢~Lb l r~  
r a c o v e z y  o f  s t ream eys~e~s f o l l o V ; ~ q  r e s t o t l t l o n  s t  a i s l e : I t  g )ov  
z~9~J~S,  • ~ i l a J ~ 1 e  ev lee~ce s u ~ e e t J  ~hat  l o t i c  eys~ea~ ~ e ~ o ~ :  
q ~ i t ¢  q u i c k l y .  ( ~ [ e  hlstorlc v e t a r  v i t ~ s v • l s  beve q~tl 
r e ~ c ~ d  i n e r t i a  t l o ~ s ,  ~.i'~crelsi~q seasor~ l  s t~e~s  d tsCh•=ge ~s 
es~entlai to p t o a o t l r ~  recovery of  ~byelo~l and bioloqical 
p rocesses  ~J~at d ~ L l l i l ~ l  ~ e  c ~ e c l t y  o f  t~e  aq~• e i ¢  ~ y s t ~  t o  
s u p p o r ~  l ~ v i r ~  c ~ t i ~  ( e ~  ~ 1987, ESC 1 9 9 4 ) ) .  2~ t h e  
c a ~  o£ tl~m ~ ( o ~  Yo~k ~u~ko~l~h, ev idence  sbO~iag t h a  s p a t i a l  
e ~ e n ~  o~ Ir,,c:~ets~r~ h a b i t a t  wltb i ~ s i n ~  t i e r  i s  I l e i t i s  by 
d e s i g n ,  i n  g h a t  ~ e s  o f  t h e  c r o s s - ~ e c t i o n ~ l  axes vece l l ~ t ~ d  
t o  ?.,he ¢ : ~ e l  ~ e Z  ~ - ~ e a t  p r e v l i l ~  ~loWl r ~ h e ~  

h i s t o r i c  Oisohezge C l p l C i ~ I t s .  T , |S  ~ m | t l y  ~ l [ i t i t t !  t ~ !  
s ~ Q n ~  •n4  ~ l t ~ e  Of ~ l t e t  t.ha~ vo~ ld  be : i a l i ¢ ~  ~m44J[ r e ~ l •  
t h a t  more c i o s • l y  i S : i t  h i s t o r i c  [gOVS. ~d .  ~be d r a f t  L'X$ 
prov ided  t ~ a  barJ( f u l l  ch&r~sl r.Toss-se~=tion d&~4, [P& ~ o ~ l d  be 
L~. a b e t t e ~  p O S ~ I O ~  tO s v • l ~ e t e  l ~ t e n t t a l  h a b l ~ t  ~ c o v e l ~  ~Dd~r 
: l o v  : s ~ i ~ e s  ; n  ssc~ss o f  ~ o s e  r ¢ c 0 ~ r ~ l e ~  Dy r~=~¢. J~quatic 
h •bL ta~s ,  once s v • i l ~ b l e  i n  the  ~ • l ns t sm  r i v e t /  sUl~OZ'te4 
spa~rning •ha  r a ~ r i r ~  s t  • vat ,sOy or • l ; ~ O h l d .  a ~  a g g g l d & t i o n  
1~ t h i s  ~ee'-~, In  ~ 4 t ~ r l ~ g ~ ! e  t o  t i d i e d  E l ~ •  f r o l  ~ e  
~ i v a r t e d  ~ o r t h  Fork,  has  reduces  ~ e  s t • b t l l t y  and t h u s  
sui~abl l l ty of  t h i s  •re• t o  provide  s~¢h b•hi~a~, l~a~r~ o .  ~ 
~ 1 ~  ~ a ~  ~eetor~s • ~ c  ~qu l l tb r i~m t o  t h~  North  Pork 
"~o'~ld: provide  • g~eate r  sem~t of  ~ l ~ n i d  h a h i t | t  i n  the  t~ort~, 
Toxk; faclllta~m t h e  ~ o o w a ~  of  • stable ~snnel f o ~  vit.h ".~ 
c • p e c i t y  to  e t i i c i e n t l y  t c a a s I ~ r t  b e l l e d ;  i n c rease  sed iment  
%~• rMF~ t  U d  l l l l O g d  h t ~ l t a t  i n  t h e  ~l~datsm; a~  I ss i s% 
r e s t o r ~ n q  t h e  ~ : l t h  of  tha  a s : u s e r .  

Under alternative 2, flows near the 2-year cccurrenee interval (about 3,(:X~ cfs) 
would occur almost every year (s4~ Table 4-1). Dunng the early period, when 
the chara~:l i:~ making a correction to these new donunant flows, the potential 
for hixtluad m o v e r  and raid scouring would be high. 

The lower North Fork channel upstream from McTsggerl Creek has adapted Io 
infrequent flows since 1929. The original stream channel has substantially 
narrowed m unconfined areas and has become stabilized by a dense alder fore.st 
along the riparian comdor. W]ule the observations of Caldwell are interesting, 
we ~ agree that return of full flows with a 2-year return period flood of 
almost 3,000 cfs would no~ dramatically alter the lower North Fork's 
morphometry. We conclude that following return of full natural flows to the 
lower North Fork, the channel would eventually occupy much of its pre-project 
form. This prucess would eventually increase the amount and diversity of  
aquatic habitat. We also agree that carefully slaging ~ to this flow regime 
would rcdoco the risks to aquatic resources described in the I)EIS The tcxt has 
been revised. 

We agree that the objective of restoring near-full flows is to provide a "dynanuc 
equilibrium," and we recommend just such a system under alternative 3. 

We know that current mamstern channel capacity is about 5,000 cfs and that 
historically (1944) the channel capacity was rclx~edly about 18,OOO cfs 
(Dawdy, 1994). Wc also know that the channel is actively aggradmg We 
propose two measures to enhance the mamstcm's channel capacity. Fu's[. 
Tacoma should participate in malnslem conveyanco capacity improvement 
projects under Mason Counts  Flood hazard management plan (up to $5 
million). Second, becau.~ we conclude that following physical improvements 
to enhance its convc'yanc,¢ capacity, thc channel would eventually revert to 
existing conthtions without a change in sediment loads and the hydrologic 
regune, Tacoma should make up to 25,000 acre-feet available for five years 
fullowmg complelion of the mamstem convcyanee capacity measures to extend 
the length of tlmc that near flood flows occur in the m a n ~ e m  Because there Is 
a clear divergenee of thought regarding whether it is possible to enhance or 
maintain the mamstem's convcyenee capacity though flow augmentation, and if 
so, how best to do it, we conclude that a physical study is the only reasonable 
way to satisfactorily resolve the issue. 
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EPA-5 

as len tacned Ln our i e ~ e r  S&~ed O=~.ogec ~6, 1 ~ 4  we ~e l i sve  
a~ I~st~ems Flow Co---~t~ee s.~=~ld be fo~m~d ~o develop I p lan  fo~ 
l e ¢ e o r i n q  flows ~o r - ~  Hoxt,h Fork Sl~okolls~ a l v e r .  There  arm 
many e , * r K t ~  ena in te res ted  pa.'~les i n  IP.e Skoko~l lh  ~atershod.  
D e v e l o p ~ e ~  and i ~ p l m R n t e t ~ o r  of  an i n s ~ e s a  r~ov p l a n  v i ! l  
r ~ u i r e  ¢ooIdi~ation v l tb  T a c o s ,  f~s~e.~ies age.~cies, e $ ~ u l r /  
=ee to re~ ion  p l ann ing ,  floo~ conr.xol, v ~ l d l i f e  s ~ g e r s ,  e tc .  
Es~ah l i lhae .~ t  of  a c o ~ i t ~  see=4 ~o be t h e  ~os¢ l ~ l c i l  process 
[0¢ e ~ s ~ ; f ' ~  in seen~ngful dlelOq~de er~ declslon-~aXin~. T~e 
goal of t h e . c c m ~ t ~ : ~  vou l a  ~e to  develop a ~etailed 
~,mple len t s t i0~  p lan  f o r  xelr.o~*in~l sppropgia~e f lows ba©R i n t o  ~.~.a 
SkOk~ t  sh ~s te r  shod. 

S p e c i f i c  c~mer.~s ¢onc~zoir~ t~e a~l=o1~I¢ k~41ysis 

The aL-af~. KIS 81lo 1&-.J~l In  app~o r i l ~ a  aJ~l ly~ls of ba4~i~t 
h y d r o l o g y ,  espe~ l& l l~  In l l /~It l~ f l o ~  ~ n f o ~ m ~ t l ~  f rom t h e  So~.h 
For~ w i t h  th8¢ o f  the  D~dload a g g r a d i t l o n  and A l ~ l n l s h e e n t  
~h~nne~ c ~ e y A n ¢ 4  cepecI~-F in the  ~4~nste~. ~PA belle~,'e8 t hpxe  
i s  • w e a l t h  o f  h~d~oloqic  i n f a t u a t i o n  a v a i l a b l e  on t ~ s  i s e ~  e n d  
encoux~es  F~C t o  l o r e  fully ~ t i l i g s  ~ e  ~ e r i s l  i n  the =evl~ed 
d r a f t  IEII ieEPa d ~ - ~ l ~ 1 ~ .  

£PA ~ s  c o ~ c ~  ove~ h~r~ soa~ of  t.~e hy~LToloqic d a t a  vss 
p~ss~ntsd* T~I ~0r-.h rock hydrolo~'y, p r e ~ n t e d  in  F i g u r e  ~-~. 
has two o t  ~ th=ee c ~ - ~ s  mis labeled i n  t he  legend, and 
# l s p l a y s  f l O ~  d ~ r a t i o n  ~ oxceoder~e values r a t h e r  ~J~n •h~aai/~; 
s e a s o n a l  v a r l s t l o ~  v l~h  ~ withO~ ~" the d i v e r s i o n  i c ~ l n ~  upon the  
dlsC~Jrget  v~ l ;eS*  This does l i e : I s  TO he lp  t~e ¢oade~" l h t e r~ re=  
r.he s lqnx f i ca r .ce  o f  t~e f l o v  a l t e r a t i o n s  on e l t h a r  ~ha t r a n s p o r t  
I t f i c l ~ n c y  or  h a b i t a t  ¢2~r lC '¢e~is t ics.  D~[SC~Ulrp 8 ~ l t i s  t ,1¢l  f o r  
natv~e~ 16o~th Fork ~ydwolo~y cou ld  be b a t t s r  d i s p l a y e d  

gTa~hLca l ly  as r s c u ~ r ~ e  l n t e r v l i s ,  ra~.h~r ~ n  e~eedmnca 
p r o b a b , i i t ~ e s .  D a i l y  aischarqe in for lmat ton  i t  the  7 0 t ! a t c ~  qaqe 
s i t e  &o~s l i t ~ I s  t o  approxi~ta ~ e  n a t u r a l  f l ~  r a t a . u s  b ~ ¢ a ~ s  
o f  t h e  i , f l u e n c a  of lake s t o r a g e  in  ~ a p i n ;  the di~charge t ~ r ~  
~he tufbinIs a~ P o ~ r h o t ~ a  .~o. 2. a lso .  • h i  relativI ~ c i t s  of  
FIERc" i proposed flOW re~L~e could be ]t)dged a~e ins t  a ~ t e r ~ l t | v ~ s  
p:oposed h~ /RF s, i f  c o ~  d~schacge s t a t i s t i c s - w e r e  prov ided,  

: Aver#ks a~t~Jal .*low v l t~  & ~/o d l ~ ,  oe@r t~e peri¢~ 
o~ record en~ cn ten year s l ldx~g  averages; 

~2 en~ Q~LaO . 2- and 20 ~r. :-day a'~erlge Soy flows; 
~l~Z and QgFSO " 2- ar~ 20 yr. l - day  floo~ flows; 
~DT~ and OPFSO - 2 - and 5~r. Plek flood flows; 
~Onthly sverage D~X~, E I I ~  4~d ~/~1LRuJ flows, OVeE the 

po~io~ of  r e c o r d ;  &n~ 
~ r a r . l o n  C~ve~  r o t  LiFt s~ l r lge~  ~ x i ; i ~  s ~  mi~ila~;~ W&tlLI: 

y e a r .  

Osxng ~.ese s~atxstics, 4n4 addltior.al in~o.~etion on 
c.har~el c h a r s c t e r l s t l c s ,  one ¢culS c a l c u l a t e  ~hs ~ l ~ i C t U l S ~ l C  
~eo~e~y of  t~t~ cbanr~1 4SeOciat~al vi~.h d i f f s r i r .  9 flow r s t ~ l ~ s  
tO£l~oEn Lg~O&, IF)Q~t .  

Our de~nption of chauncl morphometry effects in DEIS Scclion 4 1 does not 
estabhsh what is known about the hkely outcomes of mcreased flows IJndcr 
Tacoma's proposal thc channel would retain much of its current form v,'tth ',~.ctled 
widths less than 50 feet m must lc~ations (Colhns, 1986) Under ahernatwc I nu 
changes would occur Under alternative 2 the channel would ru'clatm much of 
the pre-projtx:l channel with a v,'ettod area of 100 to 200 feet (Collms, 1986) 
Under alternative 3 the channel would enlarge shghtly to convey the dommant 
discharge (400 cfs) Under alternative 4 the channel would rapidly return to its 
pre-project form The text has been revised to include this reformation 

It is impossible to collect the mfomaation requested until flov,s arc mcreascd and 
the ccosystem's biologic and hydrologic components respond to flows mcrcascd 
over an extended time pennd The channel is not In its natural condition ()or 
reconmaended instreem, flows and augmentahon flow will begin to change the 
channel. Studies of high flows in the exasting channel are no~ useful to represent 
conditions after the channel changes 

EPA-5 To the extent that adaptive management has merit m managmg project 
benefits, we encourage fish and wildlife agencies to work with Tacoma to 
identify problems with, and develop carefully considered modifications to, 
hcensed operations; and, If appropriate, to request reopenmg the license under 
Standard Article 15. 

See I)EIS Appendix G Mean annual flow in the North Fork under each 
alternative is presented in section 4 2  The short (22-year) penod of hydrologic 
analysts and the method of modeling reservoir flood management (.see Tacoma, 
1996) makes flood frequency analysis based on modeled operations somewhat 
tenuous Given these caveats, the modeled mean annual flood for the 22-year 
period of record in the North Fork under the venous alternatives is as follows 

Alternative Mean Annual Flood (2-year return inten'al) m cfs 
Tacoma's Proposal 100 
Alternative 1 30 
Alternatwe 2 2,940 
Alternative 3 400 
Alternative 4 4,600 
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EPA-7 

[ ~ h a  dreft a~S d o e g  n o t  s d ~ l ~ e l y  & ddr~ss  ~ = a t L o n  o f  ~ o n t i n u ~  
~mdim~nt I ~ s d a ~ i o n  a~d aggocia~ad ~l~n~i~,  

I n~A i s . p l s a s e d  t ~ 4  d ~ a f t  .¢IS reco~nizes ~ e  ~shJ~Ln P r o ~  
,~pacts se~Mnt  ~ ; r e d a t l o ~  in t h s  ~ainste) skokm~,s~ ~iv~r.  
~lo~evt~, liP& does not bellev~ ~ha~ Iny or ~ t  a2~-n&t ives 

J Prolx;~ed in ~ e  d z a f t  EZ$ & d ~ & ~ 4 1 1 y  addr4ml41s how I N . t ,  present 
land future i ~ a c r ~  v i i i  b~ mitiqated. 

g ~ o ~ a t e ~  ~e ~ o  ' , ~  l l d 1 . 1 w ' r E  sgg1~Idation ~bat M e  o¢~a,t , r~l~l  in 

poselbly d r i n k i n g  v l t e r  ~ l l s .  ~ i n ~  to watson0 9 ~ o ~ d v a ~ e r  
isvel~ harm ~l len and a ~  co~t~n~$og to ~Lse twstson, 1995). 
~ i S 4 ~  d~ l f t  8J~qJ~d 41~L~II s ~lll~410tS On g ~ o l l n d ~ a t l r .  

EPA-6 Operation of the Cushman Project con~butcs to ongoing aggradatlon in 
the mamstem. It is, however, ao~ the only coutnbutor and is very likely not the 
principal cause (Simons and Associates, I~Y96). Based on a stnct mechanistic 
hydraulics approach to the problem Simons (1996) asserts that the project 
contributes as little as 3.6 percent to the total bedload deposition at the US 106 
bridge. Empirical relationships between the dominant discharge and fluvial 
gcomorphon~try (Leopold and Wolman, 1960) s~ggests that tl~ project may 
contribute up to one half of the problem by reducing the mean annual flood by 
about half. Recognizing that marked aggradation in the mamstem did no~ occur 
until about 1970, following a dramatic increase in logging in the South Fork 
watershed, we conclude that aggradation in the mamstem has both natural and 
anthropogenic causes and that the anthropocentric causes are probably somewhat 
synergistic. A more rclevant quesUon to licensing the Cushman Pro)act is: Can 
changes in projacl operations, in combination with other efforts (e.g., watershed 
restoration, rra~hanical conveyance capacity anprovements), reduce, arrest, or 
reverse channel aggradation? Rather than engaging in protracted debates on the 
nmats of flow augmentation as a mamstem conveyance capacity enhancement, 
we recommend that Tacoma perform a demonstration study following 
completion of mechanical conveyance capacity improvements. This study 
should resolve the issue. 

Due to aggradation, out-of-bank flows occur at lower discharges than historic. 
Floods originating mostly within the South Fork watershed may be more severe 
presently du¢ to aggradatic~ However, duc to operation of  Lake Cushman, the 
project's effects on mos~ floods is a reduction of  flood peak flows and fl~xxt 
stages (Sunons and Associates, 1994). 

We have revised the tcxl to include the estimated channel capacity in 1944 
reported by Dawdy (1994). 

The-ce is consaderable difference of opinion regarding the project's role m 
mamstem aggradation. Conti'ary to your and others (Dawdy, 1994; Watson, 
1994) assertion, Sunons and Associates, based on mechanistic hydraulics, clmms 
that the projecl, while reducing the mamslem's sedunent transport capacity by 
about half has cou~buted only about 3.6 percent of the deposited sediments. Of 
note are eslunates of the mcrense in sediment production in the South Fork 
watershed. The Foeesl Service (reported in Canning, 1986) estanates that 
logging and road construction in the South Fork watershed has mcreas~ 
sediment by 3.6 times that expected under pre-development conditions. The 
mamst~m is thus saddled with about 3.6 tanes its natural sediment load and only 
40 pezcont of its natural water supply to move it. 
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[ ~ * |  r m e e = , m n d ~  e l t i ~ & ~ i v e  d o l l  ~o t  id~t'ffxlltmlV d~IC'~SS 
i p . a k ~ O l ~ t i r ,  u~ l  &~lvecs~ i n l e t s  on t h Q J U L ~  

x~p~c'-I ¢ * n t e z  i = ~ r . a  S l ~ r i c l h ~ y  red13¢~r~ I ~ X ~ r l  O~ f rees  
~,'eta~ and e S l t  ~ I t e ~  du~ ~ di~e~s~on o t  Ec I Ih  vsee~ o~ ~ - Of T~e 
SkokOm~h ~ l s~h .  A r ~ u o t ~ o n  o r  ~ r l e h  "#ltsl: ~ i ~ h i n  t h e  ~*o~er 
b l s ~  co~ ia  c o n ~ L ~ e  t o  cause ~a~o£ q p a l l i t y  ~ o l t t e d  £ ~ I C ~ I ,  
uh~ch ¢ o ~ a  ~nC~t lS l  i l l s  v s t l £  irteE~lstoll i n 4  r e l ~ t c t  e lus~ tng  
l¢~£on needed  t o  move or~&nic  ~ a t e ~ l a l  t h r o u g h  t h e  e s ~ a = y  
process~neJ sys ts r t  Xneo ~.hs Bond C~l, 

~ ~ a r t  IX$ s t a t e s ,  " . . . b e g a ~ s e  [o r  t he  ~ t l o v a l  o f  
~ o  d i k e ~ )  ~.~e ]o  ~o I s  pe~cen~ i n = I l l S  i n  * l t u e : l ~  ~n~e~ t i~a l  
. ~ t b l t s  i s  t L l o i t  ¢ e ~ t t l ~  t o  p r o v i d e  | ~ b l t l n t i a l ~  X o ~ - ~ e z ~ ,  
~ v s r l l ;  ~ n l f l t l  fo~  ~hOlS f i l M r l ~  r e s o l r c e s . "  ~ h l  b i l l s  f o r  
~ h i s  c o n c l u s i o n  i s  ~J~Cl i i r .  ~ r e v i s e d  d x a t t  ~IS shou ld  p~pvidt  
s u f f ~ c / , e n t  a o~m ~n t~ t t~o~  tO s u p p o r t  t h i s  ~ t l t ~ s n t .  k ~ u ~ r  o f  

Table 6-1 5eel not  &ae~ateLy  c o l ~ r e  sllgt~llrlr" l l ~ c t s  
;.~ ~ h  ~ e  ~ e l t s ~ & t l v e  So. 2 I ~  g ~ l  S~.er t  , l t e r ~ e ~ i Y l  a s .  

. I t  e h ~ l d  ~e  n~ted anO e ~ t e d  ~ t  ~hs ~ l l t e r n l t l v o  ) to.  

n t t u~& t  .~lovs b~¢R t o  the S3t~tomila a l v t [ ,  thus i l l o v i n q  for t~e 
g rea tes t  Op~o~ t~ igy  tO of f i e f  dlVeyl iOn £ ~ c t i .  FOr F~U~ 
e ~ l r f ' s  i l t e r e ~ t ~ v e ,  ~ p ~ e  ~-6, ~he ZIS s ta tes ,  *~.e~e red id  
BL~O~ e~o~  ~e.-1 e t ~ l e n ~  xr~r~eeeS v l~h  esee~ le~ l~  ~o d e l t i  
[e~S ls ion  or  p r o ~ c i a a t i o n .  5 [*~¢ i1~ &h~ Sel ine ~ = s h  and t ~ f ; l t  
r m t o r l t ~ c n  I M  l a n q - t e ~  b a b e t t e  ~ e n e g i t e  tox" a ~ e l l f i e h  and 
s41~n~ ~r~ ~BgLhS t l s h e r i e e  vou i4  be e ~ i l l r  ~o A l g e ~ t £ v o  3% 
TaLl e ~ l l e f l t  i s  ~ l ~ O l d i ~  end ~ $ ~ l l t ~ *  S l t e r ~ e t i v I  ] 
w i l l  s t ~ i l  ~ i v e r t  a ~ p ~ o x ~ a t e l y  ?o p e r c e n t  o!  t~a  Sko~oo i~  ~ v e r  
o . t  of t he  b l S l n ,  aecao~4~ O[ ~ l S  ¢ o n t l n . a l  d iVer l lO~,  ~he 
~:ez 'g l~.n ' .y  or s i g ~ L t l c ~ n t  ~ a p l c ~  ~ l t h i n  ~ e  e ~ a r y  S=4 to  
~1~ov~i of  n~ - .~e l  f ~ s l h  v & t l r  ~ l u l ~ i n ~  and se~/~ent ~ l ~ a p o ~  

~ :~ is ic j r r t l i  ~2,t~ t~. l  ~Onc~el~h i n  ~ e  aff&.*t Z[S 
~hs~ ~ & C O U ' I  p~opoeel  vOuld ~ b e t ~ n t L a l l y  e~h~nc~ e~aat lc  
~ e s o ~ l l .  ~ WI ~ e ~ l V l  t h l t  the d~*vt~s~o~ of ~p to  ?0 percent 
of  t~e Skoko~l la  l i v e r  o~t  o** i t l  k l e i n  vo~la no t  s ~ l ~ t i l l 1 ~  
e ~ l n c e  L~e s ~ t l ¢  [ e s o ~ c s e .  ~ne Con t~ r~ l l  ~ve~e lon  o~ ~ s  . . . . . . . . . .  ~ - . . a  

We rec.ogn:ze that there is no assurance that increasing the length of lime that 
near-flood flows ~ in the mainstem would maintain the chamaers 
conveyance capacity Our recommendation is intended to provide sut~ctent 
water to test (rather than argue about) the u~fulness of this approach We 
'ecommend that Tacoma develop, m consultation with the JRP, Mason County. 
USGS. and the Corps, a study plan to use 25,000 acre-feet actnually for channel 
maintenance The study plan should include methods for cvaluatlon If flow 
augmentation proves to he inadequate to provide channel maintenance. Tacoma, 
in consultation with the agencies, should develop and implement a plan for 
maintaining channel conveyance capacity throughout the life of license. 

We recommend that Tacoma allocate not less than $5 rmllion to implement this 
[ricasure. 

EPA-7 Anecdotal information (James and Martino, 1980) suggests that 
groundwater levels in the lower Skokomish Valley are rising Because the 
Skokormsh is an alluvial valley we assume that groundwater levels are directl3, 
rclatcd to water surface elevations in the Skokormsh River and that historical 
aggradation has led to higher groundwater profiles }lowcver, thc project also 
significantly reduces streamflow in the valley. Therefore, the long-tcrm impact 
of project operations on year-round groundwater levels in thc Skokomish Valley 
is probably less than the total amount of project-caused aggradation We agree 
that rising groundwater levcls can affect septic system function and recommcnd 
several measures to reverse existing aggradation and reduce future aggradation 
rates (e.g., conveyance capacity improvements, flushing flows). Wc cannot 
quantify the groundwater level or water quality benefits of thcs~ mcasurcs but 
conclude that they would beneficially reduce groundwater levels in the lower 
Skokotmsh Valley. 

EPA-8 "l'hc preferred alternative would not rcducc the mixture of fresh and salt 
water in the estuary; by increasing both river and tidal flows, it would 
substantially increase the nuxture of fresh and salt water in the estuary 

All available inforrnaUon indicates that, except for losses to dlkmg, changes in 
the Skokonush estuary over the past 100 years have bccn relatively minor. 
There is nothing, such as major changes m vegetation dlstnbution, in the 
historical information on the estuary to indicate that past salinity changes had 
any significant water quahty unpaels. Furthermore, significant large-scale 
effects should not have bcon exlmctcd because there is normally much less fresh 
water m the estuary than salt water, and salmities at most points within the 
estuary fluctuate considerably with the tides. Though briefly, sections 4.4 112, 
4.4.2, 4.4.3 7, and 4.4.4.5 already address each alteruative's effects on water 
quality in the estuary 

0 
0 
CO 
0 

0 

I 
0 

M 

0 

0 

0 



,> 
EPA-9 

E¢o~o~1¢ ~ns i ? $ i1  

~:dl--gI2LgIM~_~L~.L.~S smel ts  tncluam in i t s  econ~aXc analysis t~  e 
~ 1 ~ ; $  de r ' ~v~  t r ~  : a s ~ o r a t i o n  of f lows.  

. ~ s c ,  t h a  d ~ l f t  £:S Ixcgudls  t r o s  i ~ l  ¢ ¢ ~ = i c  
u . i l y l k l  ~hll M n l f l t l  detkved { t e l  r e s t o r s t i o n  of  [lo~r= In~ 

:lrm~r i n  v h i c h  F]~C h a l  cona+c¢ld i t s  "economic &n*lysis" o[  the 
a ] t @ r n a t l v e s  ¢ o n l ; g l ~ l ~ .  For l x l n p l e ,  wlshln~gon l~J l t l r s  l p O ~ ,  
c o m r c i l ]  +rod ~ t l b l i  ? i u + t ~ l l ,  i r e  l g ~ o r t s h t  ~o L~.I I t l t l + l  
economy. S~t+ ~ e  d r l + t  e I s  dO~l n o t  ~ m n ~ x t a + x v l l F  or 
q u l l l ~ l t l v l l y  e~ralU&to n@~ ~ l c e f l t l ,  ev ln  ~J~o~qh t ~ l  SXOXOliIh 
"~Y~l~t h i s  prO';iOmd FBC w l .~  pro<+ectiO~l Of ~ l  IconOl tc  ~41~1£1~ 
t ~ ¢  could be o~ts ined ~roD I :Ol tOred  f i l l )on  f i l b e r t ' .  I n s t e a d ,  
pLeRC+I irconol~C I P l I ~ l l l  o t ~  CO/lJl~OJl~l t l l l  COlt O~ ]Pll~Orl~Ol~ 
of  I~IOWS ah"ld I~ t /q la t ioz l  DI I IUPI I  IS l + O l l ~  COlt I O~ T i ~ .  

wl!l i s  COltS.  

* ~ l l ~ ,  ¢.ho d r l g t  E%g ev lgu l t gon  of  co l ks  ~ l  
I n a d a q u ~ .  gn Tehls  5-~ Og ¢.~e d r a f t  ~ZS, Y£Re pgesln~s t~e 
&VIL-4~Q i~4rg) '  ~@~lg4Ll~lgl g?J~lr qlci~ I I -~ '~ I¢~VQ r ~  ~ I M ~  l~t~ 

a r e  s i g n i f l . c a n t l y  hlg~ t i t an  the Cos1:s s , .umar/zed in  ~ r i o r  
t i b i a s  (see ?~d=les S-2  ~l~O~gh 5 - 4 ) .  AlSO l n c l u ~ l d  i n  T i b l e  $-¢ 
are  ~L~mrl~ r e ~ r ~ u t X n g  t~e "accrual va lue  or g~nl t r l t iola  l o ~ s . "  
Zt  Is  no t  c lel~r ~ J ~ e r  ~ t s  I~ount  v i i  ~ncluded i n  t~a  aPmx+ll 
t o t s :  c O l t l ;  L~ i t  Vll~ ~ I ~  r~3gC h l s  d o ~ b l l - c o k ~ t e ~  CJ111l i ¢ ~ l e s  

e n l ~ f f  q e n l r a c i o n  l o l i l u i .  J~  TaC~lla's " i~n l~ l l  nee  b@neglg. ( ~ J l *  
I t s  l n n u l l  n@t r~v~um)  ~ ~J~* vazlO~l l l t l r ; ~ t l V l l  aZs 
d ~ r i v l d  ~go l  t ~ l s  s r ~ l y s i s ,  i t  l l  il~og~a~t ~hat ~bl  c~ t~rKt  ¢ I ~  

~ h l J ~ ,  t h e  d z l t t  [ZS dole  n o t  rnaX1~s ~ c o s t -  

~h~ cos ts  o5 nev p o r t . h o u s e s ,  l l t@~-nlt l~ 2 ' s  ne~ p,~terho~se 
vo~;d  be ~Jle I ~ l ~  e x l ~ n l i v l  ~ f . h l : l f O r l  ibOVl ~ ling r lNsnve 
c o l ~ i l o n  w i t h  ot~e~ i l t l Z - ~ l t l v l +  ~ P.III l n f o n l l t i o n  
p r e s e n t e d  I o  t~e  d z a ~  ~ S  I t  ~ 1 1  r~e ll)pel~P ~ ~ y  o r  ~ e  
po~s~ho'a~e a d d i t l o ~ l  r e d i d  be ~ s t - ~ g e c ~ i v e .  

We are also unaware of any stuches on hsstoncal salimties m the estuary, but have 
found that the avadable infocmsticm is ~d'ficient to determine each altcma:i,.,e's 
relative effects on estuarine water quality. 

The preferred alternative will increase freshwater flows to the estuary. Though 
some processes have probably been reduced by ddo.ng, flow reducuons, and 
increased sediment input, as demonstrated by its continued high productwity, there 
is no evidence that the estuary has completely lost any major functional at~butes 

Removing the dikes would benefit fisheries by increasing the availability of  
important mtcmdal habitats by 20 to 25 percent while also increasing the amount of 
organic matter (which forms the basis of cstuannc re(x1 chains) m the estuary 

L~c.ause alternative 2 would restore near natural river flows, repeating tt in this 
section of thc table wo~d be r~hagiant and unnecessary. Our statement about 
alternative 3 is both accurate and substantiated (section 4.4.4.5) and EPA's conmlcnt 
provides no evidence to the contrary. Though chkc removal would cause some 
short-term sedanentation increases, alternative Ys overall effects on the Skokomish 
estua~ would be a substantial emqronmental benefit, not an adverse impact 

We continue to maintain that Tacoma's Proposal would improve aquatic rcso~ces 
at the project in comparison to thch- current cond/tion, and EPA provides no 
evidence to thc contrar 7. Because tidal flows are higher and transport more 
sediments than fiver flows, any contaminant mereases and po~mtial for ovcrburdcn 
in the estuary are more l/kcly caused by human activity and development along the 
tlood Canal shoreline (Yoshmaka and EliOt` 1974) than by water divermons. 
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I'PA-9 The potentm] benefits associated with the altematr,'es are assessed 
quahtahvely m the I)EIS m our eflorls to achieve a balance between 
developmental and non-developmental resources 

The total annual costs in Table 5-6 are higher than those presented in l'ahles 5-2, 5- 
3, 5-4 because Table 5-6 values are the result of our 30-year present worth analysis 
v,'hich includes $25,400,000 m present undepreclated project debt and sunk 
reliecnsing costs, as explamed m Section 52 

In "Fable 5-6, "annual value of generation loss" is not mcludcd m "annual total 
cosl" 

In early development of the DEIS, the concept of powerhouse No 3, at Dam No 2, 
was evaluated and considered cost effective Recently, the elecmc power market 
in the Pacific Northwest, as well as nationwide, has been in transition as a result of 
changmg regulations and business chmate At Tacoma's present power 
replacement cost of $2100 per MWh, the cost effectiveness of powerhouse No 3 ts 
in question on the basis of the cost estimates in the DEIS Ultimately, minimum 
instream flows (MIF) will be released to the North Fork Whether these flows wdl 
be passed through a new powerhouse o¢ through a simple release facility is a 
decision best left to Tacoma. 

NEPA requires the Comml.ss]on to exarnme tolal project costs and net benefit for a 
range of discrete alternatives rather than perfornung an mcremental analysis on 
individual components of the alternatives. The nature of the task of balancing 
developmental and non developmental uses of the water resource precludes the use 
of a strict mcremontal approach, because some components of an alternative, such 
as Lilliwaup Swamp habitat, though destrablc in a balanced alternative package, do 
not provide an economic return on the money invested, o¢ the return is difficult to 

quantify. 

While economic considerations are a significant clement of the public interest 
balancing, they are by no means the determmative constderataon. Alternative 3 
was developed on the basis of cost effectiveness and balancing considerations 

EPA-10 S¢c response to NOAA-I. 

EPA- 11 The draft EIS considers a range of reasonable altcmativcs to rclicensing 
the Cushman Project. 
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Responses to 
Comments of Washington Department of Ecology 

on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated March 26, 1996 

WDOE-I No response is required 

WDOE-20p lmon  is noted 

WDOE-3 We rccogmze that rclensmg sufficient water down thc North 
Fork to affect channel capacity m thc mamstem may affect channel 
morphometry and fish habitat conditions in the North Fork. We also 
recogm2e the uncertainty of the effects, and the~cfore recommend that 
Tacoma develop, in consultation with the agencies, a study plan to evaluate 
the effectweness of flushing flows in maintaining and enhancing mainstem 
conveyance capacity. This study plan should include momtoring of effects 
in the North Fork 
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WI)OE-4 We are aware of this ongoing cfforl and rccommond that Tacoma 

parhctpate in priority measures of the final plan 

WDOt--5 Wc are aware of a watershed restoration proJect tmdenvay m South 
Fork watershed by the Olympic National Forest (see Section 4 I) These 
measures should measurably reduce sediment inputs to the Skokom~sh Rwcr, 
and, in combination with measures wc reconunend at the Cushman Project, 
reduce, arrest, or reverse ongoing aggradation in the river 

WDOE-6 Conmtem is noted. We have carefully formulated project 
operations to reduce flood hazards in the lower Skokomish Valley 

WDOE-7 No response required 

WDOE-8 We cannot predict the outcome of the flood hazard reduction 
meas'ures we recommend. Some measures may not be effective Other 
measures may be more effective. Standard Article 15 allows fish and wildlife 
agencies to recommend reopening for fish and wildlife benefits. If reopening 
is comtemplated, the Commission must provide notice and an opportunity for 
a heanng in which interested parties may participate 
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WDOE-14 
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WDOE-9 Opinion is noted. 

WDOE-IO See reslxmse to WDOE-9. 

WDOE-I 1 Opinion is noted. 

WDOE-12 Comment is noted. In recommending against the development of 
the generation potential associated with in.stream flow releases at Dam No. 2 
due to the uncerlmnty of what those releases should be, you have identified 
one of the obstacles to ad~tive management of the Ctmhman ProJect It is not 
possible to determine what improvements in project facilities are warranted 
when the operating plan is in a constant state of flux. 

WDOE-13 No response needed 

WDOE-14&I5 We agree. We recommend that Tacoma be requtred to 
allocate not less than $5 million to tmplement priority projects under the 
Skokormsh River Comprehenmve Flood Hazard Management Plan. 
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WDOE-16 Assuming that about half the flow for a channel maintenance flow 
":should come from the North Fork suggests that half of the charmers curccnt 
ctmveyance capacity (5.000 cfs) would be an appropriate channel maintenance 
release Annual peak flows in the Skokonush Rnver occur for about 5 days 
(Tacoma, 1996) A release of 2,500 cfs for 5 days amounts to about 25,000 acre- 
feet We acknowledge that this allueation is an educated guess of what might be 
necessary to maintain the channel and that more water might be appropriate once 
the channel is improved. See response to EPA-37 

WDOE-17 We recorcanend that Tacoma develop a study plan to use this watcr m 
a manner most likely to determine the effectiveness of a long-term flushing flow 
We anticipate that the most efficient use of augmented flows would be to prolong 
near-flood flows Such flows have the greatest likelihood of moving bed materials 
without the adverse effects of causing floods. Specific metrics to be investigated 
should be selected by the study participants. 

WDOE-18 It is our intent that 25,000 ~re-fent be used in any manner deemed 
appropriate and safe by the study participants 

WI)OE-19 We agree The purl~se of the dernoustration study is to resolve, to the 
extent practical the is.sue of augmenting flows to provide channel maintenance 
There ns considerable d.tffererr..,e of opinion regarding the likely outcome of such a 
test. The outcome of the study may be that greater or lesser channel maintenance 
flows would be appropriate or that other means of channel maintenance would be 
more effective. 

WDOE-20 We prefer to allow the study pm'liczpants to develop and implement an 
ac,.ceptablc study plan. 

0 
0 
¢0 
0 

0 
..J 

I 
0 
k-. 
t.o 
k-. 

M 

0 

fl 

k-' 

0 

k-' 
t.O 
t.O 



> 

WDO[--20 

WDOE-21 
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WDOE-24 

WDOE-25 
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WDOE-21 It is difficult to be more precise about the project's relatave effects on 
frequent, minor floods and less frequent severe floods because the project 
stmultaneously reduces peak flows and con~butes to aggradalion that decreases 
the channel's capacity Assuming that the pre-project Skokonush River could 
convey about 15.000 cfs prior to going over its banks and the current channel 
capacity is about 5,000 cfs, aggradauon has increased the probability of out-of- 
bank flows during a given year from about 0.67 to almost 1 (Tablc 4. I in Simons 
and Associates, 1993) At the same time the project reduces peak flows by 
almost half. ~ t n g  that pro-project peak flows werc about twice current peak 
flows we calculate that pnor to the project a 15,000 cfs flow would have had a 
probability of about 97 percent in any given year (Table 4.1 in Simons and 
Associates, 1993) Thus, we estimate that the project's long-term effects on 
frequent, low intensity flooding ts small. The project's long-term effects on major 
floods is clearly beneficial. A 10-year recurrence interval flood at the US 101 
bridge is currently almost 25,000 cfs. Approximating pre-project conditions, that 
flood would have approached 50,000 cfs and created out of bank flows of about 
35,000 cfs (50,000 cfs flood minus 15,000 channel capacity). A 25,000 cfs flood 
today would result in out-of-bank flows of about 20,000 cfs, about 15,000 cfs less 
than pre-project coe, ditious. Given that the channel's current capacity is an 
existing condition, continuing project operation would clearly reduce flooding by 
reducing peak flows by about half. 

WDOE-22 No response required. 

WDOE-23 See response to WDOE-16, WDOE-17, WDOE-18, and WDOE-I9. 

WDOE-24 See responses to NOAA-9 and APP-30. 

WDOE-25 We recommend that Tacoma include fish population and habitat 
metrics in its monitoring plan. 
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WDOE-26 We agree and recommend monitonng to verify predicted benefits 

WDOE-27 WDFW and WI)OE would parllcipate m development of the flushing 
flow demonstration sludy and could carefully refine release timing to avoid 
adverse fishery impacts 

WDOE-28  We have informed Tacoma that "*e expect nt to obtain a CZMA 
consistency determination. 

WDOE-29 We are aware of  the fact that Tacoma has not yet rccci'¢ed an SMA 
pernut or CZMA certification 
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WDOE-33 

WI)OE-34 

WDOE-35 
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WDOE-30 The text has been revised to include WDOE's posmon 

WDOE-31 The text has been rcvisccl to include WDOE's position. 

WDOE-32 Opinion is noted 

WDOE-33 The estimate is for continuing costs of rcvcgclation and cnsunng 
dowr~U'~m cu]vats adequacy. 

WDOE-34 Comment is noted. T~r.oma will be responsible for obtaining any 
necessary perrmts under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

WDOE-35 See responses to NOA.A-9 and APP-30. 
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W D O F - 3 6  ,'See response to N O A A - I  

WD O E -37  Because the 30 cfs release is an extstmg condition we includc tt 
as part of  the No actiosa alternative (alternative l )  We recogmze  that it ns not 

part of  the exist ing license 

WD O E -38  Comment  ts noted Under  this alternative, several new factltttes 

would be constructed thcludmg a new powerhouse,  and a mechanism to 
allow spill flow ramping Wc recommend that this river segment  remain 
watered, if feasible  If it is not feasible, the loss of  2(Et fcct o f  habitat would 
certainly be offset by other substantial fish habitat improvements  provided by 

this alternative 

W D O E - 3 9  Opinion is no ted  

WD O E -40  Opinton is notc"d. 
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WDOE-41 Comment is noted 

WDOE-42 No response is required 

WDOE-43 We assess potential nonpowcr benefits qualitatively in the EIS m our 
efforts to achieve a balance berwecn developmental and non-developmental 
resources. The average annual output from the project is 343,000 MWh, which 
would need to be replaced if the license is denied, At the replacement power cost 
of $21,00 per MWh, the incremental increased cost for this energy would be about 
$16 00 per MWh or about $55 million per year. 

WDOE-44 S¢~ our response to WI)OE-43 

WDOE-45 According to Tacoma (1977), the appropriate water surface elevation 
of Lake Cushman was 565 feet. 
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DEPARTMENT Of  FISH AND WILDLIFE 

li.nOW~lL~C~, ~. ~llu~.~k~IIv~-~llllW~*~l~S;~l~wd~W& 

wnlmpo,', DC 20~t16 

i . ~  s i = m s  { D ~ )  ~ n l ~  I~, yow mtr ~ i : n  d " ~  I : u m l  Ivocc: r~ d~ 

] ~  11 --~ m ( ~  m Femm~ 1.19~. 

~ lhc T =r,j~ mad Cmdmsem d ~  ~ WD~rW, dllcail die e~-'wkoa ~ IL~i~ ~ual~ e 

D~S doc~ec~. 

t, r s a , , , , h - ~  ! 1 ~  

Responses to 

Comments of Washington Department ofFtsh and Wildhfe 
on the Drat~ Environmental Impact Statement 

Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated March 21, 1996 

W D F W - I  See  r c sponse  to N O A A - 1 ,  
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z~dvif/or m ~ ~v~7  ~ So fon,,a~L" Tlw C,E~ ~ dmo'il~ "z)o ~ "  to 

~p~md ,, ,~ ~mc~W ~ ~o FEK~ n ~ a z i ~  ~ d~ ~6~dz Cie=it ~ m 
~.,.,r,,,4,....~4 Tnbo~,r,,.. y d ~  [ ~ d ~ N ~ , ~  F"~Z¢" 74~F.Zd4~,4"/6(gt5 Cir 

jena'z~ app~ (74~ F24 ad 476). 

nm~z~ .  T'ac "~o ~ "  z~a~id~ ~ k zo d~y Tac~w's q~dX~o ~ a 

• c ~ dmO~ inch ~ a {  ~ " ~ ' ~  eo~=o" d w ~ ' , ~  m ~e IludU= alpum Vak:t 
,~' ~ Juu-u~,u ~ m a i d  :o mac ~ = X u .  By dcC~l ~ 

NF2^ ~ d a ~ s  iw ,d m'wk~ ~ . ~ U  md c lu~mm~ ~" a~nmaud  c o ~ q u = ~  
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WI)I'W- 1 

WI)FW-2 

WI)FW-3 

WDFW-4 

lid m~tOl in,,,~.,n~ t 0e.. o~nt~n~t  d Iht ~ ,,-,a m,,I i~ r, ad.md I~ I~1 

T~z I~E~S macc.,su~ des~,b~ A . . ~  Z m ~ .tram P, aomz I'uu~ I=op~  I~s 

m b e n ~ ' ~  DE1S T'~ [=mmn F '~  ~ I ~  m'mo'~d m d~o9  a F ~  

p m ~ , ~  of ~ a duum~ l  o~t'-~ma ~n~m;  bomm, mm emm ~ ~ 
~auhu ~ .  ,*'a p u a ~  in ~" l~dS. 

Tb~ r.,,J ~$ ab~kl c a u ~  a brmd~ ra~ o~ . 1 ~  ~s.a k:c~mdT rc~'~amn t~ 
ca:di-~., ncammm~ b,/Jtac ,tot f~m~. nn~ac~ , q = c ~  ~ t ~  axl ~ ~ c  
mt-ma pot~ 

I I i  m ~ ,,-,..~. t ~ d WDFWs n ~  ~ th= D';IS f f . a t~  II). 

WDFW-2 We no longer refer to alternative 2 as the "JRP Proposal" and agree 
that alternative 2 is derived from recommendations made by the JRP, component 
parties of the JRP. and by the staff, In developing this alternative, we attempted 
to maintain the integrity of each recoreartended measure to the extent practical 
Both the Skokomish Tribe and NMFS reconmaend measures to lncre&~ the 
mainstem's conveyance capacity and dredging of various scales has been 
considered as one means to enhance the channel's conveyance capacity (KCM, 

1993) 

WDFW-3 No restxmse required 

WI)FW-4 No response required 
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WDFW-5 

WI)FW-6 

WI)FW-7 

]l~ mama~.~t ~w=* rand c~=¢.aioos, ~ub~Zmcd ~ WDFiV = omr S~c~io~ i~) br.4~n~am=wy 

~ I~ oooda~ ~t'~pmd b,y kVl)FW ~ m I00 ~ rand coa:Enon 
mddim~k)oml ~ ~'~ dm~d in r~sF~ *o cl~m, ml~ i~ ~ l~ojen om~.~ 
~ ~ i ~  im tlm~ Ok~l~ "II~¢ ltcoo(l ~ iDca~oci~ ~ dlz:utsi~ .~,¢ 

nm~mmdadan :ha "'m re°cliff" a" rely ~aa:ialb ad¢~ ~ ~h" FIE~C ~f.  "lht final 
~tql0~ ¢0amm ~d.t'~oml ai~amoa a ~  a=0maumda~ that ~ FERC mff 

t ~ ~ll~a~ud~cllqdla~ ~ .,kem#~mmm ~ al~w the Dim 

ma~ e~t f~ J~a, m~m~ell a heal~sY nat~ t ~  ol'bdl ~'ote. A~lil~mmlly, tl~ 

~ n a ~ ~  l~t~St~ml~t~sisatm*~r~ f~ WI~FW. l~e 

l ~ r  ,=hmo~ m ~ i ~ l  o ~ , ~ , ~ = ,  l'l~ i~an~ ~,~] ~Im i x ~  ~. ~ ~ .6oml  ~ 
lau¢ ~ t~ ball 'a~t ml ¢,lim~ ~¢daa~s. 1-m afa:aq ~- ~a~iaaiall m italic 

WDFW-5 No res3"~onse required 

WDFW-6 We have adjusted our esttmates based on additional information and 
comments on Appendix B provided by DOI. It does not seem reasonable to protect 
landlocked anadromons fish populations at the expense of restonng anadromous 
fish habitat. Coho estunates have bec'n adjusted downward using DOrs 
recommended methods, and we have also revised the econormc analysis 

WDFW-7 DOI indicates that the bull trout population Is likely to benefit from the 
increased food .supply provided by juvenile anadromons salmonids, including 
sockeye (DOI, 1996). We estimate that fish passage would benefit sc~keye the 
most with much smaller populations of coho, chinook, and steelhead Because 
sockeye and kokane¢ occupy very similar ecological niches with regard to the 
reservotr populations, sockeye probably would provide an additional food base for 
bull trout and chinook populations just as kokanee would. 
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WI)I.W-8 

%q)FW-9  

W D F W - 1 0  

WDFW-  I I 

W D F W - 1 2  

1"he t4fg.et of i . ~  ~k.y¢ m ¢.e~ md d~modt m tht ~age~ml~ r/a~. t$ 

~.~ , l t l~ Va,,n~ m* by ~ n  fiat tpeaet A~n~,ny, m~ potnmd ~ , ~  ax~  

cuex~io.a a~d p ~ l O ~  lnfa:t.~t~ ~ i '~ l~t  s Vtrm (~q]- ~t  m 
coat~al  ~. ,  me~d,,c~ of s o c t ~  codd da:nae ccto aed dmoat ~ d ' a : ~  from 

I ca',ut k'wts. 

S tlmee Ptudug.t~ca Pc~=tutl 

i~ wl~m o~m= m u~li1~ic ~ f~ c~o prodigY. To pnxL=cc IVO~O0 
zeoln. ~.saanel m optimmic ~-~i~ mz , f  20~ 6era q~; Io aao.~, e~'* earn fo~ eallJm 
qll~ ~t~kl L.td ~o ~ ~pom=d i= tl~ 6.7 mik~ of l e ~ I m l  I ~  ~k~fi~d r. tl~ DEIS 
l-i:is ~nadd mnn t ooko nstd dalily ¢( 32~/mi~ t mt~ hlhel datsir/dm~ aeY WI~W 
salt hme ¢~mvtd e~ ~ t ~  ia t~ l~emare. 'I'm ~ esti=am alse ~xan 
=~,lnn~ m tl~ ~ of ~a114cad Carol c~o ;acdama~ T~ly.feur th~uad aadt 
¢,ehe manet4 te k U¢~. I,~ah FoA ~eakl ~ ~ mm~' e( ease 'm"i~ m'a~ to 
Hood C,mal. CmdatCtl I~ 61~ aaka ot mmz I=ht~ asnll~ mhe m }k~l Carol it 
~mm atla~d y ~ t  u.,, tl~ ~ aria. ¢/aadmoa,tl ~:am'~m{ lul/~ ¢oald dodd¢ tl~ 
manlm o f a,o'am~ adulU 

i 

it ama ~ ~ haha. ¢.nesdmtim of taad~eeann ~ q e  at ' b  C ~  

~ au~3, of m~ ~mh~ ~Ix ax~x~1 ~. maCmaq mJa~ ~noa 

..ta6ae~ f~/k ~t,t~a ¢.hotea ~ ax~u=, "'4 bet~mt I ~  md *hl~ f~b 

~ Z - 4  T~ ~ ~ q ~  ~mcd~ ~ ~ ~ a ~ ' ~ m  ~ ~ ~ 1  ~ ' ~  
mv~.~noaMr, lq l lmCm k . -  V~d/~ni~is~tmimiantm~lx'ca~0,f~)~k 
o f nmeama~ i~ ~a,m~ diem ,b mti~ tlew d 1~TMgnt C.m:k 'l'm dive'g,0e 
uxmxm te ope=~ i~ ~e~aiea d ,~ rote w~e ril~ 

. ~  3-2~ ~oc ~ (3-4 21 n ~  halcyon/I~°duOli°° d m l ~  ~Jt2 me°~'tl~' 

WDFW-8  Comment  no ted  We expect that sockeye would spawn mainly in 
Cushman Lake, although they would also spawn in the lower North Fork A 
healthy sockeye donor stock is still a concern, al though DOI  indicated that 

Skokomish sockeye might still exist m Lake Cushman m a landlocked 

"kokanee" form 

WDFW-9  See our response to W D F W - 6  

WD F W-10  Comment  no ted  See our rcsponse to WDFW-6 ,  

WDFW- I 1 We have revised the text 

WDFW-12  Comment  no ted  The agreement indicates that the state "agreed to 

accept a fish hatchery in lieu of  fishways as being equally satisfactory for the 

propagation of  f i sh"  
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WDFW- 13 

WI)FW-14 

WI)FW- 15 

WDFW-I6 

( t~q) l~  I~i~ ~1~1] {Ll l  I r ~ l l  ~ , 

Pq~ ]-55 Tm~e J-10. "I'n~ t~e ~ y s  I~ m~ nmb~ ~ f violins pm d~q, x~atmll l~m 
Ix~a~ O~e m viso~q ~e L ~  ~ "4"~m. T~.s n~bme~p b c~r:~e I~ec~ue 

P~ 2-U ma4-~. F~RC ~ "  ~ J~ n~mmmdmioas indudt d~lsiq m tl~ rams m 
~am~ ~ u , . e ~ u ~  ml~: ~. WDFWmommm~d tlmts mln moo~lur~ 
mx~ld be mov~l ~ medmi~ mmm Si~ Eq~vd ~mo~al i..,~ ~ side ch~ets, 

m~m~x T'nls ~ pmp~d m ~ secmd~ almm~to 0~ ~ f ~ m l  melbod ofl~e.l 

~ t~ ~ m'(mt ~vm0o ~ma8: |00-l,m~ flood b,/0.15 f~t "l~,y tbo c~duaxi 
~t ~ ~d~in~ .mm~d be ~ m ~uam I~ k-~l d Ik~l pmea~nt (COE 
1~5). 

s~me mlxcu o~ m ~ l  o ~ m t  ~ m v ~  cape~ty 1~ P ~ m  um d~gned m m~e~ 
~ al'ea: ot'iaa~mcd s~n~m ~ ~a sedimmt u'mq~oa, qlmdmiou md chmet 

~-vr.lOlml md fuud~ I~ tl~ lkeu~t The mml~ of tbme ~ ~ k l  ~ inmrpoa~ iuto 
~e Flood ~ l q ~  P~  

WDFW-13 Opinion noted. 

WDFW-14 We report the Corps' estimated 10 foot stage reduction upstream 
from the US 10l bridge during the lOO-ycat flood. The 0.35 font stage reduction 
you report ts an average reduction for the entire river ~ the lO0-year flood. 
There is some cone, era that the FEMA data used to generate the hypothetical 
water surface profiles is inaccurate (Stmons and Associates, 1993) making these 
estamates suspect. We would recommend that more recent cross section data be 
used to estamate the outcomes prior to undertaking any dredging projec~ tn the 
Skokomish Valley. Measures that could reduce the need for and frequency of 
maintenance dredging include: watershed restoration, sedunent mterceptxon 
gravel mining, channel maintenance flows, and others (KCM, 1993) 

WDFW-15 We recommend such a study (see EIS section 4.1.8). 

WDFW-16 We have revised alternative 2 to include the Instream Flow 
Comm|ttce and a more gradual approach to returning full flows to the North 
Fork 

WDFW-17 We have corrected the text to indicate that WDFW recommends that 
Tacoma release additional 20-¢fs pulse flows, 24 hours m duration, m addition to 
the minimum mstrcam flows recommended on the indicated dates in May and 
June. Additionally, we indicated that these ate interim flow recommendations 
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WI)I'W-17 

WI )l"W- 18 

WDFW-  19 

W D F W - 2 0  

WDFW-21 

WI)FW-22 

~ ~ :]~a of iX ¢5 m m ~t i t~  t= ti= ttc.tm~ r~ttm ~ 1"at :t t~ mm~ 
1-= t==m:tt~d m=t ~ ~ =, ~ ~0 .*. -.U=l ~ t¢  =m~ =i==T= ~ -  

c t c ~  1.0~ ~3+ Ibm ~v-. ~ t  ~s~Jmm d u ~ l  B~O~ll c ~ d  I~ ~00 ~°m~d m< 

pqt t.-49 ~ t 4.32 ~ m f d l ~  tmmmt "wOt~ ~ tim 
i m  ~ m Catimm Itnm~ :#~tt u r.~t kit m ~m  t~mral l ~  "~ L/m " 
~-M. Tet ~i= tc~d k ~ r~  c~me. ~ mm tha 93 ~ t  pa d~ m a z t ~ = :  dmme ~ 
72~ ftm ,t,,~t drlttd=t~ txtm~a b~ Nmtm~ 157 ~'~/itomlmc~d t b~it m 

"~,/T~ l.I m ,~F 4-13 

P.~ 4.~1 "1~ s~oo ~ i ~  T~mm~'s ~ "~' ""1 m ' t ~  d e ~  ~ I'EItC ~a~ 
I ~  m x ~ , m ~ o ~ .  "Pl~ InM ~ ' ~ + 4  '~' T~=w, +'" ~ r ~  A~+ '*'' " ~  'm~' 

I ,,,d~ ~ . ~ - ~  m," m~+~'~ ~ ' ~  m " ~  ~ +" ~ ~"' "~' 

SWm~ Roul mm,, m~ ~.~ c(C,-',-.., I t e ~  

Pq~ 4-129 ~ Lain pm~pl l  im~'~d7 u~i~les Ibs~ ~ .~-~ mmmr~m~d ~ ~ 
tc ~ m t~ ~m~ ~ Ix ~.'l.~t mmmma~ Cmm~td Imtn~ ts m 
~W0s_~ t~l ~ t~l ~ ~]ik ~ ~ ~m~t ~n mmmm f~mth 

WDFW-I 8 While direct measurement of the flushing effectlvoncss of a 200 cls rclca.se ,,,,as not 
possible due to the ioadvcrtent release of about I 0 times as much water for about 6 hours, redirect 
estimates of effective'hess hased on she..~r stress calculations showed sumcient shear stress to prevent 
sediment accumulation ( 5 dynes/era2 ) at most I(xalions at flows of 200 c fs Wc concludc that flo~s 
greater than 200 cfs would be sumctent to maintain clean substratcs 

WDFW-19 Comment noted We have corrected thc text to indicate a 0.5-foot per day draw-dowo 
rate. While the 22-yoar model did not identify any adverse flood effects of increasing the mimmum 
reservoir level to 723 feet, significant concerns have bccn raised regardmg routinely allowurg thc 
reservoir to exceed the PN~" storage volume, a pract=ce inherent in our analysis 

Dam No. 1 is designed to safcly pass the estimated PMF by attenuating the flood wave in the reservoir 
and releasing water at a reduced rate through the emergency spillway "]~c maximum reservoir levels 
(see DEIS Tables :)-3 and 2.-4) preserve the seasonal volume neccssm7 to safely convey the P M F  
Dunag minor floods, Tacoma stores water m the rcse~voir above the PMF storage level when 
mctconilogic and hydrologic condmuns suggnst that it ts safe to do so This allows Tacoma to 
manage most flonds witho,at substantial release to the North Fork Our daily opcrations model 
a.,tsumes that all floods can be safely storod (above the PMF stage limit) rather than discharged Only 
ffthe rcsc~oir  exccods full pool (738 feet) is spill required This modeling approach is probably 
reasonable when incursions into PMF storage arc ur frequont, such as under the cxistmg nilc curve 
(DELS Table 2-3), l~at Ls non.-consetwative when incursions aze frcquertt or routinc as under the rule 
CtUWE for altc'matives 2 and 3 (DEIS Table 2-4). 

Effects of this assumption can be seen in Figures G-47 and G-48 Figure G-48 shows that, undcr 
altcrnat|ve 2 and 3 nile curve, the reservoir would cxcced the stagc needed to safely pass the PMF 
about 25 perc4~t of the tiln¢ in Deccmbc*. Considcrm8 the importance of downstream flood 
protection, and the impotutive of safely passing the PMF, we cannot recommend that Tacoma 
eliminate the flood storage buffer providod by the existing talc curve. 

For these roasons, we roy:sod our rco~arnended ndc curve for operation of  Lake Cushman to that 
prcsaabod by the Cormmsston's dam safety staff (Table 2-3) Tacoma may operate the reservoir to 
provide additional downstream flood control benefits and mimmiz= stage reductions fol lowing 
kokane~ spawning. We therefore recommend that Tacoma develop a draw-down plan. in consultahon 
with the agencies, the Skokomish Flood Adv iso~  Commatte¢. and FERC dam safety staff; that meets 
PlV~ and flood storage ncods and mimml2~s draw-downs followurg kokancc spawning 

WDFW-20 The referencal information v.as used to facilitate ¢sttmates of  appropriate stocking rates 
under alternative 2. but was not used to develop the instream f low recommcmiation 

WDI-'W-21 See our respoo~ to City-42. 

WDFW-22 We agree that the JRP did not rccornmcnd huntmg prohibitions, and wc have corrected 

the text to reflect this fact. 
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WDFW-23  

WI)FW-24 

Mt Lo~ Caal~ 
M~x~h 21. I ~  
!~e  g 

4"~ "a 4"~1 E',~z "~' m~lem 6ow mm'eme~ ~ p m e d  fro" ~z~mm~,m ] u ~ u ~ e ~ d  m 

~ M~dd b, mindS. 

z~zmlld ~ Ize ~ddz~ed ~,, ~ 4.11 ,I O, C I ~  ]t~zzxnx~m, 

CC: ~ Li~ 

Nel W ~  AAO 

WDFW-23  We have changed the text. 

WDFW-24 As noted in scclion 4, ~c sta.ff-rccommcndcd Ahemative 3 
will provide enhancements to wildlife habitat and fisheries habitat that 
should, in time, sumulate increases in populations to the benefit of huntc.rs 

anglers. The bcncfiLs to thc Tnbc of increascd fish populations are 
discussed in section 4 l 1.10. 
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" Natural Rec~m'ces 

~arch I t ,  IIH 

WDNR-I 

WI)NR-2 

WI)NR-3 

Lo~s 0. C&d~ll, ~Krttl¢! 
lederal [eer~ly legulgtorl Cittst tdn 
alS ~(ovtk Clllt~l $trq0t, U.C. D=e~Ls l-X 
~lshi~ltoQ, 0 £. 10114 

/ 

il£: CuthMn Nydr~ lK t r tc  PrIJ~t, F[ =¢ Project No. 150 - -  ~ \ 

Oelr ~. Cat, I l l :  

Till ¥asnlrgt~ |tltt~ 0q~lrtml~t Of Natural iles~rtot ( ~ l  Is trrt t t~ In 
re$il~lSl tO |k l  r l~v l l l t  for t i l l  = t~¢ dr i f t  [nvlrcnamltl l ; l~ict  
Stltelunt {[15) for ~ [~  ProJKt K~, ~ ,  Ceskl~l ~$dr l l t~ t r l¢  Froject, 

¢~r f i rs t  t ~ n t  :Morr is Itltl~ttlVl| 11 (J~L 0) ud  Its use Of s t i l t  1~1 f~r 
t'PhlKilMPlI plr~o$eS. S~ll bathrobed |nfoctMt,o~ 15 n~essI~ to ~ t t e r  
~n~lrstlnd o~r pOSltlOft. 

Tkl OIR ~ms and I l e i t i s  t ~  I~od C u l l  St i r |  Forest. c~rts~n~ i p ~ r a l ~ t ~ l y  
19,0~ acre; of s t iL l  t ~ t  | l ~ s .  to t ~  east 6f L ik l  Cdsk~ul, ~lte s t i l l  
forest tKt~des the LIIIIwUp . ~  I r ia  PIF|PlhlKN |q tM EIS. State t r ~ t  
l~ds ~lre 9 ~ t l d  t¢ the State 0f Vlshi~gt~ bf t~l r~lraT ~¢~z~l~*t is 
~lrt I f  tM [ x ~ l t n  I Act =f |1~9 ~ V~tskll~lt~* ~KUI a stlt¢ l~ lS l  t~s t  
1Malt I r l  ~ b$ ~ 0111. Is t r~s t l l ,  i l l  pr~vtd4 In¢M4 to l~ i l o r t  v ir lo~l 
b~ ' re f ,c l l r l l l  svct Is ¢ml04 stk44| ~a|tr.Ktlo~, umtvers|tilr~, lll~ state 
l~st I t l t lO~l ,  

~ o p t z e s  ba t  th l  t ~ t  1~4 t t  ~ l  for t K ~ e  I?s~ e~tsts u 4 
c ~ l e x  nltur&| ~ o s s s t i p ~ | d t ~  ~ s  ~ r  ~ f ~ i l s ,  ~ I $  ~ l ~ t l ~  
gul~s the d e ~ t ' s  e l f . s  1l p N t K t ~  f0rlSt Ee|lt5, w l l ~ t f l  h ~ l ~ t  
and Iqvatl¢ syst~s, the ~ r ~ n t ' s  ~ |  ifl forest m4a~t IS to 
co~.serte ~d ~ha~.e th l  ni t~'r l l  resou~;o$ of I ts t~lst luds  d ' l l l  prod~£i~l 
'on~-tem, sta~l¢ i ~ ¢ ~  to t ~  tr~st kne f t c l i r t l s .  

Responses to 
Comments of Washington State Department of Natural Resources 

on the DraR Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated March 14, 1996 

WDNR- 1 No response requtred 

WDNR-2 No response rcqutred 

WI)NR-3 No response required 
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WDNR -4 

WDNR-5 

WDNR-6 

WDNR-7 

WDNR-8 

Psll | I S ,  tn Al t lh~ l l lv l l  | {JIIF In ?lqU 3-]5 and ! -38,  1tldlcllt41s til~l 
~ c e s s l t y  Few lk4 Clt~ o f  l l t l ~ l  te p,J~Y.J~se allp~xlemtell~ $ . ~  i c ~ s  of  OMII! 
t r ys t  I I~d  $~ ~ L l l l l~aup Svlt l l  11~14. (V~l tbobo~jh ICqVI$|IIIMI e f  t~414 ' 
I ~  a s  n i t  ~ 0 1 1 m ~ l ~  f i r  Id4111ttlm by t~ l  ( m l s s l o n  l t im  32. Table S-l ,  I 
11+~1~ t - ) i  . t l l l l , l ~ #  ~ ts  un t t o~ ld  t l ~ u t  tK~ £lS u ~ mh.r, c i ~ t  
11S~01. 0111 k l l  M~'P ~ 4;Ut,l<.tl~ Is" K l e ~ l t l ~  ¢0~lr 'nl~l  Ih l  Iv11111~|llly 
or I'+~IllbIISS7 eP I ts  IIIIl'~llPIhl| 41141 IHII~tI I~  ]41PId$. ~ II I~11 tl~41t'0llll~l In ': 
iiIlhs~l ~ bl~k as elfo:*s'41.cld In t1141 plaJi, Tinllrn W be M OppOv'tk~ll~ ' 
tkri,vgk S i l l  It qlxckll~o Of t l 4  s t a l l  ~ewrship fo r  ONI to v~rk vl*J~ t ~  Ci ty 
0f Tlcglll Ill aftllO~tl~l I ts  i l t l tpt t011 $ ~ r i t Q .  ~ 11 4~11t|1b'11 I t  ~ l l l t  
IO ~IICU~II I ~ l t  OU~O~u~lty lilly 14111| I I  ~41 tlk0 CIIM~NI~ Ir111 l l ~  IMCh 

O~r lK~411 K~I~4J~I ¢ ~ 1 ~ $  I N  4~UlttC ~111d$ l~d l l~ l l r  U4111+ 'lh41 St iL l  Of 
MlSh11~l~l~ 111111+1.10Vl~SHl te th11 IXI~$ II~ $kr115 llF nlV+~lilll .It11Ps ~ r  
11r'.Icle V l l  of I/~ll St41tcz r .~nstl tvttm. OMI, t l l  I tS ~pr t l l t41r?  role,  + 1  
L~O stl+til ~11~ i~&t t¢  111/I,t~ f i r  Ski ~l'mlFtt t f  tk41 PI~pll e l  l)lI SILL41 41/* l 
+;I+I Ic tr~lsl• 

tel l'Olllt+Oll I++ ~(~U~ 11~I'OJEI k41. h$Oi ~ 41511rt$ l11~41Pshlll I+0 ~ I141flI+4141 
I~ds I~d Sti l l&rids of ~ C+II U ro l l  411 t l ~  ~ldS Ind I I ~O t l l i l d l  of Ik4 
SIC0111lIN I h v l r  frTZil ~ C I N I .  upstnrl~ to t i l l  conflv~l~11 Of t b l  IlCrth 
$2vt*l Forks +f IPII ~I~'I+NI~ IIIir41¢+ ~I h~d l l l i l ~ l r  Of ~I~41511 I i ~ 1  lfld 
ttll~I$+~ Of |III+r I $ ~ i I ~ I ~  POIIII~JPCII, ~ 411~J]~I SUp|POrt ~ll~y I~¥IpOPIIII~I+111 
I m n l ~ m n l $  I f  1~41 a lU l I IC  l l l b l t l t  ~ I~I . $ m i l t l < l  IP1114|t~"<;l$ t h l t  I~j111 
+Oll l  I l l  011 I1~ NII411~ 

All l&*d ~1~11 11¢t|vt l l I l*  M s t i l t  ~ 1~ i t l¢ .  ]1lidS, l l l h i l r  gf'gpOSlld Ill th11 
1~+ vr  Ipp] l l rd i l  I i ~ i l I ~ l  t l  r . v . l ~ t i r #  l.++++ll Of t ~ l  pr~p414111, * ' l f f . l l r l l  

I author~iatlo~ f , l ~  gll~. +littlest suck as I~r  dxld~l~9 of  w1111kle l i t ~ r t a l $ ,  
i l l l l t l l t  s+ t lg l t l tm  II~ I I ~ I I I ~ I ;  11Ct1411t111S. I1~* ¢+l~Istrll<ttm If+ I~Pmrll~41ts 

I m 411tPUlr SPill I~IIS ~ ttd41t~dS OF I ' ~  Cln&l ~ t h l  b4Pdl 4141d si~r411ms of 
+.he Skolo l l la  11v41r chil l  n1114 s m l  t l r l~ of ~i~rli41t14141 d41¢uln~t+ ILl 

thee41 m t l ~  ' I  KNI l lS  to lltF I I~d  ~ ~ocw~41t as IVt+~Irlll~ ~r Itlv|141d Cod11 
of vllhIP~It~l (ItCVJ ~ $ . ? 0 .  I* 14attlo~, I l l  Pl~IPt'~ ~lg~tlltoP), pel*lrlts ileal 
kl o~t+llnl~ Is I clod tie++ t41 lu ther  z41t om e l  I l lnd uS11 algrt~mlnt by 01~. 

OJr l i l t  C t l l l l t  £ o ~ s  ~l t t l lm I . l l . S  - T e r r l s t r l i |  1114XlP¢.II. 01 
pl~ l  4-134, ~ t i l l  II1111~ "M lp  r z t n  e f  l t l f l  u l l m l  f ~ r ~ t  l~ Ig l~ l  ~ 
• * . I tiMill+lll~ll II l h l  I l l ,  Ill I ~  I ~ t t ~ . . .  h;a t l l l l t l l M  Into 
l i lY 'S ' .  Fir [ t h i s  la1111Ut l l n ' t  t1~1. Oil  I f  il~wltrllbitll¥ l . l ~ l  
ICr l$ I f  r t a l l  I X  In U I  I w t k  Fork I~St l  I L f l l l v i e p  S u m  ts m t  t r l b u t l r y  
to t h l  k r U l  $1~-k k i l n ) o  I ~ i  l h l l  $4) Ir,~ll  k ~  ~ c ] l l~ t l l t  la i l l  l l l t  I I  

i 'h igh rkt~" I f  11~111~1. Ire ~ 4 1 t  that I I I  114 ~ f l ~  ~ r l r f ~ l  
on page 4-1)4. 

WDNR-4 We were required to evaluate acquisition of WDNR lands at Lilliwaup 
Swamp in the DEIS because WDFW, FWS, and NMFS recommended it under 
Section 10(j) of the FPA We continue to analyze it m the FEIS because WDFW 
and NMFS have not formally withdrawn thetr recommendation, although FWS 
has. We appreciate WDNR's concerns that these agencies appm'enfly did not 
consult with WDNR, but see no need for the Cornnussion to consult with WDNR 
at this tame becausc we do not rceommend acquisition of these lands. 

WDNR-5 No response required. 

WDNR-6 Opinion is noted. 

WI)NR-7 We have revised our recommendations to enmu'e that Tacoma would 
consult with WDNR when developing plans for any measures on WDNR-owned 
lands (see section 6.6 2). 

WDNR-8 While he-'vest rates on WDNR lands over the last 25 years have 
clenrly n(~ been high, our statement rcfers to logging on private, FS, and WDNR 
lands onmbmed over the last 50 years. In this context, our statement is true. 
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D ~  ,T,~tm~ C~JL  

"1~ s r , i ,~s~ p n ~ , ~  ~ms mw Im~l mcme ~ t~0 ~ M~I*I  m mmm im immm 
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T~ xcmapttp~ ~ t ~ t s  b~t b ~  ~ttoped b~. m . ~  of ~uMtB*o. Sttat ~ I 

• hts a s ~  em m~ ~ a:bm~ f~ k tTJ~atta Pm~ it ad~aw., ~t~c~tdy 

r~ .nmm m ~t Nor~ F~ o f tht ~.a~mtm~a I~.v~r. /u] i~ tm "'~ ~) ~ t  m t 
mmq#~, m t t l ~ i ~  ptom~ t~ ~ r . a t t  ~t  i t rm md to t~mlift opmm~ a t~ 
Itc*llty ~tzd Wot Olllmrql ~ t  

• ] ]~  t t l l t  M W ~ o n  ~11 r~a~lm* to pma~ Ibt C~lLrlml~ o~w~tr r i ~ s  ~ ~ 
I d,~zew.n ard u ~  0flm~ t0 ~t t ' .Km • f t ~  ~ ] t e t .  

Responses to 
Comments ofState ofWashlngton Oftice of  the Governor 

on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated March 25, 1996 

GOV-] Comment is noted. 

GOV-2 We considca- an adaptive managcmcnt stratcgy for project operation m 
altcrnattvc 2. We do no~ recommend this strategy however, because it would 
create substantial uncertainty that would interfere with Tacoma's ability to judge 
thc e~cimy of  committing resources to the project. We share your interest in 
maximizing the project's public benefit and r e c o r d  that, i f  unanticipated 
fish and wildlife effects of  licensed operations arc identified following hccnse 
issuancc, the state and federal fish and wddlifc management agencies may 
request modification of  project operations as ts provided for in standard liccn.'~ 

article 15 

GOV-3 Comment is noted 
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GOV-4 

GOV-5 

GOV~ 

• E ~  6zb " - '  ~ildlif~ m z l ~  wiU n~ be u a ~  tl¢~l i I ~  is i p . ~ .  

10~l~d ~ en~t 

GOV-4 Conuncnt is noted. 

C-OV-5 Comment is not~l. 

GOV-6 Comment is noted 
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WSI.B- 1 

WSFH-2 

WSFB-3 

WSFB-4 

W S F B - 5  

~ A . 5 H I N G T O N  STAI~E 

MI Jo~n CLemmlt 
Fea~m'~l Eat:ll~ l~ILuil loq (.'crnm~t~:om 

~ll~ltOIIOI ~ ~ 2C426 

Ml~;h 29. 1~;96 

Ref Cusbmin Hy~'o~ec1.'~ P¢OJeC'~ |'¢~.C No 460 

~lt l f  Mr Ck~%~3/.8 

The W~h~.o~oe S~,e Fm'm B~m~ t~Onllly o~po~et ~ ~.o~mendaz~oM m ''~" b? 
~une ~ d  f e d ~ l  ~ m ~he Draft En-iru~nmmd Imp~r.z S m ~ a ~  for the 
~¢4:~s,n a of  Tlcom& Cs~ UUI~y'| "Cg|hmen Hyd:~;¢c~:.c I~oJl~ t We ~ loc t~  
o p ~  the le~mmend~lo~ ~ 1  lh~ Rtche~t F I ~  ~boe:d I~ c o e v ¢ ~  mlO • wddlff¢ 
hab~lal "Fne K~h~t~s s~r tkeu fa~'m ~s nm f~" ~ It  ~t~y ~'ac:~ 

Thj$ f~mmll~dl~o¢l is IXI~III~ ~ ~ I i~ll~l[Of~ ~J~lh~, Of pnvMt ~ o p ~ y  We 
~'on~ly ~z~rve iovcmm~l  1liOn.el Iho~l~ not p ~  t ~  ~ktn 8 o~" pr:v~t ptopc~y 
as a ¢o~da;~ f~r ~ l ' .cml~l l  ~ach proJ~ l  

If g o v ~ m * m t  N[¢oc*¢~ I 'hc ~ v ~  prO~1~'~y fro¢~ • M I I ~  C 0 ~  ~lSad(~d l i ld • 
r l~m ~lv;r.~v m ~ " ~ ,  pl~tl~ Coun~ r¢lad¢l~tl ~ I"11111 ~ r'~,~rnb~'~t pick up Ih~ 
!Jib II1 I~.15 ~T0~$$ I L X ~ l r s  b(,ll kh~ I~l/d~n or UlClalJ~ct ¢o$~1 for 6ov4~m~l  
r xp~'ls~oR 

~s~e ~ d  ' ,~ b d : c ~  t~m te b~ r . . t ~ v c  We u *  o ~ l e d  to ~ h ~  l ind  K q u , ~ n s  
~'  u ~ ¢  t~d f*4t~d jovem~en~ as F ~  B ~ u  Pod,c7 ~ Out  ~-* .c  po l l y  

I l~u~¢s ~ "We (F~m a ~ m  memb(~) b4h~v¢ tk l t  d~¢ ~4sJ i c r e ~  0f fedeftl. 
ts~re, cc~nly m c,,'~ l~mSt I ~ d l  l~)t ~ .  ~ y o ~ d  the Ju~ 30. 1992 WYII" 

~h¢ co~r.nusnl ~ ' ~  m ~c~" t~x b t x  ~ t skml  lh~ R~d~t'~ Finn o~'- the t u  b~mL 

'@,'¢ iJso m~:ulun ~rtvale ~ln~ov~ne'~ L l v t  I ~ t o r  rt'¢~d o.'1 ~ & l : O - ~  md 

t~ve  II:~u,~ ] n ~ t i v z  to n~maM ~ r  p r o l p ~ ,  Uhus m~,m i them Sood ~ 4 . ~ r ~  of  
d ~  ~ h  

tot t to~ A ~ . ~  s E • e o ~ x  ; ,009 • ~ ~rmimqpm 98507  • (360) 5~7.$ 
FAX ( y ~ )  55"1-9' 

Responses to 
Comments of Washington State Farm Bureau 
on the DraR E[lvit onmental Impact Statement 

Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated March 29, 1996 

WSFB-I In the FEIS. we recommend that Tacoma acquire an easement to 
Richert Farm properly rather than purchasing :t. and the farm ov,'ncr has rod:cared 

that an easement would be acceptable 

W S F B - 2 0 p i m o n  is noted 

WSFB-3 ()pinion is noted 

WSFB-4 Opinion is noted 

WSFB-5 We are aware of  many examples where environmental resources on 
private lands have bcen well protecte, d and conserved and many examples where 
resources on public lands have been poorly protected or conserved We arc also 
aware of many examples where the opposite is t rue  Wc are aware of  no data. 
however, to support the contention thal pnvate landowners, on average, cnnser~.c 
and protect environmental resources on their property better than public agencies 
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W S F B - 6  

W S F B - 7  

W S F B - 8  

'1"be ~ ~- '  wildlu~ ,J t'ound m sbuods=~ ~ t~  fia'~ draws Ih~ ~ic~ms ~n= 

hv~u~ood ~ ~a~go m~.y Thn ~ t c ~  aue wha~ pczveroe m:~suvo ,s ~0~40cd~ J 
F n m  who r, me for ~c  m ~ m g  ~o~dd a~ rud~ ]~ql  ~bmr ~ .  

We radue ~ end fedald ~eic~es mq~t be fdlov~g ~ lena of~be taw m o 
~cocc. mc6 ~ ,~m ~ .  ~b~ c m  ~s t dew aurn~e o£.kow our l~ws m b ~  
a~mst Im~owsers We e ~ d  ~ C~ml~ o.~ Im,s ~ the c=~m~s o~ l~admm-.as ~ c  
• d~r~'s~d m~d ~ qpn,med 

The fv~um of)l Rx,..l~x fikmdy memb~1 me depeede~ on ~tsc dcaJums yc~ 
d~pac~Imt eaakw W# uq~ you m mmov~ the co~ullo~ m ~ m~Im~xj ~ 

• qll ~m my ,OAF c ~ e  d~c co~'sc o~'tbi! f m i l y ' l  f ~  

WSFB-6 Thc availablc information mdicatcs that Lmporlant fish and wildlifc 
populations on farm propcrty arc not as abundant as in the pasl and that 
planned future dcvclopmcnt along with continucd farm ol'~rations would 
causc thcsc populations to further dcclinc, Scc our response to WSFB-I. 

W S F B - 7  N o  r e s p o n s e  is r equ i red .  

WSF'B-8 Se~  our  response  to W S F B - I ,  
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; l ,#  ( ' l e s ~ ' .  I ~  * $0 Ir~ J**Ik) * Olwr~4 ~ S~iU.3~4 * (.t4~J f4L2~l~ 

Fc 'J~ En~L, t ~ r ~  ~ 
815 Fed 5¢(11..'~ 

~ t s ~ c ~ l a .  ~ c . a m . .  ~ r , . i . ~  ~ r d t c  ~ / ( ~ ( ~  
ta~e c ~  ~ hd~ 

w ~ p m  $ ~ ~ ¢ t  ~ ma I t ~ .~um C a ¢ ~  ~ ~ i  m ~ . ~ l ,  k q  ~ d  k ~ l k ~ a  TdKTm#~ ~ 
T a m r ~ l ' . ~ c L ~ d ~ ( f o m e ~  r m C ~ l . ~ l M ) ~ a ~ l l ~ k t e l ~ 9  ~ l ~ l ~ 6 0 z m ~  

¢,. etc~M ( J ~ q l  ~ d  ikl) ~lc ~u*sac~ ~ b8~ ~ ~ b ~ e  d ~ l  d n~e'cel~m kr Imm~m~ d 

fm~t m.1~T~n I~. ~ Ir  ~ n*o t~ l~  ~ fels lh~ I I  ~ dbl~ Fql 
:.(,¢m C 2 "..~d C 3 ~ a L "  

• ." 0 

Responses to 

Comments of  Washington State Parks and Recreation 
Commission 

on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated March 1 I, 1996 

WPR- I We note that the 335 acres of stale park lands Tacoma proposes to 
manage for wildlife, and where snags would be maintained, are 
undeveloped lands in the northern section of the park Tacoma does not 
propose wildlife management measures including snag management for 
developed areas of the park Furtbemaore, we do not recommend that 
Tacoma's proposed management of state park lands be included as a 
requtrement of a project license. 
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WPR-2 

WPR-3 

W P R - 4  

WPR-5 

WPR-6 

~)R-7 

I1114d~  - i k ~ p4nlnl6.1 ~ l i d  ha "~,'uu~lm~t~, m l m i l  

I ~ t~ ".mt,.k ~ d  i u d  fmgt  i q t m ~  I m d  w ~ . d  . ~ .  ~ 
i :.£:S,' " ( ~ t m . . .  ~ 

i l l l i l / I i / i / l l  I 
k¢  ~'P. l l l / ~ i l i l i ~ l  

J i l l / i l l / l i l / i  
l ~ ' ~  

~ l ~ .  t e l / / i  • l i / l l  
i l l l I l  l l l l l  
I I  l l l i ~ l ' l / I i l  
l / I l l  I J i l l  
l l / l l l / I i l  
l i l l l l l / l l / l  m / 

I l ~  ~ l l i l i l i  

i I I  l i i ~  l I i  [ ' i  I I ,  
i 1 7 1 1  ~ i ~  l / l i  
i i l i l l ~  i l l  l , / l i l i  
l / l l I l i i l l I i l  i l  

~ l  S i i l l l l l i d i d l  
l i l i l ~ i ~ l l  l /  
l / I l l  f i l l # i l l  

~ I d l I i / d l  l l l l ~ / l i l l  
i l ¢ l l / d i / q l l l ~ l  + 7 1 1 i l  
l / l l l l l l / l i ~ / i  I i  

i f *  i l  ~ i / l l  i l l l l l l  

~ l i l i l i ~ l  I I ~ .  # a i l t t L  i 
C / i l / l ~  I I I .  i I / l i / i l l  i 

WPR-20ptruon is noted and text is changed. 

WPR-3 Wc no longer recommend restriction of motorized boating on Lake 
Kokanec 

WPR-4 No restx)nse required. 

WPR-5 No response required 

WPR-6 No response required. 

WPR-7 We no longer include acquisition of the l.ake Cushman resort in our 
recommended alternative. 
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JCBC-I 

JCBC-2 

JCBC-3 

JCBC-4 

JCBC-5 

JCBC-6 I 

Jefferson County 
Board o4 County Commissioners 

p.O. l a=  1"r~= 

~ T ~  W W ~ m =  14a~ 

m F m . ~ , ~  . _..fL', 1 
W m q ~ . D ( :  )o4~ 

o1= r . -  CmtdL 

F4mar/$ ,  t ~  

276~ II : 

q m ~ ,  md O~ from ~ut ~ d ~  p ~  i l ~  ~ ,me~m~ L~d 

Responses to 
Comments of Jefferson Count), Board of Commissioners 

on the Drai~ Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated February 5, 1996 

JCBC-I See response to NOAA-I.  

JCBC-2 See response to NOAA-I.  

JCBC-3 See response to NOAA-I.  

JCBC-4 Opinion is noted, 

JCBC-5 Opinion is noted. 

JCBC-6 The FEIS includes a raagc of reasonable alternatives that take these 
objectives into ~c,  ount. 
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MASN-I  

MASN-2 

L'WITED STATES OF AMEIIICA 
BF2-OR,E 

ENERGY R£GL'LATORY CO~4!~SSION 

C ~  o," T~,com~. Wtn~.,n~ot } 
) 

c,,a~m ~..ttm.k ~.m-t ) 
) 

P'toject No 460 

"n~ M,ASON C(~/JNTY B 0ABO OF C ~  $ SIONI~ S 
&ND T '~  

SK01KOI~S~ FLOOD COh'I'g/~ ZOh~ ADVI~ORy CO~O~ I~'F.~ 
FOe MASO~ COUNTy 

KESPON~ 70 CO~E2CT$ AS RJE~ L~E.~1T~D F(X~ COMk~DCTS TO 
DRAFT LcTffVS~ONld~NTAL ]I[~eAC'T STA'I[I~,IENT (No. 4~0) 

l~ Sk~k~h V~q P,t~xl C~t~ Zont A~m~ ~a.ttl hm ~ m ~a~ tlz,,o~ 
=o~an~ to t~  ~ County ik~d of C~=m/amam ~, ~ mm~r )M~ As a ¢cameem 

It~ ~ quak7 o f ~  • be.ai ~ i)~uusc of F1EJU~s prc~,~d dia~6~ is 
amaamu~kM is dt¢ DtlR EIS 

FLOOD PRO71~C710N 

. . . , . . " ~  vw ]m~tt'o ttotxt i m ~ m m  ~ 

v ~  

T~ D~R F-Z$ mc~mm~ ~ "  ~ mmmum ~ kn~ ~ r a i l  ~mm 712 m ~-Z3 ~ 
1 ' ~  m : 4 ~ m m d e ~  v.~l e ~  )~,177 acre ~m ~0o~d ~ uqmc/ty ( fef~me 
T ~ 2 ~ & T - e - 2 - 4  M' t l tE l~ $~4P-aorq~sSbo.roieTai~2 T'~ 
am~mam ~ ¢al~a? I~ No'mnl~ d)~q~ r~t~-y ca. i~ d ~  f~n Td~ 

Responses to 
Comments of Mason County Board of Commissioners 

on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated March 28, 1996 

MASN-l Opinion is noted 

MASN-2 We have revised the recommended reservoir rule curve to that 
currently used by Tacoma Thc pnncipal use of rcservolr storage is to servc 
hydroclccmc generatthg needs and to ensure safe passage of  the PMF No 
portion of  reservoir storage is rcservcd for downstrcam flexed control. 
l towevcr, we encourage Tacoma to continue to manage the project tn a 
manner to redoc~ downstream flood hazards to the extent practical, 

k) 
0 
0 
¢0 
0 

0 
~J 

I 

0 

M 

0 

h) 

0 
h)  



> 

MASN-3 

M A S N - 4  

MASN-5 

MASN-6 

MASN-7 
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MASN-3 ~ our response to WDFW-I9. 

MASN-4 We recommend that Tacoma develop a draw-down plan. m 
consultation with the agencies, the Skoko~ush Flood Advisory Comm|ttee. 
and the Comaussion's dam safety staff, that meets PMF and flood storage 
needs and mmunizes draw-downs following kokanee spawning. 

MASN-5 Reservoir management dunng flooding is under the control of 
Tacoma and the Comrmssion. Typically, Tacoma drafts the reservou well 
below (about 10 feet) the maximum storage level for PMF passage, This 
allows Tacoma to store mosl minor floods without significant discharge to the 
lower North Fork and the Skokomi~ Valley, See our response to MASN-4 

MASN-6 W e  agree. W e  recommend that Tacoma develop a plan, in 
consultation with Mason County and the Skokomish Flood Advisory 
ComrmRcc, to warn downstream residents prior to any release to the lower 
North Fork in excess o f  the minimum mslream f l o w  

MASN-7 Because the Skokomish Valley aquifer is an unconfined alluvial 
aquifer, water levels in most valley wells fluctuate seasonally in response to 
hydrologic conditions. Increased water levels in the Skokomish River caused 
by aggradation have likely contributed to higher groundwater levels in the 
valley and the attendant problems of lost productivity and septic failure We 
anticipate that our recommendation that Tacoma participate in unplemcntiog 
tbe Skokomish River Flood Hazard Management Plan projects (KCM, 1993) 
to increase the nver's conveyance capacity and that Tacoma develop a channel 
maintenance plan, would result in generally lower river water levels and thus 
lower groundwater levels. We address gronndwater concerns in FEIS .sections 
31 and41 
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MASN-7 

MASN-8 

MASN-9 

MASN-I 0 

MASN- 11 

MASN-12 

MASN-13 
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MASN-8 The effects of increased instream flows on water levels m the 
Skokomlsh Valley are unknown We agree that increasing water levels m the 
Skokomish River wtmld necessarily increase groundwater levels Tacoma's 
l)roposal would increase the mean average flow of the mamstcm by 70 cfs 
(from 1,148 to 1,218 cfs) Alternative 2 would eventually increase average 
mainstem flows by 733 cfs from 1,148 cfs to 1,881 cfs Ahemative 3 would 
increase average flows in the mamstem by 200 cfs (from 1,148 to 1,348) 
Alternative 4 v,'ould increase the average flow in the mainstem by about 754 
cfs (from 1,148 to 1,902 cfs). While the average malnstem flow increases 
under Tacoma's Proposal and Alternative 3 are 6 percent and 17 percent, 
respectively, these flow increases would be insignificant during the winter 
when flows in the river routinely exceed 2,000 cfs. Of the altcmahvcs 
considered, only alternatives 2 and 4 would substantially increase flows m 
the mainstem Until and unless the channel fully adjusted (or was 
mechanically improved) to convey these addihonal flows, higher 
groundwater levels would persist in the valley 

MASN-9 Opinion is noted 

MASN-10 Our analys~s shows that unchanged farming operauons would 
cause important wildlife populations in the project vicinity to continue 
declining wfule also adversely affecting adjacent aquatic habitats and 
preventing our recommended instream flows and mstream habitat 
enhancements from achievm 8 their full production potenhal We no k)nger 
recommend acquismon of the Richert Farm 

MASN-I 1 Liability, if any, would be a matter for the courts to determine, 
and it is beyond the scope of tlus NEPA document. 

MASN-12 ~ our response to MASN-I I 

MASN-13  Wc recommcnd that Tacoma psrticipatc in pr ior i ty projccts o f  the 
Skokom~sh River Comprchcnsivc Flood Hazard Management Plan 

k) 
0 
0 
CO 
0 

0 
~J 

I 
0 

M 

0 

O 

h) 

0 
h)  



> 
m 

t~ 

MASN-13 

MASN-14 

T'~'Or~ E[S Se:n~ 4 ]A, ~q~ 4-4,t,- m-~$~ ~ 

~ ' ~ - ~  L ~  A m ~  J. T ~  ,,~d ~,,~1~ m ~ 

re.a,. ,',,. mi~.o'~ = = ~  c~.cir~. C ~ l  d,h,.. I ~ U  ~ d 

lumnl r ~ a  ~'m:~ k~ ~i6=~ "xt ~I~'~ ~ 'EqV 6" "=~m" I 

J w'~ c°m'~l~rEi~C ~' ~ TC~, i='m~, '~ m:'am~ tl" '~ 'mw ~ ' ' ~ "  ~ ' "  I 

~m~e ia T'u" 2-~ h , ' i ~ u d  ~ty ahe'r~ m ~  c m ~  clm~ p:e~  ~,ve 

MASN-14 ()pinion is no~ed 
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Responses to 
Comments of Congressman Norman Dicks 

on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated March 29, 1996 

We analyze both costs and benefits o f  a range of  reasonable altcrnatr,'cs in 
the FEIS  Additional di~us.sioo appears in the Commission's  July 1, 1996 

|cttcr to Representative Dicks. 
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Responses to 
Comments of the Skokomish Indian Tribe 

on the Draft. Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectrtc ProJect 

Letter dated March 28, 1996 

Tribe-I ()pinion xs noted 

Tribe-2 Comment is noted A revised DEIS is not required. 
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Tnbe-3 

T n b ¢ - 4  

Tnbe-5 

Tribe-6 

Tnbe-7 
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Tribe-3 Sine response to NOAA-I.  

"l'ribe-4 Opinion is noted. 

Tribe-5 Opinion is noted. 

Tribe-6 See response to NOA.A-I. 

Tribe.7 See response to NOAA-I.  
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Tribe-8 Opinion is noted.  

"fnbe-9 See  response  to NOAA-I. 

fnbe-10 Opimon is noted A rev ised  D I l l S  *s nol  rcqmrcd. 
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"rnb¢- 11 

Tnbe-I2 

Tnbe-13 

Tnb~-14  

Tnb~-15 

Tribe-16 
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Tribe-I 1 Opinion is noted. 

Tnbe-12 Opinion is noted. 

Tnbe-13 Opinion is noted 

Tribe-14 See our response to Tribe-6 

Tnbe-15 See our rcsportse to Tribe-6 

Tnbe-16 Opinion is noted. 

Tnb¢-17 Opimon is holed. Wc seek to strike an appropriate balance of 
developmental and non-dcvclopmenlal resources, and do not attempt to guarantee 
a lic.ensec's profitability. 
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Tnb¢-18 So,.: our rcsp¢msc to Tnb¢-7 

"l'nb¢-19 Comment noted. 

"rnbe-20 See rcsponsc to NOAA-I .  

Tribe-21 See response to NOAA-1.  

Tnbe-22 Set: response to NOAA-I .  

Tribe-23 ()pinion is notcd 

Tribe-24 No response is required 
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"Fnb¢-28 

Tr ibe-29 
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"Fnbc-25 No response is required. 

Tribe-26 Opinion is no~ed, 

Tribe-27 Opimon is notcd. 

Tribc-28 We update the discussion of  the need for power  in the FEIS,  with 
reference to Northwest Power  Planning Council 's  1996 Power  P l a n  We agree 
that the cost o f  replacement power  used in the DEIS  is high, based on  market 

cond l~ons  today. The value used in the FEIS is $21 . 00 /M W h to account for 
the value of  energy and capacity. 

Tribe-29 Optmon is not~. 
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Tribe-29 

"lnbe-30 

Tnbe-31 

Tribe-32 

Tribe-33 

"Fnbe-34 
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Tribe-30 Opinion is noted 

"l'nbe-3l See response to NOAA-I 

"I'nbe-32 Opimon is noted 

Tribe-33 Opimon is noted A revised DEIS is not required 

Tribe-34 We recogntze the JRP's intent to rclcase flows m stages, and v.'e have 
reevaluated the alternative with this view. There water quality concenls related to 
accumulated sediments that we believe arc manageable and North Fork flooding 
would occur and flooding does strand juvendc fish causing adverse impacts to the 
fisheries. Additionally, the low population levels of the Skokomish River's 
indigenous fish populatlons (chinook, pink, scckcyc, sea-run cotthroal) arc a 
concern, although we believe the nsk is manageable It is dlfl~cult for us to 
accurately quantify tbe North Fork's channel, habltat, and fisheries' response to 
flow increases; therefore, we rccogmzc that an adaptive managcmem strategy 
would be needed to implement this alternative. 
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Tnbe-35 

Tribe-36 

]'rlbe-37 

"I+nbe.38 

"I'nbe-39 

lnbe-40 
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Tribe-35 We revised our tmpact evaluation of the JR} ) alternative to reflect the 
intent to phase in mimmum flows in a controlled procedure. 

"['nbe-36 We agree that near natural flows, except as necessary to prevent 
downstream fl(xx.ling, could be returned to the lower North Fork without 
substantially affecting Lake Cushman water levels (alternative 2). We also agree 
that return of full flows would provide sigmficant environmentsl enhancement 
over existing conditions. However, as described in this FEIS, such operations 
would be economically ine~cient and would result in a cost of power 
significantly higher than replacement energy costs. A better balance between 
developmental and non-developmental values is provided by alternative 3, the 
staff's alternative. 

"rnbe-37 See response to Tribe-35. 

Tribe-38 We made every effort to consider your earlier recommendations 
(inoludin 8 using an operations model developed by the Tribe) m this FEIS 
However, it is not practical to revise the JRP alternative at thts late dale, 
~pecially when requested by only one of the several parties that constitute the 
JRP. We have changed our description and analysis of alternative 2 (JR.P 
recommendations) to include the Instream Flow Committee to more accurately 
reflect your intent. 

Tribe-39 No response is required. 

Tribe-40 Comment is noted NF.PA requires that  impacts arc  considered; there is 
no requirement that all project impacts be fully mitigated. Appropriate levels of 
protection mitigation, and enhancement will be determined as part of this 
relicoasing proceeding. 
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Tnb~-4 1 

Tnbc-42 

"lnbc-43 

Tnb¢-44 
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Tribe-41 Scc our response to Tribe-40 

Tribe-42 Comment is noted The statement that [he Cushman Projcct blocks 
anadromous fish from about 84 percent of ~ North fork drainage is 
mis]eadmg Because of fish passage banners and steep terrain, there is actually 
very little suitable habitat upstream from Lake Cu.~lman (scc table B-l in 
Appendix B entitled "Upper North Fofk and Lake Cushman An~lromous Fish 
Habitat'). By far, most suitable riverme habitat is downstream from [he 
Cushman Project 

Tnbc-43 No rcs-fx~sc is rcquircd 

Inbe-44 Opinion is noted. See our response to Tribe--40. 
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"1 r , b~ -44  

I nbc-45 

T n b c - 4 6  

T n b ¢ - 4 7  

T n b c - 4 8  

T n b c - 4 9  

S~ttL tlu~ a m u a ~  ~ md ~ k ~ an~--t~vc ~ Fo~ 

¢ ~ I ~ m~lm~d I= ¢mbi~  m sd~mmi i l l  m i= ,~  i ~ ¢  } / Iz~  ~lo~dcd ~ 

~ ~ . .  u'w m',~x~ pupepmm b a ~ s  m mmlum)r 10 m m ~ n m  m ~d 

~ s .  -"J to quKk~ p~dluut ke~ mmbm ~ ~ ~tk f~ Tn~i k ~  ~ fulxt~ 

L~ " ~  to ~ltt-stl T t r , ~  to m m  ~0 pt~ml ~th¢ M q l t  i l i ned  I ~  ts 
4 m o e = d m ~  13. F'EF, C d.m,~htm'Tzml.mpavi41rr~J3~OeOinntMmlmm 
md S24~000 -, a i n u  04Jtd mm fs' ~ ,  TnWty,,qmmml u-~:ml tm~Wp~e m 
. -ecm~u~ I~ n e u ~  qlm~S - ~  IIz TzihL a 

Tribe-45 ()pinion is noted Scc our response Ko l'nbc-40 

Tnbc.46 Opinion is no(cd 

Tribe-47 Opmi~ m notcd Scc our rcsponsc to Tnbc-40 

Tribe-48 ODmlon is no(cd, So= our response to Tnbc-40 

Tribe-49 Opinion is no(cd ~ our rcsponsc to Tnbc-40 
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Tnbe-50 

Tribe-51 

md ~ k n tamal~  m u m ~ . ~  D ~  

.4.k=oew~,d=fadi,,,,,---~-d,~-mmqm ika~(diqwleO.HS, d~ j~=  I 

~ ~ it r~i t l la t  rtlC a.-.a mlt~lt a =,t~t u-cm an~m~-~ '~ 
tn~wt'--a t m't. ~ D~S. 

Tribe-50 The EIS is not internally mcon.sistent with regard to post-licensing 
m ~ .  We adopt post-[tcensing planmng or studies based on whether or not 
another measure that we adopt requires further planning or study, regardless of 
whether the post-licensing measure was agency- or Tribe-recommended or staff- 
developed. For example, we adopt post-licet~m 8 agency reeomnmndations to 
develop stream gaging, gravel augmentation, and wildlife management plans. 
We also note that we wholly or partially adopt the majority of  agency 
recommendations (table 6-3). 

Tnbe.5l  See our response to Tribe-6 
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I rlbe-52 

Tribe-53 

Inbe-54 

m o l l l l l ~ l l l l ~  I I  .I,--- i II'~I I I  I I  I ~  ~ I I  l i  ] I~iI i l l l l l ' ~ l  I I I  

~ , ~  ~ ~ , , - , ~ , , ~  ~ o~ ~ ~ T ~  ~ C ~  ~ ~ ~ ,,,~ oo~ 

T n b ~ - 5 5  

S ~ T n ~  

Tribe-56 

"l'rlbo-57 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~  ,,--4 ~,. ~ T ~ '  ~ ~ d  ~ ~ , . ~  ;,, I 

Tribe-52 Although the JRP recommended no alternative per ~ ,  ahemaW,'c 2 
includes the agencies' and the Tnbo's rccommendatmns because the FPA requires 
that we considc'r them, NEPA requires that we evaluate alternatives, not 
independent measures, and the agency and Tribal recommendations arc: 
comprehensive enough to form a fully defined alternative If alternaw,'e 2 ts 
flawed by any inconsistencies, ffs because there is uncertainty among the 
agencies and Tribe about what measures are necessary to protect, mmgate, and 
enhance fish and wddlife resources at the project or they did not consider them in 
a comprehensive planning context We modified those few Tnbe-[ecommended 
measures that were not fe.asible as recommended (eg ,  project operanons under 
Watson's original operations model) to make sure they would form a vmble 
alternative Alternative 2 includes all of the measures recommended by the Tribe 

lnbe-53 We did include and analyze artificial anadromous production and 
facilities under alternative 2 m the DEIS (sections 4 4 3.5 and 5 2 3). A new 
powerhouse at the base of Dam No 2 was included in alternative 2 to ~mprove ,Is 

economic feasibili b" 

Tribe-54 Opinion is noted 

Tribe-55 A revised DEIS is nol required. 

T n l ~ - 5 6  O p i m o n  ls noted, We explain our reasons for no~ considering federal 
takeover in the FEIS. 

Tnbc-57 Optnion is noted 
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Tribe-58 

Tnbe-59 

Tnbe-60 

"lribe-61 

Tnbe-62 

rnbe-63 

Tnbe-64 

~l¢tc : th~t '¢  ol~. ~ PAt l  I r ~  f¢¢ l lvcl~l :l, ls l t~:  l ] l;iv: t t ~  ~ic~¢.a, re, k.~ 
~ ,-~ccss I.l ua Ioll l d ~ ) "  d~t Io TPUs cliS~llml fol ' ~  PA I~ i  F / ~ C l  flalL'c Io t:nfo :¢c h.~ 
c e ~la~-as. 2] the PA ¢~nocnls only • n m ' ~ w  l i k e  o f  c ~ ]  $ ~ r c c  ~ r, a m ,  c c ~  with ~ e  

r ~ : w  tnd ~ o , - I I  im:~ '~  a¢lhe ~ ~ aJIcn~iv~ o ~  ~ on ~ o r ~  

n ~ a  ~ ~ laPa~a t ~ f a m . ~  I"I'U I m  7~ m ~ t ~  I ~  r ~ q ~ t  

tnd 'e~+" o " ~ d t  Oocdmi md ~=i=i Imm~h,m~ ~ a c = l  Oh= -. t+.  m a  ~ a t m a i  ~ 

I~I  Pmllrml,~ll~ A l ~ l l l l l t  ",t,~ f l l k l ~  O l / i i i ~  i ,  pj~4 i I  i I ~  b,/ i , i~,~ r ~ c ~ l "  :.: ,: 

Tnbe-58 Opinion ts noted 

Tribe-59 See response to DO1--47 

Tribe-60 See r ~  to DO1-47. 

Tribe-61 Opimon is noted. 

Tribe-62 Opinion ts noted 

Tribe-63 See response to DO1-47. 
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Inhe-64 

l 'nbc-65 

1nbe-66 

Tnbe-67 

Tnbe-68 

mr-Ira ~lmlm 9m ~ '~ faa~m rct~mt ~ l ~ . ~  N'tN~=ml ~ m 

: ~ r ~ d  ~ a = T n k ~ l u ~  A ~ , ~ : ~ s ~ ' ~ ' ~ , n o  h' 

, = m m i q m a a m l , ~ , - ~  nmCm~g, i a g , = , ' , , , t ' ? ~ f m b ~  
2~.~ tm.t.,, 0f Nm it ~ dr~,,t a I dram tn~t~,, ta m ~al nm~ I~ 

k=.. ~ a dmd aalmi~ tim -t,.... I l t~ dis* ~{~ at anti t s t  a ~ 
~ la.at~,t~ adm Im ~ ~ .h.-~ ~' Ih~as~ ~laaataam 0tt~ 
dtam't ata~m ~ ~ / ~ m  -,~ -~---, i~, atla'lml d iem Ca~s ~ l f a t *  

"~t u . ~  Cam Daml f feM- i - . . - - -  i~Qfad m m , ~ r ~ t  l u l  a ~  ~ Hm 
-~ asnm ...a a i n u  ~ N,~ .-~ - , t  am tmyal =Whirl= ~ ' k  ILtm tram" -.~ 

rt~at m ~ l  ~ harem i~ ~ ~tlamd, I t i~ -.a } t ~  Cng "~ 

i ~  ~ I~ tttmpmmt m, k ~ p,a~ Pmm ~ ;-..- ,,,,a ntmm.' 
Itr..im~ n* ,h,, ~,, m It~ ~ t~t ~ ttat~t tmmm ,ndt ate. ~ 

Tribe-64 We do not recommend alternahve 2 hecause it would not provide an 
appropriate balance of developmental and non-developmcntal interests (I:I)A 

Section 10(a)) 

"l'nhe-65 We recommend that Tacoma develop and implemcnt the mamstcm 
flushing flow demonstration study m consultat,on with state, fcderal, and local 
agencies and the Skokomish Indian T n b c  These parties would devclop the study 
plan and identify studJed parameters. If flushing flows are proven to bc 
ineffective. Tacoma would develop a plan. m consultahon wnth the agencies and 
Tribe. to maintain the mainstem's conveyance capacity by whatever means arc 
appropriate, including maintenance dredging 

Trihe-66 Opinion is noted. 

Tnhe-67 Opinion is no~ed 

Tribe-68 We me familiar with the recommendations of  the Mason County 
Planning Advisor~ Comrmttcc rcgarding flooding in thc  Skokomlsh Valley, and 
recommend .specific measures to help attain its goals of  flood hazard reduction 
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Tnb¢-68 

Tnb~-69 

Tnbc-70 

Tnb~-71 

C~tma !h't,/m a~tam ~mm a~ f~ mmlm~ a~m 9 It It 

~ ~Cammll,~mem~ ~t 

F'l~lC ~ NahUm ~gl94 i m ~ n ,  ~ tw~m~d m a i ~  h i  aub~mdl~ ~ 

lmh~m.~mkd --'~ml " ~'~C,m~mWa'atlmaam ~, 

Lh~a cmml~mm~ ~ fmm~ ~immm qmn~lU~" O~ml ~ 

.'F~ T..~t ~ =a ~ d~lmfrM.~ imc~aed mm,~m mmmlmmmm m~l im o~mml m ,, 

Tnbe-69 Scc our response to T n b e - 6 8  

Tribe-70 We rcoommcnd that Tacoma participate in implementing priority 
projects of the Skokormsh Rivcr Comprchcnsivc Flood Hazard Managcmcnt 
Plan. Bascd on the cstimatcd cost of drcdging the channel wc rccommcnd that 
Tacoma make not less than $5 million available for this projcct. 

Tribe-71 WDFW, a JRP member, rccommended this measure. 
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Inbc-72 

lnbe-73 

I'nbe-74 

c¢ p m , ~  c~lnnm It a 14dlml. lad mdm~lS'i~ k w l ~ : l l a ~  h C ~ m i ~ ' i  

A ne~, nre~d ~ S  ~mmld ~ I = ~ d  m ~ II ~edie.. k gmm~d b~ Im~l on d= ~ s  
d~l FLRC IN ~ ( x t u ~  m ~ m i i l ) ,  m ~ Q~mmlu T~P.. ~1 ~ 1  m). Imme ma~ 

Tribe-72 Opinion ts noted 

Tribe-73 Opinion Js noted. 

"rrlbe-74 Opinion is noted A revised DEIS is not required 
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AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMITTEE 
I~AC]E C NOIIDJ~'~T I£GION~L 

M I ~  26,199G 

Lc, s 13 C ~ d .  Sm'm~/ 
F~u'~ Eaerla' I I q ldm~ C4~m~mm 
I l l  Fen k n ~  I ~  

+ .  ,~  

Di=  Loa D 

AFSC-I 

~ l ~ r ~  of o~  NW b~aa ~ o l m ~  f=r ~ A m m ~  Frim~ ~ c =  C ~  

Pm~=, t~ ~ m~  md ~ i x u ~  ~ ~I ~ o ~  DBS bmx~l~ mrli~ Ills ) ~ .  

d~a~i~ c ~ l  co lh~ Tn~. ~ ,  sM ~ i l f / u  ~,d u i o ~ ,  m~t d~ ?0 

r~ ~ S~mkorm~ ~ P4~ anmo~. 

a m,,',~ DE IS b~ Lm.~d thst. 

• H~.~'s~ d¢~ ,a~dx ~axp. funa~ ,h,, ~ ~o~, h,~ h~  t]~a~ ~ op,~ ~¢o~,~a ,,tt 
o¢"~ :i:,m~d. ~m Tao0:',~ hu  rea!xd ia~l~ ;:sa.~ ~mm tk~ .aC~tm~d ixoj~,a 

• ~ s  d',e r o ~ u ~  o~ ~ 1 ~  ma~ md 5duo~ rtmons.b~ ~ ~c ~okc~s~ 
robe. ~aic~ a~a  ~d~ ,m). o~i/Vaoa ~ T~:ona 

~ ;~PM.'rdl AC~'O~ I ~4~t OY[ |  

Responses to 
Comments of American Friends Service Committee 

on the Draft Environmental Impat:t Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated March 26, 1996 

AFSC-I S~¢ response to NOAA-I. 
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AFSC-I 

A]:SC-2 

• I~ ~ tcgorgh~¢ w~ N~'A 

• Eval.a~ dx S k ~ u 5  Tn~,e'$ FoCal u ms ~ 

~ i ~ l  ~1 i ~ .  ~ ~ i: d~ .~C's  ~ m ' k  t~k  'lJ~,m,,~ ~ '  

AFSC-3 ] 

[ * u  ;m~tt~l b~ k FE:gC ~d'p.a, . t  ,t tht ;x~c hc~Cx ~ d,~ ~ tad 

ndatma c ~ e  Ex FE~C.. m~e~ DELS mm k i m ~  --a ~ d x ~  ima ~1~ 

A F S C - 2 0 i m o n  is noted 

AFSC-3 Opinion is noted. 
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Amer an 
H~:c.~ 25,  1996 

~ois D. Cas~el l .  $1~:ret i ry  
Federal £nergy P ~ l a ~ o r y  C ~ I I ~ i C ~  
82S 14otth Capi to l  St ree t  
Washington. D.C. 20426 

P~: D r a f t  £nviror~m~t41 l l p a c t  5t lCement fo r  rJm C~h~an 
H y d r o e l e c t r i c  P[o~ect, ~ash/egton;  ~ P r o j e ~  I o .  460 

Dear Ks, C~shel1: 

J m e r l c l n  l~.v@r|s 1"Iro~t ~ l l l l t e d ,  thl re~.Bret|o;~ Of 
t~yf ls~.ers,  r~ler~ts o f  the ~ar th ,  T~e H o ~ t a l n e e r s ,  0 1 ~ i ¢  Pare 
A4societe•, R l v t t a  Counc l ;  Of Mel~ing~c~1, Lsd M|~lh[n~on ~rroM~: 
{COnee~v&',lon Group~;, organizatio. '~s c ~ t t e d  to  p~o~ect lng and 
r e s t c r ; ~  the r i v e r s  of  the Pac l f Jc  ~ r t h k ~ s t ,  ~L~@ / l ~ e r v e n ~ $  1~1 
~ e  ~Dove-capt;o~ed p c o c e ~ i n ~ .  We ~ l o ~ e  t r~  o~o~r t~n i ty  t o  
r e v ; ~  and provide ¢ ~ t l  t o  t ~  Federal E~ergy l l egu la to ry  
CoI~lgs20~ (Ir~RC or  ~ l s $ 1 0 ~ J  r e ; l r d i n g  the  d re tc  e a ~ l r o n M ~ t a l  
u~oact I t a t ~ e n [  ( ~ ; S )  for  the Cust~ ln  H~d~oa lec t r l c  P ro jec t .  I~t 
o { (e :  our couo~nts  to assist ~ s t a f f  In  c ~ r ~ t i a g  th~ ~ y  
~ f ~ c : e a c l e s  z4~ the DEIS ~m(J to  e n s u e  t h a t  ~he C ~ i s s i o n  h~s ~n 
#deq~ate zecor~L t o  ~ k e  i n  i n l o n t e d  l i c e h ~ i n  9 d e c i s i o n . .  

~ i l e  E ~ C ' I  ~ec~e~e~ded ~ l t e r ~ t l v m  i s  ~ s t ep  in ~ e  right 
~ r e c t ] o n  tomato • he l l : h~e r  Skoko~lsh Rive~ ~ n ~  1~ l t o ~ s  f a r  
shor t  o~ re~.~mmending the  ~ea~ures necessa ry  t o  p lo~er ly  b~la~ce 
~ a e r  and non-po~e~ val~e~. T~l~ ~ h o r t f a l l  s t ~  ~ergely f r ~  
severa l  f u n d a ~ n t e l  and pe~v~s iw  f law# i n  t ~  I ~ I$  ~ 4 c h ,  as 
d;s~$scd in d~[Jil below. B~ve bi l led the  enviro~nEaJ anely~l~ 
~ea'ally in f~vo~ Of po~e~ gener l t l~  i t  t~e ~xpense ol Zlsh, 
w . : d l l f e ,  and the ~e~:le  ~,~0 l i v e  i n  Che S k o k c ~ l ~  l l lv~.- B~sin,  
nk~% nota%~y t~e $~oko~lsh ~ r ib~ .  

~ t l o n  o f  the [ e c ~ e n ~  a l t e r n a t i v e  would, e f f e c t i v e l y  
p ~ r ~ t  Tacoma City L igh t  {Tac~ea) to escaJ~ responslbil~y for 
fu l ly  mitigating the s'~st~mtlel, o~goi;~ environmental d~adatlon 
caus~ by ~he Cus~un  9ro ]ec t ,  8rid to  o ~ t ~ n u e  to  h ~  f i s h ,  
wll~l~fe, and loc~l o ~ i t l e s  (albclt i t  s~at ~educed 

.'f~rm~l~ l IO~AL Orr~l 
4007~L~ I~X~ S 

~ ) Z 3  m ~  

Responses to 
Comments of American Rivers 

on the Drat~ Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated March 29,1996 
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lev©:l fo~ L~o:J:er 30 y~Irs. Coot~q~ent~.y, st3~t l us t  re fonr j ia t¢  
zt reco=~n:~ : 'o~ l  *~te: ob~ec:ively Ine~-yting the resource issues 
a.~d tlkl-~g into o : ~ s x d e r J ; i o n  *11 Project lJ~NlCtJ. I t  Is t ' ~  to :  
f~e  C~m~si;on to held T I C ~  :eSpO~lstbLI fo~' ~Jl( ecv;ronlre]~ta); i r ~  
~c~¢-eco~=,c d~-.~;i ~o~ght by 1:he P r o } e r r ,  ~ t.o. s1:rlkl • 

~r.d~d, t~.e Fed~ra~ I ~ e [  ~¢t [equires no less. 

we have Categorlz~d ~ r  <:~lment$ intO ~qenetll ~ in~ 
- i p e c £ f i : ' .  OJr ge~erl] Coll~wT, t l l r t  se~: ~oFth f i rst :  8n~ ~ r l s $  
tL l~ l  in  the l~pl lcst~on of la~, icope o~ lna)y~llS, i~d 
i=@tho~l~l~t l  ~3@d. ~ !  $1peCI{IC C¢(=lllht~l. Which ;'O|IOW, ~1"~8iD 
=0 fla~s ~r, pa~tic~ler flnd;r~ql U ~; analyses, and Idan~ity the b~I$ 
sect.ion and pa~e nmi~er w~elt they a p p e a r .  

Yhe Conservation Groups, l i ke  I l l  Ol the interveno~s, do no; 

~ovever, ~ t ~  a l l c e ~ e  be l~lued c~ly a f ter  f u l l  ev l l 'J i t ;o~ of the 
C ~ a n  P r o j e c t ' s  i m v t r o h ~ t a l  l l~lCtS and I n £ l u s l c ~  0~ &~'q1~-e  
=itlg~'.~on n e a s ~ r e s  8s  feasted ~mde~ f e d e r a l  l~w.  The ~ I S  do~s 
ncc ~*et ~bose z~J l rmencs .  ~cord in~ ly ,  ~ rs~ant  to 15 C~'R $ 
1~02 g(a),  v~ respectfu l ly  request that  the DEIS be revls ld t o  
a ~ l : e s s  t~.e zss~l= and r e s e ~ y  the dt~iciencies Id~mtlflt~ a~d 
dl sc~ssed bel¢~. 

~ * . e d  b ~ l l  2e t* day  o f  ~arch ,  1996.  

I~l@ect fur 1 y SCLtl~ t ted, 

~ ~  r 

By: I ~ e t t  I .  ~son~s 
A~le i- i Cil i~ Rive.~$ 
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AR-I 

AR-2 

AR-3 

AR-4  

AR-5 

AR~ 

AR-7 

1. The ( a l l u r e  to  e v a l u a t e  Pro]act  i t p a c t $  s inc¢  
Cens~r~c t ion  p ~ e c l ~ $  "equnl  c o n s i ~ e g a t t o n "  c f  . '~n-  
~ r  v a l u e s  as t e q ~ i [ l d  unde~ the  FPA ard 1 ~ ' 6 ~  ' ~  
, cek "  a t  the  envixonmental l m l ~ c t a  o f  ~he a l t e t ~ x v e s  
as m s , d a t e d  by BEPA" 

2. 7ae f l i l u . : l ,  to  e * 4 1 o a t e  a ! l  o~ the  Pgo]eec~l  ¢ngotn~ 
envl~on~e~nCl| £~p~c~5 pr~c~u~ ~he Oeterm|na~1on O~ 
.~'~a~e and equitable = l~sh an~ ~ l l d l l ~ e  p r o t e c c i o ~  r 
r~_t~n~nceme~t ~tsuret at r t ~ t : e d  under 
t~e  r t ~ e t a l  Powe~-~c~ 

3. 

II. 

S t a f f ' s  c ~ ' ~ a l a t l v e  £ ~ c t s  ena~.~sls I~I l n , d ~ - ~ t t  
l:.ec4~se Lt. ],l lCkl an l$1ell,la~inr, of  PFO}Kt ~.r~plc~ s i n c e  
Co~$ t t ~tc t J.or, 

"me f s i l ~ t ~  t~  ~ l e e s  l ~ e  l ~=~ .~ toa , t t~  0£ t~m ~ r o ~ e e t ' l  
C~m~laLt~n~ ~ o t ~  t=  ~£sh ~ W l l d . l i £ e  s t  t l ~  l t a t ~  
l i ~ o m & l  ~ s  V t o Z a t e l  I~J~A 

¢. 
~ j ~ t ,  Ya~Lat4s ~I~A 

D. J~ i~ac te : '  |101~) F i s h  and W£14Ltffe ~ t & m ~  INre 
XmlptOpe:l  X l t e ) ~ t 4 d  

1. Re¢onr~ndatic<,~ tO oe~e2 f l ~  p~lfl$ 
stud~e3/sonltogAn~[~.~. ¢°~elrl Y within aml ISgOCtltl~ t h l  1co~ of 

AR- 1 See response to N O A A -  1. 

AR-2 See response to NOAA. 1. 

AR-3 See rcspon_q¢ to NOAA-I, 

AR-4 We have revised our cumulative impacts analysis and included some of the 
suggested reformation. 

AR-5 See response to NOAA- l. 

AR-6 Agency ~ e n d a t i o n s  that we do not recommend adopting would be 
inconsistent with the comprehensive development standard and not just power 
generation. 

AR-7 For an agency-recommended measure to be cormidercd within the scope of 
Section 100), it must, among other requiremants, be a specific measure for the 
protection, mitigation of damages to, or enhancement of fish or wildlife. Agency 
recommendations range from vague to highly specific, however, and whether or 
not an agency recornmendation is ~oecific anough to be within file scope of lOfj) is 
a maU~ of interpretation. We generally conmdor a recommendation to be specific 
enough to be within the scope of,Section 100) if we can idantify its outcomes with 
reasonable precision, based on how the recommcndatm~a was worded and the 
consultation record for the project. R~,ommendations to determine project 
operations after licensing, such as flow plan development recommendations, are 
not specific enough to be considered within S e c u ~  10(i) because we don't know 
what instream flows and reservoir levels would be and thus can't determine their 
enva'onmantal or other effects. In contrast, we can identify the outcomes of a 
gravel augmentation plan with reasonable precision because Tacoma subrmtted a 
preliminary gravel augmentation plan. We dstermmed that the mamslem and 
estuary habitat ¢nhaneemem plan recommendation is within the scope of Section 
10(j) because we could idmmfy the outcon~s of  sum¢ measures included in this 
recommendation (eg. ,  removing the dikes at Nalley Ranch), but this 
recommendation bordered on being outside the scope of Section 100) because 
WDFW did not describe the locations or sizes of the areas it recommends for 
mamstem side-channel development or riparian vegetation restoration so we 
cannot identify the outcomes of those actions. 

With regard to recommendation 4, we agree flood reduction can benefit fish and 
wildlife but the agencies' channel capacity enhancement recommendations and 
rationale generally include no wordin 8 from wkich to reasonably infer that thc 
recommendation's pnmar? purpose is reducing flood u'npacts on fish and wildlife. 
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AR-8 

AR-9 

AR-IO 

AR-II 

AR-12 

AR-13 

J .  
rec-='~,~e~c~ztGr~ nn the  qro~tznd th4L the~ ace 
l~conslsLen~ w~th Cbl  FPA OC othe¢  i p p l i c a b l e  law ~s 
~ o :  t l s e o  ~ I  s ~ b l t l n t i a l  evidence 

T ~ |  /@~ec~on o t  ( | 0 { ~ :  f o c c / u ~ l n d | t l o n l  on the roun:  

t. F ~ N C ' s  "n~L b e n e f t ¢  a n a 1 ~ s £ $  ~ e x c l u d e s  the  ~¢ono~Ac v l ~ . y ~  
o{  e n v ; ~ o ~ ¢ a l  protectton and t t .e  e c o n ~ i c  ¢o~¢ o f  pa=~ 
l ~ d  CO#tzLnutn~ l ~ V i ~ O p ~ l f l L I l  a ¢ ~ !  Caused by Lhe P¢o~ect 

2 .  

3 .  

The e¢on~Ic comparison of the a£te~natt~es m~p~ 
C o n d u c t e d  | n  t h e  c o e E e x t  o~ T a c o m a ' s  e h ¢ ~ z e  e ~ e K  

s ~ l e l y  on t h ~  e c o n o m i c s  o ~  ~ h e  C u ~ h ~ n  P r o ~ e c ~  

The e c c n o ~ t c  b e n e f i t s  t o  Tacoma o f  o p ~ t a ¢ l n ~  t h e  
CuqhJltan P¢o~ec~ ove~ t h e  l a D t  7 0  y e a r l  w e z e  i m p r o p e r l y  
e x c l ~ d e a  £:om che economic a n a l y s t s  

AR-8 The FPA holds the Commlsmon responsible for cnsunng that a pro.lcct is 
consistent with the FPA and other applicable law and grants the Commission 
authonty over hcensmg and the licc'nsec so it can meet its responmbdmcs The 
Commission has no authority over the agenctcs or Tribe. hov,evcr, so it could 
not fully meet its rcsponsibihtles under the la',,, tf )t granted approval o'.cr ~ m c  
projc'ct faeihties or operations to the agencies ]'he Comm~smon's authority 
would be undermined if it granted approval to the agencies or Tribe because it 
could not order actions that the agencies or Tribe disapprove of  without any 
authority over them. If the puq~ose of  the sugsestton to grant agency and trthal 
approval while retaming final Comm|ssion authority is to provide the agencies 
and Tribe with opportunities to evaluate project facilities and operatxons before 
the Commission approves them, then this purpose is adequatcly met through 
existing consultation prcoesses 

AR-9 We agree that we must havc cnoogh evidcncc to bc reasonably ccnain 
about a measurc's effects before we can rccommcnd it Although there ~s 
cnough infon'nataon about the JRP's recommended flows to conclude that they 
would likely provide long-term fish habitat cnhanccmcnts, there ~s not cnough 
information to reliably eslimale the timl/ig of extent of fish population 
responses This finding of uncertainty is wcl[-supportcd by the avadablc data, 
or lack thereof It seems obvious to us that it would not bc in the public interest 
or consistent with comprchcnsive development to recommend these flows 
w|thout bcing at least reasonably certain that thcy would provide enough 
bencfits to justify then" significant costs 

AR-10 Sec our reslxmse to NOAA-7. 

AR-I 1 Comment is no~cd. The potential benefits associated wtth the 
alternatives are assessed qualitatively in the DEIS in our effort.s to achieve a 
balance between developmental and non.developmental resources 

AR-12 We followed the Commission's guidance in our economic analysis. 

AR-13 Opinion m noted. See oar rcs3~use to AR-12. 
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AR-15 [ <++ 

AR-17 

, ~ - ] 8  

~'191 

St .~t f  I~l~oml t im ~ f o r  ~ ~ J k m - p o ~  l ~ r c ~ l  
V+olat l~m oR ~ rlPA ] ~  ]rlJ..ILIr/ to  ll~Lirb t im ]heO~ll.or.,a 
aslxU.,~ml F I~a~z ~ I~ma f t t a  J ~ L ~ t  t~e ~ ' t ' s  
B~be~amt~al a~d c~mt4a~ta~ ~ to  F i sh ,  ~ l i d l L f e  ~ th~ 
~ t m  o f  ~ C ~ m m ~ t ~ e ~  

D i l l  h ' l l m t l l t . i l m  ~ '  ~ JU.tlIIIIP,.IL~III S l  b ~ i l y  i l u ~  
In  l ~ v ~ r  Of l t a . e t , ~  ~ a l t a r ~ a l ~ t ~  ~ b ~  i ~ e ~ l ~  
Z n t o z ~ d  ~ 1 1 o  c ~ t  ~ Im O b J ~ r A ~  I A m m ~ l  ~o i~ ion  

I .  l"t~e J4m~ileL~ o f  ]ro~mc ~ xe asked oa O;~dat~KI e ~ l  
X nacre . ra ta  Z n £ o m t £ o ~  

~ _ ~ .  1-? :  The s t s t e ~ e n t  t h a t  ~ t h e  o p p o ~ t u n i t y  t c  en te r  l ~ t o  
t z a a ~ t ~ o n a l ,  c o s t - e ~ f e c t i v e  l o n g - t e , m  powex c o n t r a c t s  has . . . 
d t m t n ; s h l d , "  Is  una~ lbs t l n t l e t ed  and c0ntga~'J to  pze$ont markmt 
conQ i t ; ons .  Severa l  l e rqe  I ndus t xLa l  customers Of BPA have 
zecent~y z@d~4KI t h l l r  aP&po~qr  a c q u i s i t i o n s  b~cau~e of  
c ~ m ~ e t : t l v e  lohg-t¢."m ~ :~e r  con~g&¢t l  Owing O f t~ rvd  by independent 
pov~x pgOd~C@gl. 

. 1-13: There i s  no suppoxt fog the  statement t h a t  Tacom4 
~ou/d have to p:£chase addltiona~ ~ e ~  a~ ~ l  $ iqh i f l cant ly  h igher  
C~IL" I f  the  Cu~h;un P ro j ec t  = e r e  ~ot ~ e l i c e ~ $ ~ .  F i r s t .  assumin 9 
:ha~ TaCOma'S lo~S growth ~o£ec&s~ I~l(~lge 1-2} l a  aCCUrate, a t  
~ n d l c a t t s  t h a t  load de,and ~111 c o ~ l i l t e n t ) y  decrease ~ n t i i  2C01, 
and ~ i l 1  not  zeach p [eaen t  l a v e l ~  u n t i l  a p p r o x t ~ a t e l y  2006. 
Second. e l e c t r i c i t y  cost is  expected to  decrease in I deregu la~  
mlrkez. The Northveo~ P ~ e r  PlannJ~g Councll e l t lmaLes  ~ha; :he 
Nocth~est hal 1535 a ~  o~ energy ~ha¢ co~Id be obtaxned at  1.7 
cents pax k~h over the n~x t  20 yeaxs. I ~ P ; ~  Po~er P lan,  1996}, 
and ~hat an ~ddltlonel 3000 alql ot po~e~ w i l l  be avm£1sbJe ~zo~ 
C a l i f o r n i a  and t l ~  South~st ~t 2 cents p~ k~. (~d__.~.~. 

!0. 1-10:  S i m i l a r l y ,  l t a f f ' l  Conc lu l lOn  t h a t  ne~ f~¢tllt¥ 
constz~c~-~ ~ I d  be re.Axed t o  ~Iplace Cushman p o r e [ ,  end vo~id 
"p lace  • be&vy borden on ~ a l l t l n g  &rid ~ o t ~ e  c o a t - - r e , "  i ~  
e~xoneous. Tacoma Is con~eCged~o the I l o g t h ~ l t  r e g i o n a l  poee~ 
gz id .  7h i s  pro~ lde~ Tacoma ~x th  access t o  = e g i o n l l  p ~ m r  
su rp luses  a t  ~eglon&l  I l e a l - c o l t .  Zf Tacoma e l e c t s  t o  c o n s t r u c t  
ne~ [e#o~;ce= a[ h i g h e r  co l t ,  t h l t  l :  i t s  p z e r o ~ l t i v e .  But t h o l e  
costs should  no t  be ose~ i n  tT~C ' I  l ~ a s t - c o s t  economic ~ s s e s m n t .  

AR-14 Opinion no(cd 

AR- 15 The DEIS pi"c~tcd the tinpacts of each of the alternsUvcs as they were 
idcntitiad by the staff based on the information and data that was subrmtted for 
review for this application. It was not clear that the .IRP was recommending a 
gradual restoration of flows to the North Fork, hcnoc our conclusions. We have 
changed alternative 2 in the FEIS to reflect a gradual restoration of f lows 

AR-16 The staffhas u ~ c d  the discussion of the need for power m the FEIS, 
with reference to N(xlhwest Pow~ Planning Councirs 1996 Power Plan. 

AR-17 S¢c our r ~  to AR-16. 

AR-I8 See our r ~  to AR-16. 

AR-19 See our response to AR- 16. 
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\R-20 

kR-21 

~ 2 2  I 

~.R-23 

kR-24 I 

~R-25 

~_ : : I :  7~e:e is no evidence to iuppo: t  LSv s tat¢~n~:  
" i O ] | ~ r t o n a t t e s  ~¢z new poaei pulc~ase agreements at r ~ l e s  
c ~ , e z ) : t v P  with BP~ appear  t o  bc l im i t ed  at t h i s  t , ~ , e .  S u r p t u s e s  
of regional e i e c t c l c a l  ge~ecatton, which cha:acte¢Ized ~hc past 
save;el yea:$ and wh=ch enabled relatively low co8: tot now 
Fur~hase  a q r e e ~ n t s ,  no l o n g e r  e x i s t .  H~nce, t h e  c o s t  O{ ~e~ 
s : i p p : l e 3  ~s expec ted  [o  I n c r e a s e .  ~ To the  c o n t ~ a [ y ,  t he  marke~ i s  
~eco~tnq ~creasxngly cc~p~tl~Ive, :ares a~e io~. and sevezal 
large BPA customers hive slgned long-te lm cana l • te l  ~ ; th  g t h e r  
s , )pF:~egs a~ h i g h l y  c o w p e : t t l v e  r a t e s .  I n  • d e z e ~ J l a t e d  ~a t~e= ,  
s~ch c F p o g t ~ n l i l e s  i r e  h ~ e l y  t o  I n c r e a s e ,  no t  d e c r e a s e .  ~ o t e o v e r ,  
as exp;¢i~ed above, the reglomal suxplus ~ I I I  cont inue ~nto the 
n e x t  C e ~ t d ~ y .  

O. ~*12 t T a b l e  1-2 :  The r e g i o n a l  £oreeas~s o f  ~ l t ~  s a t e s  o f  
e ; e c t : . c ; ; y  ta ba~ed o~ outdated 1991 f lgu~es. Thus, there ts no 
sup~o:t ~c~ s t a ~ ' s  conclusion t h s t  there i s  i n  83~ p~obabl l i ty  
t~a= add~tlonel gene:atlon w i l l  be needed by  200G. 70 t he  
c ~ p t ~ a l y ,  an e n e r g y  s ~ r p l u s  zs f o z e c a s t  i n t o  t he  ~ e x t  c e n t u r y .  

~¢~l~Oaed ~ t i o ~  e~d ~¢i~Ipal ~ t i ~ t l ~ J i  ( 9 e m t ~ . ~  2 .01  

The fact that the P~Ject vas constructed wi~h on~y a "minor 
p a : t "  h c e n s e  t o  t i d e d  g .8  ac~es o f  f e d e r a l  Land,  and c o n s e q u e n t l y  
P r o : a c t  c o c s t E ~ c t x o n  yes ~ete~ : l c e E s e d ,  ~ s t  be C l I C U S I H  i n  ~ t s  
s e c t i o n .  

~.  2 - ] 0 :  ~ l t e t n a : , v e  2* z e ~ e ~ e d  tO es 5he ~RP a i t e : ~ a t l v e ,  
~oes no= d c c u [ a t e l y  z e [ l e c t  t ~e  zecom~endatxons  p ~  { o : t n  by ~he 
J o : ~  ~esoJ rce  Part lev and s~ou~d ~4 ~evxsed accordinqly.  I t  
7cn tA l~  measures not p~o~osed by a l l  . m n m ~ r ~  dE t he  J ~ P  (e.g., 
ne~ =owe~no~ae a= base Of dec  | 2 ) ,  ~ l s ~ e p ~ e l e n t s  p to~osed  measu:es  
( e . g . .  k~ Ip lement4~x~n o f  ~ o ~ t h  ~o~k ~ 1 ~  ~ e s t o r a t x o n ; ,  and OIImi~s 
p~oposed ~ e a s u r . s  I ~ . g . .  e s t u a r y  = e s t o r e t i o ~  m e a s u = e s ) .  

Ju~ffectad B n v i x e ~ m l ~ t  ( l e e k i o n  3.O1 

p 3 i ) :  T h e  p o t e n t i a l  c o a s t [ s a n t o  on P~oJec t  o p e ~ a t l o n s  ~l  
t h e  ~ o ~ n  Depar tmen t  o~ Eco logy  doe~ ~o t  g ~ a n t  :he  2 ,500  C~S 
w a t e r  ~igh: fez  w h i c h  ~aco~ has a p p l i e d  ~ t  be d i s c u s s e d .  

p ~ 1 4 :  The O£IS a c c u r a t e l y  n o t e s  t h a t  t he  No~th  r o r k  i s  
l i a = ~ d  as  ~ a t e r o q u a i ~ t y  l ~ p a i ~ e a  unde~ t h e  C l e a n  l a t e :  XCt because  
o f  e l e v a t e d  c e ~ p e t a t u = e s  and i n a d e q u a t e  s t f e 4 m  ~ l o v s  ~o~ f i s h  
h a b ; t e t  ( 3 - ! 4 1 .  I t  s t a t e s  f u r t h e E  t h a t  l i n C ~  t h e  3O-c fa  ~ t n i m u ~  
f l o ~  ~as xmplemented iD 19B8,  t e m p e z a ~ r e s  aEe nov wl~hln 
a c c e p t a b l e  l e v e l s .  S ~ r ~  f o r  this states, ant must b l  p z o v i d e d .  
Nozeovec ,  t he~e  iS aO s t a t e m e n t  Of w h e t h e r  t he  ~O ¢ f~  flGW 
pEov tde3  s ~ { f l c t e f l t  t t e h  h a b i t a t .  T h i s  ~ s t  be  i n c l u d e d .  

AR-20 Scc our response to AR-16 

AR-2I See our response to AR-16 

AR-22 See response to NOAA-I. 

AR-23 We no longer refer to ahernalive 2 as the "JRP Alternative." 

AR-24 Opimon is noted. 

AR-25 Comment is noted. We have added some information to support the 
statement as suggested. Although state standard waters should be "fish and 
shellfish--including salmonid rmgratlon, reanng, spawning, and harvesting," 
there is no quantitative standard for fish habitat per se 
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AR-26 

AR-27 

AR-28 

AR-29 

AR-30 

AR-31 

AR-32 

~. 3-3~: C':~¢~.t~10~ t.~dt "pzo~ecr d~fersloas ¢~nbj.-ed v):h 
t r g : t ~  ~¢d~aeot ioeds sad d.ake-altetld tlov pattexas hare he1 
ielatJvely mno t  off#ors ~ L~I es tua~  and ltS f [ o l 4  4.~d .'l'~a" 
~$ z~0as ls ten t  with f~ndLngs In o~mr Sections of the D[1S the: 
ttdacLng Fto~¢c~ dlvogsgon~ and renmvin 9 t ~  dzkes ~o¢1~ 
substa~tlal ly i~or0,e tile estuary by t,~latglng i~ ~r~ zlptownq 
f~s~ 6rB shellf is~ aaoi ta t .  [4-54 - 4-56 a'~d 4-68[. I t  Is i lsc 
l ~ l S t e ~ t  VltR the ~lll[e~u*.ll~i COati.IrOn4 Of ~leveg4| ea~t t$  ~;~0 
hdv¢ ~ter lgee~ that the Pt©jlct his Sgbst imt ls |~ i~p lc ' t~  

s: :hael  T, ~t~on.  Cha:)es A. Slmnstcd, aa~ ~ l d  £. Jay, ~h:¢h 
a~e part  o. ~ t~e idLt~t t l t t l t l e l  re~ord). 

~ * L t ~ m ~ t a l  ~ ( k= t l~a  4.0) 

lectzor. 4.i ~C~olo~I 5o~)~ t and ~-~nM K~rphologyl 

F. 4 - q .  4-4: St~tesenc t~ l t  " T ~ c ~  ] ~ I  I.~c.a t ~ t  f~o~$ cf 250 
c~s ~ f i c ~ . t  to n~ints:n c!¢an sc/~sCz~tes [Tec¢~i ]9~lb]* is 
lna¢c~r¢.'e. T~e cited =tudy do~l sot even ae~tioa I 250 : f$ f [ ~ .  

J.qinter,~¢d h i? t  [ lo~ tele41e ( s ~ r e  be t~ In  1~ |CO ifl~ 2,400 
cfs) vhlch T ~  i d [ l t $  pzeve~ts day o~clu~0a~ # ~ t  the 
sabstxate c;aans~n 9 ~oteatiM of a ?O0 cfs f]0~, the :n t~n~ l  
~.uzpo|e ¢t ti~e stody. 

~-7: T ~  cor,:luMon tMt  th~ C¢$hNn Project, 01.*@t41~, 
~e~ces rJins~ea f l0~dln 9 i$ l n a c ~ s t e .  The Cusra~la Pioneer has 
e~eoezb~ted f looding 1~ t~e ~sza.  despite ~t~ ~ t e z  retentzon 
c ~ F ~ L i t y .  {Oecll~Itzoa ot .~lchae~ T. a s t i r ) .  

p:. | -7 :  S t l t [ t  that  d~F prop~tNIl hls ~ "~'~:~ltially 
:*veto ~ 9 . t i , *  *ne~.t0amntel I ~ f K t i "  15 u3fo*JDded. ~ e  

t ~  g l S .  

Sec t i~  4.3 ( la ter  ~ n t z t ? l  

L ~ e t  Xorth  rot)~ is cuzrent ly  l i l t ed  undez ]O](d). 

J 
l p. 1-20: %e d#lcriptlca o~ t ~  ~ i l termlt~we is 

~¢~oi°rtk Fork over I 5-year period. ~ pzoposM is to  ~ v e l o  F • 
~,4n v i t h ,n  5 y~arJ to rCt~I~ f l ¢ l l  ~J f f l c i l f l t  to  I~nll~.i~ 

|O~|¢lJ. procellt~ lad {u~¢tlo~l in th~ SOttl~ FO~k ( l i t h  

J p/owl$ic~a l i d e  for flood p t o t e c t i ~ ) ,  

I p. 4.20: ?he ~ do ~ l  z~,ccme.~l m.c.h~ic~i d n m ~  o i  
• e~gl~nt in the l ~ z  llotth fo~k, ~ the eSvetll ig~pact$ -- L'~ 

J lp4zticuhec the l ~ g - t e r l  ae le ter lou |  effects co t~sh~zts  -- that  

AR-26 Our conclusion on page 3-32 is m no way Lr',consistent with our findings 
in section 4. Ilistoncal csamrine habitat losses caused by flow diversions have 
been nur~r. Dike r¢~moval, rather than reduced flow diversions, would bo 
primarily responsible for 8]¢ substantial estuary crthancon'g.nta under Alternatives 
2 and 3. As indicated in sectiou 3.4.6. we disagree with some of Jay's analyses 
and conelnsions and, in fact, Tacoma also demonstrated errors in some of Jay's 
analyses .  

AR-27 Whilc direct measurcmont of the flushing effectiveness of a 200 cfs 
relcase was not possible due to the inadverten! release of abo~t 10 tunes as much 
water for about 6 hours, estimates of ettectivoncss b ~  on shear stress 
calculations showed su.fficicat shear sucss to prevent sedanent accumulation (5 
dyn¢~cm2) at most locations at flows of 200 cfs. Therefore. flows greater than 
200 ofs arc sufficient to maintain clean substrates. 

AR-28 By con~buting to mamstern channel aggrsdation, the Cushman Project 
may have increased the flood stsg¢ of  minor floods and floods that originate 
mostly in the South Fork watersbod Tacoma (1993a) has demonsh'ated that the 
overall effect of the project on floods of a broad origin (common to the Olympic 
Peninsula), is to rednc¢ the flood elevation. For a hypothetical, broadly-based 
flood of 14,000 cfs, the project reduces the peak flow to 6,640 cfs with an average 
stage reduction of 1.2 feet. Aggradation attributable to the project is astimated at 
0.95 foot (Tacoma, 1993a). Thus the project's overall effect on downstream 
flooding is to reduce both peak flow rales and flood stages even considcnng the 
projecrs contribution to mamstem aggradation. Aggraded channel condit|ons arc 
current conditions and arc thus baseline. 

AR-29 We agree. There is a manageable level ofenvironmontal uncertainty 
associated with the JRP proposal, but the potential for severe negative 
envu'onrnen~ effects is small Wc have revised tha text. 

AR-30 The refere~ov to the North Fork Skokonush listed m the "303(d)" list of 
water-quality limited waters, is hascd on Wampler's (1980) description of 
conditions that ©xlged before the 30-cfs flow was released. Although, state 
general water use caitefia protect "characterigics uses" of water including "fish 
and shellfish culture" (salmomd migration, rcarmg, spawning, and harvesting", 
there is no quantitative standard for fish habitat per se. 

AR-31 Sc¢ our rtsponse to AR-41, AR-47, and AR-48. 

AR-32 Sec our ~ to AR41,  AR-47, and AR-48. 
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AR-33 

AR-34 

AR-35 

AR-36 

AR-37 

/ ~ - 3 8  

AR-39 

¢O'.L:I re~Llt lro,P rlec;saniclJ : l l l logk~Q ahoul~ cot  ~e at%~lB~@d ~0 
~ e  JgP rt.~s ~s s l l n l f t c a t :  ~cau~# ~ t a f f  r e i e c t s  the  J~ 
a ! t e r n a t . , e  oased in  l a r g e  pate  on such ampacts. 

4-.~1; S ta lE 'ml i ' :  Lhat  l t e tc r l ; ;n~ l  n e a r  f u l l  l i O n S  tO th@ 
I ~ o . ' ~ o ~ l ¢ ~  d~l[~P t L • l l  l (o[4nl l  $~mer sLrat i~ lcat lo~ 4cd 
:e$~lt  |n lo"~: Nozth fork ter~et~a~Ke$ varh atte.'~ar, t aO~e£se 
; l~3~ts on &quit l¢ btora i$ unauDStagtlatrd and. c o n t r a d i c t s  
staf.~'s ccnc.~a~c~s In o t h e r  s e c t i o n s  o( the ~ l S .  SF¢¢;f:~llZY. 
; ,near  ~e t~  & ~ t l I . ~ t ; v e s  2 a3~ 3. S t l t ~  i S  l e c m m e n ~ n g  I c  iv . take  
~ha~ voala trove vats w a ~  .~om Lake Cosh~an t o  a~levlate the 
~e-.Ip('ra~t¢ pgob~ell (p. b - ) C ) .  

• 4 ~3 :  T h e r e  Xs no a z p p o t t  for the  c o n c l u s l ~  t h a t  a 400 
c f~  l ~ d  ; n  t ~ e  Ilottr* rczk ~ , ~ l d  i q F r ~ v a  c~an~el  t o ~  ~.nd [ 
conve~'a~Ce Ca[:ql¢lt r,  th~ l  rt~JclnQ @roglott ~fld erlha.",clng wate~ I '  
; l~a: i ty .  H o t , o v e r .  t h l x t  ~S .'10 ~ t e n t t ~ i c a t ~ o n  Of ~ 1  ex~en~ to  I"  
wr :.~ t~¢ 400 c fs  ~ou id  ~ o d l ~ y  rhanne~ [ogm and lr:~geas¢ 
conveyance c ~ p a c t t r ,  th~ l  pzeclud;nq a m~n l~ {u ' ,  co~p~ ts~  with 
the  lio~11 p roposed  ~ndex A~ernat ;ve 2. 

f . 
; . ~ . / t :  "~¢  i~a~grent ~ . ~  T~@ s t a l l ' s  r e c ~ n d e o  f l ~  I " 

r e g i m e  ,~ou.,;l have s u b s t a n t a a ] .  {GcNi-te~m pos;tsve o e n l ~ l ' ~ $  : o  th~  $ . 
r i ve r ' s  . l t e r  q o s h t y  "a lm l la l  tO those d e s e [ i b e d  ~deK 
A~*~E~)at~Ve 2 ° iS  coflcl~aory Itr.d I~$t ~as aUp~O:~ed. 

~ _ ~ :  C.r~ent c o n c l t l u n  o e a t l l ~ e  ~or determ~c~9 r,L~]ta: 
ch l~ges  ~S l ~ a p F ~ o ~ ' - a t l  fo r  the  = t a l o n s  dxscussed 4 ~ v e .  

p: 4-??: K a ! I a n c e  on T a c ~ l ' s  IF1H study to e s t : . z a t a  f ' . sh 
h a b i t a t  uflO'~r r iccm~,l  ~:r~posed t l o u  xegi~,~ t |  n i s p l a c e d  ?he 
~FIR ~t~dy was bed].y f ~ i v e d  f o r  U~e tea$or.! set  [ o : t b  in  the  
ie:Zers c f  c o P ~ n t  $ 1 ~ . ~ t t e d  by ~ @ r l  Ot th1~ J~P v~3ich are  pa.'t 
O. ~ rhe a d m t n l s : x a t l w l  ( e c 0 r d .  

F+ 4-33 S t a f f ' S  concluslc~ t h a t  )00 =i's flushLng t;ovJ a I e  
i d e q ~ a t e  t o  ra~ove f i n e s  f r ~  b ~ l o ~  d ~  no. 2 t~ u n s u b ~ t a e t t a t e d .  
The Study u ~ s ~  ~h lch  t h a i  concLusiOn is bas~ was ~la~ed duo tO 

a~ 1 ~ a c t v e r t e n t  high w a t e r  r e l e a s e •  

. 4 - 4 ] :  Sta~ '$  assesmeant o[  potent ia l  s h o r t - t e r n  a d v e r s e  
l ~ t i ¢ ~ h e  J~P ~1~ p r o p o s a l  I s  baaed on a II$Con¢llptlO5 t.~lt 
i~tar f ~ l |  ~ * o v l  k ~ l ~  be ~e | toKe~  ifl l YeE r IL~OCL L~I~II ~[&114. 
That i s  not what the  JR~ Intend. llathex, the Jl~P ~ n t l h d  t h i :  the  
zec~J'~(~ed f lo ra  ~ r e s T o r ~  qrad~l;~y, In • st&gad ruP.lo¢, to 
Z~:~tJCe the ~Otl~t~*&~ tot  lhoat-t41/m h&k~l to /q~l~iC b~Otl. ~ e  
f lOW p l a n  I : topo led  by t~ ~PF ~ u l d  be  t ~  v e h i c l e  ~oz e n a b l i n g  
Ins ' .  f l ~  t e a t o z a t l © n  ~ l d  not  ~ Y e  ~ltl|rl~ell(~ld aoverae  u ~ 4 c ~ $  
This ~S • c r t t z c a !  f l a w  ;n ~ t a r f * a  a r . l l y s l s  0£ the ~ p r ~ p o a a l  
which,  i .  ~ not  c o r r e c t e d ,  uO~ld :~:.$LSfOm and iJ .$1eed t h e  

AR-33 We deleted this paragraph from the text because the recom.mcnded 
adjustable retake at Dam No. 1 v, ould mitigate th~s effect 

AR-34 We agree that the minor increase m conveyance capacity unght not 
substant|ally reduce erosion during flood releases. We have revised the text 
Our recommendation for a 400-cfs channel-forming flow is based on Tacoma's 
IFIM study, which showed that 240 cfs is the approximate bankful disehargc for 
the existing channel By increasing the bankful discharge, the channel would 
continually rejuvenate itself through the dynm'ntc processes of meandering and 
captunng riparian vegetation Pnor to the project, the channel adapted to annual 
floods about s~x tunes the mean flow. Flows of 400 cfs are only about twice 
alternative 3's mean flow, suggesting that the channel would be less dynamm 
than historic conditions but considerably more dynamic than cx:stmg condlhons 
with flows greater than 30 cfs only during severe floods. Because the mean 
annual flood would be about 2,900 cfs unde~ the JRP proposal, the b nkful 
conveyance capacity of the channel would eventually be about 6 times the 
eventual capacity of the channel under alternatwe 3 

AR-35 We are unable to locate the referenced statement m text AR may have 
referenced statements on page 4-25 regarding the effects of decommissioning 
the project 

AR-36 See response to NOAA-I .  

AR-37 Although, the IFIM stndy's use to desenbe fish habitat conditions at 
flows greater than bankfull conditions is hmited, IFIM data have some 
usefulness for evaluating fish habitat in the exasting channel. We disagrc"e that 
the IFIM data are "useless" for deterunnmg suitable flows for salmonid habitat 
in the North Fork. We agree that use of the data is limited at flows greater than 
240 cfs. 

AR-38 See our response to AR-27. 

AR-39 Wc agree There is a manageable level of environmental uncertainty 
associated with the JRP proposal, but the potential for .severe negative 
environmental effects is small. We have revised the text. 

0 
0 
O0 
0 C~ 
0 
~d 
I 

0 

M 

0 

n 

0 

C~ 



,> 
~j 

AR-40 

AR-41 

AR-42 

AR-43 

AR-44 

~nAsl~on In 4el ~clnaL~9 gecialoe. 

p. ~ - , e .  4-45: ?he conclueJ.o~ t~at "hlQher floes alone redid not 
p z o v ~ - a ~  deQEee of hsbt t l ;  kl~OTo~111tNtS &| the 100 ¢.~1 and 
structure en~ancmsents Fto~lle~ by Yacola" ts ~s~osCa~ttatd. 
~c~aoveg, xt  ~s i ~ e o n a t s t e l ~ t  u ~  s t a f f ' s  $ t a t l a l e n t  4~ p. ~-47 
t ~ t  ¢,~4~ge$ ~n habit iL u ~ x  t h e  dllJP pIO~Oaal CaI1CO~ be 
asterisked based on star~lrd a/~Jyt lcal  ~ecbniq~el. Tb~a, by 
Staff'S ovn admisnlC~,  t ~ i r e  l e  no MIlS f o r  compet ing  t h e  I:~o 
i|te~n~t~ve$, end s t l f f ' s  ~ c l ~ J o ~  ~s p~l[t coe)l¢tlll~e. 

• Fl~rthermore,  I t  kS l h C O ~ | l $ t t ~ l t  I r l t h  I~'~ great ~IIQhC of  

t 
| c l en t t f l c  oplnzoo tha~ rt-aitabJ|shJnq a dynl~lc f lo~ | eQ~l~  ~hat 
closely a p D ; o a ~ k l t a l  t h e  l ~ t ~ T e l  r e q J s e  t s  in  iIIWIL414 C ( ~ l l t  
of • succl le lu l  teatogatlon plan. Only ~ t e r n l t i V l  2 vo~.d  
TeSters that dy~anlc eq~ l l t b~ l l l  Jn the Sor th  Fork. 

, ~ .  i - 4 k :  ! l t l f f ~ s  conelus/.on that io~e reltabIe |nfo~mNkl~n 
,ta n e ~  ch~lrmel lo['~hmlvtry, f ish habatat, lad f ish 
Wopula txons  ~ I f o g l  ~he b v ~ a f i t s  ana  r i s k s  of  g e s t o [ t n g  tulJ, fio~Is 
can ©e aacertatne~ ~| deeply disturb4n~, Several yaags I ~0 ,  r [~c 
~eJ~cted studies pgo~Osed o¥ t h e  ~ and the ? ~ e  that  vo~id  h i l l  
~a t l~eaaed  t h e n  p r e c i s e  i s s u e s .  ~ No~. ~n the ~ 4 S .  s t i f f  re~ec ' .s  
restolal io: l  of hll;her flo~e based :n 4atge pate O~ the II~lQed 
~R¢II~TI~O~y Of ecolOqt¢al :o~ise~eac~s. tT6RC csntlot heel 14 Doth I 

1~4ys. ~.~ Ir~C ~4~ieeeS thll~ iddJL1o~ll jnfot~Ultlon tS ~ tO 
d e t a r l u n e  h k e l y  4 d v e r l e  L~p lc t$ .  i t  i ; ' . ted l u ~ r o p e r l y  w=en it.  

lrele=~.L~ the It~dy geq-JeltS. 

• 4-58: Deep, to ac~novle~/~nq t h e  fec: t h a t  T I C ~ ' S  /FIW 
I l h O U ~  e gelid to pEadl¢~ h~bitat co,n,~lOne I t  • flcvs, h IQhe~" 

s r a f ~  Ooea ~ a t  tha~; t o  a ~ l l ~ r t  XTS -Flow p t O ~ $ a l .  

p. 4-.~a. 1-.~8: The statleent i t  the b o t ~  O~ ~I~W 4-~$ Irld the 
fop o ~ : ' ~ t ~  the bene~:LiZ ha~lTit CO~idtt.i~. predicted: dndeT 
~l' l  240 cf$ fL~  req)~e ";,,o~ld no l ~ g e r  exist"  1~ f loes  , ~ t e  
Inczaa3ad s~elta,~lta|ly ~e Ilelet~l~ng. Though IC 15 t t ~ !  their the 
=he;zfx¢ hahn:i t  That ~0uid be available ~ l th I ]40 cf~ f l o ~  Jndet  
cu~rln*, chance l  condlt~ons ~ l a  l i ke l y  ~ct he le l l~sole i f  near  
fu.~l f l o v s  were restored to t h e  14or~ ~ Fork, thezl wo~ be 
~.~c~.ll.cantly It~re babt t l t  created utder the ne~ char.n~l 
¢Ol~ltA~l tllet vlCU~d fO~l .  Stiff I~at i c k n ~ 1 4 ~ 4  that f l ¢ t .  

P. q ' = s .  1-~|: St&ff'$ retest'ended lO0 cfs S ~ =  ~ t~ l l t ~  l;~w ~r. 
'.he ~ o ~ ' ~ .  ork  ~s iradlgul;e sn:l inconsistent' vzth Iou*d f i s h  
bxoioQy. 

U ~ee " :nve=tz~t i0n ot Co~o~ehen$ivl ~nstream rio~ Aedile" 
In No',.loe of  ,.TRIP ~or Cceau|tltloll ~ ~lt~l'.tior~ll Studies dlted S4y 
]~ ,  ~992t  "l~ort.h r o r k  S k o k o l l l h  I~lt~elm F I ~ I  and E l l h  Habitat 
PI~uI" Jri l koko l l lh  ll!¢liiN r r l b l ' l  S ~ p l p l ~ t l l  Sotlon fog 
Cccs=l"*at;o~ and Additional St~diel 4a~ed Ju~l 23, 1992. 

AR-40 Cannot locate the referenced statcment in text. 

AR-41 The adaptive management approach is predicated on trial, measuranom of 
effectiveness, and revision It is simply not praotlcal to quantitatively predict the 
ontcorncs of retummg full flows to the North Fork on channel morphometry, fish 
habitat, and fish populations. Further study could have improved the quahty of our 
analysis but it could not elmamate the uncertainty associated with this radical 
change in conditions. 

AR.-42 See our r ~  to AR-37. There were also other reasons that we 
recommended the flows: (1) becanse 240.-efs flows would increa.~ side-channel 
flows providing juvenile nursery areas, and (2) because 240.-cfs flows wonld wet 
the full channel width and increase benthic mscromvertebrate production. 

AR..43 We hypothesuze that return of full flows to the North Fork would not result 
in a return to pre-project fishery conditions due to the confuunding influence of 
factors not affected by stream flow (ocean harvest, depleted stocks, ate.). 
Returnmg full flows would er~ance the fishery to the extent that reduced stream 
flows have affected the lnstorical North Fork fishery. While substantial 
improvement could occur following return of full natural flows, assuming that the 
fishery response would approach pre-project cotx~ttons is overly optmaistic. 

AR-44 We understand that increased summer flows arc ~sociated with increases 
in steelheed and coho production, However, IHM data indicated that chmonk and 
churn juvenile habitat were optimized at lower flows (near 100 cfs). Although, the 
[FIM ~xly's use to describe fish habitat condibons at flows greater bankfull 
conditions is limited, the IFIM data has some usefulness to evaluate fish habitat at 
the flows studied in the existing channel. We have changed our recommendation, 
however, to conform with the agencies' request that 240-cfs mimmum flow be 
provided during the summer months. We are making thflus recommendation in 
compliance with Secuon 10(j) oft.be FPA. wtuch requires that we gwe due weight 
to the recommendations, expertise, and statutory r ~ i b i l i t y  of fmh and wildlife 
agertcies when considering specific measures to bencfit fish and wildlife resources. 
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AR-45 

AR-46 

AR-47 

AR-48 

A R - 4 9  

AR-50 

p It+ Stl te / ' Jcn P. the'.. ~.0~ e r e  ~.gamer i l n u l ~  1 ;o~  1 
op~lll :r~'s,  j o v l n . ~ l e  I e h e i ¢ l l : ;  h + b l t a t  .~Or ~ s t  s l~l~ . ie l  ~.S I 
inzons~sle~' .  .~. th i t a t e a ~ t ~ t  o,n p t l c l ~ l n g  I~a;e that. "flows g : l a t e r  , 
t~a*. .~0C Ct3 ,C~l¢ ~t  reqbi:ed tO I ~ l e V O  ~ x l m ~ t  $ioe-c.~aRn|] 
4e~t~s : f  OP.e ~OSt-. ~ 

p.  4"6~: Th~ fact  that &lT t~n l t~ve~  2 |r~l 3 ¢ e q ' ~ a  Sz"al'..l! 

i -adt ( ]~OUI a t ~  ~ l ~ e ~ E ~  po t lh~La |  1S "SJJ~L&~" L~3deE tha t . o  
8 ; [ e r t ~ ; t v a s  A key dx~:etan(.e th i~  iS e~t a~c~es~ed := ~.Y*at tha 
saqr~l~ude o l  ~.~ tr0.tl~r-l¢~'~ I ~ a s u : l l  unde r  ~I te£n~t l~ 'e  2 8 re  ~uci~ 
gte i~.¢r ,  tl~o$ ~zoa~dl~q s lg*g : Ican t ly  rote l o ~ - t e r ~  zlstorar.:on 
p c : e n ~ a i  a l  4¢k~xo~lll~q~d by rE~c. 

p .  ~ -a~+ l - 6 Z :  COOC~$;~h +J+,a~ & lL4z i~ l t t ae  S s+o~lid p ~ o v l ~  qreater 
~Lsh ~ |  ~h~h Al ternat ive  2 IS g~$c~poz:N. Thezl 1/+ no 
evidence the: eke ~d.ezse I . ~ l lC t l  O~ ~ $ ~  f x ~  | l o o ~ r ~ j  ~ i d  I 
O**.~$e. ~ ffhe $;gc=~zcdlrt  be~a£zts of zel~.orx~q • ro~e ~ l : c : a ;  f : c ~  . 
~ lg ;~e  t h a t  ~e~e a c k a ~ l a d g e d  b~ St+llff on p&ge 4-4 ?. g1~o t h e r e  [ 
g$ I ~  S t ; ~ O l [  10~ the  l l t l ~ l ~ E ~ t  th&~ t ~  f i c h e  | l c ~ e ~ d  by the | 
J~P mtqkt l i n t  pi s saqe  aC ~,o~e: F a i l = .  r l ~ a | l y ,  t he re  uo. ; ld  be 
".o d i f f e . ' enee  o¢C~llen ~I ; I IP . I '+ IVl  ] t an  3 ~ t t h  + e l p l ~  CO the 
Va~IIE :e+e~41xatu[l Ol  #lt~ilBl~ tiOl~ [eJ+ll)les I;41CIUII I t l f f  h is  
[ e ¢ o e ~ e ~ d  • e.l~ l n t l k e  LO v l t h ~ l *  V l . ' ~ E  l i t ; I f  fz~l L.i~e 

I~  4-i.~: CO;IC~UI|O;I t h a t  ~eS tO IL~  ~ le l t  f ' d l t  { l o b 1 0 . ~ l : l t  
/ L l [ezL i t : . ve$  ~ l e d  4 ¢OU;~ + e o ~ i r ~ z e  W l k  a f l ldT~lous  [ ~ l h  | rocks  
++ t i l e s  be:: luse i t  f l l~ ,$  to t l k e  i n t o  Iccoent :he gII~JIL+ 
staged ;algle"~'ntetxon Of the halt" | n i l  f lov+  Is. r e c m n d e d  Oy t l ' e  
J~F+ 

~ 4 -+7 :  M t e E r l l t l v e  3 6o~a net provide • " s u + t l b l e  : e v l l  ° 
O| f l  p r ' ~ e c t t o n  1/1£1 lr~klr,  c m n t .  By +111~: I e'~rrem¢. ~ r l : ) e ~  
(Oi%.~I~L~.P*I I I  ~.hff lhVI~OPJI~A¢.I| ba l¢ l l t ne ,  stiff f lg+~l tO coets:.der 

be I ~ t i g i t ¢ ¢ ,  and o ~ l y  Chl flows : m m n f i ~ d  under ~JtlJ~MK*+¥41 2 
vc~ld Ideqestaly : a z L t ~ t e  i o r  *.hit l~ ls t  a t 4  c o ~ t i r ~ n g  ~4e~lQ4 to 
eft41 fgeh l l t t eg  by I I I ICOZZ~ • dyrlll~+¢ ~ l ~ ] . l ~ ] : l t ~  I$S41f l~ l i  tO the 

Sect+on ¢.6 ( ~ r ~  ~se~ 

.~=..4-99: S t ~ i l  p t l c e s  too  m~ch 4 ~ s i s  ~ t h e  red~.¢ttcm ; a  
]Ir~d evlxleble | o :  t~a~et h~,rvelting 11 1 bl lJ .8  f o r  r~)eetL*t~" th¢l 
r . l ~ + t l t  I c q a l s i t z o n  p i l f l  p/~Po led  by Che ~R~. S t i f f  lck~o~11<Igl+ 
t h l t  ; t  would redUc l  / l l i i l ~ l l  t tJ~)e l  pr~+c tzon  larala by l l l l  
tha,~ +1 {only t l  me*  tP.~C s t a f f ' a  p t o p o u l ) .  ~oreom[,  there is  . 
r.o ~ l ~ S $ i O n  of '.he e c o ~ i C  ~ l ; t I  Of p+llser*infl thl& h l b i t l t + i  
lug.t1 I I  ~+hCi'eilLng }.OCI]+ hUn~.l~lg I{1~ I4)C~11t++C41 ZIt+ven;Jl. 

AR-45 .See our response to AR-44 

AR-46 This ~mtence has been deleted because it was mcorrect 

AR-47 Under alternative 2, the algonthm that determmes when flows will be 
shunted to Powerhouse 2 (flood conditions) is based on flooding m the 
malnstum Skokomish, not the North Fork Table a-I indtcatmg peak flo',vs in 
the malnstum and the North Furk shows that under Alternative 2. peak flows m 
the North Fork will frequently exceed 3.000 cfs  t~eeanse the ex:stmg channel 
is restricted and materials have accumulated in the former channel, the adverse 
effects of floodmg (juvenile stranding) are likely to occur untd the channel is 
stabilized Flcod.caused stranding would most likely occur in December 
through Febnaary and would affeet chinook, chum, coho, winter and summer 
steelhead and cutthroat trout August low flows (Appendix G, Figure (}-7) 
cx~ld impede fish passage of the lower falls and could affect chmook, chum, 
coho, .sockeye, steelhead, and cutthroat adult mmigration 

AR-48 We recogmze the JRP's intent to release flows in stages Wc have 
reevaluated the aherative with this view There are water quality concerns 
related to accumulated sed:ments that we believe are manageable and North 
Fork flooding would occur and flooding does strand juvenile fish causing 
adverse impacts to thc fisbenes. Additionally, the low population levels of the 
Skokomish River's mdigenons fish populations (chinook, pink, .sockeye, sea-run 
cutthroat) are a concern although we believe the risk of these populations is 
manageable It is dil'ficult fur us to accurately quantify the North Fork's 
channel, habitat, and fisheries' response to flow increase flows, therefore we 
recogmze that an adaptive management strategy is needed 

AR-49 Opinion is noted. See our response to NOAA- I, 

AR-50 Section 4.6 is intended only as a discussion of Land Use issues and, 
when viewmg alternative 2 from the perspective of  land use, the loss of timber 
prodoctlon is a major change. The conclusions reached under this section are, 
however, only one component of the many factors considered in determining 
the polential benefits and liabilities of an alternative and in determming which 
alternative provides the most balanced approach 
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AR-5] 

AR-52 

AR-53 

AR-54 

AR-55 

AR-56 

Sect!r~ 4.7 ~ll~cre|L~On~ 

• ~-99: c p p o r ~ z  1~m¢l in ao d ~ c ~ l o n  of uhLtevl t l~ bootie@ 
t b e t  ~ | ~  be p~ovldald 111 t~¢ L ~ l t  DOeth Fo~t urger 

Altlrr~tlee 2. fitS* I|O~I restored to the l~t F~o~th Folk, in 
l n t ln led l l te - le~ l l  k ~ y l l c / c l ~  run ~O0~d N ~l |at~l .  [14:'.er f t ~  
Cslol Vo~¢ to ~ d ~  ~2/25/95.1 ~ z s  reo~ea t /@l~  Neaef l t  most 
be ~ r i a | ~ L  

5e~tL~ 4.9 [S~cz~q~o~oI~c R e s ~ I I )  

. 4-122: Ohio a~ l~  the ¢~rre~t c~l~ttio~ ]~llll~tldl ~'Ol:~ 
ItS U~I¥ hl~ld in staff 's co~clul~l~ ~t ?aO~II*l p~l~¢~lll " ~ 0  
~V~ /to adverl¢ ~l~p~ctl c~ ~0¢1oe¢~¢1,*  ~t $~| t l~et  Cam be 

0~]y | f  o ~  l~ores the a l~ t | / c~ I t  ~|o~o~ttc ~ct~ o~ 
' (hi FCO]eCt Over the l i s t  70 r t a : s .  ~bLCh ¢ 0 ~ . ~ U e  tO t~15 ~ ly .  
St i f f  mist take into account t~4 e ~ i c  c0|~$ t~at vZll ¢0~1~e 
to  ~ ~|cz~ by th~ ~o~(ct (l~¢l~CIl~l ]ost fz]h ~gd ~hl ! l f i s~  
prod~tt&0tl ~ f lood ~ltfl~eJ W ~  @ V ~ t l ~  &~t ~OC'.0~¢~r~g~C 
l ~ t |  of  ~lCh a l t e r~ t i va .  1~4 ~ t l i n e  for ~zJ eva la t to ,  
~ s t  be alto | I c | ~ | e + *  

~ p ~ . ~ : .  1-127: S~aff'~ c~nc~ul;oe that Tacmi's ptoposa| vculd 
r e d ~  ~lood~; ~n ~ valley 15 laC~liS~ent vLth a t t iC ' S  ~i~.d~cg 

¢~&~m¢l Ie~ph~litry O~ |ed~mlnt tTanlport , . , lt~ &hQ llll~IStlll 
~0VJlatg~ll ~CII the I ~ t b  Fort co~fluama:t. ~l~q0JL'g ogqzadat~ 
a~d ~he ~¢~lkl Ot C0nv~yence t~mF~it ~ N~i~ ¢ont;n.~l "(4-2~ 

• t ~ .  (-122: T a ~ ' s  propo~l ~Ad ~t %nh~e~e" f l ~  
p r ~ d 1 ~ ,  ~ I d  coe:inua to ~iF~eas ~*lh p~04~¢~'.~ l~;  to 4 
~esN:  ext~mt t~ c ~ r ~ :  Fro]eeL o p e : e ~ s .  

E. 4-122: .~e  o:~-aente~co a r ~ . ~ l i l  o~ ~]te [q:of~l~c b(rt~fit  $ 
of fisheries IGhanc4iRnt w~ol~res is ]J149equatl. S~lt l  I~l~ 

- t l t x&s t t  r l l h  p z ~ t ~  potea t Ia ]  ~ r  T l C l e I  pIO~OIq~l arid 
' ~ i t y  t~ ~O~CI~C b e ~ f i ~  of ~ &  ~otsmtlal, Thl l  ¢lat 
I p e : t d i ~  tO I t l f f * l  ~J~;yl is  of  f i s h  p r c ~ t L ~  l~qF:o~emen:s ~xle:  
: e~ch a l t e e n ~ t / ~ .  

• 4-122; The al~l lySl$ of the ~ttnttaJ ~ l ~ C ~ I  ~t. tbe 
f~reat  p :0dec t |  zndostry to Im~r f /cz~ ,  F;tJd~g l i t t l e  
I n z n g f g |  l a f om t i on .  S t a f f  nNd~ to d~te~ v~t th¢ 
~r~) eCte~ lois Of 1115 tbsrl ] t  or ~Jmm C0~lty'l t~ ibez.~ro~t~g 
and ~ d  m ~  tn t~ms of  lOl l  ) ~  ard ~SCal~ to 1o~1 

; C I i t I l l .  I~Lti~t ~ 1  Ie fo rmt l~ .  t~ege La ~o ~ for 
Cl l~ t l n~  t ~  e ~ n l c  t : ~ o f f a  abet ~ d  ~cur t m ~ t  e~c~ 

{ ~topoa4~, ~blJ I t  pOt*Tli~ to l ~ I f | ' l  /~ l l )* lL l  OJ 111d11111d 
I~.,PI~4I FO~IIc~tQI I~(~ I 14C~ 8]+ter~atl¥1. 

AR-51 We have added wMtcwatcr boating to our discussion of rccrcation 

AR-52 Scc our rcsponsc to NOAA-I. 

AR-53 Wc agree. No mcasurablc effect on mamstcrn aggradation or resu]ung 
flooding is expected as a result of rcleasin 8 a 100-cfs MIF [o the North Fork, Wc 
havc rc~scd the text. 

AR-54 opmio~ is noted. 

AR-55 Opinion is holed 

AR-56 Opinion is noted. 
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AR-57 

AR-58 

AR-59 

AR-60 

AR-61 

AR-62 

AR-63 

~ +  S t l f f * $  ¢ t ' t a c a c t e e . z a t t o q  of  t h e  lOS$ I t  PZO:KL 
!~qdfg t . l ~ l |  ~ t ~ V e  2 •~ " d i l w a t I ¢ "  ts uneout~KI ,  b i l l e d ,  a ~  
; l ¢k$  • ~ e l N . ~ f J ~  con~ex~ + I ~ l t v l n :  f • ( ' t s  t h l~  $~e no t  d+sc|osea 
i t ( ' : ~3e  t~e p l£c~n~ lge  o~ Y+:OI~*$ t o i l [  er letgy Cl~:qlL;ty t£ e l ,  
Lte C I p ~ c ; t y  ~ 0 ~  I~+~ $OUZC~$~ not  ~ $ t  ~tle C~lh~4n p Z O J ~ t i  ; h • t  

+e~,++tl~er+tl : + l g l n t l y  l i t  . I t h  Ccshe4n Pgo3ect  l ~ ' t r !  t O l t  wO~1~ 
*'ca+/. + r ~ r  & l t e z n • ~ ; v e  P+ a y  fogu~£ng o n l y  on t h e  CuihfhIn 

F t o j e c : . .  l l ~ I f t  p l e s e n : s  • ::llStOCt~'d l a z c t u i e  ~,hac~ prKI~;c~S 

• 4 - ~ 4 :  $ ~ l l t l n t  t h i t  "eJ+IEt l iC xl~s1~t.y C~l l tg~ l l :5  vou:d  
~ y  r ~ g ~ e ~  t h i n  those exl ;ected gf~ex ~C~ll~eot PEOJKt 

O l l n l n q l e i s ,  The key  ¢~•ns~er41<l q ~ l t x ~  e l  l~O~t ~ C h  v x l l  Eate l l  
~e 1 .C+t lS IO? I x t hO~ t  t h i s  ln formt~ ,on+ the r e l l t i v l  ~t~O~++¢ 
+:P~I¢~I Or ~hI Y•~iOla$ e l l . l ~ n i ~ . i v e $  c•i~o1~ ~iI IIciEtR+.~lltd+ 

.~....~L124: S t a f f ' s  i n i l y s ~ l  o i  the e~:e..~a~.c~ o f  l a c l l i s e ~  
~. l lh ~I0~]¢~I¢~'~, f l o o d  l ~ p r o v l ~ e t t $ ,  ~r,d l l ~ c e d  t.ll~O~¢ plO~C.~ti~n 
'as~¢~ t h e  ,,IRP p r o p o $ | |  i s  s ' . iperf ic1•! .  ~ p ~ l ~ U - ~ l l  Xtlfog'~-Jl<l 
Oil+zlzOn~ll~+_tx+, ~ o r • t e d  p r e v i o u s l y ,  t h l I e  I~/~e~IE$ r ~ $ t  be 

11 ~ l I f~ lL i~ , l$ .  

p 4-  PS: C m c l u = l ~ n  t h a t  .+i¢0~a, d~P, and S t a I | ' I  p x o ~ : l l l I  
s h o g i 0  + ¢ . l ~ g l ~ s t a n t t l l i y  earpgove t h e  I m i O e ¢ O c + l c  s i t u a t i o n  o f  
+.111 T [ ; [ !  f¢llt~¥e tO [c+tren/`  P.*o~e:t o~4~[11~[o~15]" i s  ~llSllll<~ln~ 
in+ .~+~lhly p ' ~ l ~ m t + : +  i n  i ~ 1 t l o ~  to  m.~sklnq the s i q r t - ¢ l c a n t  
$O¢1041CO~a~lC hIPB [ h i t .  u<)¢:d cont , ,he!  U~'~eT "fit~i~l~'l  I t~l  l i l l e ' S  ] 
• t e [ r + t  YES by Uel~g I cu t renc  co~d l t xon  b l s e l l n e ,  the g e r l ~ l ~  
q~Jestlo'~ Ls n3/` a rgS~ t l d  ~C vh t~  e x t e n t  do~I  elCh e l t e r n a t x v e  

~. ~-~2~+ S t i f t ' e  a~+alysls of  the e c o ~ c s  o f  Inc~ ised  
I f i s h  p r o ~ l u c t : o r ,  f1¢o~ Lw~]:cve~Int$, l~d  reo~gm~ "~inO~E pzo(~uct~o~ 

uac~er the J!~P p t o p o I l l  15 S U ~ * [ f i c l e  ~* and grecl tKles I n f o ~ N d  
dectson~lk~ng+ ~1 I t l ~ e ~  pzevzo~s ly ,  t ~ s e  ber~fl'.s z~ast be 
q ' a l n t ~ f l e d  to  lnab~-I • I ~ l n Z l ~ l f l l  ¢¢al~ltx~101~ l l n ~  the 
i l t e r n l t ; v e $ .  

~ctx~ 4.1~* IC '~uJa t : ve  _ l l ~ l C t $ l  

~ :  TP~ere 15 .~C d~,~:~|$.*on of  Cbl~<}ll J+tl s i n ~ o l i t y  +.n 
t~e d I I=LS$/OA O~ Cha~llel IlO~p~tOr~tl*y, 

~. * -131 :  S t l [ l * l  co~¢ZOll)on thee ~he o v e r a l l  e f f v c t +  o i  the 
P E o j i c t -  on~'~r~oo~i++~ L~ the k i l n  I r e  * b e 0 4 ~ . c l l l "  l i~l~4~l the 
p c z n t ,  ~o oea x l  c l a ~ a q  t ibet  I t ~ i g 4 1  beh~.~l~ I~ I I  I 1  clloes not  
a ~ l i o r * t e  f l o o d  da lage .  The g e r ~ l  q u e s t i e a  i ~  v h i c ~  o f  
a l t e ~ n ; 1 i v e s  be~t addIelleJ the e x l ~ t ~  f l o o d  p~oble~ 
~tt~gl~g~.ib|e to  I g g ; l ~ a t l O t l  1~ the l u L r i l t l l ?  &~+o~ e ,en  i f  1o~11 

AR-57 Opimon is noted 

AR-58 Opmion is noted 

AR-59 Opinion is noted 

AR-60 Opinion Is noted 

AR-61 Opinion is noted. 

AR-62 Leopold and Wolman (1960) showed that meandc* length varies almost 
linearly with bankfull w~dth (meander length = 109 bankfull width 1 01) and that 
the meander amphtude also vanes almost l,ncarly with bankfull width (amplitude 
= 2.7 WI.I) By increasing the bankfull discharge by a factor of 2, alternatives 2 
and 4 wo~ld increase the malnstem's bank~ll width Both the meander length 
and amplitude would be expected to increase under alternatives 2 or 4 Smuomty 
is the ratio of stream thalwcg length to valles' length. By increasing meander 
length and frequency, increasing bankful) discharge as would occur under 
alternatives 2 and 4, changes in smuosity would be slight. 

AR-63 On page 47 wc make it clear that, of the ahcmatives considered, 
alternative 2 has the greatest polenttal for reducing flood hazards in the 
Skokomish Vallcy. 
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AR-64 

AR-65 

AR-66 

AR-67 

AR-68 

AR-69 

AR-70 

r t s i o e n t t  have  had to Idlest to tr lguent, nuisencl t looctang,  i t  
dc~ t  no t  l e ~  t ~ t t  f l o o d i n g  t a  not  I a l ~ ' n l f i e . ~ ' t ,  a a l e r l t  p to~ec t  
l ~ e c t  t M t  mUSt ~l id~tesaed. 

I , 1 - 1 1 3 :  r M  dlsOkt.~ltOrl Of W l t l r  t l ~ a t t t i t  ~' flJ.,l$ tO • l~ l I a sa  
tM f ~  logtlt [ ro t [  floes ate Icsutflcltat to inlet fIIIl~ 
~ab~tat needs d~e tO the F¢O~eCt. 

p .  t - 1 3 3 :  1"be • rmLys t s  of  cuet01*t~,e  P roJec t  *ft~et$ 
a q u a t i c  resources l a  i b y m l ,  h r l  i s  *)t) ~Ltzcxt~H~ of h ~  an~ 
t o  w~at e a t e i a t  t h e  P r o ) e e l  h i s  t e d o ¢ l d  lquat ic  Ixab~t l t .  Th~$ 

J t ( ' ~ t e a  lln aaleat~J~nt ~f atlgiL,kc hai~,~tit C~I, including the 
l o l a  o# Of~-C~I~I~ haOitat l ,  12n¢I P z o ~ a ~  Co113tr~cttoe.  the 
illeaa.~leht ~ l l t  be q u a n t i t a t i v e  t o  enable the C ~ m ~ a | i o n  to 
~qtellJ.t~ the ~lOUJ~t of f|ah I ~ l h ~ l O h  ~ k t  ~l * a ~ a t e  alld 
eq'Jlt&bLe* Nied oa the l~tolect'a ¢~l~Jlitive l ~ i c t $ .  $ 1 ~ l & r l y ,  
t h e r e  ~ t  ~ a q ~ l a m t t t • t l t e  ina~y$ia of  l o l t  f l a h  p r o ~ g c t t o n ,  not 
~ r e l ¥  a g e n e r a l  • ¢ l m o ~ i e a ~ m n t  t h a t  the Pzo~ec= ~s c o r t r t b u = e d  
Irafl c o n t i n u e s  t o  e t~n t t tma te  to ptoauCt lO~ l o l l .  

~ .  4 l]t: S t a f f ' s  t t na~ng  t h a t  t M  JaP p [ = f o l t l  ~o~ld  cause  
;adverse ¢ ~ , e c t s  t o  f i J ~  from 1ncteele~ t l o o d i  M o e e r l t l t e s  the  
$ i g ~ l f t ~ l n c e  o f  flooding e f f o c t a  and 1 |  ml t l l [e~ l lMl ,  r ~ . ~  ~ v e  
edgpte : i  to flOOd ¢ o ~ l t t l o n a  which ,Ira a tu l t~ l ta l  Fa~ t  o~ t ~  

l~ydrolo~l:  c y c l e  i a  ~ive: I y ~ t e u .  Noreover, loases a t t : l k t l o l e  
I t o  f l o o d i n g  v i i i  M ~vatfea by qatn) attclbutl l)~e co gnireelel i n  

h a b i t • t  qoant:t¥ a&d o : ~ p l e a i t y  unde r  the (OCOIIIm~lt~d f l o v  ge.~tM. 

~_. 4-13¢ :  S t e t l * s  c l a m  t h a t  l o ~ e t  Nor th  Fork ~ l t e :  
t t - e ~ e r e t ~ r e s  e o a l a  l o v e £ a e i y  affect aWltic II:~CiL~ ~'~leI tke ~RP 
pr~po$81 i s  a | s ~  5 M i t ~ I .  r t / $ t ,  tl~t'e 1~ no evtden~ to t a l b o t :  

; t g e t  c ~ c l t . m t o n ,  }us t  S r ~ l f f ' l  tex~eIt411c* end 9ud~rInL." ~)coo~, 
$ t a f f  : !  r t . e o m ~ n a i r ~  an  1 . h i • i t  to  v~.thdt'l~ll ~ m r  writer f :o~  
b~ke Custmln to i~egto~ate iny ;otenttal  a~ee.~e effects [tom Lake 
gOkahee r e l e a s e s  4 t - 2 1 1 .  

• 4-~,34: S / . a d l a r l y ,  ~ a f f ' l  O J e l i  t h a t  "ib**6*pt* C~lU~e) to  
~0e~ emre L~l: n ~ b l t • t  cm~d:.txons cou ld  plllce ~ek ti$~ JtO~lt l  
tn  l topJray as unlg.a~'d. AS expl~ltn previously, t e s t o ~ i r ~ j  neaz 
. ~  [~.c~s t o  the KCrt~ rotk ~e~ld e~c~: tncr~ntalty tO •void 
dele'.ez ~o~z i..~lC t I. 

• 4-13~; rhougb s t a i r  has aoee • bet.tee ]o~ ~ t t h  
I t e " t ' ~ e m ° ~ z c e )  ( c ~ r ~ a  t o  a¢.u. t~c : u o u t c * * ) ,  t / t* 

c~J~et~ve l q~ i c t l  • ~ l l y s i )  l a  t r i l l  ~ e f ~ ¢ i l n t .  A q ' a , L o t i t • t l t ~  
~ond q u i : x t l t l v e  acalysis of pre-ptc)e<t .11dl; te t m b l t l t  units ;~ 
inee¢~a to pzoeide a ~ n e ~ r k  for detezl~n/n~ how i ~ I  ~.iti~at~¢~ 
~.l ~l~t:e|eary tO m t  t h e  tTk'e "a~e~late •rid e~r~t~/e"  atat~d~rd. 

I • P. ~ ~]~: Staf~'a e a t ~ t e  tkat  t~4 ~go$1ct haa e ;~ i t t i t ed  
5,7J6 ~¢zes of v t ; d l i | e  h ld)~ t • t  I s  lnaccogate, the Pto~ec-t h i *  

l i l t : c l e a t e d  • tote i  Of ~,t)? IcrelS i |  dO¢~ntlKl in tha JRP'$ 

AR-64 We discuss the project's contribution to cumulative impacts on fishenes in 
section 4. l 1.4• 

AR-65 We have assessed cumulative impacts and have addressed past impacts of 
the project to the extent possible. We need not assess all impacts qualitatively. 

AR-66 See our response to AR-47 and AR-48. Susceptibility to stranding is 
dependent upon individual species, lifestage, and behavior. Chmouk and coho 
salmon and steelhead trout are parUcularly vulnerable to stranding because 
juverales have a relatively long freshwater residence period before outmagrating to 
marine enviromrtents. 

AR-67 Comment noted There is considerable evidence that higher rates of 
hypohmnetic water withdrawal from Lake Cushman would decrease water 
temperatures m the lower North Fork. We have indicated that the adjustable water 
intake would be required under the JRP proposal. 

AR-68 ~ our response to AR-47 and AR-48. Though not presented in the DEIS, 
we did analyze several options to provide staged flows to the lower North Fork but 
there is not enough information to f~lly develop or analyze a feasible alternative to 
do so 

AR-69 See our response to NOAA-I. 

AR-70 Section 4.115 accurately characterizes the acreages of land mundate.d by 
project construction. 'l'he JRP estu'nates include losses to other factors 

0 
0 
CO 
0 
~h 
0 
.J 
I 

0 

M 

0 

0 

0 

~0 
~0 
~h 



> 

,.7. 
hJ 

AR-71 

AR-72 

AR-73 

AR-74 

AR-75 

<¢::e.~pon~e:'ce dated ~ove~ce; 28, 1990. 

~. ¢ ;]~.: The exc lus ive f0ct.$ on tl~e I O l l  0l  Cir'~DeZ 
~loJ~¢::on that  vo~ld :esu:'~ due to :onvez l ,oc c. e ~and fzo~ ~.XTJ~Ic 
;*lo:J~c~on to ~ i ~ 1 ~ e  habi,'a~ :~41~agetmenL ~s .nbalance~. ~q.~ 
sO,_Lxon nus~ ¢o~a ln  • s - ~ : a r  dt~cussl¢~ el L~e ~a$  Ot wl ldtz.~l  
ht[:.~,•: i~oth It* %Se ¢OU~.ty &~d ~fl th8 S t i l e  tO enable cfle 
C c ~ : s s ; o n  LO p~o~exly Wlq~I the  l i n d  use 0p;I~¢II. ~ st , l f~  
shcu;d be ~el l  l~are, ~ i l d l i f e  hab i t i t  co . t in ,e l  to be los: &: ao 
, , : a m x n g  r i t e  ~oth on t ~  Oly'~p~c ~en~.nlula and ~ : t h l n  Washl~,g~on 
S~.ltll. 140]rlR3VeZ, ~l~e~*e |S ~ |J~pO~t ~O~: l ~ . l t t * l  CO,%C~$O.~y 
~$erClO,'. th l~  the loss O~ t~ O~ the avi'-L~u01e ~L~De~ bale i,~ 
b lo t ;  ~o'J~.Cy Is " s l g n l ~ I ¢ l ~ "  *hen co.~slOe~ed en a s ta te-wide 

p: ¢ . - ; ] 6 :  Aqa;n, Std~[ o v e g l : I t e |  the po ten t ia l  xs~oa¢~ o( 
teouc;ng ,~.J~>er p~od~ct~cn ;n the ¢C~ ty  Un~e~ ~h~ JRP pro~nsal 
t ~ |  ¢~s~eed.rg ".he puol~c ,In.O, u l t i l k | t e l y ,  ~h~ ~ : ~ s s a o n .  H~st 
egtegi¢~s i s  s ~ l f f ' s  COll~t~;son of ¢~e JPJ~ proposal i l t h  ~i¢C~a 
and staf.~'s ptopOSl]$. Th~ JRP ptopo|al  ~s chacacEer~ted as 
hlVZ11~ the "qreaLeSL negatx~e e¢~ect* o~ th~ forest  p¢oducts 
l.~dust=y .~ecluse t t  ~>~ld /educe ~be ¢ocnCy'$ t i ppe t  ptoduc=ng 
]l~,o ~y ~*t. In co~Lt l$ t ,  Se l f .  ~ c~lca¢~e~lzes Tacoma ind sCl~. ~ '$ 
O~C;O$~ls* vhlCh *O~J~d Cecrea~e i;zl~ez producinq land by less ~hsn 
I t  e: aav;nq <~ly a "minor negl¢iee 1~1¢¢"  on the Ln~J$'.zy. 
T~ese veoae-lade.~, s~bjegtzYe J~Crlents C~10~ l.be &nl].ySz~ a~d 
Sh~J!d be t e ~ t e c ~  wl~h the ~ey facts  Iel~lzaxng wr,&~ t_~e 
a l t e r n a t i v e s  l e a •  in  C i ~  0~ e~ploy~ent and AP.C~e tOz ti '~ c~.nty 
Ind 10¢a! COl lar*el /e l .  

, ~ _ _ ~ :  The ~ l y l l |  o~ :he F ro je~ , ' s  c~¢~l iL lve 
locioeconoeIc l ~ c t  on th4  ~ r ~ e ,  c ~ r e i l ;  fzsh~ng~ and local 
conc%~itlm~ Is  con~lulozy ~0 the e l ten t  l~ e ~  Q X ; I t l .  The£e 
las t  ~ IT) IC~ount~rt~ O~ I:~.e eCO~tO~lC hln l l  to ~he$il [e lo~l : :e J~e~$ 
£1Ul~d by the PZO:Kt (bO~t. ~n the pIS~ Imd C0ntii~uing) ~0¢ the 
Co~L|$ion to  ~eanlng~uily e v i l , a t e  the socioeconc~e l r ~ c t s  el 
the VI¢~.O~I J l te~ha~eJ~.  ~lthc~Jt that  ln~ogl~at~.o~l~ ¢~e 
C ~ ; $ s ] o n  cannot cc l~ ty  u i t h  the rPB ' i  " l q , l ~  ¢onsldegatJO~" 
~nda te .  

J , 4-131: 5 t 1 { ¢ ' l  COr~C10$ion t h l t  the ~'~ i~r~D<)ll! <:C~*C 

l r~J l~=y"  11 Ul~{O/dl/~dl~ {OlE thlff E~IISO~$ ~l¢~L~sed J,~Oyi. T~I~.~ 
skews Lhe I R & l y l l |  IA ~1~0~ of  s t l f [ * s  a l t e=M¢ lve .  

D e ~ m I ~ n t ~ l  ~mio~roma ($e~t~sn S.O) 

$t¢ t i¢~  S.2_~ _CO ITS of  k lLe rn l tXv lS  t 

P:~)eCL ¢os1.s. $ ~ r t l n g  ~n foz~ t *on  ~ s t  be pro~zded. 

~. $-4: T ~ ' e  Z$ no b4S:5  fog e~i l~at l~Q the iC~JIaCy Of 
Tac~a '~  &sse¢t;on t h a t  t t  h*s S2~.4 ~ l l L 0 n  of ~depzeczated 'l 

AR-71 S,..'e our r,=sponse to AR-50 Also note that wildlife habitat loss Is 
discussed in section 4 5 

AR-72 See our response to AR-71 

AR-73 Opinion is noted 

AR-74 Opinion is noted 

AR-75 Adequate basis is provic~xl in Tacoma's letter of December 5, 1994, as 
referenced in Section 52,  to assess the value of undepreciated project costs In 
his memo of March 25, 1996, Don Reading indicates that this is an acceptable 
representation of the book value of the pro.le~t 
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A~-76 

A~-77 

AR-78 

,M~-79 

AR-80 

~. ~..~: S~atf'a state~%~nt that i t  h a l  r.ot Oonsl~ered the 
ecoaon.~c *al~ of  nOn-l~Ve: :esourcel xa t h i s  s e c t l ~  be~.ee It 
h i s  "d : sc~$$ed  and ev&luited* : h o s e  r e s o u r c e s  JJ~ sac tgo~  4 o f  t.h4 
3~IS, i s  f l l se ,  ks *xNazned more ful~.y ~. our ¢er~r~l cmm0ats 
•bove, t i ~ ¢ ¢  ia no ~ t ~ l ~ ¢  a~)ys is  of noapovez rel~JrCeJ i n  t~e 
L'~l$, v l th  tae l o n e  except..¢fl of  the pgo~ect.~ eco~m~.¢ benefits 
of ~ ls to l t r~  f ish pIIIktge. This ~Jpl~ bOll in the ~ [ S  p r e c l u d e s  
~qull C o n s i d e r a t i o n  of povei  led e~apo~z v a l u e s .  

j ~ _ - ~ :  28.1 J~ l l  estimate fo r  c o a l  of :el~la~-~ment po~z Is 
i n f l a t e d .  BPAII esc~t~ f ~  ¢ ~ r g y  l i f e  l o t  l~96 i s  ~1.9 
s l l l e .  ~] 

p. 5-9: T~l eltgl~Ited i n n . t l  net lost O. ~ S12,610,000, ,hich 
~ e f f  a t t r ibutes tO k l ternat iv~ 2, le ~ ' . ~ l t t d  ~r~t inaccurate. 
S t i f f  Lncorrect|y u e m t e s  t h a t  ?62 c f e  ( i v e r a g e  f l ~ )  ~ 1 ~  
~eeto~J to the Nolth Fork tn year one *©d ~ou!d continue 
th~OC~tc~t a 30-~ex l lctnee. As ~ l i c c e e e d  p~ev1ou=ly, : h i s  ;s 
not In e¢curate c ~ e / ~ c t e r / z e t i o r t  of ~ ~ fl~d plen vhlch c a l l l  
fog ts i.crmct41 Fzo~rt~slon t o ~ t t d  a ~t u n d e f i n e d  o ~ t ~  f l ~  
~eggme that ~ g d  :eeto[ t  es sen tX~t  eco!o~gcel f u n c t i o n s .  The 
actual loss of ~enerltlaq capacity t~'. redid resul t  fto~ the ~ p  

I ; e ¢ c m ~  f l ~  regLmt case0". ~e  precisely estilrat~KI, bu t  ! t  

¢ ~ i ~  Develq~m~ ~ d  Jdm~m~aded /~ t t enmt l~  (84m~e~ 
4.0) 

This NCtiO~ S~£1:CS gt l .~f* l  f t a d i ~ g s  i h  0~4[  sectloal Of 
t ~  ~ [ S .  C~Jeqx~t ly .  the r ~ l ~ l ~ a  f l aws  In  s t a f f ' |  lnalysse 
l i eu [ tac t  ~n ~.htl e(K.'tion a~d OU[ i l[~leT C ~ I  ere 
ir~corFocato~ ~ * ~  by zeLtzt~.¢*. Addlti~l o : ~ n t e  ~:$sear b e l ~ .  

S e c t i o n  ~.l tCo~rat lvt  g n v l r O e m t n t ~ l  Impacts  of PJ',e."aat~ves) 

• (-9 & 6-10: Yhert i t  I 0  ~l~1~l~to~ of f i / ~  b6~tttt in t~ l  
v e t . e [ ~ l y $ 1 i .  

• 6 - 1 1 :  Conc lu s ion  that  OTt]? al tezr~t i~e WOuld have  "mtn0r  
to ~ m c ~ ' ~ l o n g - t e m  a~S~ez~e i ~ a C t l  ~[¢m flooding *f fecbl ~.o 
f ish, ir~2~dl~ l l sh  IU:lnd~.nq, I~OIiC~. end l*e<~UC~KI ~ ~ L v e |  
CIUS~ by [ ~  I ~ O U r i l ~  ~ t )  u~lg~ltl~tt;ICed llld l r l c~ r l l i l t l l l t  li~h 
s t t f [ ' e  f l D ~ l l ~ J  that ~ ~ f011 f l o ~ s  recc~trae~ed hy t h e  J~P 
~ould LikeLy "ze|u l [  In 2¢4~-te~18 ~eneft~s" [4-47}, ~ t h a t  t h e  
t lo~tb ro~k f;$~4ry "could  Lul~roy~ v l t ~  r e s t o ¢ I t l m  of  | l o ~ s "  14- 
41}. 

~) *BF& Proposes gate geducfion" In I s l e  Kler~, duly, p. 2, 

AR-76 Opinion noted 

AR-77 We agr(~ that the cost of rcplaccng~t power used in the DEIS is high, 
based on market conditions today "['h¢ vahm used in the FEIS is $21 O0 per 
MWh to account for the value of cn~-gy and capacity 

AR-78 Comment is noted The ccono.ac analysis is adequate for varymg North 
Fork flow releases in the initial years of the new [icen.~ 

AR-79 We discuss fish habitat in the aquatic resources s~:tion See r e u s e  to 
AR-30 

AR-80 See response to ~ - 4 7  and ~ - 4 8 .  
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AR-81 

AR-82 

AR-83 

AR-84 

,~ect:~r 6 2 [Co~palatzve [CC~=L~¢ C0a~$ Of tt, e A l l :e rns t :ye l l  

p 6- :$:  $ ;d l .  ~ ~ , l l  IEe~t l fy  the * e P b e n c ~ t  l~ isures"  t h * t  
: :Si '~S v~S"~'~ P.Ivl C'ol t i  ~.Ot C ~ l t e  v;tl~ er tv l ronmenta l  
I ~ n t f t t s  a ~  e x F l l ; 3  hC~ I t  ~'el~ed t ~ l t  : ,o~l~lxlon. AS Ita'~ed 
t~o,~:Pc3¢ these ccm'e~t l ,  S t l ~  has SOt I~pp'*|ed suf f lc len~ 
ln~o. . '~l t :oo . ' ton vhkch Iv¢~ s co~,.cL;Ia0t~ co01d L~ re ls~n lb ly  

0" ¢ - i $  $ 6-~1:  S t a l l  I ~ l t  g0 beyond l ~ l e [ y  de*~ena;~xn:/ 
I ~et~e~ ; s~ .  a ~ ' ~ " n a t t v ~  is  "elmira, tent  ~ ~ i t h  ¢¢~pleher.st~e p l l n l  

l o t  :h~e tkoko~s~ R~vet Ja l ; n .  Se~tJol~ 1 0 ( ( ~ } ( 2 }  exp[ass;y 
p~cvl~es ~hat ~[~C r e s t  ¢k~te~lll~e~ *t~,e extent to  v t t ch  t ~  p¢c~e:t 
~S Col~$~$tent ~ L h  • ¢Oe~lt~e/l l lve pl4rl . . . .  • 16 U.$.C. 

I r .qul ry  l~d determine vbteh of ~ l l t l t n a t | v e s  I~uld do t h l  O)~st 
++O IICPI~+eVe the q 3 4 [ |  ~ t  IO[ th ~J) th~ C¢l~lp~'ekl4~nslve plsf% 

~e~:lO~. 6 . .  ~ II~qency Ilecoml~r~4tionl) 

~% g~ner l |  oora~/s~l aJ~te p:ovi~e • d e t a i l e d  e X l p l l ~ l t ¢ ~  O*~ 
uhy S ~ a f f ' s  ~reaI imnt O! aQe~cy f i sh  #rtd ~ l d l t f e  [tccrm~n01t:,o. ' . l  
v lc :a te~ S:O{J: ~nd $10(a} of the r l C e r l l  Pover Act.. T~'ose 
coR~tnrs are ~n:ocpo¢~te¢~ b i te  by [eferenee. kddit~onaJ Ipac ; [ ; c  
¢¢,~'Nrn':s l~i ~¢ lo[¢h ?~41~.0"+ 

I~ { - ] 2 :  The ~:O~/ldl l e t  Z l } K t i P ~  r ~ d . ~ t t o n s  no. 19- 
21, v~ich~'h--~lress hatchery I ~ l l u t e s ,  ~ t l  i ~ * a l t d .  F i r s t .  the 1 . ¢ :  
the:  the reco~enla t to~s vega ~ e ,  xn ] ~ t ,  tO I i t l q a t e  for "pal'+ 
pre lect  c ¢ m l t r u c t i ~  #n~ O p a : a t l 0 4  IJqpaO:S ° t l  ~ t  gtom~ds lOt 
: ¢ ]ece toa .  Xs d ; ) c ~ t l < l  a t  ~.(mgtl: in these comments. ~ 4~d 
T a ¢ ~  ~ I L  pzov~de "|dlqr~l~e and ~ ; t 4 b l e "  protect ion,  

t~*.~:e,  fTlh~' l  p ~ s i t ~ . ~  ¢1~11¢ Only ~¢ tu te  P, r o ~ t  ~l~pactl a r i d  be 

e, l t l q a t z c a ,  4no lnhanc~leat Na|v%eS a~:e3s tnq  a l l  u ; ~ , t i ~ a t e d  
Pro3ec~ l rpacts  t o  l . s h  ~aO viLah~e - p~8~, co~t '~uing.  ~.d 

a s t l q a t e d  15 e rxc~ec~ l  I s  # W~( teX ¢! l a , * .  

$econ¢, the  CROt~ie ~dlms t~ tch4ry  hal  ~ot ~ t i g a t e d  1o[ 
~m~ld:o~o~s f~sh ~ c t s .  T 4 c ~  b u  pzcw/ded Only p a r t i a l  t ~ d i c 9  
!oz the .~l¢; tLty,  irtd S l e l : e ~  ~d lC '~ I~  $~O('k$ i PI~ ~Ot produc~KI I t  

v l lbOgt &~ & n l l ~ l  o l  Jo l t  p:OduCtiO41 p a t e n t l a l  Ipa l t ,  p l u ~ t ,  
and l~ke ly  f u [ u [ I }  l i b e l  PIOJK~ CO~IE+41CtlO~) U~IPI J |  GD b e l l s  
fox d l t e r l i n i P + g  t h e  l a t e n t  to  ~ t i ch  G*o:qe ~ ha tche+y 
pxoduetlen MS It'.+~1¢11~ +0l tho le  losses. 

t* T ~ S  ccmDent 611~ appl ies  ~o :ec~meadat lons  no. 24-2? 
and 2% vh;cJ~ i=dree$ est~a[y  L~:~acts. 

AR-81 Opinion is noted 

AR-82 Opinion is noted 

AR-83 To the contrary, the Commission does not conmder measures to mitigate 
all past project construction and operation impacts v,'hen relicenslng existing 
projects 

AR-84 Thc State of Washington dctcn'nmed in 1959 that Taeoma's funding of 
the George Adams hatchery wo~ld adequately mitigate for impacts assocmted 
with the original construction and operation of the Cushman project (see letter 
from Michael A. Swiger, Counsel for the City of Tacoma, Van Ness Feldman, 
Attorneys at Law, Seattle, Washington, January 31, 1995, Attachment 6) 
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AR-85 

AR-86 

AR-87 

AR-88 

AR-89 

WaXdX~* 10L1, ¢Npp*mCtz C) 

P. C-2: S ta f f ' s  a t a t m n t  thaE I t  d~l ig~td i ~  w i l d l i f e  
a l t a z ~ a t ~  1::* falL "w i t h i n  the ~[*Im~do~: ~anqe of ressorulbls 
a ~ t t ~ a t i v e s  betweqm **hql TIC¢4LI lf~d ~ patna t 11 pfoG14rl~at:+c ' B 

lu l ing  Ehe Jap w~ ld l i [ a  p :opo l l l  to  deaull'cate the pro-conse~vstlon Y 
19d O~ ~.h~ *rBasonlhie~e$1" ipectft~m, s t i f f  a l l . i l l  t ha t  ~he 
prc~>~= "balance" must i l l  |¢~el~h@re b i t c h  the ~ P  and T a C ~ ' $  
proposals. Th|L a = = ~ t ~ o n  is  e:zoneo~s and lead~ d t r l c : l y  to 
| t a f f ' $  val¢~li fe proposal .h lch  f411l ~IX short of provldLn~I 
"a~eqla t l  and sq~t~blm" pgotecti(m, a~ t l q s t i on ,  and l n h a n o ~ n t  
i s  =~qQiied under th* E~&. 

I Sta[f*s  f au l ty  a s l u ~ o t i ~  ~l=~s d i r e ~ . l y  from i t s  u~ of • 
cuHant  cond~tlon l~seILn l .  By ~ cutze~t cond t t i cn l  as the 
basalz~e for  deter~in~ng s l i d i n g !  ~ C t S ,  s la t y  fa i l ed  to 
~4)3~tl~Y cr  even co~|;dl¢ Ct~BtLlatlva u~ltLl i fe and w i l d l a f l  hab i [ l¢  
losses alr.oe Project conat~uct1¢m. I t  i s  ~¢c~very of ~he total 
w z l d ~ f l  hab i t a t  l~al ,  not ~he ~r~y proposal,  ~hlch ahoulo f r m  
one end cf tha ~s~g~ of a l t l ~ n a t l V e l .  Thus, w:tho~ In acco~4~txng 
of [hole iOSSaS, th~ra Is i nsu | f l ¢ i ah t  t h f o z l ~ t 1 ~  Up¢~ which to 
<ll[CXJ~t~e the 8ppropr l | t~ l e v l l  Of ~ ' * l d l i f l  ~ i t tgat~o~.  

In point O~ fsc~, [he dRY proposal would ~Jqate for 
approx,.roSily one th'~rd of ¢u~ulat lve wildlz~l .'W~bitst ~osles 
I lnoe pZOllCt CO~ItE:CEIOfl. Vialled in ~hl,l l~gh[.~ t h l  J ~  
p~oposal COnl t f tu t l s  i ItgnLfacant con~comlae ~ TaCo~*s 
p¢~posa~ COOlt i t~t lS L i t t l e  mote t.'k~n I toller~ gt l tuEe toward 
v i l d ; i t e  p¢ote t t lon ,  hccotdingly,  to InsuJe tha t  S full range of 
ceasonable v l l d l l f l  mltiqa¢i¢n alternativel IEe considered, s~ l f f  
~k;SY leJect In a i t l r h a t l v m  that ~ f l o r~ l  ~o~e wzld~i~e p~otectlon 
t h i n  t M  JRP p~opos4~, not less. hk a ~ IOAM,  the ~ ; Id : ;~e  g:sn 
s l~ec t la  n~st pzovi(~e a habitat gain ~hl t  is  *z~s3ghly 
ptopoEtzonate" to the Pro]ecE*caused b a h l t l t  |o15. 

P- ~ - = - : -  C-::: Use Of Parcel cost to aete~¢ine t~.e r e l a t i v e  value 
O| hab i ta t  p~rC l i |  i~ ¢nsppropcl4te, a~d b !a |e l  the ~aly~l$ 

J to~a~d : f . I  chell~lst p~r¢eis, hot t h l  ~IECell tha t  p¢ovtde the 
q~eates: hab l t&t  value. 1?m oust of parcel acqu is i t lon  can be 
taken l~ to  account only ~ f te r  the h~Oi [ l t  values of each parceL 
have b~4~n e l t a b l l l b e d .  Th;~ pe r ta lna  to  both ~ snaly~e= of 

l z l l a t l v e  ~ab i ta t  value a~ong t h l  Pa:c l /s  (C14] |nd C~m~leti~e 
Peace; v a i u l l  (C-15}. 

I In aOdILlon, ata~f*s I¢041<]~Ic a~sly l i l  I I  heavily biased in 
favor o l  pore: g l n a t t t l o n  and thus f a i l s  to m t  tba ~PA*s " e u s l  
cons[deratlon" sandals. The £~E OE hab i ta t  acq~ll i t lon I~stqbo 

I c ~ a r ~ d  to:  {1~ t ~  p<~er rlven~4 the CuJh&ln p¢o~*c~ haa 
generated fo r  Tscoml ~ince i t s  c~s t l uc t i om ;  {2] the =lvenue 
.aCO~ hal  =eceived sr~ w l l l  cont ;nu l  tO [ e te l~ *  ~ [o l  l~as~o lds ,  
t i abe [  contracts,  Ind o t h l r  r l v e = ~  ¢~lnet l t la 9 aCt lv ,  l ~ [  u on 
T a C ~ I ' I  propegty ~n t h l  Pro~ac~ v i c i n i t y :  arK[ (3} the ecOnCl~c 

AR-85 We made no assumption, however, that the proper balanco wonld lay 
between the Tacoma and JRP wildlife proposals; had [he results of our analy~s 
i/glicaled that either of those plans were better adapted to comprchensivc 
plaonmg, we would have selceted it rather, than the staff-develop~ plan. 

AR-86 Sac our rcsponsc to N O A A - I  Wc found that the available information 
and analyses were adequate to define a reasonable range of alternatives and 
make a reasoned choice among the alternatives without such an accounting 

AR-87 So: rcspousc to AR-85. 

AR-88 Parcel costs were taken into account only after theft habitat values were 
dctcn'mned. That we recommended acquisition of the Northern and SouLhcrn 
Lower North Fork parcels, the second and thud most costly parcels wc 
considered, and did not recommend the inclusion of Lake Stand.still and 
Potlatch, which arc the second and third least expensive parcels, indicates that 
tbe analyses were no{ biased toward the chcape.s[ parcels 

AR-89 This corrunent provides no explanation as to how our analysis was 
biased in favor of power generation, which is never even mentioned m appendix 
C. The economic anab.scs suggc:,.led by this comment are not needed to assess 
project economics in accordance with Commzssion gwdance or to make a 
rccsoned choice among alternatives 
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AR -".K) 

AR-91 

T~t b:aS l ~ e r e n t  In  s~ t t f es  Cos,,-~l led l e . l l y s : s  c! 
~ao:ta' ,  ; a c ( e t  vdlzes :S e ' t ; ¢ e n ' .  In the t o l l c ~ n q  sentem:e a t  the 
~>c-.',=-m o~ L ~ I I  F' ISI:  °ThC~g~ z r p o [ ' . ~ t  8 ~  serLIt t lve h a b i t a t s  i~  
ll~i 'l 'er~ r l s k  C: '..~glr.~ i.'~ d~lvilo~ll~nl vo~tla be pcoLicted by 
I~:IG~I~ eltl',~[ t.~C Cg{[=@ ~l: l l leaU~ ~ 1 ~  p~r :e l  or  jast t ire 
p[ IV l~e  I n ~ I d t ~ g s .  thel~ lc~* [ao~,;nql s t r ~ l y  support the t i l l s  
1;'4", these b ~ m l ~ : $  O0 rot  i(:leq~Ult~ly J u ~ : f y  t~e bLgh cc~t~ O~ 
~c~) r l r~  th~Is~ ~4n.~$. ~ Thl l  1 |  clc¢~llar ] ~ l c  I t  i l l  ~;l~le|l. 
~ l i ~ f  USes COII  [.v~ce - -  f ~ I I  t to  I ~ U O I  I~i~1 141~1 Of [ ~  
~41hvaop ~a~nlP ~ccell dad I.~¢I~ * q l i n  to  reject ".he ~l:ce~,s o~ 
-h~ gro~a¢ tha t  they l i e  too ¢xpeh$1ve in  | lghL  O[ t h l ; ~  low 
p~lrcel l l l ~ :  TIl.~l t y ~ l  Of £ ~ y $ 1 l  i s  [~ t~n t ly  U a l C C i F t l b l l  

°T IV  h i ~ l t 4 t  v4 |ue  un i ts  ~or 1~be e x t r l o ~ d ~ M l y  LILII~unt O~ Jl~oney il 
,,¢.~1cl C;IL" ~I IrZO~IO~I i n {  mi$1eldtn s {~: t ~  :Cal~.~| ~l;co||ld 
ll~ve. 

AR-90 We used cosls at only one point m our analyses; whcn we dlvtded the 
parcels' habLtat values by their costs. The quoted statcment descnbcs our 
interpretation of these results for Ltlliwaup Swamp 

AR-91 See our responses to AR-85 through AR-90 
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BHA/I-I 

BLACK HILLS AUDUBON SOCIETY 

w * ~  ~ ~ m  

Responses to 
Comments of Black Hills Audubon Society 

on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated January 25, 1996 

BHA/I-I The staff'has changcd its recommendation concen'nng the Richcrt 
Farm and is now rccomme.ading lhat a conservation cascmcnt be obtained 
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I'}HA/2- I 

BLA J ,LLS AUDUBON SOCIETY 

F ~  F-~ID ~ ¢ m  

w ~  ~ ~\ 

Blmi IMa A~h~.  C e m a ~ .  C a ~  

Responses to 
Comments of Black Hills Audubon Soctety 

on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated March I I, 1996 

BILA/2-I Oplmon is noted. 
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MTN- 1 
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;.mad m 
eJbl6t, i~  

Poderal b a ~  hgula~o~ C4~INI©~ 
I$0 f in~ lLreet U 
w e l ~ . q r ~ ,  D.C. 2D~6 

l e :  ?ecms  t i t ' /  Q4b t  ~ t t d t ~ l e e t r i c  I ~ e c t  

Dear Ikl. Ca~l l :  

~ 1  tl~mtai]Umnl i l  tke o l d ~ t  and one ot the bu 'g IR OO~ll~a- 
t~oo orge: t izet iol8 in  th4 I ra te  of I~abiagtoa. I~ have 
• c t lv l t i~  ©n tb~ Oiy~ic l e e ~ l a  aa~ ~ lo~q ~,a u 
Znteret~ Ln vetet q~ t l i t y ,  f i l i ~ l e e ,  sad v i i d l i f e  i ~ m ~ .  
~eae RO~*.LLnntS he8 provlo~JlF coum~e~ oo the lake 
pro~lct .  

The proposed z ' e c ~ t o n 8  an~ cond/.tl~nm for L / c ~ i n g  t i e  
pzoJoc~ vhlch arll c o n t 4 , ~  ~.ll ~ MI$ ~ e  • J ~ l o . t i e /  
z a ~ v i a n t  over t ~  p r o p ~ 4  by ~c~m Cit~ t i qh t ,  lever-  
tJ~elels, the ~eLerred  Mt~rall t ive e t l l l  ~ t l l g  ~ -k~r t  O~ 
v~It  18 ~eeded ~:o p i ~ K ~  ~ r N t o r e  the  ~ l ] U ~ l h  Rivet old 

,'n evaluat ing the :olicamsL~g pr~po~l ,  ~ sho~d teep in ml~d 
that *.ha o r ig ina l  fo~ersl l i ce~m ~ n i ~  u u  ias~d £~ the l i : e  
1920'a v411 a llclJ~14 Oaly to f lo~d I . I  4C~18 of f ~ r l t l  l lad.  
~ t  of the pto)6ct ,  i n c l u d e ;  t ~  dua ,  r m r w i r e ,  p~ver 
houses, divers ion ~orks, aad t r a m m l u i o o  l i ~  ~ r e  mv~t 
L l c u u d  ~nd 8~e ~rJiceused to th is  day. ~;~Jler, the ~ e c t  
m blillt ~thO~ln~ f i sh  l ~ t ~ r e  ia v io la t ion  of ~ t I  LU. he 
• relult of them ullaut~rl~d ~ i o ~ ,  the l e t ~  ~l~on ~ 
In B~od Conal v t re ¢1~8t  e t l l ioa ted.  Those tu~aatborlled I 
actioo8 n ~ d  to be addressed and eo~cected t ~  ap~tol~iate I 
n i t i~s t ion  la  t~e c ~ r r 8 ~  l i c e u l ~  po0cel8. 

k~ • r ~ t  eL ".Me prcJect the eat/re ]6oTth Fo~-k 9~oXaaish 
Rivet v u  dive~"~aKI, ~ the p~'o~ec~, cuITently dLve~.s 9St of 

.J~. ~,.-xq i 
i* In.,c- . : "1 

R e s p o n s e s  to 

Comments of The Mountmneers 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated February 8, 1996 

MTN- l Scc respoase to NOAA- I 
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MI 'N-2  

MTN-3  

the Slav ~ a~ties i~ dlr*ctly into aood C~nal. ~* diver- 
sion dried up tht Jortb Fork and reduced the ~£1ity of tho 
J ~  s t a  ~ t o ~ s ~  to ~ s h  se~iamt, is  a result, the 
biggest uttm W and delta in 8end C ~ l  tmrt Mavily iJt~cte4, 
the rivet" cMm~l filled in, and overimnt floodl~ £~:rwmd. 
FEItC lint ~ver t't~lto~ ~L~y ~d:igat.,Io~l for tbsee lOViromenta~ 
~ c e s .  

IltbouO the original license e_~irlzi ~ 1974, F]~ has per- 
aitt~l i~c,m,t to ¢ontia',m the proj~7. ~tM~t  a llc~ese .*or 
we~'W-tvo ~art .  rurtt*r, ~a nitiqation has b*~m r,q~red 
du:ing that period. I'M Preferred iltert~tive wuld l~no.-t 
seventy y~,,'u o! ~vh'c~a~. d*e~adation and ata.borite tok*a 
aiti~atioa through small cba~es in future ofmretiane. I I  
stm~Jly oplpose s~h a co~se of action. 

MTN-4  

• mJor f l ~  of tim Pals is that Ir$~ tins ~m:;mt comiitiou I 
, 'bu*li~e' for ~ t * r m a i ~  uvirom*t~t~ cmaa~ ~1. ~ [ 

m *ml c~:8 .  TMt Im.~lln* is l~oasitte~t Inth ~e  I 
f ~ r d  re t i re  ,btct govern| ~t(:, t~leh requiru it to give | 
oq~tl m ~ r a t l ~  tO laviroIt~atll a~d ~ v|laes. ~ ] 
c~mlid~atl0~ t*q~ti~u e0altdiratioa ~d mti~t loe  of ~ t y  | 
y*~s o$ *mvixomm.~til ~qr",~tioa ca~4 by t~ ptOJtCt lYlm | 
at t.~ cost oi ~:tdttc~l po~r outlmt ~ M ~ r  ~ c ~ .  t 

MTN-2 Avadablc data mdicatc that the combincd cffccts of water divcrs,ons. 
greatly increased s,..'dimtmt inputs, and diking have had only minor ,mpacts on the 
Skokomish estuary, Similarly, the available data indicate that mamstcm 
aggradation and flooding has been caused by the combined, syncrgtstlc, eft'cots of 
high seasonal rairffall, naturally low and flat topography, channcl and floodplain 
modifications (c 8 ,  the U S  lOl badge, blockcd side charmcls, and diking), 
increased sedimcnt inputs, and water diversions, not projc'ct water dr.'crmons 
alonc 

MTN-30pimon is noted 

MTN-4 Scc rcsponse to NOAA-I. 
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MTN-5 

MTN-6 

MTN-7 

M T N - 8  

The I ~ U : t L t ~ m r 8  suppo~m t l ~  recoamadat ioa by r u o ~ '  
agencies ~=d ~ e  T: lb~ t~a t  ~ t ro t&St  f~o~ LD f-J~e l iott~ l lot i"  1 
b e l ~  t h e  dlmm be aaJ.ntaluad i ~ . 760 e l l ,  v b i c h  vsm I~pro t i /mt8-  ~ 
iy  t ~ l  ~ I t a r i l  flow be fc re  t l ~  r i v s r  m d i e d .  ~1~ I ~ r l  / f i o v  01 240 c:s proposed by r i l e  ls lemd~p~te b ~  i t  
not  impearl  ch~lnel  CoaCh,.ions ~l~ t ~ l  mLt~I t~ l~I  or  t h e /  
e S t ~ l r y ,  ~ u l d  aot e ~ s ~ e  f i s h  INUII~II a t  L i t t l e  f i l l s ,  aOd 
v o u l d  ~ t  r ~ t  t t  the  long ters r ~ r ~ t l ~  ot  ~ r i l l [  
eooGylti41, l~on I t  ? to  c f t  average f l w  ~I  pr~l~eed by t M  
resource sgm~cis~l, s~bm~lOt ls l  ~ok~r co141a s t i l l  be ~ 8 4 ~ r e t ~ l /  
by t t ~ .  

P I l ~ ' s  ~lcoammadatloo4 f o r  ~ i l d l l f e  ntt lg l f .J .o i  a r t  ~ r i o m l y  
f X m ~ .  8y ~IL~O c u r r e u t  cona i tacam s t  • ~ J e L l s e  r i ~  l ~ J ~ r I S  
bo~ m ~ h  V l l d , L l f e  h& bi ta t  m m  l o ~ t  81 • r e s u l t  of  ~ p~oJec~ 
¢ o ~ r u c t i o t  s~ l  t~e f l o o ~ l ~ g  o f  t h e  l a n d  ~ L I J  t~e  d m ~ .  
l s r t b o r ,  FIIK m l  • f l a y e d  nmthodoloq~ ~ mllD~ t~e r e l e t l v ~  
ve lu~ l  of  l m bi C a t  F4~rcels, r a t h e r  ~ h~b*t~t  va l ,e .  Iu  
4~dl~!On,  r ~  doOi Dot 4 t t e i ~  to  ~ t l f ~  the e c ~ c  
t ~ f ~ t l  o f  r e I ~ r l n g  t ~  r l ~ r ' 8  f ~ s b  ~nd ~ l l d l l f e  ~ z  tbla~ 

I t  I s  u t ~ m ~ l i a g  t h a t  In  t o ~ t ~ ' l l  I ~ r ~ d  P X [  ~ ~ t  r o ~ 0 1 N l ~  i 
l*sb  I ~ I a 4 ~ ,  ~ s p l t e  ~ f a c t  t l ~ t  t.he ~ tmre ~ t t l ~ g O d  I IZ l a g t l l  I v ~ b o u t  fLoh ~4~I~lgO, and/d~m~ito l ~ l ~ ' l  c~a dater°  
~L~atloQ t h a t  f i s h  p ~ I U ~  ~ d  p ~  ~n e¢onalLc l ) l I e fL t  I 
o f  ~ r o z ~ m t ~ t y  $ 2 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0  t ~ r  y~mr. lalJIo~t ~ I *  L~I  IOOd I 

8~e p o t e n t i a l l y  Mong t h e  b u t  in  tb~ ~t~ce. rillC 

r lo'J,l~i t b l t  l i g  p4g~tg0 ~ L d  pe r l t i t  Chin ing ,  C~U), Soctceyee 

I t  t IL~almlm, T~OO~S IhO~ld  be ~ l d  to  1 ~ s t ~ l l  81~&tl o~ 
the  ~ ' t  f L U  l ~ s l ~ g e  , a C l l l t l l s  88 • c o ~ d l t l o l  o f  r e - i i c e n g l ~ g .  J 

Z= ~ ,  'rac'ema I Im=ld  be r~ tu . tz~l  to  u ~ t l l z e  t im beet  f lo~ I 
I l i a  ¥1,ilLlife h a ~ l t s t  i m s t t ~ i t  all t'ICOIUIIIdI~ by r l ~ [  
8qenclee .  q~eJe ae48ures  ~ ,uneconcmlc,  on ly  LI t he  p resen t  I 

t h e  r e q i o n a l  e v e r ~ m ,  r i l e  I h o u l d  r e q ~ i n  o d o q ~ t e  f l s b e r i u  
e l e c t r i c  r t t e l  arm ~ s l i t a l n e a .  l l m v e r ,  t b 0 N  r a m  a r t  belov I 

I semi w i l d l i f e  n i r . l g m t t o ~  o v m  i f  t h e  ~ T m  t o  r~tme 
i t s  r a t u .  

MTN-5 Opinion ts noted. 

MTN-6 We consider the effects of project construction in EIS section 4. I l 5. The 
relative values used in the EIS were based primarily on the parcels' habitat values 
and were developed only to provide a standard measure by which we could 
compare all of the parcels. We do not attempt to quantify the economic benefits of 
fish and wildlife measures because doing so would not materially aid the dcelsion- 
making process 

MTN-7 Our positive economic benefit for the fish passage option was based on 
the qualification that a be~thy sockeye salmon broodstock would be available to 
stock the North Fork. Because fishery resource agencies have not identified a 
healthy sockeye brood.stock, we are concerned about the prospects for success of 
the fish passage option. 

MrN-8 Opinion is noted. 
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OPA-2 

OPA-3 

(}PA-4 

OPA-5 

~.1:.1.$ Tee01mll~ltl}a :leers "~tt~ed ea l lze ly  upon t l~  o u s . ~ t l ~ l v l  
r e c t a  of ~ e  ~ ¢.*.*.*.*.*.*.*.*.~.ysL~ as vcL?,hted by e ~ U t a : ~  cost ~.~ 
rso2ea ~y olr~:L~: ccaPaiatl.ve cos t ,  ¢.~h~at preser.t;~ any 
~ud..~.~:ive u l e e l ~ . ~  +, of el~ hab i ta t  .'~q~.rs~ta~e or the eff icacy 

'~  ~ e  i~.~a snores i n  t~:e . ' ~  u . a ~ s l s  i n  ~ablcs /)-6 ~ - a  ~ , 

~ay ¢r  : ~ ,  co'; te  ~ i C a k l e  ~¢ sell.care ~nt ic ic~ted cost of t..e 
L - - . w ~  2r'ce...:o claz."l O~ r~e ~.~.es eo=.orlat~ ¢~s la~6e 

Jo elFAorttio~ of c~ea.uer a~te:na+,Ives to f~ .~reaace 
~c~ as obt~:r.Lr~ d lve lo.3~nt  ri~tJ, c:*Jerva'. lor. ~eae~.-.~s. 
fu~are ~ c c  ogttoos or ~dre~eokn *l:t~ sta te  or Individual [ 
ovnerl +.o s~aa~e for ~ll~.la.re h~bl ta t  ,ere +.~.clu~e~. 3ac'.1 :.-tlor.~ 

~zb i ta t  ,e r ie , I t s .  1 ~  
~e res-.e¢;f~Li 7 re~ue~.t ;~s~ c~:r:ftc" ~Ic~ of ~,h? 

c:,s:.:-rr,~c "... ~re-~--iP< the f1~.~ :~5.  

OPA-3 Because of recent changcs m timber values and other dtfferences 
between the proceedings, the cost of timherlands in the Ntsqually 
Hydroelectric Project's wildlife enhancement plan are sigruficantly different 
from those considered in the Cushman Hydroelectric Project relieensing 
and cannot he used here. Habitat type descriptions similar to those in 
appendix D are presented for Nisqually wildlife enhancement plan 
timberlands in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Nisqually 
Hydrc~lectric Project, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
Washin~on, DC, November 1994 

OPA-4 Appendix C considers and evaluates acqutsition of 885 acres of 
private mholdings at Lilliwanp Swamp as an alternative to purchase of the 
entire parcel. 

OPA-5 The text in appendix D clearly indicates that the I-~P results are 
based on measures of habitat quality, but Olympic Park Associates seems to 
have been unaware of this text. We expect that our responses to these 
comments will adequately clarify the qualitative nature of our assessments. 
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P C [ ] - I  

I ' C L 3 - 2  

PCB-3 

II.'mk~,/'..m ~ / l l J  

~ D  C~IL ~ 

~l F~ ~w~ NE ) 

~ c t  d ~0  C,mlmmm H~tm~V~',( Prom~ 

~ prim m ~k ~llmmur d ' ~  Cvnr.m pm~L I leau~ de,rids ~ ~:.~C. ~ r~ • nff c:~cam~ 

e,,ipm amm rERC ,,,~ mm~H~) COt d T ~  m ~ I ~ r  Cmlmm ) O ~ ' ~ . . ~  Pm~cl m ~m rm 
k t ,o~ ~ t  m ~s ~1. md ~ q ~ . ~  ~ Mm i ~ m ~  ~ 6 c  l ) q ~  m~ m f n m m m m ~  
~ m d ~ i m m ~  

/ ~  1 0 / , ~  T ~ .  md m(m'~l ~ "  ~ im~'L I / ' m m ~  ~) w~" IJ~!  ' ~ l m  I ~  

Responses to 
Comments of Pacific Crest Biodiversity 

on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated February 13, 1996 

PCB-I Opinion is noted 

PC13-2 See response to NOAA-I. 

PCB-3 Opinion is noted. 
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L¢~ D C41dl*l 
p id4nl ~r allO' ,~qu la~  CelW,~am 
I l l  F l~  S4t~t, I.; E OtCk~tt I -~  

Point No Point Treaty Council Y 
• 

toez.~J~, lot m I z  , ~ m m ~  ~ MUOaNU' Umt. ~b~b ~ l~d~  t l  Somd~ T ~  d ~ 
Sb~=t.hlh Itn~, ~ <af f~mt  c fex ~ md ,T,e~'~ .c¢#=. " ~  ~ht H *al: ~:¢P,. b~o,, ~ 

I ~ I i  i l  ~ ~ I d l l  I l i l l l l  I i ~ i  

"y*oe c o e ~ , ~  s ~  of t~ ~atamuh ~k ~ad (P, JCb~i h ~  m ~z S~'.RI~ 
t ,c~r  N0tl~ Fnrlt) ~+.kh ~m~ a~lm~l ~ I~ i00 m I W/and/ I  k~ I~ l ,  i l  ~ 1 ~ 

Responses to 
Comments of Point No Point Treaty Councd 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated January 8, 1996 

0 
0 
¢0 
0 O~ 
0 
~J 
I 

0 

M 

0 

fl 

0 

ko 
ko 
O~ 



> 

PNP- I 

PNP-2 

ttmm~b mimer ~ ~mt~, m tmittt ~ttm ~'~ ";'M m~ b ~-- ~ 
la,m Nmb l~k, tt~mtm ~ ~tm~im m~tt,~ k,~t,--, ml tt tmn 
~ at tn l . t~t  ..~ ~- to~mm 5t~. 

"~i¢ L~M~ St407 kml. ,~-,a~ m be IM it 1979, md ~ k l~91,is 0mmdF 
a~mlt0 bnt tt kmt f2 mlmk m ~  ~, ~ ~'mp, d',dtkk tlmt l0 ~ ~ .  

~ t  mtn.-.,---~ t0 imt~y ttr.~ 2~ ~ '~w m ~ t t t t , m t  l k ~  

a'** Li~m Svap ~ Ftm.t ~ =tktm .=,~ nil;tin1. L~W,m~ St, or, hmb. 

PNP-3 imp4 ~ m ,~. st~mist it~.J Ba~L '~s a ia~eee. " l ~ S b k m ~  ~ ~ .  ~ 

PNP-I We expect that requiring Tacoma to devclop wildlife management 
plans for RJchcrt Farm property in consultation with the fish and wtldhfc 
agencies and for Conumssion approval, and rcqutring Tacoma to develop a 
plan to enforce land use restrictions for fish and wildlifc protection on 
project-related lands, would adequately protect fish and wildlifc resources on 
Richert farm property without requiring that Tacoma acquire tttlc to the farm. 
Rather, we will rcconmlend that Tacoma acquire a conservation casemcnt 

PNP-2 We did consider having Tacoma acquire private inholdings m the 
LiIIiwaup Swamp parcel but found that they have rclativcly low wildhfc 
habitat value aside from their location in the elk migration comdor and that 
having Tacoma acquire them would thus be inconststent with comprchcnslvc 

development 

PNP-3 W e  have changed the text to reflect this comment 
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PSG- I 

PSG-2 

PSG-3 

+ 

Fe~t.l&"y O I ~  

| ~ &  W4 

The ~o,'mrai~ Lois Casl':e~ Sex:z~as,/ 
Fe.~eraf Erie ~,y Re~laso:y COmc:gssx~. 

Washington OC~ 204:m 

RE v~o~ct KO.¢60 ....=he;/" 

Dear iga. CaS~ 

• =+J~ ~m~ensln~TaCOe~Put~t~n~dams~mcjolvets~.on 
al~l o~ t ~  Sgc~'~sh RIv,~t. 14mso~ CO. Wa~tt~on H ~  ~JOled ihe 
Q~OOJ"T~nl W¢ q~b'e d c s ~ n L c d  tO Ar~ no rn~nt~o~ o~ the nc~/v¢ iml~4g.~s 
.'T~'m ets o~ ~ r  grta#~ have ~gterect both pas~ and ~s~-,: by tr~e 
~ ¢ ~ ¢ i o - ~ 0 ~  ~ t he  SgogorrL~ ~ r  t'of the c ~  i ~ g ~  Of T p U 

e T P.U. r t ~  extract ~1 w%,11 n l t~ t  ~r~t~n* to i x e l O f l ~  o~ ~ or 
OoU,~S from ~he ~k~ornt .~t  .r*,~ v,e r the)" h a w  te~ ,! I ~  OI OM'VI~J~ 

. . . . . . . . .  2 , ~ ,y 0.~ fTIUCII i~ riot mt~e i t 1 0 o ~  ITOI BD 
m~nl+Oa t t~  vaJue ol a &verse na~ura v/ urx:z~nre e c ~ a e r n  
~ : l v ~  , m o ~ s  e~ careless h)'dro ~m,jects react, re- b e.,'~7~ it~ ted o¢ :~  
rrv~r IP~ff W~ S d~'~tt3d+ I~t~40EMY 0 ~  '~1~ IOOG~ tl"~ O ~ r l u r ~  to C~C~I a 
~°¢:l°q ~ '  t t ~  frs~ ttx~ wed¢ ¢~ t r t~c .a  I ~  t/1¢ C o t ~ t r u c t ~  a~ t h ~  ~ 

IXil flow ~ f~cl: rt~lrtg~ons ~ olh4~ ~p t~ i t~  d l ~  i0 i~¢ l,t,~t~f~sily ro 
rl3at3 al~e lop v+'e.~g s l o d ~  tq k ~  Ri~l~f coco & <S+~m,~ i 

'1"~ (l~ta'rrmm ~n.tag t~ tP~.so 0arra ~s asa:, of-c~n~n to ~ we r ,  feel tt it g flot u t ~ e ~ o c m ~ e  ~0 T P  
act~Dt~Melo ~ef~,e~teOp~r~e~ for the at~e m~-~N ~,. 

- ' " "  ' ~ -  M '~-+"'~ POOtallg~S Ol t~nOl~Is ~ as rnu~ ol ff~ 

.s~o~ ~ a,,ga,es. 

/ 

R e s p o n s e s  to  

C o m m e n t s  o f  P u g e t  S o u n d  G i l l n e t t e r s  

o n  t h e  D r a f t  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t  

C u s h m a n  H y d r o e l e c t r t c  P r o j e c t  

Letter dated February 9, 1996 

PSG- I Opimon is noted. 

PSG-2 In accordance with the Cormmsston's Decommisstoning Pohcy 
Statement, we do not recommend deconumsmoning funding or the 
development of a decommissioning fund at this t ime 

PSG-3 We agree that the .IRP proposal would provide the gTeatest benefits to 
fisheries, in the long rim. although there are short-term tasks to fish stocks 
currently at low levels. 



SLC- 1 

SLC-2 

UIlITI~ ST.~TF.S OF AJ~ICA 
DgFOIg 

FL'~iEAL ~ l t ~  JE~IP~ATOtT C~ISSIOI 

¢~ty of l icm~,  v ~ t ~ t o s  

Cuslaao I/~d:o~l(<tri¢ hoDct  

Pro~ ' t  N.  41O 

R ~ H S I  "gO 

(14o. 460) 

Th* 0g.it [avirola~ut*l l ~ ¢ t  $ t * ¢ ~ t  iJ I ve[y d!fficllc do.,'~a~t 
to ¢ o i ~ 0 d  as ~.¢ce .re five [S} different 61~etnltives {iaelcd;nq 
Tl¢ona'. hoposalsl to 6ig*|~ ~ d  ilcerpr*~ IlL the ¢¢o~s 4|l¢u,liOml I 
~ t ~ * o  the ,lgcgaativn. P,c*evmr, ~ s ~  oa oar re*J~ o! the fi,e 
a t e  ~,~ re |  IM suogottiag coltents iaclided lo the G[IS. u ueLI as I 
otho¢ I~[t alo[ iafoclati¢~ a~ii l lbi t  to the $'l%C, l i  JtrcQgly 
COC¢III~Dd that ~ C ' $  F~I$ adopt A|~e[l l~iV{ .! {lO AC~IOIL t~ [hll{j$1 

C ; ~  Bydtoeli¢[ric Ft0}~:c t~ d~l t)e~e~l[ ~f the pubhc In ~¢oerll j 
i ~  spl¢i[i(elly, [o d~ ~er  iutereecs of the 2.S;G toe lassies at 
Lake CuJ~)44. ~ t  Sl'~ ¢~lebe*¢tedly ~Jcc i~es  t¢ cb* a~e-old ~.~i.-'e 
' i f  ~h~ IlehJg¢ isa ' t  b:okl~. (~0~'[ t ry t0 f ix iL"  

I~veccb*iels. b*vi~ esote$~d fact *upgo~t for ~ltecoati*e 1. ve 
reco¢aige that g$~'s  rel iceosi~ i e t e a t i ~  a m  to b* ceatete~ i rouM 
Altere*ti~ ~ (Staff ~ecmaeadationt). $TLC I~ !  c~ei'efot* Io:a¢]lc~ 

co¢.sidir =he i lP~¢t:  01: Like C u S ~  a~$i )ellSeJ, ~¢~{l i t t {~a~i$~J,  

5~EIFIC !~Ol~(k~IO~ 

Specific !afoma~iou tb&t hes ~ ~ * a  ~ r ¢ ~ s ~  v l t~ lo  t ~  ~[15 el is  
follovs, gs fakes ~:ect l~  ~ :~  tb* ? re l t t  of 1~$$: 

' ~ t t i ¢ l e  :. The $i l~ C f i N l  a.~d &l~di of [IdiICS ~ : ~ y  *.ode, 
teLt~lu~.lh. I¢'d. COaVCT to ,~1~1 UORfl SClttll 4|~ ~-~I~ t i ~ t ,  ~1:|e. 
~nd face:tit I~ i~l to :he l l~$ an a cc~act~ occur:¢~ b~, chea -- ' .  

[a~o.~t~oa ©[ t~e ibo~e qUO:e cleirl~ Irate.  '.bat the ~ . i s  
Is q'~gefi I l t h i a  C~l ~.IS as [e l i tes  to t ~  $kokol i lh Tt lb* ~s  el i te I 

l¢*.~o~Jidglieot, t l {eEf l¢ l  {0, OC ¢oo51~r1[ i~ l~ i t$.~wi[  co {~e 

Responses to 
Comments of  Save the Lakes Coalition 

on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated March 5, 1996 

SLC-I Opinion is notod. 

SLC-2 Opinion is ncaed 
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%1.C-3 

SI.C-4 

SI.C-5 

SLC-6 

SI.C -7 

I 1 ~1 10l"416 in=  $ : ; : e d e n  O( tobe:  2]*  |~9~,  ~ h t c h  in • ~ t : e I  of 

;~ifflCr+ i&v (hlt the leo] e ~ ( h • t ( ~  ~IL~ ilk( ) I ec+  T/I.e questi3O tl 
e3er )  ~ 1 .  why ( l h ) I ) C  ECt ¢0n t lnue  1$~)iGg [ ~ t I ~ Y  IflOOa: l lc•C|•! 
So ¢~•t  ~ecr~a (&a {C~ I~Ue  . t |  ¢u r {eGt  p ro je :~  o~I f • t tO~ l&,  15 iG t~e 
L i a r  C u ) ~ | o  r~Le Curve. 10 [ [S  t ah ;e  Z'3 p lge  2"$ ]  ~ n ~ t l  the lio<~ 
ex:ha~l ~*S bee= C U [ I l n i ~  ? 

I t •  PEIS ~tab • 2-4 page 2 12 * n d L ¢ , t e ~  ~at (or the mcQCb o( 
~¢V0~b~ FcXC I~ IICQ41~eGdLOQ @0~ • 0Dg ~ I  (O~{ ~ 1 # I e I I O ¢ I  ~e&~eQ~ 

C I I J I  1O ~ Maxkl1~] i I • W I  : e v t : l +  H L I I O I ~ C I U y ,  t l~e lO l~ th  O( ~ c ~ e l l ~ r  k" 
~ n o ~  h ~( h l l v y  I l i a | I l l  iC L i ~ I  CUlhlaG. . - -~.eIe|or l .  lSSlmi~g [~e 

; t¢~  I * r a x ; s ~ *  )I i | ~ e r  ¢ ~ l y  • O~t f c~t  r | $ e  I [  ~h~l I t ~ e  , e / e l .  
s a x ~ t v s  £oves.be~ a k |  l e v e l  e l  7Z4 l e e  p r e e c ~ t b ~ d  in  t * b l l  Z ; 4 . ~ |  .~  

you 4 ~ I  Io [¢e4 to  | N i l  v l t l t  ~ l t ~  =o l l o o d  c ~ t r o [  d c e ~ l t t e l l  

~ d o  # l ~  p I C b | e l l  i~ t ~ l  ~o~ l I  I lO I th  F0(~ l l o ~ l  ~ l h  H ¢ I ~ 9 1 ¢ ~  C I I I ~  

a•  h a l  I ¢  ~|I ld ( r o l  • re  ~ILLY Op I I l ~ lO=  ~{ ~h@ £111~ilMIG ~ [ O ) l ~ .  t~ 
I I  app i~ la~ to  t ~ l  CO 
i l n t l u l l  I l k (  ; I Y I I  d e p t c t l d  (OILS t i ~ l l  ] - 4 .  pdlgl ] [ ] l  doe l  ~o~ 
*a lq~s t@Iy  coo • l a te  the &o ra l ;  ~a l ;~v ta~er /Spr$og  = * ~ l a l l  soa 
[ l ~ , . [ t l ~ t  t l o ~ l D g  iO t ~ t  L l k l  ( U I b I I Q  eta S k o & ~ l l b  v a l | ~ y  r~gLoa. 
FOl (xmmpl l .  t h l ( e  &i o~Ly oo l  to  s i x  @let o [  r a t e r  S t o r l g t  ~1|oved ~a 

~ u r t ~  t ~  f i ~ e  Itootb F t c t ~ d  O•tol)e~ t h r o u g h  F I b C a l l ~ .  ~ ike  C'¢s~lln 
r i l l s  eO • " ( o | |  ol t ~ l ~ *  i c e n a ¢ i e ,  o( ool (If koch of  i a i ~  e q u t l s  • 
o~* i l1  £~,~¢ of I l k •  l l v l l  rlse . 'nlis • e l = |  t i ~ t  ~v~iflg th~ ~ a ~ h  ¢£ 
~ovelber  v l ( b .  ~ ly  CxeDtY - t i r e  ( )S:  t~  t b l r t Y  I )01  | nCh i l  ~( I & l n '  

vOu!d ~ g o i ( 7  f i ~  ¢oat~o l  problems d ~ v n s t l i ~  s :~  ~ = ¢ ~ t i l l  |lc~)~ 
d i l&g~  ~0 t ~  l~*e(  S~OkO~ilh [ l [ I t [ I .  [ h i  ~ 9 ~ v i ~  ~Ol ~ t t d ~ !  I n¢ ,  {¢¢ 
t h * t  ~ * ¢ I . t .  t~* •X~k~ . t sh  ~ d ~ * a  s e * e r v e ~ o n  

B O ~ I ~ I t ~ J I O U I • y  ) l *  LI~6,  Sto~ t  i l ]  " ~ l I I l  ~ i ~ @ l l d  • Joe 
w a t t [  l e v i ;  Ot )2 )  (~e& or  Lik4 C ~ • ~ O .  S~LC : e q u e ~ t l  F[ IC t o  

~ r t h e l  i t~l~ v t h l D  Ode|  [o  de f i es •Be  i f  ~ I  •gBClOI |O~I  v e [ ¢  ~ e ~ v ~  
~rom • ~mea ~o~ )aVe l e V l l  ~ d l r  e o r u l  C o , d r ( l e n s  or  ~h~tb*c • d v e r n  

~15o STLC ~e i v e l  ¢ ~ 1  • 1&6|IUN I l k •  ] e V i l  O( 723 f l i t  y i l { ' ; O ~  / 

o~ ld  8 ~ 0 • Ol t  d tas~k¢• ]  y ~ I ~ l ~ y  I ~ • $  ~ i ~ r  0•~ 

14¢11 . . . .  k•  ~ • ;  O{ ~ e  11~• 1 { [ 1 {  L i a r  ; 1 ¥ .  i •  {•11 {0 | 11  

SI.C-3 }:',•cause we do not know when the land exchangc may be completed. 
we have analy/ed the environmental impacts of Tacoma's pro~)sal and 
ahernatiw.'s" both with and without the land exchange The CornmJSSlt~n ",~fll 
determine whal course of action may be appropriate 'ahcn it issues a hcensmg 
decision 

SLC-4 See our response to WDFW-19 

SLC-5 See our respons, e to WDFW-19 

SLC-6 The daily operations modcl contains both low and high flow )'ears from 
a 22-year period of record Both higher and Iov, er flow conditions than Iho:,c 
contain~ in the model have occurred 

S1.C-7 ()pinion is noted 
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SI.C-8 

SLC-9 

SI .C-10 

SLC-II 

SLC-12 

SLC-12 

SLC-13 

I t  I p I t l l t i  t h l t  the f t | C - f e ¢ l  i f ~ l i i l | I O i  tO ef~ l l |¢ !  r l i i t e ° i r  l i l h e r i e s  i 
i t  c l  723 I f f t  l i v e l  h ie  l i k e n  precede~tce o u r  I U  b i n  q u e l l l #  i t  
l i f e .  t ~  e t i i ' e  l i i t b o ~ t c l  i~d f l o 0 d l ~  @g ~ l  v a l l e y .  L ike CflJ~llJl 
l i i l l ,  doekl  i I v l l i b l l d 8  

i t  wdi t  N f i l l e d  ~ t  t S l l  t i l l  i l t t l l ~  I l l  f i t  proF 'o i~  l i l t  l eve l  to 
d e i ~ f l i  f o r  i loo~ ~ l t t o l  l l i f l t t e .  I i  l i t ~ i t  4 i l l . b l e n t  m i t t  l 
L i ke  Cu ib l l l l  D i l l y  E l e v e t i ~  G i l t ,  t ~ l r i  i r e  Ch t f i  i t l t o i r l o e  Of l i k i  
i l l l i t t o l  geLn ~ l l l ~  Oi  f 121 f i t  i n i l i e l  l U e  l l e v i t l l  / i t h  t l o  
g l l l ¢ i t o l l ,  ~ e  l i t t l e r  i t 6  lO g i l l f l t o l l  i t  C~ t l l l t lO l *  ~10 l l  t l g a l l l  
i r e  e f i l e t  / l  t ~  do Got f e p r e e l t l  ~ l i l l  o ~ ¢ l l i l a l e l  of i n t i ~  
l o  L i l t  C l l i l l l a  i t  t h i l  t i u  u 71 l  l i l t  I II • prop <~ ld  l i k e  t l i l i l l o G  
~ f  I ~ * I  ~ l  l e f l e c l  ia t im  " F i t l l  t i i v e l i O a "  ¢ l l i l  l i t  i l e a l  of 
v l t e l  t b l l  ~ l l i  bees I v  b i  s p i i l l t l  to  keep t b f  iehe i t  the I t f i n l l  Of 
72 ~ t l ~ t  v i l h  ~ l h  9 e l l f i t o r e  , ~ l  t e ~ r e t o r ,  or no i e a i r e c o t e  in  
O H f l C l O i .  

t ~ r l l  p e u t o : k l  l l l d l a l  [ t i t  4u t  2 to q~,a ~ t h o i l t  I t  l ~  ~ i l e l  
c i t  o i l ?  l C f i p t  Ir~m b l l l l t ~  l.4GO t i l l  2,700 l i e  e t  e l y  ore t i l l  I ~ l r  
301till o t e t l l i i l  c i l ~ i t l o l i .  ~ l l r i l o r e .  I ! l  O /h i t  I x c l l l  f i l e t  m i t t  ~t 
I p t l i e d  U d  l i l e i l i ~ 0  d(~11 the l l i e r  l l o f t h  Foil ,  l l o c ~  c o t i l l l  I~ t~ ie  
l i l l l t l l  i l  t e l i t e¢ l .  

~ l l l  I l l l  ~ l lS i l l  l l i P i l e ~  i l l t ~  I H l ~ e  ol " l ~ l l L "  l i l l / l  
e o ~ l t i o l l ,  t h e i l  i l l  tO I n l l l i i l  %o I ~ v l r l l  l l l l h e l  c c i d i t t l n e  t ~ l l  I 
Ii~tul 7l i l ly t i t b i t  the r e t l l ,  I t i l e l l a l  l l i l ~ e f  c O l id l l lOn i  ~ l ~ t  ~ e 
i ~ f e l e l d  to l ~ f  F£~5 ~ l t ¢  Ord~ I~ the t l l l i ¢ ~ M l l  t i l l - . .  

"To f ~ i t h l t  ~ l l ~ t l a t e  i l c [ I  I~d f | q u t e $  tilt  v a l e 5  1hole i t  
~ttar.lli* ~ :  5 a l l  nov t i loin ia c | l  cod can be ~ortelat l~l  eesl~c 
~ : ¢ m ~ . t  L ~ : L .  i~lth g , i e . ' i t o c s  ,a  O ; ~ t e t L ~ , . ,  
Cut~'atn ~ I ~ d l i ¢ h i r q  ~.g 2500 eLI o( a l t e r  s t 0 r ~ i t  e~ th  ~ i y  I 
[ ] )  fee t  of l i t e r  I t 0 t i g e  i v 4 | ] i b l l ,  Tt¢e~t v ~ L d  b~ ieq~t ted  to  s t i l l  

I r e t l e ta t  ill 

T ik i t~  l a t e  4¢ecmttt I g i i l .  the  v i l u H  X I S  t i b i e a  .~-4 9ege 2-12. 
teblll  2-S ~ l g l  2-IS.  ~ t t t i c h i l e u t  a l i l i r  2] l o t  t l :e tmntb o( 
3oveili~r c l e i r l ?  r e f l e c t s  I !ttlli ~ r iq t i i r td  s p i l t i c q  of . t , r  I 

~ol.. I by Ticosa I t 6  v i i i  C e i l l t  LB H I  ~:~ | l oo~ i l i  ot the  m i a l t u  of t b t  
Skokaoilla l ive r  ~ to  ke lp  Lake CVlhutl  I l t h t u  i ode (1) f~ l :  I l i ¢v t~  
l i i t l t  lltorINI r i l l i i luent .  

1**.~ ~_.~vit~mli~til X i l i t t t l  

t i f e r [ i : i t  to  the q o ~ t i i l ~ l  above | t  ~ .~ . l .~  h l e V o i r  Ope[etic,~l, *.be 
q~ot i iLet  is  t t t b l~ t eu l .  ~ ce~ reeervoi~ t t t m 0 ~ t  [ e u i n  ties t i m  
today ill p f f i l fVe  I lOee[ P rO~licttGl~ i ~  ll~lllftiilll ( 1 0 ~  CtlltfOl 
be:mi l t s  ~l~lil Zibl¢ 2-5 a l l o t s  l l re i t l#  the do lml t t e l l  f i l l  c ~ t : o l  
of the levee ~or th  f o l k ?  ~ t e i ~  p to l lm l~  I I0Ve l i tme I i l l  t r e a c l y  
i a c l l l e ¢  ~ ¢|1 ill t i l t  l l i l i l l l l  IU I~Idlt lCl l  FI~C l i s t  t i l e  z i t o  

i dVey l i  i l ~ l  i l f l 0 v i  t b l t  l i l l  I l l e i l  I ~  U i Q i t l l  i I ~  l k o k t l i i h  

V i l l e l .  

SLC-8 Opinion is noted 

SLC-9 ~ our response to WDFW-19  

SLC-10 Sic  our response to SLC-6 

SLC-11 See our response to WDFW- 19 

SLC-12 See our rcspoiase to WDFW-19  

SLC-]3 S ~  our response to W D F W - ] 9  
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SI.C- 14 

s,.c.]51 
SI.C-16 

SLC-17 

SLC-18 

SLC-19 

:"~.~ CCa'.=I~C~ CO~C~tS Vlth Ib4 I L : l t  t~o I I0 [e~¢ ' . I  ~cvI~el ~,e I I IC~4 IY  
d ( s l g r e l  v~:h ~EGC'e ¢o~c1,1=¢ou in ¢b¢ ~bird { L i l t ,  seetecae ¢~ the 

$ : o ! t [ I n  [ 4c l | l e ze l l  cog~d ~ot ~ t e ~ ¢ L t  t (  the ?~5 ( ~  e]ev&t;oo 
]ev~ l .  I."~der TM lease  eQlee 114'Gi. v t I b  * ~ e ¢ l  IZL ~eaJl~5 ) [ O ~ l l Y  
~UOdl . '~ l I  e ~  i t  ¢~l  7i2 |Oot I L I V I t I C O  ;*ve] ,  lee ~este@ LeeII 
41~ i r r l i l l [  ] ~ I  u~osed  ; e ~  ~ltvee~l the 941 tool: level  e~d I I~t  o! 
7.~5 ( e l i  be|oO~l to  the City 0~ TIC011 iD~ to t  tO abe ~el I~ l -  TI~O~4 
h i s  I t i t e ~ *  I b l I  v i l h  C i ty  pet II~.s ~Oq~i t~  Ic  Eu l ld  ~e~ l~ £hLS ¢ : I~  

o i e i l ,  i t c  e t e g ( ~  6t the 725 t ~ t  {evil  iM'~here(oIe  30 OiLVlle 0:  
; g~ l i~  4¢¢8II+ 1 ~ S ,  (.~eIe *oul~ ~ i o  61¢ec! 0¢¢ei:  f=cI l es lees '  
~.roTefL? Li t ~ l  Levered ~eke I l e a l .  

OdOr p t o b l ~  i c J i *  * l l *  v t t h  • I ~ * t ~ l  m u l i l I  l i k .  lave{, v c ~  t I l l  i~ le~ .  ~ack7 a|0pql  ~0 aLIIOI( |Lee |&l~s, ~ ~ ~aa| o~ a~ l iV4[ l~  ~le~ 

r i ~ [ M r ,  i ~ i  [~ T i¢oJ l  ,ere ~e 1rent ~ [ i d c l  ~or ~ lv  coaet(~¢*.lo* i t  

lie|Lilies ~Vll I~¢¢IIIL~ igal~ IlrrILI I ~ .  II II er~l OVII 

1 0 I l l  ~vlr 10 N C ~ I I I I F I I [ $ *  (Up tO ]/I I L L I I  I I ~ I  (U r r lO l  LQc&li0~l. 
~ii~O* ~ * ~  Ig t l 4 I I  t* | th ~ r  CQICLuI I~  I ~ I t  i t  I~O~lL4 b•  ,~*t 7 @(~ns iv l  
and (J I l@-¢~l~a l~ I  ¢0 { i l l ( e e l  I ¢ I  [ ~ l  ~ I [~  ~ l t  i•~1~c~la. FO: 
| x6 I I~a .  I l l  ~V~SL~41 ] pi l ik ~*Ie • drIFp e[ ~ ~ellE 8~d i ra  ~iv~II~Oa 14 

O| Ip~op~l w~I'4l~l LQi# ( b l i  i c c e l l  tO : ~  L4~i ~ ich y i l t .  

S~.C t~ii~¢ii ~lheva I !1] i¢ i~lJ4 be ~ii~0i.eibl4 | a t  [ e i l d r l ( s  lad 1 
I o ~ r ~ l t l  14 d | V l l  to ~ lieu J~O la I | l i  I ~  (Z)  l l I I  l ¢ l t h i t i ( I  0£ t h l  J 
I;ll I IU I~  ~Nf CloWN f l ~ l {  (ha= I~ l f lCe~ i (  [ M  L~l~ ] ev i l  ~Jie 

CuhIel ~IOIlrt kII bIel I~l¢II~ al I I~LI= O( ?)I tilt {Of O;It 

tO [OI  C q l l r l  [ ~ l (  ~• ~il~III M L~III4 tO • Illtll o( ?~} ~Ilt 
I i  iiiSCrj~i4 [C [ ]  s ¢IbLi I - l ,  R~le ] ' i l l  l i i p L l  b4¢luI~ I M  li~ 

/ '~C l i l t  ~ [ I~LCdI~ B i t  (Or ] l  y l t r l  T 4 ¢ 1  ~ l  I I I I I W 4  4A 41~ I~  
l l ¢ Ie$1  for  o~lra¢l@l IOEIS ( • b i t  ~ '3 .  ~g~  ~-$] @a4 ~4ke Cvs~si~ h4 i  
~e~I I~IOTIt~14 i t  the ?)1 foo t  l i ~ i I  v ~  • l i i l I ~ i  I l i a  Levi! 4t I I 0  
( l i t .  ~ I ~  | s a i l  do not ¢ ~ l ~ t e  v ~ h  l e~J t  ] - k  Out ta I  t h i l  2O-ylet 
f i l l  04 ~d~l CUlh l l  ~ ~,~i NI I~  I I t l I l i O d  l¢  e I I e X L I I I  711 I~O[ )e~11L 

¢~gI LII IIId l i d  t N u i t e  • I ~ I I I I ~  0[ t h l  Llkl Io  I t c h  IA eI¢I11I 
~L~I~ ~ Q I ~  IU~e~iII~II |y  deVltUa (h i  ]lGIl~l iGd LOtI 404 Teoda[ ttJ~lr 
bvl~slede ~c4 d~ckI ¢ ~ p l e t e l l f  ~ ¢ l h L l S I -  

SLC-14 ['cxt has been added to reflect this comment 

SLC-15 Comment is noted 

SLC-]6 Opinion is noted 

SLC-17 Opimon is noted 

SLC-18 Opinion is noted So= our re.~txmse to SLC-3, 

SLC-19 Opinion is noted See our response to SI.C-3 
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SLC-21 

SLC-22 

TIC~na*I t a t t r e e t  i a  iA~L~IiO9 ~ t a r  l (~4t  r e g t r i c t l o a ~  ~ the  II%~lr ] 
o n e - t h i r d  of  Ule l i k e  I t ems  p r l u r l l y  ~ r ~ t  p t ¢ l e e t e  e ~ r t o ~  by r i l l -  
h i e  t e d  t e c r e t t i c 4 ~  O t g l ~ f s | t i ~ .  STLC fe¢~sOl~ds  t h 4 t  T e C ~ ' I  
~ :opoJeL.  l (  i l p l e ~ a 4 C e ~ ,  uoold a l l o w  r e s t a r t  v l t h  n i t e r  ~O~CO to  1 
t r a n s i t  t h e  ipper o ~ e - t h l r d  of t h e  l i k e  t l t h o u t  c r e ~ t l u g  l e k e l  to  o r [  
f r ~  t h e i r  r e e l a e n c e a .  

t e g a t e i z ~  A l t e r n a t i v e  ) ( S t i l t  t e c c ~ o d e c l o a )  I ~ o ~ e .  ~ H4ec~ CalOry • 
Ord inance  d e t e ~  lqatch  30,  ITS) ,  I I I t s o l ~ t t ~  3 1 - 9 )  Haeoe C ~ t t y  ¢ ~ 1 i  [ 
C~mptet 1 9 . 0 4 ] )  already res t r ic t s  g~torlzo~ ~ o e t i n ~  ~G Like  [okeoee  to 
7 5 ho teep~ee~  mo to r s .  T b e r e | o : e  F[I tC'e  t i c k e t e d  c l ~ I g  v f  a l l  o~ 
Lake I(oki~ee co imtotlzed bo4tiog voold hive • ~ u t ~ :  l i g n ~ f i ¢ ~  ~- 
u e g e c i v e  laptct  a c c o ~ d l a 9  co C o a l s t - ' ~ - - m r e  r e s i d i n g  o~ ~ k e  
Xokaoee. 4Is attaChlmat e~1~4!  b, ¢ottrery to Y ~ C ' l  ateett loe, 1"al l  
~ u l ~  teSC~tc~ t ]~J t  ~ ' 0 ~  VSillcJ t h 4 l r  b o t t s  OG t h I  lake u h e t l  tbey  

SLC-23 

ks  t h e  s a t i r e  8 ~ t h - e l v i J i o o  ( I o n  t h e  ~ W  l ~ l t i u l  l l c l l | t y )  I r e s  e i d e r  
t h e  c o n t r o l  of  t h e  LOIC I I  d e v e l o p  °d  l o t  h o ~ J i n g ,  FEIC*8 r e c ~ e ~ e -  
c t ~ 8  e u u l d  L a c t a t e 4  o ~ e r c t o e d l a g ,  l i t t e ¢  p t o b l w ,  i I ~  e i t a  i n c r e a s -  
ed  J~Jse ~ gte|l~¢ |or ¢eeideutl. D'~tther, abate voe|O be lo nmntqe- 
song coat(el o| the pohl l¢ f a c i l i t y  bY Tic t i e  unless aa id4 i t ioaa l  
cootr lctor l j  ~o be h i r e d .  

SI.C-24 

The qvoted  8 t a t e ~ n t 9  by F ~ C  from p i g s  4-109 l a d  p e ~ t  C - I |  ~ , o v l  i s  
c 0 a t r e d i t t i v e .  Dee $ t e t e e e o t  r e l a t e s  "the s h o r e l i n e  p l r k  . a d  b t ~ t i n 9  
e c c e s |  cou ld  ~e o p e r a t e d  a l  oae  ~ b l i c  r e c r e l t i o a  a c c e s s  s i t e  - - "  end 
the e t h i c  | t r e e , e a t  u y e .  " t o  r e , t h o r  : educe  d i l t u r ~ J n c e  of . i l d h f e  
L i k e  KokAaee - - "  c o a £ 1 1 c t s  v t t h  ~ c h  o t b e z ,  k l  Lake EQklme~ h a 5  v e r y  
{ i8~ t ed  a c c e s s .  • p u b l i c  s a o t e l i a e  p a r k  v i i i  d r I J l t l c M l y  ~ n t t e a s e  
v i l a l l t l  d i s t u r b a n c e s  f t ~  e a  i a c r e e n  of say  ~ i t l ~ e l  p u b h ¢  e s t g e .  

SLC-20 There is no SLC-20 c, ommcnt, so no response is provided 

SLC-21 We have changed our n:commendation to allow motor boats in I,ake 
Kokanee. 

SLC-22 See our respor~ to SLC-21. 

SLC-23 Opinion is no~ed. 

SLC-24 ~ our response to SLC-21. 
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S I . C - 2 5  

$1 . C-26  

S I . C - 2 7  

~,o clrte~t o1'o|:s O~ the ~esolt do {Iot ¥¢0t t]le .~{n,~ertf tlkeo over 
?anglo ~b l i c  Ut i lz t ies.  ~bey wa~t to salve tM pubhc b~ coeti~oio~ 
co cLc~':de o clew. well sooWeci priwatd'r t ~  relent ficil;¢y. 
fvp~ite,~ Ln ST.C's ie~l 'C o;. ~eCell~he! l ,  1~t3, Ans'v.er$ tO ~OILtIC-2S 
L a l ~  ~ SLOe l l ~  ~ebsLeL, ~.hl Lea43L( ~ i i  Oar l ~ t ove~  Ll~e ~lL~ t'l'-le$ 
cn :2 c lb :u ,  2; EV ~tes.  ,rod 12 c ~ i c e s  tucl o~ , r  fmeoitiea tot 
recreatioaeiists k!~:. t~ert ace ~ re~ r~  pL~a to {crCheL ,J~cl~e 

tee reset:. 

~e: acres is ~o" on a~q~te  size to a c c ~ ' , e  ~e~ p.~bhc access el '  
F C O ~  I~/ A ~ r n , l l t l ~  I iSte ,~-~ | ecoleo~at lo~i .  t;|tCe~ icce.'s is 
dea~ahle as z." aur:entll, so~=tal0~ b7 nvoe~s 0! the ~es0ct. AI~, s 
7~..i {ant lake !evei ~ould re~uire i ,,~ch lo~qec scooper ztup o~e: a 
cocky, bevere glide s~,~Le};Ce ~ ;ch  ~ 1 ~  be ~zlL~o~$ to the ~;bhc. 

TIaoM ~1~ sot e x p ~ e ~  a c~esiN to take aver t ~  L~n (a'~al~ insert. 
k ~  ~ a l ~  the! I;e I~c eli ¢~is nn$oliaic¢4 positio~ v~o zt ~s silently 
being/soa~9~ e~ioc'.ively? V~y. get 'big b ~ s l ~ s '  lo'.'~lv~2 ~n'xac 
~rp~se Yo~i ~ . t~is aerve? 

f"~{~"! rea~io~ a! to the en*.esoco0 nO~ ~alery Of all extll)~e<l oc . . 
alp in coli~.Laalar vn (o [tsel~ The do:e!  c~e ~QW I$ es[eo~e~ ~.o to~j 

*~.'p drop o ~e lore da~-;nco~: i t  beco~: r.~r b~l:era ta "enoch ,m e 1 
retrieve be I~its.  lc ,cv ~ }use be to e~ey to step o,;,; L~ ~ro? a.;! 
,eta . , . c   ,cb be to n 

I f  the ~ko C ~ n  leSliCt is li*dt o ~bl ic  ash i sc i l i t !  it is !i~eLy 
~nt aYeLc~,~iot ot tl~t l i l i~t~ lovatic¢ hil l  r ~ l t  tli: 

i,~l u o l ~ l ~ l  pr0bless o! encnas tcalfio ilito the sip~io ~me r ~  
leadi~ into the Laser: v~'ueLn ti~ecn is very lili~ted ~ r i ~  

i l l} Ft~b~ble overcrc~,di~ ~itb intolerable ~oise levels ,;or 
aeiT~:o:i~ restcaato ~OS~ boles iaostLy ~r l i i ,~oLl ib~t c~e 

Le~ct property 

[el eacess h i r e r  ~ p~bl l t  ouiaeaat pr~les~ , i t b ~ t  ~-~c. -  
~ e r s  ¢o constantly ~ t ro1 the i ac ih t? .  

~.,ece ts c~r:entl.v a State [,~rlt m~d a L ' t i a ~ l  t i l l  cr, ~ke C u : i ~  ¢e 
;rovxde p.bhc ~cces~ and recreation. ~ '  asi lot pLcb!e~ ~eta t~ere 

~r! oJna. ~ 

S[.C-25 We arc no longer rccommcndin 8 acqulslhon of ~c [.akc Cushman Rcs~n 

SLC-26 Opinion is noted 

SI.C-27 Sac rcspon~ to S[.C-25 
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SLC-28 

SLC-29 

SLC-30 

SLC-31 

SLC-32 

I 
~i!.- Taccla lass tt~ ~ t  Crossio9 area tmst~l to warn of possible I 
spl.iliag oi ~tet  at ~ay t i~ ,  ~lt( 's  ,~F t~sd.ule of table l-~ aM ~5e~ 
li0ilm lake ]evels rt~oired as depict~ il  table 2-4 of 723 f~tt is a / 
vtrt da~ro~s s|tuetita to the # : l i e .  

lleferritxJ to a ~ t l ~  1.,7.4.], F ~  relates tMt '~.acteasiag t~e aYtrsge I 
kr tb ?0rk flora to 240 ds ,outd s~stantially iDctease tro~t aM 
ea aoe blbitet voul~ also induct fiflaemeo CO the uea.' la the c~e d I 
trout i t  ia lmovo t."~. r they 9~erali:~' ramie iR t~  9eotrtl viciaity I 
of :heir existence ao~ tiff., becrqas a ~r l  tl~gero~ eitaatioa lot ] 
iiRetmn, hums l i l t ,  u~l vildlile ,ith ~ceatl~ iacceued iostrelt [ 
i l l s  alo~ ~ith tl:e elet~*tts o~ adverse ~tithar t ,~d i t i~ .  

. t  ?~lC aortaes table ;-5 ,itl'.ia the relaters* oath or oi~ouc tire 
ex+tderatiot of e~,ver~ insert , t  [ l~e slgeg viL~ tide scram infloW. 
a~ | ~ -o f f s ,  th~a t--t-ffqo~er ~ortla Fork test I~ close++ to ~ b ~  
io¢_......~ ~ t r ib~ oe~er~ f~r sdatT t, recaot-'-~o~s. 

iit~io a rosario oi Lake ( ~ a  i t  7l) feet l iai lat  yt~r lrOUaC!. 
ao~th o~ lioetnd~r requiri~l a 40~ ds f tov  io tM lo~tr ~or~ Fork, ~06 
a~vlfH veat.~e( such U doee(iM¢l at 31.94 i~ht$ 0( l 3l.'4 ' ' rile 
oi La!te (uaum. ~a e~tire lo~er IIot0a Port, the ~kokoti~ Yeller, 
0at ~i~bvay 101 Midge aM r2e .¢kokmisl~. VlHelt aloe vith ~e 
tcs~rvatio~ uo~td be c~Flatel~' Ho~M d',ile adding to the !10~iic9 
cod/ti~u cau~l by t~  cocoocroll~ Sou~ Fool. 

~.~sideriuo the factors of attat:'a~at or.t~r ] ( lu t reu  Fiov ~"b~rti l 
ia the v+l~es d d s  with. the i+:reas~ aioiaa fin+ d KI$ table ]- I 
: ,  r.,mcvat of tM ~kTa~ert aiveroim, o~er side i:fle~a, ,tilt a ~ r ~  
• ,,tatMr cord:toots included, ~ t  iostr¢~ tlovoi the lover krth Pork 
vii~ ~e f i t  9rester. Usio9 the moth of Imetl~c (4~0 cis) foe tioitm 
iascceaa ilo~ aS ~ exal~le ¢0~p[~l rich r~c i r~  @iiliM trot dam " 
~ t i t  the other co~itioas, could t a i l  I reach ?rio to 800 d s  of 
io.'tre~ tlc~ du/i~ |dveroe vetoer t ~ l i t i ~ ,  

SLC-28 The wet crossing may become impassable by motor vehicle If the 
MIF is increased. 

SLC-29 Because, over a period of time, the channel will correct to the new 
flows, condittons probably would not mcrease safety hazards along the lower 
North Fork. 

SLC-30 See our reslxmse to WDFW-19 

SLC-31 See our ~ to WDFW-19. 

SI.C-32 Se~ our response to WDFW-19. We recommend that Tacoma 
partmipatc in implementmg priority projects of the Skokomlsh River 
Comprehensive Flood Hazard Management Plan 
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SI.C-32 

SLC-33 

SLC-34 

SLC-35 

SLC-36 

i . i ~  .°  

|~Jl~, I Al t l roa tLve  ) l | 5 1 o f  I dvetse Vl l tblf  CO0{LtlO°l I I  d l l ~ l l l d "  
t b l  NI iC  prob[elZ o{ t h l  l l i O l t e l  Of t ~ l  Slo~CeJSh l i v e r  l u s t  
++:+lCt++ i 0  l l  +0 iCClpt  JLt'.~ ~ t t  | os t r4~  l l o . .  

~, IcLI* lake Level o| )}!  ,~eet duticg the Sptin 9 Ox~ 5~umet ioaeM ~o 
=oi ~* the level fat teLicenainq so the dlocks, hul~ezds,  r¢rka *~d 
lau~ |Teas COO be ua~ end the t i~ | imde  o| pqfa~ ~ho tlve and 
fe£relt l  at Like CulblaA Carl then e = j ~  ~ha i n s t i t u t e  o| thl 
e~v~rotLil~Qe in the ~asL~e~till  i ra lS ,  ~be ]Ale Cu~ )'e~n Sta~e ~*rk, C~4~ 
I ~  eke I~.$ ~*o~est Setv~cl i t , l l .  S~.C ~1 i t i L l  rely retried over the 
p,-oposat t o :  a T2) foot mlniiml lake kneel Tear a [ o ~ ] .  

A f i f t a ~  tl~) foot dra~cwn duci~g the ~in~at loot]~ does oat take 
Loto ecco~ot the ptecipitet~ou probl~s in the ~cersh~l. ~ Xike 
c~es ap o~e (~i Loot for oath foot o! rain a~d the d~ holds vo~*es 
oi .atet so that Tactic does oat have to spi l l  into :he S~okmusb 
vaki~y dut i~  t i ~ a  ~en  t~* So~th Fork of tl~ $kokoniah ~vec z) i t  
~Lc~d Levers. ~ : s  ptopomei leeves Little or no F ~  ~oat[ot, 

~EC*s tec©mendatton ¢o*cet~iog the pri.ate ~ f k  *[ Lake lok~ee *04 
th~ Lake Cu~zeo ke~ort dc~s not take |oto ¢¢co'+et t I~ Lesle|s ~ o  
pu+cm.d poop*ray sod ~ i i t  r u e s  :n ,mr  is  celled rllidentzal l f l f l  
.~ .  Lake Cmbmm ~Áneenimce Cmp~e~ provides e necurtt'] I~crol t ~ t  
O~CleeS t~* cite *0~ cat , to |  0{ the icu$+ V~o v i l ]  c~tro~ ooile, 
~ t te ( .  cr£1~, 4c~1 t t l ( | i ¢  p t c ~ i e l a  as ~87 l i ' e  v~tht2 Ih l t  ace ptl+a+- 
ao~ cg~ttoLLed r o l ~  *~d lanai? 

$TLC feels thee F~C shooLd remmbe[ t h t  ptoperep rights of ,.~hose ~t;~ J 
~ve n ~he L*k* Cusheen O visions ¢,a the Skokceieh Vehet reSllJl~z 

w~..O ~o~ld b~ ~p~¢C**d by the end ng i i t h  the Iddtt:o~. Of toltec |fell 'I 
the louer Io~b ~orl .oicb vai l  add to t ~  So~th Fork floo~loq 
ptohlm. Last I~c ~at least ,  ce~eJber the t * ~ t e * t i ~ ! i s t s  * ~  
~-O¢LO~¢OGOEL¢I Of the +l~el, 

SI+C-33 Opinion is noted 

$1.C-34 ,See our response to WDFW-19 

SLC-35 These acquisitions are no longed rccommended 

SLC-36 Opinion is noted 
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~ t  / ~  k/J tl;t 
m t r ~  I~t 4~J ~NL~ 

i f r - . ; t  " (UlV 
ltbli~IZ'f 7 ,  1991 

.[~.'f SOS / l r s t  S t r u t  I1.1. 
) " "  $$10H ~,$hi~g~on, D.C 20,12| 

Be: Oatl~tg ]y~toei~Cgic Pro~acg OIlS 

SIER-I 

.~d~.s! s e s r ~  mecj~latory Co~ in i~ -  

I t  m tO be a Ic l l~lhted [a~. thlg the city o0 .Tacoma ~,- 
v i l ig ld  ~lgdigi~s a ~  tm the I ~ I ~  ILlvTr ws~ers~d fog 
~cadetl ~ cetera of the c ~ g i o n a l  l~n l l t  ~1~  I~',t~ v~o~atcd 
~lyond be l i t f .  ~be cs ty  ~ e t e ~ u c l y  f t f g J ~  to ~ t i  14z~ougly 
vi ta  t .~  ~,v~l:atioo ic has ca~ l l ~  LO t / ~  ~ l l ~ l e ~  a/~ 
I ,¢~ la~c  lo~4;es go the S k ~ m t s h  Tribe. k11 the v~J.l, the ctLy 
r . ~  g n a t  ecoac~tc benzf~cs v t ~ t  payt W ~or cbm. tad cha 
I:~J~llt~"y/o'~rlllS'n~. a<~ocy C]~at~ vi t~ p~o tec t i~  the i n g r a t e s  
Ct gl~ @~bltC, of ALL the CtLIZ~I* had IS;. tha C~.l;y O~ T~COU ~ E  

l~e ~tr~a~+~ tl~-ot, i t  Cosgl ~o0 m~ch to co cea~  or correcL vba{ is 
an u~ttbortted,  essentilll~, ~ l l~a l  ac t iv i ty  xS absurd, llectr~.c 
:ages have I:¢ea a r t i f i c i a l l y  lo~ as • n l m l t  Ot the ci ty 'S 
expropriation of the rivet tad s~fasal to pay the t ~ e  c~sta Ic 
i s  time for t h i s  lcofla~ ctCy and i c |  t a t e ~ y e t s  to  scar~ p~y~t~ 
hack F~C should exhlbi~ ~ integrity and sake the ci ty  or 
Tacoma do t~,~ r i~ . t  thing.  

Asstort t~e Skokcmtld~ I~*~t t o  i~e ~&ter~h~d and ~eq~lge the c~ty 
i c e  t~Ligtte t ~  e m ~ ; r ~ n : a l  ~ :g ~ s  caused. 

• •Sincerely, ~l-kA41 m ~ x '  y ~  L _ _ ~ _ I  ~ 

~ a r r i ~  GZtthvOi11, Fa D 

ad ~m~w ~ 

Responses  to 
Comments of the Sierra Club 

on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated February 7, 1996 

SIER-I Ur~Icr Tacoma's proposal and alternatives 2 and 3, mcasurcs would bc 
included to increase flows and provide habitat rcsloration Each of thcsc 
*Itcrnativcs would provide bc'ncfits to varying dcgrecs. The objective ofthc FEIS 
is to review the impacts and identify the alternative that best balances the 
competing demands for the power and environmental resources. In the balancing 
process, we identify and include enhancement mcosurcs to mitigate for impacts or 
adverse effects of the proFct. 
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SF/I- l 

SF/I-2 

~ G Y  R£~LAT~y COt~UON 

) 

) 

~OK~MISR F A.4.~ OdCOI',.uOIATEO 
&.~PO~ TO ~ S  A.S ]tr~,15"!~ FOI COI,04E~S TO 

Tim I ~ i ~  Fma lm lem opuud ~ ~ IL, d,m F~I~, i~  ~ yum "I~]U~uU ~,~ ~ 
~ ar t~ ~ta~ooak vine/aM i¢~ 11su ~ Im~ ~m wcalq k l id  ml 
r tmlbm~5 • ~k~lk7 The Oral E/S pupom d r l k  dmlu  m,~- bm tad u~ ~ ,  

!q.O00 P~OT~CtI(~: 
t~umSi~t.~, -~ ~ * ~ * t ~ l ~  ~ ~t-S, 

Tht ~ e d l ~ n l m l  f~ Id~emnFloodq kcNlallJ~ ) ~ldiJTtlkG-108~186-1 
mm I~ n ~ d  f~ m ~ 4 ~ t  

Id9 

Responses to 
Comments of Skokomish Farms Incorporated 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated January 1996 

SF/I-I See o~r response to WDFW.19.  

SF/I-2 See our resV..,nse to WI)FW-19. 
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SF/I-3 

S F / I - 4  

SF/I-5 

SF/I-6 

SF/I-7 

SF/I-8 

SF/I-9 

I ~ the ~ klCtt~t m ~cJm'M1 i'~m N°~I F°tt ' 

~ ! t . , d ~ t  Itm~ ta.! ~ ~ i ~ . ~ t  ~ ia=u~ m d ~ m ~ , t  0 "g" It~'t t ~ ' t W ~  
. ~ z ~  i m ~ t  ~ ~ t  ~t t ~  ~to~.~t  tda~ tm ~ ~ Drr21 

Attm1~ i m d~te l~fftty fl~m dmm~ts ammd t5 Lbe ieot~d t~l~mle~ m d~llm m~ 

0o~ to .t,.. otlm imp, my ~mm's i t~ mm~mm 

Imtt'/~ imtttttt  ~ • - t ~  

The it~hm Rmdt ~d t~im ~ .m i~ ,,~...~0.,/tm . t p u k ~  ,..tm¢.. th~ mltmv,u,, f,d~ I 
..,¢itt ~ ~ .q=t,' I~I=. ,i1,,m ,,,,i . m .  ~ ~ e t, mtVa' "~m ~ 
~0 ,.t, b= comltmd to ,~. r, mia I m l  , , ~  e tlm I r m  t l f . ~ , ~  mm'l~ ~ tr* 
.=~, m .,..  to ~n, ,  i tm~m~ # m q  . . t  ~,.~,tm~ t.ot~,m, a ' ~ , ~ t i , , t  ~'v" ~'~t 

ftr~ cto~t 

i ~  2. i s ..a "i-~., 2-5). 

I,~F ¢-i~. S,~¢.  4 2 4 Wtm Oua6tT- Attmmi',t 3 
Tttt ~r t~ ~ , . ~  m~mt, tht ~ i ~  ~.m th. Non~ Ftdt. ~ ® m l  

~t~m.l~ fto.~ tbt t i~  dmat~, f ~  Dma 2 Jtmtm'm=. t i t  ~t 't  ~t' /¢at~Im~ t~t t l ~  

• rl~ O~ $ term to t,,m~ flo~, -.~t,~ re.may iarm'~mt tie m~l= ~r ~ Jmd 
~ f ~ . t ~  ~ ~ t ~ t  M n t ~  tb~,t ,tl~,t~ Im~l ~ tm tt~*~tt~ iama tt~ 

thautl m itiatm ~ i~a ti~ ~ 1-ant ~ t~ 4 ",~m ptu '  Om tim ~o~ 

2~ '10  

SF/I-3 See our response to WDFW-19 

SF/I-4 The only anticipated adverse effect of incrcasing releases to the lower 
North Fork ts an inabdity to ford the stream with most vehicles We recommend 
that Tacoma install a bridge to accommodate vehicles unable to ford the stream 

SF/I-5 Opinion is no~ed 

SF/14~ We arc unaware of any information decumeating groundwater level 
increases caused by releasing 30 cfs to the North Fork. It is more likely that 
moreased groundwater levels widely reported throughout the valley are the result 
of aggradatton in the mau~tem, which has raised water levels by over 3 feet than 
by the potentiometric surface increases asscciated with a 30 cfs increase in North 
Fork flow 

SF/I-7 The only anticipatod effect on valuable farmland of increased minimum 
mstream flows is that the lower North Fork would be unpassablc by some 
vehicles. We recommend that Tacoma install a bridge over the lower North Fork 
at the Richert Farm to provide motor vehicle access 

SF/I-8 Annual peak flows under each alternative for the 22-year period of rc~)rd 
are presented m Table 4-1 

SF/I-9 We fully assess the project's effects on downstream flooding. Complete 
analysis of flooding in the Skokomish Valley ts beyond the scope of this 
proceeding. 
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~ F / I - I O  

SI:/1 - I I 

SF/I-12 

SF/I-13 

SF/I - 14 

INII I m l  

IUCIgE~T FA.~M 

II i l  mt cl~: Ib tli~ D ~  EIS ~ "  t~t l i ~ Q i ~  4f Ibc i ~  r, f m  ~i a kt~ d~mmt mtli¢ 

R.~m Rmd~ 

iu~k .  ~ a~  itoet ~ wit. I ~  i~llt  wi.li 6 ,nu ~ ' l i l  m du 1G~m 

mmmlt t~ It md m~ll ~y ~ ~ ~owl 

~ m o ~  m f~J bebm 

• 1 w 60~8 lees f~ ~ l ~ l , ~ x ~ ' w s ¢ ~ 8  ~ ulJu. "i'he 8.iclm iim~ p m a d ~  
• 5M't ~ &td,..~ 5em~ m m t d / l ~  v ,~ s  t~-s I tin J~h~ Jr.arab. 
( ~  r u ~ i l  G) 

W A ~  LAW 
w b k  Tacky uams ,k*, the 19Z2 coe~emi~e ot'r~Jm i ~  v ~  N ~ a  Fojt u ( e  
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3o1"10 

SF/I-IO We agree that arable land is a virlually non-renewable resource Wc 
are aware, boy, ever, of  examples where the productivtty of  farmlands is hzgher 
in terms of net energy production or net income ',,,hen managed for wddhfe than 
when managed under traditional agricultural practtces. In response to these and 
other comments on the D H S ,  we no longer recommend thai Tacoma aC(lUlrc 
litle to Richert Farm, but we continue to recommend that Tacoma acquire a 
conservation easement to the property. Such an easement would not neccssardv 
remove all of  the farm's land from production 

SF/I-I  [ ,See response to SF / I - IO  

SF/1-12 Our recommendations would assist the reahTatlon of such a 
conservation easement. 

SF/I-13 The text in section 4 5 has been revised to include this new 
information about these projects, 

SF/I-14 ,See our response to MASN-I  1 
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S F / I -15  See our  response to M A S N -  l I 

SF/1-16 Given the high level o f  local support for flood hazard reduction, we do 
not share your pes sumsm that these projects would be completed Increasing 
MIFs  released to the lower North Fork would have no effect on mmnstem flood 

f i ~ u e n c y  or seventy. Only alternative 4 would significantly ~ffl'ect mains tem 
flooding (EIS Table 4-1). 

SF / I -17  ()pinion is noted 

k) 
0 
0 
¢0 
0 

0 
~J 
I 

0 

M 

O 

0 

h) 

0 
h)  



i,.d 

SI:/I- I g t.~e coa:ha,.~m ~mled to s~pp~ tl~ slmc~s I S ~ =  Ba:mm ~RCs dma~m ~ ~ d  on 

SF/ I -19  

SF/I-20  

SF/1-21 lj t~ i fr~% ,Iqs md ~', t~ ~.'s cal. ,nt~ md ~ ~.a~ . ~  tlffi dn~te tim oo~ d 

SF/1-18 We agree thai sorae of  the studres prov,dcd by Tacoma.  the agencies. 
Tribe, and others have hmltations l.hat's why we  revtewed and aria]wed them 
cntlcall~ and based ova" recxwamendatlons only on the mformauon m them that 
we found to be reliable 

SF/I-19 W e  have reviewed thc data provided by the Point N o  Point Treaty 
Counci l  W e  consider the data to be fmrly reliable because o f  the methods used 
to collect them. but draw our own conclusmns from them and do not ncccssardy 
agree wtth the Co~actl's interpretations 

SF/I-20 This comment contradicts all o f  the informalxon about recent 
Skokomish elk herd habitat use that professional blologtsts have submitted as 
part o f  these proceedings and that we  arc aware o f  

SFII-21 Given that there wcrc only 30 acrcs o f  pasture occuptcd by up to 150 
head o f  cattle on Richen Farm and 230 acres o f  recent clcarcuts noah  o f  thc 
farm (Skokomlsh Farms. Inc cornmont SF/1-22).  w c  do not doubt the a s s c n , m  
that elk foraged primarily on the clearculs 40 to 50 years ago. It's also not 
surprising that the elk later shd~ed to Ricbert Farm property to forage as forest 
filled the clearcuts and 420 additional acres of  grassland were created by 
cleanng forcs~ on farm propcr~' ]'hat the elk foraged on the clearcuts 40-50  
years ago provides no mdicallon that elk preferred these arcas for winter range 
before they were cleared, however. In fact. the shift to Richerl propen3' could 
be taken as a suggesti(m that elk may have used the farm s~tc as pre ferc~  winter 
range before the clearcuLs "became available 50 years ago 
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SF/1-22 If thesc lands were logged, potential elk forage availability there 
would increase, elk use of these lands might increase, and elk use of  
Richert F inn  lands might decrease Ncvertbelcss, because it reduces cover 
that is also important to elk (Smithey et al., 1985) and has adverse effects 
on other mature forest wildlife species, full-scalc logging ts considered to 
be an adverse impact rather than a beneficial or viable elk habitat 
enhancement measure. Furtbermorc, these lands would not be clcarcut 
trader out recommendation that Tacoma acquirc a conservation e ~ t  to 
pro~ect from logging except for thinning and maall patch cuts designed to 
enhance the development of  old-growth forest characteristics 

SF/1-23 Opinion is noted 
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SF/1-24 [~'canse Tacoma proposes to acquire, protect, and enhance part of the 
migration comdor u.,a.'d by elk that winter on Rtchert }:ann property, elk ~ould bc 
affected by the project Furthermore, this comment illustrates a common 
misconception in these pr(x:ecdings--that "se have recommended the protect,on and 
enhancement of parcels solely for wildlife In fact, our off-site parcel 
recommendations were based as much on the fish habitat values they v,'ould l~rovnlc 
as on their wildlife habitat values (Appendix C) Project flow regulatum and other 
measures would greatly affect fish habitats and populations on RJcherl Farm 
property That forest management and agricultural practices have substant,al 
adverse effects on fish habitats has been well-established in the scientific htcraturc 
(e g ,  Reeves et al ,  1991) Our recommendations to have Tacoma protect the lands 
along the entire lower North Fork, including Rtchert Farm, are based as much on the 
need to prevent adverse forest and agncoltural management impacts on fish bah,tats 
and populations enhanced by the project as they are on these lands' wlldl,l~ '.slues 

SF/1-25 Wc obtained our estimate of  the farm's value from Tacoma (Tacoma. 
1991b; and letter from Paul Svoboda. Natural Resources Manager, iJght l)lvlslon, 
Tacoma Public utilities, Tacoma. Washmglon, December 5. 1994) and considered 
the estimate to Ix  reliable because Tacoma indicated this value was provided by 
RJchert Farm We continue to use the value used in the DEIS because no more 
reliable estimate has been provided 

SF/1-26 We are no longer recommending that Tacoma acquire this property 

SF/l-27 Our foremost objective m preparing this EIS was to independently and 
critically analyze the available reformation and report our findings as objectively as 
possible Where we have portrayed an action as having adverse or beneficial 
environmental effects, it is because the available data indicate inch effects In the 
absence of  any information suggesting that development of  gravel mining 
operations, a recreational vehicle park. and equestrian facilities would not affect 
native vegetation and wildlife. We stand by our findings m the E I S  
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SF/I-2g As mdieated in .section 4.5.4.1, we expect our recommended instream 
flows to affect only small amounts of riparian vegetation composed primarily of 
30- to 40-year-old alder and maple that bald eagles do not generally use for 
perches or roosts (Stalmaster, 1980) 

SF/I-29 We agree that the social and ¢x:onorme benefits of farming in this 
c,xmtry arc significant, However, the purpose of section 4.5 ts to disclose the 
effects that each alternative would have on terrestrial resources, not the socml 
and economic benefits of fmTamg which are more appropriately dascus.sed under 
land tt~ and socioecamomics in sections 4 6 and 4.9. That farming has some 
adverse impacts on terrestrial resources is undeniable 

SF/I-30 We suspect that the number of bald eagles wintering along the lo',~er 
North Fork has increased pnmnnly because the continental bald eagle 
population has increased in recent years and perhaps because of greater levels of 
development and disturbance at other winlenng sites, not because farm 
operations have improved conditions for eagles We would agrc'e that current 
farm operations probably don't disturb eagles very often and that bald eagles are 
better judges of what disturbs them than we are, that's why we use reporls on 
bald eagle responses to human acti',qties (eg ,  Stalmaster and Newman, 1978; 
Knight, 1984; and McGangal el A1, 1991) as the bas|s for our finding that 
development of gravel mining operattons, a recreational vehicle park, anti 
equestrian facilities at the farm would likely increase disturbance of eagles 

SF/1-31 We agree that bridges ,,vould must likely be built during summer and 
that construction would thus not thsturb elk or eagles, and ~e have re',tsed the 
text m section 4.5 accordingly 
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SF/I-32 We no longer recommend that Tacoma acquire tttle to Rlchert Farm, 
but we continue to recommend that Tacoma acquire a conservation ca.~mcnt It) 
the properly Such an easement would not necessarily remove all of the farm's 
land from production or reduce feed and revenue and cripple agrlculturaI 
production in Mason County In contrast to this statement, the available data do 
indicate that the farm includes preferred habitat for wildhfe, e g ,  bald eagles 
and elk 

SF/l-33 At the time the DE[S was prepared, the need for bridges depended t)n 
what measures would be included m a yet-to-be-developed management plan 
and was thus uncertain With the r e e o ~ d a t i o n  that Tacoma acquire an 
easement rather than ttfle to the farm, it is now clear that such bridges would be 
needed and we now recommend them 
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~ONCnI~ 

SF/l-34 Opinion is no~.  

SF/l-35 Opinion is not~. 

SF/I-36 See responses to SF/I-10, 20, 21, and 22 

SF/1-37 See responses to SF/I-, 20, 21.22, and 32 

SF/1-38 The Sirnons & Associates (1993) report was fully analyzed and 
considered in prepanng section 4.1.  Thi s  comment  d o e s  not identify w h i c h  

Response to Request for Additional Information prepared by Ha.,Ta Northv,'est, 
Inc, ( there m'e scvcral) was i g n o r ~  
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Responses to 
Comments of Skokomish Farms Incorporated 
on the Draft. Environmental Impact Statement 

Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated March 15, 1996 

SF/2-1 See our response to WDFW-19 

SF/2-2 Successful completion of mainslcm conveyance capacity pro leers ",~ould 

reduce both surface and groundwater levels in the valley Increasing Iov, er 

North Fork MIFs would only slightly increase water surface elevauuns 

SF/2-3 As discussed durmg the |0f, l) meetings th Olympia. Washington, m 
April 1996, the staff recommends that a c.on.~ervation easement be cstabhshcd 

for protection of wildlife habitat on Rlchert Ranch 

r.) 
o 
o 
¢0 
o 

o 
~ j  

I 

0 

M 

0 

fl 

0 



> 
)b 
t o  

SWC- I 

SWC-2 

C ~ m m m  I r u  h ~ W t l t n t t a  Cmiztm 

wt~, .  E~q~" e ~  C m a ~ u  

D~+. Sec,,m~ O .m~  

L'~rr~ 0/.~C'nof,/: 

Be~utt ~" d m t ~ d  ~ p t c t t ~ t , i  ~ p m m ~  a l m ~ l  ~-~w, T ~d  -t~" i i ~  ~ba 
rim cam~ ~}, oo~fu~.  

Ium t ~ a ~ i ~  ~ ]h~d i l k  ~ ' - . ~ . . i  Vdl~. o~iu~ lid b m l  io a honx is 

E~ta'Y ~t~ ~t $ttt m m+ m KI~ ~ ~O. ~ t t l  ~ m ~t~d tL ttax~ uplo ~t t  I ~ t  
m .  otr m v u  mtcmdtd ~ / .  talk ~ k  ~ a t , ~ "  olc~ 4 fttt  t k ~  Liar ~1~.1 me 

mm I fin*,k~ ~ m ~  ~ s  k ~  :t ~ m m  m 9i d ~ )  (3twty. m ~ t m ~ d  i~ i~ m a ~ q m ~ f  

. ~w k ,n~ ~lh~l ld W~l I ~  m'4 ~ ( ~ 1 ~ / m  I ~  ~'1 dl ~1~ " . 
Mu~, o~ m u ~ C o a ~  ~a~t ~ d  I I ~  i~  l)m~ ~ l ~ m  Stratum ~ 

P~jcct ~ ~d  ft~ i tl a tlt~ w dm ~ d ~  ~lt tl~o j ~  iltlt il q~*d ~ .tl d ~t m 
DN~. ~te Tn~t, I ~  ~d  dm (2tm~$ t t  to ,~hmt d~ii lor  ( m ~ b ~ m  ~ t~ dlt  ~ mmtdml 
~ . , ~  "r'at ~mr l r  ~ t*  m i ~  ~ ~d  p n u m  r ~ m  ~ tfm h t~  . o t t u d  ~ 
m M r~n ~ff --d m in ~ t0 t t~e u m~r  ~ p a 4  r t d t  pt~ ~ tm~t d kXNt L~d. 
~ .  t~ ~mc .  ~ d l~ t im  d O ~ t l  a m ' t ~  fl~wt ~ the N t ~  r~d~ Wc ~ tim ~ 
t'crra ;,m~m tm ~ / I n l  m ~  ~ 0 m ~  ar ~ c k ~ t  J m n ~ e .  t -  t~ hnq t ,m w j,~ an 

~ t t  Wc tl~¢ . ~  iI~ t k m  dm t t  Emtd it  t~I2tl& m ~ , ~  F[ItC ~ t* t ~ d  ~ ~ 

t ~ o ~  th,t ~m'+.~m F~r d~  t~ ~ m d  ~ u d  ~ m m S t  )oa it ) ~  taom no : = a  trd ~ 
• e ~ m = h t m  d i ~ t ~ t l ~  = a ~ m m  = l y e =  

TI~  KEY PUZZLI~ Pi l~(~ 
0otum~Cl~ D4.~ts 

t~'~* :~:o ,~" ~ t ~ m d n  from k 0.~ t t t k m  M I ~  i n t r o i t  tmtldt P~C'~ d~mm, ~ ~ 

Responses to 
Comments of Skokomish Watershed Coalition 
on the DraR Environmental Impact Statement 

Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated January 25, 1996 

SWC-I No response is require~ 

SWC-2 No r ~  is required 
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SWC-3 No rcsponse is required 

SWC-4 We have revised our analys:s of Alternative 2 to Include a.n adaptr, c 
managcment strategy that wuuld reduce the undefined environmental risks of 
returrung full natural flows to the lower North Fork Wc agree that the concept 
of flow augmentation to reduce, arrest, or reverse ongoing aggradation de~r'.'c~ 
testing and recommend that Tacoma conduct such a flushing flow test 

Thcrc is little informat=on available de.seribing r iver  rcstorat=on Al though there 
is a considerable body o f  knowledge on rcstoratum techniques and expcctatums 
o f  success on small streams and Rvcrs, rcstorailon and rehabi l i tauon pro]cots for 
large r iver  s"ystems are far less common (Regicr ct a l ,  1989) and there is hi l le 
abdtty to predict success or monitor recovery (Gore and Mi lncr ,  1990)  It Js not 
possible to quantify the outcome o f  Al ternat ive 2 because increased f lows 
would change the channel f rom its exi t ing condi t ion It is dif f icult  for us to 
quantitatively predict the response o f  thc North Fork's channel, habitat, and 
fisheries to flow increases, therefore we recognize that an adaptive management 
strategy would be needed to implement this alternahvc 
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SWC-S See our response to SWC-4 

SWC-6 In brief. Simons and Associates (1993, 1995, 1996) conducted 
geomorphic and sediment transport analyses based on widely accepted 
geomorphic and hydranlJc models. Then" findings include: the Skokomish 
Valley is a natural deposition (aggradation) zone. the Cushman Project has 
reduced the becLIoad sediment transport capacity by about half but is only 
responsible for about 36  percent of the currenl aggradalion rate, thai enormous 
flows (circa 200,000 cfs) would be needed to effectively move the bedload 
sediments in the channel, and that by reducing peak flows the project reduces 
downslream flooding Virtually all of these findings are contested by other 
parties to the proceeding, principally the Skokomish Indian Tribe and their 
consultants. We chcose to approach flus controversy, no( by selecting one or the 
other theoretical outcome of the likely success of flow augmentation to remove 
accumulated sed|ments, but by racommendmg a demonstration study m which a 
specific amount of water is allocated to test rather then prejudge the effectiveness 
of such a measure. We conclude thai this approach best serves the interest of all 
parties, including valley residents All of Tacoma's filings in this proceeding are 
available at Tacoma's offices and in the Commission's public reference room 

SWC-7 No response is require. 
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SWC-9 

SWC-IO 

SWC-I 1 

~ L . 3  ~,nL W. l i a r  ~ VE~G i ~.~¢e tl,¢ ~m m 
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SWC-8 See our rcs'l~nse to MASN-5 The project is incapable ofcontrolhng all 
fl,,x~s while operating safely We recornn~nd that Tacoma develop a plan to 
warn valley residents of releases m excess of the MIF 

SWC-9 Opinion is noted 

SWC-10 In discussing Figure 3, Simons and Associates (1995) state that "'rhcsc 
increases in scour in some reaches of the river may be eypected, hou, c'.'cr, to 
result in increased deposition beyond even "*'hal is currently experaenccd m other 
locations of the raver" They thus argue that more sediment would be dcp~sacd 
downstream from the US 101 bridge. 

SWC- l I Opimon is noted 
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SWC-12 

SWC-13 

SWC-14 

SWC-15 
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SWC-12 See our response to SWC-6. 

SWC-13 The text has been revised 

SWC-14 A new emergency action plan was completed on Januar/ 18. 1994. for 
the Cushrn~ Project. In situations where floedmg ts likely, or  when dam failure 
could occur. Tacoma we,aid nolify the Meson County Sheriff. the Skokomish 
Tribe. and Washington State Emergency Management. 

SWC-15 The Comrmssion demed the Tribe's prehminary permit application by 
order dated April 6. 1995 Judicial review of the Commission's  order is pending in 
the U S .  Court of  Appeals for the Ninth Ci rcwt  
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SWC-17 

SWC-18 

SWC-19 
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SWC-16 Opinion is noted 

SWC-17 The purpo.~ ofthzs EIS is not to evaluate past operations but tt~ as.~ss 
possible alternatives for future operations We will recommend that thc 
Commiss,on address the licensee's past operatnon under the existing hcensc m 
any n e w  license order 

SWC-I 8 ()pinion is noted 

SWC-19 Opinion in noted 

k) 
0 
0 
¢0 
0 

0 
~J 

I 
0 

M 

0 

f l  

h) 

0 
h)  



,> 

SWC-19 

SWC-20 

SWC-21 

SWC-22 

SWC-23 
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SWC-20 See response to NOAA- 1, 

SWC-21 We have rexosed the text per this comment. 

SWC-22 Wc have revised thc text per this comment 

SWC-23 Project operations are described m Section 2 2  The project provides 
load-following or peaking generation. Both generation and dcpendable 
capacity would be lost under each alternative except Ahcrrmtive 1 (No Action) 
(see DEIS Table 5-1) We have provided copies of  the daily operations model 
to Tacoma, the Tribe, and the E P A  
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SWC-25 

SWC -26 

SWC-27 
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SWC-24 The level of analysis you suggest exceeds our needs, and would not 
meanmgfully change our analysis 

SWC-25 A bypass .system at Powerhouse No 2 could reduce the need Io spdl 
to the lower North Fork when one or more turbines are off-line during flc<x.ts 
Given the level of concern about flooding, we r e c o r d  that Tacoma develop 
a plan to install a bypass valve capable of discharging the hydrauhc capacity of 
the penstock directly to Hood Canal We roughly estimate the cost of this 
system at $15  million based on other similar projects 

SWC-26 The answer to your question is qulte complex The maxlmum rate of 
flow through a pipe can bc limited (controlled) by mlet conditions, outlet 
conditions (includmg turbines), or the pipe itself Assuming that the turbmes 
control penstock flow rates, passing water through a bypass s'ystem could 
increase the flow rate In a well designed project, however, all of the 
components would be designed to perform at a single maximum flow rate qhat 
is, they would be matched to function as a system Therefore. we assume that ff 
a bypass system increased the maximum dlseharge rate of the penstock, that 
mcreasc would be small and almost certainly less than do~ble the turbine 
capacity. 

SWC-27 A bypass systcrn at Powerhouse No 2 could reduce the need to spill 
to the lower North Fork when one or more turbines are off-hnc during floods 
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SWC-28 

SWC-29 

SWC-30 

SWC-31 

SWC-32 
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SWC-28 Opinion is noted. 

SWC-29 Typically, Tacoma operates the reservoir well below the maxnmum 
seasonal storage elevation during the fall and winter and uses the available 
storage to provide flood control Under the existing license, they are not 

required to operate the project with any flood storage buffer We recommend 
that Tacoma develop a draw-down plan. A reasonable level of flood control 
would be part of that plan 

SWC-30 It is no( possible or practical to design a dam to contain all possible 
floods. 

SWC-31 We have made several specific recommendations that would reduce 
'J~ severity and fnxluency of flooding in the Skokomish Valley. If the 
Comrmssion licenses the projecl as we recommend, real, measurable reductions 
in downstream flood hazards would be provided. 

SWC-32 It is Tacoma's r ~ b i l i t y  to operate the project m conformance 
with its license. 
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SWC-33 

SWC-34 

SWC-35 

SWC-36 
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SWC-37 
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SWC-33 Currently BPA ix~wcr is not the least-cost altematwc for rcplaccmcm 
pov.cr Duc Io favorable natural gas prices, a rm)rc hk¢ly source for replacement 
powcr is cannbined-cycle gas-fired generation from an iodcpcodcnt pov.¢r 
producer 

SWC-34 Opimon is noted 

SWC-35 ()pinion is noted. 

SWC-36 Opinion ~s noted 

SWC-37 See response to WDFW-19 
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SWC-37 

SWC-38 

SWC-39 

SWC~0 

SWC-41 

SWC-42 

nm m mt..n~tnaltn~t 
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SWC-38 See reslxmse to WDFW-19. 

SWC-39 The change in thalweg elevation referred to in the footnotc is a 
single point along a single ~-section "l'hc 0 04 fool per year aggradatlon 
rate reported in the text is the theoretical average ag, gradation rate for the entire 
river reach downstream from the confluence of the North and South Forks 
The point of the footnolc is that local aggradation rates can bc much higher 
than the reach average, 

SWC-40 We based our ~atcment on Tacoma's (1991b) description of 
Simpson harvest rates, the best reformation available to us when the DEIS was 
prepared. Wc have revised the text in this section to incorporate more recent 
information indicating lower timber harvest ratcs on Simpson lands (scc our 
response to City-13). 

SWC-41 Wc have revised the text per this comment 

SWC-42 No response is required. 
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SWC-44 

SWC-45 
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SWC-43 No reslxmsc is required. 

SWC-44 The text has been revised to indicate that while Altemato,'e 3 would 
have the same flood peak flows as Tacoma's Proposal and Alternatwc 1, Jt 
would increase the mainstern's conveyance capacnty and thus reduce 
downstream flood hazards 

SWC-45 We clearly state thai Alternative 2 "would have the most bcncfic,al 
effects on reducing mamstem flood hazards " 
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5Lq=P(::~RT FOP, 
, .~:N~ ,T~: SOV~'m~NTY 

P.O. BOX '2"I04 

R~(flutioo to the Federal EntrlD" Regulatory Commissiou 
Demanding the Reture of the North Fork Skokomish Rlvtr  

to the Riverbed 

O~ o~'4t mpFen foe/¢,tn~ ,~- . (  m eau*~ ~t~iag m~-allat?, e~rL m4 ~ ~ ~ 

v.'~mue, c~e ~jec~ ts ~p f=r r, c e e ~  ~ ~ ~ e n i  Ena~ I~p~:erS C~mls~oa a~ 

e~:~ ~oa* ~ Steo~e,~ r r ~  ~ . ~  ~ ~ wr~ ~m~im~*l ~¢ men p e d u ~  ee 
Hoo~ CL~!. m~c 

V*t~e~, ¢~ct dg,,ntu= I Tu* ati~td up t~ ~ e m  ~eoei~d. fivet¢ct, rcsdlMi is 
.=¢-4ue~ o,~mlc goo~g. ~-,e Skck~c-~ Vdle/ mldc=s g¢ ~o~ s~c.~d m ~quO.. 
~od. I .  

~,~,,. C a ~ l ~  uu Tn~ aceeem cdy. s ca~ . . . "  o~nay ,  ae, d 

Tacoma be rtr.:~nd to r~."~.~, ~ Culh~= I . ~ r ~  ~roj~ m n ~ l  m Nm',~ F0~ 

a ~ .  emvomnem~ ~ curtal ~ ~x th~ b~oko~sh T ~  . ~  a~a ~,M.oa~ 

Responses to 
Comments of Support for Native Sovereignty 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated March 23, 1996 

S N S - I  T h e  s ta f f -developed  aJternative 3 would  mee t  these  ob jec t ives .  

r~ 
o 
o 
00 
o 
o~ 
o ~j 
I 

0 

M 

0 

¢3 

0 

~o 
~o O~ 



.> 

Secretary I~is CIslIcI! 
Fodera Enemy Regulator?. Commission 
888 lair $I Sir t't l, ,%.~, D~¢L~II 1-At 

%TEB29 I):t L: ~g 
- , . (  

Woshi~,ton, I).C., Z0426 

Re: Responte (o Oi ls on Caskmos H)drockctrlc ,No. ,160/~1~ 

l)tar t,h. Csd~elh 

f u l l  

TU-2 

"Ft]-3 

Thank }oo for the op~rtunit.,r to rtsp~nd Io the DEIS oa the Cusllman 
It)d roekctr~ Pro~ct. The .~orlll west 5~td~ad sad Sulme= Co==ciJ of Treat Oallmitcd 
has soma concerns nitk the CU$11IOIrl Proj~t  DlrlS. We Ixqi~.e that it d ~  not iddr~$ tiN' 
fact Illlt th~ Frojert h n  at~er had o li¢¢nte to 0perlh.o Trout Otdimitod bts 0it iced I~lt 
this de<'~mcat boe.z eel odd r t,~ the f ~ t  that Tacoma Cily Lizht was on b | r a i t ~  a pet mat 
to IIo~1 8.8 o(~'s of f ~ r a l  hod not l l ~  4,0~ acres inundated by I he Cushman ~ o i r .  

~V¢ IO pll01"t Altera0tltlt e0mber awl wit~ tllc followi= I edditio=l. FERC mua 
r t t " ~  izl~ Ihat tlle DEIS ~ =  drafted incorrectly from ~hot tl~ resource Igtn~ies propo~ 
for an e~ample fisll pale=an, w ~  $up~etted by i l l  federal sgenci~ Trout L;nlimited 
$ullDortl 1~511 pll~l _ee, bill OOt fly trod( 0a4 haul, l~t believe th0{ wer  tio)~ that a ]odd~t~ 
$~.$tcol woald ~ the ~ wl) t0 pals all it0cEs of aaldr0moal r l~  Since 1925, the 
Cushman proj,ea lun delivered IX~'er to the n ~ U  af Tee,~m= ~ith u l m ~  oo midgation 
for its devallotio~ eft'eel= on III po1~uEllion$ o/rel~cot add en~dromols fish. TI~ boiJdio[ 
of s ia~Jered s)~.l em would e~laro t in t  = ~r'o,unomt method for I'erovoring s ~  to 
op and do~,n~raim. L i t d ~  vould staid re5 mortality die to tllo ~ a d l i ~  of 5dl with tl~ 
h i r k  end haul method end ~oald over t~me bz less tsp4mdve th~n the work fo~t~ sad 
roncarrent costs ia~ oh.¢d ~ith truck lind hlILIL The hulder~l t~ I t~ l  ~ l d  Idlew I '~ 
ulit ~,ail relco~ of both upstrcorl Oda[IO u d  do'~-n~rcoal jarellile miuants. "Ibis totalled 

i5 tl~e only way to essure that fish j~s tge  v, ould Kcsr without I~Slla~ a l~Ormaaice 
bond far tlle liana o.t to ¢o~'er tl~ t~ek and I~l l l  ~ r i  for the next Gfly )e l rk  I~ Tacoma 
Cil)' Light. Yon ~ao ~ that i~ 11~e a~ t  fifty Ttal~ w~¢ll iaflatlai and tllo £o~I of truch ted 
I~uk that the cost issue now ~iv~rs l ladderM r/si~ m. 

The hi.log/est r ~  $pesk for tbem~l~es, tad shoo~l be a ~ j o r  eont~rn of 
F FRC I ctor4il~ to the Fe~frtl i~owcy Acl, wh~ll jutes that [;~RC m oht ~ i ~  rl~ ~ g | l  
(on$ideratioa with hyd ro~eclric power. 

T rout Unlimited is nailing for foil relier 0ttola of all historic tptocks o~anadromoos 
and r tsldent fish that were lind are izu l ipaus Io the 5kokornisb River S)ltrm. "the 
ansdromoul I~( i i I  wet intlad¢ $~'hl  | and fall ¢ IlleOOk, cairo, chum, Iockeye, ~eell~llt, 
(unhrol t  treat, I~ek and IloUy ~|t~t~ii. ~ rt~dmt rr=ll stocl~ thoald imdede the 
rebuildln| of rs;-bow, ~ttkr~tt aad bull areal T o  II restoration" otetns recover 7 of the 
fisheries to o Id f  -sustainiof naturally reproductN[ steins and rtstorttion of water qaolit~ 
aid habitat ntt¢ssar7 to $lp~crt su~ll Irllllerleh. 

Responses to 
Comments of Trout Unlimtted 

on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated February 29, 1996 

TU-I  .See response to N O A A - I  

TU-2 We revised our discusston because the Tr i be  mtrc, duced more tcchn=cal 
reformation describing fish passage feasibility Fish ladder options were not 
ehminated strictly on the basis thai a flow control system would be needed tt) 
accommodate lake level fluctuations Srl"s fish passage mvesttgatJon mthcatcd 
that a single ladder was probably mfeasthle and two ladders rcqmre cont rac t ion  of 
fish barners and co]Iectton facihties below both dams These reqmrcments 
considerably increase the cost to benefit ratio, not considenng the fact that 
collection factlities constructed in Lake Kokanee would adversely affe'ct 
recreation, aesthetics, and wildlife resources in the area 

TU-3 We changed our recommendation regarding hatchery stockton of  the lox~cr 
North Fork to increase anadromous fish preduchon and diversity 
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TLJ-4 

~]-5 

TU~5 

l UILhldNd ~ tim e dnema¢ic de~v4 ¢ I f  imosaita~aNt~ ad~0~ime ~ the NOI,~ 
Fawk o4' t~e ~kelmimldm ]i~h,~. L. 4~,e m tlm~ be~ldlm| aod ogaa~oil d the ~ ~ 
~.~S~l t ]~ Ibdeni I l u d ~  Ire~-e Oood~d t~ ¢ ~ m C1m~im RmeT'~re~, T I  ~ a u  Ck7 L~Ist 
csmu~rul m~c o k  r t ~ r i q  - -~  J l m ~ l  Imbiml ~ Im~ N'~er p w ,  Idal p m q =  or 
n u ~ m m  I111n re4r a ~ l q  ~ I f - ' , ,~  s*'ceNas f~UdL 

TIR i i ~ d u c ~ N  d m l .d~ .meu  P,~ ~ r  J ~ m d  ml~ ~ k r ] r ,  I m  dat  ro~ed 

t I0~ deYai4ad~l (~ flae ~ l i  l~g4iJa~u al1~-T mtnio~ ~ ~=mn~ h fo~ da~ ota~ rood 
r m l  ml~OC~cs m m r l  a Ih'eod ~eck tq  p~lp~m. Thk  pmllrmm m bq~m l m i d b ~ q y  
m d q . N b  d o r i a n  ~,,b~ ~mm.'~ ed~er~r~ m t q  ~tm~ m ~  f r m  d ~  ~ l m ~  ~ 
~o b~h~ II~C~ Ib4 141Jvl lind w~ld poplll~o~A o / ~  I~d ~d~ml l  f~ l .  

T rc~  UnUa~ed b e l l v n  C1~ wil l  Iml~ m/mh=um Ncml ef 2110-24Gc~ ~o nm ~ h m  
s es~Jo~bJe nmu o~ a l ~ d ~  fish in Ibe Nettle Fork e( tke ~okoln~k l u s t .  AU w~¢r 
~ b l ~  i u m  be ko~ , ,H~ ,  the ~ , ¢ k e d ,  ~ d q ~ l  ~ HoM C~ud N d~ C ~ , a m  
~rl~ee~ II elr~lmtJy ~ ~V~ s ~  ~ CLITIll | tot hdt fl~eo~af~4s e~ ~e  bablt~t Is Ibe 
Io~es'a~114pl~ NO fMi h ~ k  edr tke SIm4ma~ I U ~ .  T ~  C:i~ ~ t  aim4 ~ l e  
m~Ml~t~om rer d l  I o u d e ~ l  Imldl~ le~ d~e m the i U q ~  IIoedlq ~ 4a~  N ~ e  oJ" r ~ e ~  

We ~spec~¢7 r c ~ l ¢  Ckll o~r mdd/~m~ Io A l ~ r T m ~  m b ~ r  tlvo b¢ ~ i e ~  
| ed eeaeMee~l when i ~  doe C.u~kmmo P r e ~  N~a J[,]~ We kOlN du~ FFJU~ 

e ~d Imw } ~  r cllecls~e wIJl ~bc~ ~ v r ~  gel w ~ l n a .  

TU-4 Opinion is noted, 

TU-5 Opinion is noted. 

TU-.6 Opinion is noted. 



> 

/ 

NSSC-) 

NSSC-2 

NSSC-3 

NSSC-4 ] 

~ l r t . * a ) *  ~* , I [ I . I~IgNI 
P r l a i ( l l h ~  

. - . -  

d?,'~ q ~ l e  
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i ~ d e t l &  L n 4 l r g y  ; 4 a ~ u l I g o r y  t~Ol l t l ! * l l a l t~q  

F~*rlt .  S t . r e e t ,  ~.  ( .  

2o2a.wIm'~'n~t°"" D . c . . " ~ ( ~  / 
• a t  C ~ I h m a n  N y d r t H t 1 ~ c t t ' & ~  P r o j e c t ;  I~'IgN~ P r o ) l e t  I io ,  4 ~ 0 ~ l ~ l a h L n ~ t O a  

N I t  ~ e r e t i t y  C a ~ h l l ~ ,  

ThAI T I O O U  ~ l p t e r  O~ l g ~ t  U ~ l ~ . l i ~ t ~  ~ r e d . e m i l  t h ~  O r e £ t  EZS 
l ~ r  P r o J ~ t  NO. 4~O ~ 4  hea t  c o n ¢ i a d ~ d  t h ~ t  t a m  ~ r o p o i l 3  ~ b ~ t t t e ~  
by  t h l  J o g h t  R ~ O #  P a c t g r ~ i  ~*I t b #  Oa~y E ~  a h l C h  & d d l q u a t # ~  
f ~ I ~ 1 2 1 1  t h e  ~ 1 ¢ ~ t  l a d  t h r e a t  OX t h ~  r p &  E l  I t  I p p l l e l  g o  
¢ ~ d ; t t o h #  ~ f l d e ~  v h l C h  I h ~ f H e T a l  t y ~ o ~ ) o a i r  l t c e h i #  la~* b e  
g~Eued*  

V l  S v T t h l r  ~ h d  t ~ !  I g l ~  d K $ I X O I  gO . ~ t ~ t d l ~  ~ h S l  a p p l ~ o a t l o h  I I  I 
I r e & l c e ~ l L a g  i1~ f e v o r a l ~ . e  t . o  t h e  u r n ; t r y  t h a t  ~ t  ¢ o n ~ t L t ~ t l l ~  I l l  [ 
O U t T i ~ I O M I  l ¥ ~ 0 h  O f  yG~T T f l ~ l ~ b ~ l ~  ~O tad )  p g J b ~ ¢ .  

W! ~ u t ' t ~ e r  ~ t f t t l  a o  I & h y  t n c O ~ # g W t I l ~ * l l l ,  o e L l l l l g O i # ,  O ~ . l l t . o r ~ . O n ~  ol~ i 
f a 2 t  a h ~  u h l m T r t n t N  G O ~ ¢ ~ . l l o h m  I n  t h a i  d O G ~ M n t  t ~ l t  VO I I G O N I n d  
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t l~. .~thl~I  C~.~ip,~a*tl r f~*&IV* , ~l, iJ~il)qDl~l t h l ~  [ h i )  i t l t l  I I O T I £ ~  I g : ~ J ; I t f { I  

i q ~ t f ~ & r t Q  t . h l  { IOg~ l l l n~ .  ¥ & t h  i G L I l ~ t l f t ~ :  I ~ d  l l ~ l l ~ *  l l G t l  I I ~ * l { t l l  tO 
Z ' I L n l O £ C t  t h e  " . e , ~ * g , ~ y ' I  ~ ,Ol&t&(3h ,  )'o~e a * ~ a p ~ i ~  p l ~ l  4 . 2 ~ + ~ J  )*1 I h  
a t t a r  f a 2 l e h ~ o ~ .  I n  p a r s  4 . 1 | . 2  t h l  l l l ~ g a t l o h  o l  I n  o v l r a g l  
~ I ~ g C  ; l l ;  l £ : ~ : t  o n  4 o v n l t  r I lUe :~ l O 0 0 1 h g  l l l~ p i l l  r I I  t o  M t h e  
l ~ l l m h t  O~ I Va r lP l ;~  l a i d ,  U h l e e l  t h l  g M I  ~ !  g l ! l g~ rea l l ~ l  ~ l ~ & n  o ,  

l + ~ i T t h e r ,  T I C O I I * J I  l l l l ~ l l t l ~  O~ l C q h ~ l l C  l t l l l t e T  ~*~ t h e  p l r O J K t  ; l  
p r o p e r l y  c o I p l e t e ~  ~ l  t o t e l ~ y  ~ J p r o ~ t m o d  by  t h e  a r~ence  t ~ e y  ~ o o k  
~ h e h  ~ O d ~  d e ~ r o ~ d  t h e t t  k I  ~ l n d o  D i S  ~ t l ~ t y .  U ~ n  I o o e s n g  
?X o f  t h e x ¢  t o t L l  L n * h o ~  c l l ~ l c g t ? ,  t h e y  ~ O r ~ w  little tmp~ (= t  u p o f l  
c ~ n l v I e r i ,  Ye t .  t b ~ y  ~ o r c i g t  Q1:OnOl~G d C ~  ~ f O I  • r e d v c t X o n  o~  • ~ 4 S  

q l  a r e  C a r t l X n  t h o r  Or~I4PF E r t l ~ l ~ t ~ l d l r l  v 1 1 1  O g X I I  yOU I t L f f f g C t e h t  
d a t a  g o  e n l P ] . l y  ~ I t & b l t ~  g o o d  r e d o e s  t o  r ~ v a i ~ t e  t h e  E I S .  L e n i n  I 
~ h l t  ~OM h i v e  h a  c h o L c l  b a t  t O  e e l e ~ t  t h e  J J tP  r ~ m e ~ d a t ~ o ~  e n d  
meg t h e  u t t Z l t y  On • Co '~ t ' l e  v h L c h  v t ~ l  p a r t l i 2 £ y  ~ o ~ r e c t  t h e  ~ r v e r l  
4111UIQ@ t h a t  h ~  b e e n  ; h ~ g g O t o d  ~ t h e  t h t / r o ~ l ~ t  a M  t h e  V i i i *  

Responses to 
Comments of Northwest Steelhead and Salmon Councd 

on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated March 10, 1996 

NSSC- l See response to NOAA- 1 

N S S C - 2 0 p i m o n  is noted A re~sed DEIS is not rcqutred 

NSSC-3 Opinion is no~ed 

NSSC-40pimon is noted 
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WCA-I 

-••ansh#ngton Cattlemen's Auodatlon 
5o91~r~.~71 FAX $Og192S .~O¢ 

F ~ m ~ y  9, 1996 

I ~ .  Jolm C ~  

~ F'mt Smm 1~  
' W ~  l~nm, D.C. 

I ~ K  Mr. ~m~mD: 

TI~ w ~  Ca l l =~n ' l  A J o ~ m a i  ~9o~m I ~  atmB md f~krLl I F ~ ¢ ~ )  m~ of ~" 

~ J ~ m e  bX Tma~.~ C~t~ Utili[y as .  c a p i t a  f ~  ~ o f t l ~  kg~dm f a ~ ,  ~ki~h is 

T ~  ~¢:~b~ F ~ m  h ~  t~=t ~a~/Iy o t ~ d  I ~  1920. ~l~y ~ c  h~y c~ ~ Lind md had 

I m ~ + ,  . ~  ,¢,.~. Md im o~cmt~mll ~ k  ?row ~ th= Rictb¢~l h m ~  ~labt~hcd a ~ ] d l ~  
I m b ~  oa I h ~  O~L 

We ~ ~ .  nelevm~ of f ~ / a l  ~ ~o ~ l  ~ kad ~hm,~h ~ ~ of  mmm~ ~ m  

COmF4rM~ ~ c 4 e ~  ~o~ lua bm~L 0wet 7 $ ) ~ s  o f ms~em~ie lind ~ I s , ' ~  ~ I v x  Ix  

TI~ WCA m~'O~lleS Y me t° 4efe~ a l l j ° m ~ l  c°°de1~s Ib~ Ir~ bared °~ ~ Pu~baN af ~ i 
Rk:h~ ~ or m,~ od~  vm~illmlr ~ .  T I ~  o o ~  obo~Id mmwqle ~sPOm~k F~ va~ 

B ~ t  
WCA P r m ~  

Responses to 
Comments of Washinston Cattlemen's Association 

on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated February 9, 1996 

WCA-I Our analysis shows that unchanged fan'rung operations and 
recreati(ma] facility development at Richert Farm would cause unportant 
wildlife populations in the project vlcuuty to contmuc declining wtule also 
adversely affectm8 adjacent aquatic habitats and preventing our rocommendcd 
mstream flows and mstream habitat e n h a n ~ t s  from tghievmg then- full 
potenhAI In response to comments on the DEIS, we no longer recommend 
that Tacoma ac, qmre title to l~chert Farm, but we continue to reconunend that 
Tacoma acquire a consolation ~ t  to the property. 
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WASHINGTON 
CONI '~ACT 
LDGGERS 

S ~ a a * ~  P~uad~a ~ H ~ m ~ : d C l ~ w ~ , I s h  

g r  L ~  d A.'qdd.eme ~ ~J~'~n~ 
~ C.w.aera.I kil,'41p'r W~b~ IP~.~¢ 

W C L - I  

23 J u s ~  ~ 

MI /din Cle~.~ 

I I I  F~nE Smel HE 
W.d~lpm. DC 

led C - .~ . - -  Hye~s~kmlc I~m~ FEItc No ~ 

C~w Me Cimmnm 

1 n < ~ y  i ,d  a mganll wkk Jd~/R~'1.  m dl lw ILick~s F~nm ~ ~1 Mini ~m~knd 

" 0 ~  'P~m wb.i~ ba~ ~ m ~ w ) y  4xmm'a~.  r a n t  mn,~ IN?. ~MIl~homm~d m ll~O,.I 
m m n d m  e m ~ q ~  d ~ lei 'van ~ .  "~m Jbdsm, s b s ~  ~ a t r a u m a  mum8 
l a y  m d , , , . . . - -  ~ t t h m  f r e e  F n c u = s  hmo ¢a~ud  m m l l a  m l d ~ 8  Imtam E a s ~ .  d m  md 

B e c N u  ~bj gxbmC, h s ~  dine  ~ tmxJ ~e~ e t m ~ 8  a n  ~ t d u ~  bad ~ W N I m ~ U  5U~ 
nquuUmnt  d F . m k ~ .  ~ d  P . "  md w ~ . d g  a ~ J  ~,'eb JUdmU a e m m a  t r e e  u t m  a ~ n  

~xm ~b~ d ~  ~ • b ~  A m ~ m ~  t 

~ ~ ,  ~ ~ , ~ - ~  a ~  ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~  ~ ' ~  L'~ . 

P.2zo, 
Wdkam [hdmO 

c¢ gap ~ O~is.  Sm S l ~ n m  

Responses to 
Comments of Washington Contract Loggers Association 

on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cushman Hydroelectric Project 

Letter dated January 23, 1996 

WCL-l The F[:IS recommcnds that Tacoma acquirc an eascmcnt 1o R~chcn 
Farm property rather than purchasing it. and the farm owner has indicated that 

an casement would be acceptable 
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West- I 

Wesb2 

West-3 [ 

WSTPORT CHARTERBOAT ASSOCIATION.. 
P. O. ~OX ~ M  • W~3TPORT, WASHINGTON g~3g5 

.~ ~i: .-% 
Mar=h  22, tq~;b 

L ~ ; I  O. Cae~ l l .  S i c e l t a r y  
redera~  / n e ~ g y  R l g u l a t ~ ' y  C O ~ a L I I ~ U q  
GOB r l , e t  ; t r e e t  h (  
h & m h i ~ Q t o ~ ,  U*C.  ?0~6 

~e: O~ lS  0 n , e ; i c t n l i n g  o f  Tacgb~il P u b h c  U t l ) l t l l i  • l e o  o ~ t ~ e  
~kOkom&gh K l v l r  

~ l a ¢  ~ l .  ~ I I P I L I ;  

~1~! t o  [ h i  d l l t l l  { f  f r i l h  ~ l { i r  IM Ib l {&~  e { r  I I [ I t y l  I ~OI :K I  
i ~  biSIhJngtG41 I t l ~ l ¢  i i ~  r U n l  Q f  C~!I~DO~ I n ~  CObO i r l  ~11~11 

" e l U l t ) ~ g  ¢ l e ~ e l d a t I O o  {O I i l ~  ~ / ~ l t l t *  : l l  7 • l a J U t  r o l l  ~q t P I  

r l l l c l a i l ~ g  11 F~RG'  I D C l l l ~ y  Ihllnt$4111. ~1 t~ l~J~n(  ¢(4C I l l  , 

We I r l  1~ f u l l  l u t > p c ~ t  Of t h l  p l ~ l ~ l l 4  ~ t  i o ¢ ~ h  ~y t ~ l  
S k O k ~ I I P  T r i b l  I n ~  r l q u l l t  • h i t  • hem ~ I S  b •  ~ n e  I I  i m ~ n  a l  , 

oreot~at ld ~on  Cull lay• tO&at& i l l  c ~ o t g t l ~ ,  ml t iga t lon .  In5 
I n . & m 4 : i l i 4 . ~  p ' o ~ D o r t l o n l l  tO  • h i  ~ l l t f U ¢ l [ o ~  t h a t  h a l  b l l n  ~ n • ,  

~ : t l i t l l ~ ,  | h i l l  ~ • . e  ehe,~Io be r e , l m v . ~  er ic t h l  . a t e - * h e d  
" t ( ~ o r l ~  t ~  l l e l  O ( 1 9 1 q & l  G C n ~ I 2 I G ~ .  

S~ec¢~e:y VD~rl .  

~ & ~ C l ~ l r  sir e l m  . r)r eeL¢l(* t t .  

Responses to 
C o m m e n t s  o f  Westport  C h a n e r b o a t  A s s oc ia t ton  

on the Drat~ Environmental Impact Statement 
C u s h m a n  Hydroe lec tr i c  Project  

Letter  dated  M a r c h  22 ,  1 9 9 6  

W~t-I Fish and wildhfe enhancemenls comprise the majority of our 
recommendations for project relicensing requirements We recommended 
increasing mmunum flows by 800 percent, structural fish habitat 
enhancements, fish passage berne• removal, gravel augmontatzon below Dam 
No 2, fish ~ocking in the lakes, McTaggert Creek removal, tmbace injury and 
mortality studies m consideration the tribal, commesclal, and recreational 
fishm 8 community interests We re-evaluated hatchery stocking m light of 
additional technical tnforraation provided by the [nbe  and FWS descnbmg 
North Fork production potential and necessary stocking and also m light of 
DOl's fish passage prescription We have required that Tacoma de'.dop a 
plan to develop a stoclong program for the Lower North Fork Lake Cushman 
to increase anadromous fish pruductlon and diversity Our evaluation can bc 
found in section 4 4 3  

West-2 Opimon is noted A revised DEIS is not required 

West-3 Opinion is noted 
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CUSHMAN PROJECT PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS 

Carol Volk, D.V.M. 
4930 Geiger Road 
Port Orchard, WA 98366 

Robert Burkholder 
4051 Bluff Lane 
Bainbridge Isl., Wa. 98110 

Janet Danbeurine-Smith 
8266 Lake City Way, NE 
Seattle, WA 98115 

Jane M. Kelley 
P.O. Box 1551 
Buckley, WA 98321 

Bob Langley 
8600 Pleasants Valley Road 
Winters, CA 95694 

Charles Robert Gustafson 
13560 Riviera PI., NE 
Seattle, WA 98125 

Dr. Lance W. Christian.sen 
P.O. Box 399 
Toledo, WA 98591 

Alberta Kittleson 
308 Ea. 123rd Street 
Tacoma, WA 98445 

Laura Ingham 
4120 Poim White Drive NE 
Bainbridge Island, WA 98110 

Peter W. Flohr 
P.O. Box 132 
Index, WA 98256 

John Lidington 
W-242Loertscher Rd. 
Shelton, WA98584 

A-248 
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Andrew & Shirley Beelik 
2012 Walker Park Rd. 
Shelton, WA 98584 

Joe Malan 
P.O. Box 1505 
Edmonds, WA 98020 

Paul Timo 
3015 NW market St., #B205 
Seattle, WA 98107 

Ray Evans 
P.O. Box 98178 
Tacoma, WA 98498 

J.M. Lieberman, MD 
2122 NE 70th Street 
Seattle, WA 98115 

Jonathan A. Cooper/Diane E. Doles 
643 Randolph Place 
Seattle, WA 98122 

Laure Caillouette Nichols 
8223 Silverbow Road 
Lakebay, WA 98349 

Kirk Francis and Leslie Larch 
4750 Brooks Hill Road 
Langley, WA 98260 

Frank H. Jacobs 
625 No. McCarver Street 
Tacoma, WA 98403 

Neil Fjeldheim 
4225 Francis Ave, North, Apt. E 
Seattle, WA. 98103 

Allan R. Leider 
7120-156th Place NE 
Redmond, WA 98052 

A-249 



~0080607-0131 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 12/02/1996 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

Sylvia & Kenneth Retherford 
1608 A St. 
Home. WA 98349 

William P. Meleney 
3609 S. 19th Street 
Tacoma, WA 98405 

John E. Edison 
P.O. Box 697 
Stanwood WA 98292 

Gail M. Jennings 
13706 NE 76th PL 
Redmond, WA 98052 

George E. Lewis 
21414 196th Ave., SE 
Renton, WA 98058 

AI Bergstein 
5608 Latona NE 
Seattle, WA 98105 

Chris Vondrasek 
934 18th Ave 
Seattle, WA 98122 

Roy & Lisetta Lindstrom 
P.O. Box 467 
Silverdale, WA 98383 

George H. Hess, MD 
4437 Soundview Drive 
University Place, WA 

Sarah Light 
600 Black Lake Blvd., SW #14 
Olympia, WA 98502 

Anne Johnston 
822 31st Ave. 
Seattle, WA 98122 
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J.C. May 
Livng System Collective Consultants 
3735 58th Ave SW 
Sea, WA 98116 

Darryl C. Bullington 

James G. Schulz 
3448 - 162nd P1. SE 
Bellevue, WA 980098-5732 

Mike & Kathy Piel 
37611 SE 76th Street 
Snoqualmie, WA 98065-9301 

Karin Engstrom James 
330 Lake Washington Boulevard South 
Seattle, Washington 98144 

Richard M. Sisson 
1501 K Street 
Washougal, WA 98671 

Carolee Colter 
4551 33rd Ave., S\ 
Seattle, WA 98118 

Lew Simpson 
3701 North Adams 
Tacoma, WA 20426 

Dwight Koeberl/Louise McCracken 
202 NW 72nd Street 
Seattle, WA 98117 

Linda Meister 
316 E. Pine Street 
Elma, WA 98541 

Jack Greencrow/Jack Connors 
Margaret L. McCluskey 
20804 Crawford Rd. 
Lyrmwood, WA 98036-8645 

Christopher Page 
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46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

54. 

55. 

56. 

Carol Bosworth 
832 NW 67th St 
Seattle WA 98117 

Faith M. Willcox 
414 Steinman Dr. 
Ashland, OR 97520 

Edith Abicht 
1215 North J. Street 
Tacoma, WA 98403 

Duane E. Phinney 
700 Sleater Kinney Road, Box B332 
Olympia, WA 98503 

The Miller Kids 
2119 S 230th 
Des Moines, WA 98198 

Lura B. Irish 
16409-33rd Street Court 
Lakebay, WA 98349-0578 

ltarold N. Wiren 
4250 NE 88th St 
Seattle, WA 98615-3827 

Mary Rivard 
3620 Burke N. #4 
Seattle, WA 98103 

Tamara Wulff 
9553 lnterlake Ave, N 
Seattle, WA 98103 

Wayne J. Daley, C.F.S 
1646 Jeannette PI 
Bainbridge, Isl., WA 98110-1065 

Jack E. Mansfield 
13440 Lester Rd., NW 
Silverdale, WA 98383 
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57. 

58. 

59. 

0. 

61. 

62. 

63. 

64. 

65. 

6. 

Jerry & Beverly Ross 
P.O. Box 865 
Hoodsport WA 98548 

Chris Hawkins 
2204 State Ave NE 
Olympia, WA $7506 

Gary Westerlund 
9623 S 205th PI 
Kent WA 98031 

W.H. Mashburn 
9418 Burnham Drive, NW 
Gig Harbor, WA 98332 

12oris Johnson/Burton Lohman 
11405 interlacken Dr. SW 
Tacoma, WA 984S8 

K.B. Lindemann 
PO Box 1125 
Hoodsport, WA 98548 

K. B. L. 

E. Zahn 
295 Fleet Dr. 
Port Ludlow, WA 98365 

James Keithly 
1717 N 82rid Street 
Seattle, WA 98103 

Mark DeTray 
Liz Can" 
AJicna 
Patrick Johnsen 
Collin Holland 
Kathryn Chumbley 
Brooke Derr 
Lawremce Diehl 
Tom Conner 
Peter Holet 
Nancy Odley 
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Tlacy H. Fartell 
Lyman T. 
Michelle Boinfletz 
Monique Wilson 
Charles Adler 
Elizabeth London 
Lisa Randolph 
Anna Singhedeo 
Ann-Marie Prince 
Roger R. Dittmar 
Alys Bankes 
Jason Clafin 
Ken Slattery 
Patsy Lyons 
Kim McKeen 
Jim Rioux 
Michael Menefee 
Chris Story 
Ann Garrett 
Jennifer Molfetta 
William Bradlee 

67. J .H .  Browne, JR. 
Vashon, WA 

68. 

69. 

70. 

71. 

Elizabeth McDowell 
5224 Palatine Ave., N 
Seattle, WA 98103 

Bruce d. Grimm 
P.O. Box 1523 
Longview WA 98632-7918 

Eric H. Lawson 
8621 Evergreen Dr. NE 
Olympia, WA 98506-9790 

Leslie W. Robbins 
SE 183 Morgan Rd. 
Shehon, WA 98584 

71A. Kalen Dolan 
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72. 

73. 

74. 

75. 

76. 

77. 

78. 

79. 

80. 

81. 

Mark Sleeper 
LaDonna Harrison 
Beverly Godwin 
Robert J. Zehruy 
Robert R. Grey 
Albert Mel Smith 
Bourgault Road 
East Bourgault, WA 

Matt Brown 
6207 7th Ave NW 
Seattle, WA 98107 

Jo Ann & William Lysak 
9342 Lohrer Lane NE 
Olympia, WA 98516 

Bruce ? 
Tacoma Catholic Worker 
1417 So. G. Street 
Tacoma, WA 98405 

Mildred Howard Smith 
215 Finch P1 SW #107 
Bainbridge Is., WA 98110 

Richard & Elsie Zarnowitz 
1486 Oriental Ave 
Bellingham, WA 98226 

Ray Evans 
PO Box 98178 
Tacoma, WA 98498-0178 

Carrie Lindsey-Fernsler 
P.O. Box 1020 
Elma, WA 98541 

Virginia Lou Hoyt 
1713 Cooks Hill Rd. #51 
Centralia, WA 98531 

Michael Hill 
PO Box 323 
Elbe, WA 98330 
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83. 

84. 

85. 

86. 

87. 

88. 

89. 

0. 

91. 

92. 

93. 

Nlkt Lir Quester 
PO Box 84 
Idianola, WA 

Bob Barnard 
1321 Hays Ave NW 
Olympia, WA 98502 

Alice P. Flegel 
2575 NE 83rd St 
Seattle, WA 98115 

Eric W. Hoyte 
1123 Cherry Ave. NE 
Bainbridge Isl., WA 98110 

Dawn Mason 

PO Box 247 
Onalaska, WA 

Robert Kunreuther 
3832 Sunnyside Ave. N 
Seattle, WA 98103 

lngrid Hansen 
1609 Langridge Ave. NW 
Olympia, WA 98502 

Barbara A. Gardner 

Guy L. Parsons 
W-530 Bambi Farms Rd. 
Shelton, WA 98584 

Allan Poobus 
2115 S. Sheridan 
Tacoma, WA 98405 

Laura B. Weiss 
I001 Yew St 
Olympia, WA 98506 
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94. 

95. 

96. 

97. 

98. 

99. 

R.L. Flegel 
PO Box #63 
Lilliwaup, WA 98555 

Eric Espenhorst 
10006 Rainier Ave S 
Seattle, WA 98178 

Kristine Sand Thomas B. Moore 
4015 Soundview Dr. W 
Tacoma, WA 98466 

Mark E. Hitchcox 
PO Box 7181 
Olympia, WA 98507 

John D. Meyer, Superintendent 
Hood Canal School District No. 404 
North 111 Highway 106 
Shelton, WA 98584 

Tia Skerbeck 
Wendy Sampson 
Brian George 
Bert 
Windy Anderson 
Joanne A. Penn 
Richard W. Vanderpul 
Lois Armstrong 
Noci 
Katie Morgan 
Lara Nault 
Darroll Charles, Jr. 
Lisa Rose Jackson-Nickel 
Tina Jackson 
(AFSC NW Indian Program ) 
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Table A-1. Cushman Project public comments and staff responses. 

Issue Letter no. Response 

1. The DEIS fails to discuss 1 A discussion of boating potential has been added to the 
boating in the lower North document. 
Fork. It should include 
potential benefits from 
higher flows. 

2. Restore f lows in the North 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 9, 13, 15, See our response to WDOE-3. 
Fork -- eliminate out-of- 18, 19, 20, 23, 24, 28, 
basin diversions. 29, 32, 33, 37, 39, 42, 

43, 44, 45, 48, 51, 52, 
53, 54, 56, 59, 64, 65, 
66, 75, 81, 82, 84, 91, 
94, 96 

Elimination of the diversion is part of the staff 's 
3. Eliminate the McTaggert recommendations. 

Creek diversion. 

4. Provide a schedule for We do not recommend full run-of-the-river f lows. 
restored run-of-river f lows. 

5. Provide recreational access Our recommended alternative will provide increased recreational 
to the restored lower North opportunities around Lake Cushman. Our analysis did not 
Fork. indicate that North Fork access was needed. 

6. Eliminate the dikes. Both the DEIS and FEIS recommend that dikes at Nalley Ranch be 
removed. 

7. Don't allow the project to 2, 74 Environmental enhancements recommended under Alternative 3, 
continue destruction of including increased f lows to the North Fork and support of a 
anadromous fish. hatchery stocking program for the North Fork, should dramatically 

increase the diversity and production of Lower North Fork salmon 
runs. 

k) 
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0 
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0 
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Table A-1. (continued] 

Issue Letter no. Response 

8. Don't allow the project to 2,74 Our recommendations to increase river flows, improve instream 
continue destruction of fish habitats, stock fish, restore the Skokomish estuary, and 
wildlife resources, protect almost 6,000 acres of land would protect and 

substantially enhance fish and wildlife populations at the project. 

9. Develop alternative sources 3,7,15,67 Opinion is noted. 
of energy. 

10. Hold Tacoma accountable 4, 6, 7, 17, 20, 21, 22, Opinion is noted. 
for 70 years of damage; 23, 27, 28, 29, 32, 33, 
mitigate for past damage. 35, 37, 42, 44, 51, 52, 

56, 59, 66, 70, 73, 81 

11. Restore salmon runs. 6, 9, 17, 23, 72 See response to 7. 

12. Consider the value of 5 We consider recreation and tourism in our review of the project, 
tourism in the FEIS. but include only the direct cost of recreation enhancements in our 

analysis of project economics. 

13. Restore Skokomish River 6, 20, 49, 58 Our recommended alternative will increase flows, provide habitat 
watershed, enhancement, and increase fish production in the North Fork. 

14. The FEIS should consider Opinion is noted. This would exceed the scope of analysis 
the whole water system needed for this proceeding. 
(including Puget Sound) 
when identifying impacts 
and restoration techniques. 

15. There should be better ways 12 See our responses to SF/1-30 and SF/1-32. 
to protect wildlife than 
through a taking of, or a 
conservation easement on, 
Richert Farm. 
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Table A-1. (continued) 

Issue Letter no. Response 

16. Provide fish passage. 15, 27, 91 Our analysis indicates that inclusion of fish passage in our 
recommended alternative does not provide the best balance of 
developmental and non-developmental resources. The fisheries 
enhancements included in the staff based alternative (Alternative 
3) should dramatically increase the diversity and production of 
Lower North Fork salmon runs. 

17. Property owners should be 
protected from flooding 
and/or loss of water. 

15 Opinion is noted. The project has and would continue to reduce 
the frequency of damaging floods. Our recommended alternative 
would reduce the frequency and severity of mainstem flooding. 

18. Would rather see higher 
electric rates than further 
damage. 

17, 2 0 , 2 2 , 3 0 , 7 5 , 8 2 ,  
86 

Opinion is noted. 

19. The financial cost to or 
value of the salmon fishery 
must be defined. 

21 The potential benefits associated with the alternatives, including 
the salmon fishery, are assessed qualitatively in the DEIS in our 
efforts to achieve a balance between developmental and non- 
developmental resources. 

20. Provide minimum f lows that 
will support anadromous 
fish. 

27, 31 Our recommended alternative will substantially increase f lows in 
the Lower North Fork. The increased f lows combined with the 
other fisheries enhancements included under Alternative 3 should 
dramatically increase the diversity and production of Lower North 
Fork salmon runs. 

21. Tacoma should make more 
efficient use of the 
hydrostatic head at 
Cushman Powerhouse No. 2 
to produce electric power. 

31 Tacoma is making about as much use of the hydrostatic head as 
it can and has recently increased the capacity of powerhouse 2 
to 2,950 cfs. 

22. The present project violates 
the laws of the state and 
the nation. 

3 3 , 7 0  Opinion is noted. The Commission deferred consideration of 
these issues in City of Tacoma, Washington, 67 FERC ¶ 61,152 
(1994) ~ denied. 71 FERC ¶ 61,381 (1995), 

sub nora. Skokomish Indian Tribe vs. FERC No. 95- 
70656 (9th cir. January 29, 1996). 
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Table A - I .  (continued) 

Issue Letter no. Response 

23. The Draft DEIS allows for 34 Opinion is noted. 
continued degradation of the 
watershed to continue 
almost unabated. 

24. Extend maximum lake level 36 In the FEIS, we recommend that discharges from Lake Cushman 
of 738 feet into September be no more than inflow whenever the water level falls below 
to maintain a lake level of at 736.0 feet between Memorial Day and Labor Day to protect 
least 736 feet through Labor recreational use of the lake. 
Day. 

25. There appears to be a 36 This is not an error. These levels are designed to allow the lake 
typographical error in that to attenuate the probable maximum flood (PMF) which varies 
the November maximum seasonally. The most severe floods occur in November. 
lake level is set at 724  feet 
while October's level is set 
at 727 feet and December's 
level is set at 726 feet. 

26. Do not have Tacoma take 36 In response to public and agency comments, we no longer 
over the Lake Cushman recommend this action. 
Resort. 

27. Do not ban motors on Lake 36 We are no longer recommending a ban on motorized boating on 
Kokanee. Lake Kokanee. 

28. Do not open the private park 36 We no longer recommend this measure. 
at Lake Kokanee. It would 
cause overcrowding and 
degraded conditions. 

29. Decommission the project. 38, 91, 94 We do not recommend decommissioning at this t ime. For further 
discussion of decommissioning, see the Commission's 
Decommissioning Policy Statement (December 14, 1994). 
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Table A-1. (continued) 

Issue Letter no. Response 

30. Where are the real economic 38 This exceeds the scope of our analysis of project economics. 
figures reflecting the income 
from the hydro plants vs. 
the environmental losses 
that have been caused by 
the project? 

31. Has the city determined how 
its customers can better use 
their electricity? Are its 
citizens entitled to waste? 

38 Opinion is noted. We will recommend that the Commission 
address Tacoma's conservation activities in the license order. 

32. FERC is clearly acting to 
control the disposition of the 
water...Is FERC willing to 
absorb the obligations for 
the effects of the water use 
they mandate? 

41 The FPA requires the Commission to determine appropriate 
conditions for hydroelectric licenses. Liability issues, if any, must 
be determined by the courts and are beyond the scope of this 
NEPA analysis. 

33. What is the possible value of 
or basis for the current 50 
cfs spill mandate? 

41 Tacoma releases a minimum f low of 30 cfs (not 50 cfs) to the 
lower North Fork in conformance with a CWA Section 401 
certification received in 1988 from the Washington Department 
of Ecology. 

34. If water is put into the 
Skokomish as proposed, 
there will be flooding 
problems. Don't agree with 
providing water that hasn't 
been there for 70 years. 

41 Under staff recommended Alternative 3, Tacoma would provide 
augmented f lows to the North Fork that should expand channel 
capacity and increase sediment transport capacity. Tacoma 
would also maintain current reservoir operations thus ensuring 
flood storage capacity. The combined actions included in 
Alternative 3 should make it highly effective in reducing 
mainstem flood hazards. 
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Table A-1. (continued) 

Issue Letter no. Response 

35. The FERC values used are 41 
economically light. 
Tacoma's proposal taking 
100 cfs from Cushman's 
Powerhouse No. 2 and 
running through a new 
turbine at the base of 
Powerhouse No. 2 must look 
at the difference it makes to 
the energy of flow. 

M 
:;0 

We have considered the reduced head for power production 
through the proposed powerhouse at Dam No. 2 versus that at 
existing Cushman No. 2. This was used in our computer 
simulation of historic flows to estimate the average annual power 
generation of each alternative and the comparative energy loss 
(refer to tables 5-1 and 5-5). 

36. Alternative 3 ignores federal 
and state laws, including the 
FPA, water quality laws, and 
state law governing water 
rights. 

4 5 , 4 6 , 4 7 , 4 9 , 5 9 , 7 0 ,  
7 8 , 7 9 , 8 0 , 8 7 , 9 0 , 9 3 ,  
9 4 , 9 6 , 9 7  

Opinion noted. The Commission deferred consideration of these 
charges in City of Tacoma, Washington (see response to 22). A 
license will only be issued when the requirements of applicable 
laws are met. 

37. Consider the Skokomish 44, 46, 47, 68, 72, 75, Alternative 2 is adapted from the Tribe's proposal and is 
Tribe's proposal. 85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, evaluated in the FEIS. 

94, 96 

38. Make sure the land 50 The land exchange is out of the Commission's control; it is up to 
exchange takes place, the Department of the Interior. The Commission will do what it 

can to facilitate the exchange. 

39. "...the personnel evaluating 55 We do not know to what this comment is referring because we 
the watershed were not able are not aware of anyone collecting fish in the area. 
to identify the species of 
salmonids they collected and 
requested assistance from 
fish hatchery personnel..." 

40. Protect the recreational and 
residential resources 
surrounding the lakes. 

57 The fish, wildlife and recreation enhancements recommended in 
the staff alternative (alternative 3) will protect residential and 
recreation resources in the project area. 
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Table A-1. (continued) 

Issue Letter no. Response 

41. Short-term cost (of 61 Comment is noted. 
enhancements] will be more 
than made up in good will, 
return of income from 
fisheries and the value 
recreationally and spiritually 
of having the river restored. 

42. Increase the water surface 62 
area of Lake Cushman in 
order to prevent 
catastrophic flood conditions 
in the Skokomish Valley 

The Cushman Project is a hydroelectric project, not a flood 
control project. The project provides ancillary flood control 
benefit which would be preserved and enhanced under our 
recommended alternative. Evaluation of intensive flood control 
options for the project is beyond the scope of this NEPA 
document. 

43. Supports Tacoma's 69, 71, 71A Opinion is noted. 
proposal. 

44. FERC needs to fully consider 70 
the cultural and spiritual 
impact of the project on the 
Skokomish Indian Nation 
and certain other Native 
tribes. The river is a sacred 
being and giver of life to 
indigenous people and 
should be restored to its 
original f low. 

When discussing f low 
restrictions, every mention 
of US 101 as a dam 
restriction should also 
mention US 106. 

45. 

Staff has reviewed an documents concerning the relationship of 
area resources to the project and believes that cultural and 
spiritual concerns, as they have been presented in writing and 
orally during public testimony, have been or will be addressed. 

72 We have revised the text to include US 106 in our discussion. 
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Table A - I .  (continued) 

Issue Letter no. Response 

46. Keep winter lake levels low 72, 91 
to allow for maximum flood 
storage capacity. 

47. Tacoma has proved 
incompetent in managing its 
dams for flood protection. 
Recommend bringing in one 
or more parties to participate 
in day-to-day operating 
decisions re: storing and 
releasing dam waters. 

There are several competing demands placed on Lake Cushman 
operations. If Lake Cushman was drafted further in the winter to 
increase its flood storage capacity, the fish populations in the 
lake would diminish and the potential that the lake would not 
fully refill would increase. Our recommended operations allow 
drafting the reservoir to 690 feet during January and February. 

48. Install bypass valves to 
permit greater releases of 
water through powerhouse 
No. 2 during critical flood 
situations or turbine failures. 

72 Opinion is noted. The licensee must be responsible for operating 
the project under the terms of the new license. 

49. Establish a means within 
FERC's jurisdiction to require 
more responsibility from 
Tacoma for their flood 
damages due to poor 
operating procedures. 

72, 91 Staff recommended Alternative 3 should be effective in reducing 
mainstem flood hazards. 

50. Recommend a logging 
moratorium in the 

72 The licensee must operate the project under the terms of the new 
license. A new emergency action plan for the Cushman Project 
was completed on January 18, 1994. Tacoma notifies the 
Mason County Sheriff, the Skokomish Tribe, and Washington 
State Emergency Management when it is likely that a spill will be 
required. 

Skokomish watershed until 
the DNR watershed analysis 
is completed. 

72 Our recommendations in the EIS would prevent logging on more 
than 3,700 acres of timberland in the North Fork Subbasin. 
Forest management on other lands in the basin is outside of our 
authority to control. 
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Table A-1. (continued) 

Issue Letter no. Response 

51. Tacoma should provide a 72, 91, 98 A new emergency action plan for the Cushman Project was 
dam failure warning system, completed on January 18, 1994. In circumstances when flood 

f lows are high or when dam failure could occur, Tacoma notifies 
the Mason County Sheriff, the Skokomish Tribe, and Washington 
State Emergency Management. 

52. Oppose relicensing. 77 Opinion is noted. 

53. How can relicensing occur 81 Licensees must obtain the necessary water rights to operate their 
before Tacoma obtains the projects. We discuss this in FEIS Section 3.3.1.3. 
requisite water rights? 

54. Limit the term of the new 81 In accordance with the Commission's policy on new license 
license to 30 years, terms, we recommend a license term of 40 years. 

55. Develop an alternative that 83 Our recommended alternative includes f lows that will increase 
would provide instream salmon habitat. 
f lows that would create 
viable salmon habitat. 

56. Develop an alternative that 83, 88, 89, 90 Opinion is noted. We examine a range of reasonable alternatives 
produces power but also in the FEIS. 
reduces the watershed. 

57. The Cushman Project is 91 See response to EPA-7. 
contributing to the 
groundwater tables rising by 
reducing the river's sediment 
transporting abilities. 

58. 3.2.3.3 has diverted the 91 The effects of road levees in accelerating aggradation is well 
facts from the degradation established. The referenced statement is from Canning. 1988. 
due to the Cushman Project 
and goes on pointing the 
finger to the US 101 levee 
acting as a dam. This is not 
so according to the DOT. 
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Table A-I .  (continued) 

Issue Letter no. Response 

59. Page 9, section 3.2.3.3, 91 
paragraph 3 states "River 
bed aggradation is 
progressively increasing 
flooding of the Skokomish 
Valley..." In the context of 
this paragraph, it is not clear 
if nriverbed fills with gravel" 
refers to the South Fork 
logging and road building 
sediments or if bank erosion 
is contributing. 

Accelerated erosion and mass wasting in the highly developed 
South Fork watershed is widely considered to be the principal 
source of the mainstem's sediment load. As aggradation 
continues, however, it is likely that lateral migration or channel 
braiding will cause the channel itself to be a major contributor to 
the mainstem's sediment load. 

60. The way the DEIS was 
written, concerning which 
alternative provides the best 
scenario, is biased. 

91 Opinion is noted. 

61. The reservoir includes much 
more than the Skokomish 
R!ver and the Hood Canal 
landscapes for aesthetics. 
This is an injustice to many 
in the floodplain and beyond 
for whom the surge tanks, 
penstocks, and powerlines 
have ruined the natural 
landscape of the estuary and 
Hood Canal hillside. 

91 We recommend that the penstock, surge tanks and penstock 
towers be painted a less obtrusive color so that they may better 
blend with the surrounding environment. 
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Table A-1. (continued} 

Issue Letter no. Response 

62. Support participation and 91 See our response to WDOE-14 and 15. 
implementation of flood 
hazard projects such as 
riverine hydraulic 
improvements, 
bioengineered banks for 
riparian function and fishery 
enhancement. 

63. Require comprehensive dam 
inspections annually to 
include harmonic distortion 
and x-ray engineering. 

91 The Commission routinely inspects hydroelectric facilities 
annually and has an independent contractor perform more 
detailed Part 12 safety inspections of high hazard dams every 5 
years. 

64. Alternative 2 does not 92 Alternative 2 is no longer referred to as the JRP alternative. 
accurately represent the JRP 
recommendations. 

65. The wildlife habitat costs for 95 The prices of lands that we evaluated in the EIS vary 
staff 's option, $2,600 per considerably depending on whether they are agricultural or timber 
acre, differs greatly from lands, and timberland values vary depending on whether they are 
staff 's characterization of stocked with mature timber or have been recently clearcut. We 
the JRP option, $5,777 per used the exact same per-acre costs under each plan (see 
acre...FERC should explain appendix C, section 3.O); the JRP's plan simply included a higher 
this important proportion of land with more mature timber on it and thus cost 
disparity...these costs are more on average. Although the cost of the land itself might be 
well above market value for only about $1,OOO, we also had to consider the value of the 
Pacific Northwest timber on it (appendix C, section 3.0). Our estimated timber 
commercial timberland, values were generally much greater than estimated land values, 

which inflated total acquisition costs well beyond $1,000 per 
a c r e .  
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Table A- 1. (continued) 

Issue Letter no. Response 

66. FERC misstates the regional 95 
need for power by 
selectively citing documents 
and creating the appearance 
of need for Cushman's 
output. FERC cites the 
PNUCC's March 1995 report 
that the region's utilities 
expect load growth as the 
basis for the need for 
power. The report also 
forecasts a regional surplus 
of power through 2004. 

We agree that the cost of replacement power used in the DEIS in 
high, based on market conditions today. The value used in the 
FEIS is $21.00 per MWh to account for the value of energy and 
capacity. 

67. FERC overstates the value of 
the output from the 
Cushman Project in using 
28.1 mills/kWh (DEIS page 
5-7). No source is provided 
for this estimate. BPA 
estimates the current 
regional avoided costs of 
power, and thus the value of 
output from Cushman, as 
2.1 c/kWh, or 21 mills/kWh 
(see BPA Issue Alert, July 
1995). 

95 We agree that the cost of replacement power used in the E)EIS is 
high, based on market conditions today. The value used in the 
FEIS is $21.00 per MWh to account for the value of energy and 
capacity. 

68. The DEIS should consider all 
options including f low 
management, river bank 
restoration, and relocating 
persons, as flood control 
measures. 

95 Flooding and its impacts on $kokomish Valley Residents is a 
major consideration in the development of our preferred 
alternative. By managing Lake Cushman to minimize flood 
releases, contributing to the Mason County Flood Hazard 
Reduction Plan, and by providing a flushing f low study, our 
preferred alternative would enhance the project's beneficial 
effects on downstream flooding. 
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