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Chapter 1. Purpose and Need for Action

1.1 Introduction

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate
the effects of continued funding for the ongoing operations of the Umatilla River Fall Chinook
(Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), Umatilla River Spring Chinook, and Umatilla River Coho
(Oncorhynchus kisutch) production programs (production programs) at the Umatilla Hatchery
(Hatchery), associated satellite facilities,and direct releasesites.! BPA proposesto provide funding
to the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla
Indian Reservation (CTUIR), and the Westland Irrigation District for the ongoing production and
release of Umatilla River spring Chinook and Umatilla River fall Chinook, and the adult trapping and
broodstock collection, spawning, holding, transportation and release of Umatilla River coho salmon
(coho incubation and rearing are funded by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) using
Mitchell Act funding?2); routine facility maintenance; site and facility upgrades and additions; new
water source development;and research, monitoring,and evaluation (RM&E) of the hatchery
programs.

BPA has prepared this draft EA pursuantto the National Environmental Policy Act,as amended
(NEPA) (42 United States Code [USC] 4321 et seq.) and its implementing regulations,which require
federal agencies toassess the impacts that their actions may have on the environment and make
thisimpact analysis availableto the public.

1.2 Need for Action

BPAis afederal power marketing administration thatis part ofthe U.S. Department of Energy.
Multiple statutes govern BPA’s actions, including the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planningand
Conservation Act of 1980 (Northwest Power Act) (16 U.S.C.839 §§ et seq.), which directs BPA to
protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife affected by the developmentand operation of the
Federal ColumbiaRiver Power System (FCRPS). To assistin accomplishing this, the Northwest
Power Actrequires BPA to fund fish and wildlife protection, mitigation, and enhancementactions
consistent with the Northwest Power and Conservation Council’s (Council) Columbia River Basin
Fish and Wildlife Program and other purposes ofthe Act. The Council makes recommendations to

L This EA evaluates operations at the Umatilla Hatchery incubation and rearing facility located on the Columbia River;
trapping and holding facilities at Three Mile Falls Dam and the Walla Wall Hatchery; acclimation and release facilities at
Pendleton, Thornhollow, and Imeques C-mem-ini-kem; the direct release site at Rieth Bridge, the Westland Irrigation
District’s Fish By-Pass and Sampling Area; and the Westland Juvenile Sampling Facility. Bonneville and Cascade
Hatcheries are also used for the Umatilla River Fall Chinook and Coho Programs’ incubation and rearing needs, but their
environmental effects are evaluated elsewhere. The term “satellite facilities” is used to refer to the facilities and locations
other than the Umatilla, Walla Walla, Bonneville and Cascade fish hatcheries that are used by these programs and funded
by BPA.

2The Umatilla Hatchery also supports the Umatilla River Summer Steelhead Program, but that program was evaluated in
the 2020 Columbia River Hatcheries Environmental Assessment (DOE/EA-2132) prepared by NMFS (NMFS 2020) and
adopted by BPA in a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) dated March 2022. No changes to the Umatilla River
Summer Steelhead Program are proposed in this EA.

Umatilla Hatchery Programs Final Environmental Assessment 1



BPA concerning which fish and wildlife mitigation measures toimplement. The Hatchery actions
assessed in this EA are included in the Council’s Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program.

BPAneedstorespond to funding requests by ODFW, the CTUIR, and the Westland Irrigation
District for the Chinook and coho salmon production programs at the Hatchery and the satellite
facilities. In meeting the need for action, BPA seeks toachieve the following purposes:

e Supportongoing efforts to mitigate the effects of development and operation of the FCRPS
on fish and wildlife in the mainstem Columbia Riverand its tributaries pursuant tothe
Northwest Power Act.

e Support conservation of Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed species consideredin the
2020 ESA consultations with (NMFS) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on the
operations and maintenance of the Columbia River System.

e Assistin carrying out commitmentsinthe 2008 ColumbiaBasin Fish Accords Memorandum
of Agreements (Accords) that were reaffirmedin the subsequent amendments to the
Columbia River Fish Accord Extension Agreement with CTUIRand others.

e Minimize adverse impacts tothe human environment,avoid jeopardizing the continued
existence of ESA-listed species, and avoid adverse modification or destruction of designated
critical habitat.

1.3 Background

1.3.1 Bonneville Power Administration

BPA is afederal power marketing agency within the United States Departmentof Energy (DOE).
BPA’sactions are governed by several statutes, including the Pacific Northwest Electric Power
Planning and Conservation Act of 1980 (Northwest Power Act) (16 U.S.C.§§ 839 et seq.). Under the
Northwest Power Act, BPA must protect, mitigate, and enhancefish and wildlife affected by the
development and operation of the Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) on the Columbia
River and its tributaries in a manner consistent with the Council’s Columbia River BasinFish and
Wildlife Program (Program).

1.3.2 Mitchell Act

Congress passed the Mitchell Actin 1938 toadvance the conservation of salmon and steelhead
fisheryresources in the Columbia River Basin and funds hatchery facilities, RM&E of hatchery
programs, irrigation intake screening, and fish passage improvements in Oregon, Washington, and
Idaho. Congress has appropriated Mitchell Act funds annually since 1946, and NMFShas
administeredit since 1970 with appropriations totribesand the statesto produce hatchery salmon
and steelhead tosupporttribal, sport, and commercial fisheries.

1.3.3 Umatilla River Chinookand Coho Salmon Production Programs

The Council authorized the Umatilla Hatchery in 1984 and approved the Umatilla Hatchery Master
Planin 19893 as part of its Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program to produce juvenile
Chinook salmon and steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) smolts for acclimation and release in the

3 The satellite facilities were approved in subsequent years.

Umatilla Hatchery Programs Final Environmental Assessment 2



Umatilla River Basin. Umatilla Hatchery operationsbeganin 1991 with the goal of supporting the
Umatilla River Spring Chinook Program, the Umatilla River Fall Chinook Program (Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha), the Umatilla River Coho Program, and the Umatilla Summer Steelhead Program for
increasing returns of these fish tothe Umatilla River basin to partially mitigate the loss of fishing
and harvest opportunities due to habitatloss and migration blockage resulting from operations of
the Columbia Basin hydropower system. The actions also provide for the restoration of fish
populationsin available, but currently unused,spawninghabitat in the upper reaches of the
Umatilla River basin.

1.3.4 Umatilla River Fall Chinook Program

The primary purpose of the program is to meet harvest mitigation goals with a secondary purpose
to supplementnatural production. The Hatchery and Genetics ManagementPlan (HGMP) and
Program Management Plan for the Umatilla RiverFall Chinook Program describe how the program
would collect fall Chinook broodstock at Three Mile Falls Dam adult trappingfacility from
September through November;hold them there and spawn or transfer them tothe Walla Walla
Hatchery*for holding and spawning. The spawnedeggs are reared at the Umatilla Hatchery to
produce itstargeted 600,000 smolts.5

The current BPA production and release goals for Umatilla River Fall Chinookare 600,000 sub-
yearlings. The sub-yearling fish from the Hatchery would transferred from the UmatillaHatchery
and released evenly intotwo ponds at the Pendleton facility for two weeks of acclimation prior to
release intothe Umatilla River. For the purposes ofthis EA, when ‘Umatilla River Fall Chinook
Program’ or fall Chinook generally is referenced, the BPA-funded sub-yearling fall Chinook
production is being discussed.

1.3.4.1 Umatilla River Spring Chinook Program

The purpose of the spring Chinook Program is to provide for both harvest needs and for
reestablishing natural production in the Umatilla River. The HGMP and Program ManagementPlan
for the Umatilla River Spring Chinook Program describes how the program would collect spring
Chinook broodstockat Three Mile Falls Dam adult trapping facility from May through June, transfer
them tothe Walla Walla Hatchery for holding and spawning, and then transport theeggs tothe
Hatchery for incubation and rearing. Most smolts from this production (about 75%) would be
transferred tothe Imeques C-mem-ini-kem facility (hereinafter “Imeques”) for acclimation and
release (some in December, some in April), while the remainder would be transported to the

4The Walla Walla Hatchery is not discussed further in this EA because its fish-rearing effects on resources has already
been analyzed in the Walla Walla Basin Spring Chinook Hatchery Program Final Environmental Impact Statement (BPA
2018a).

5 A separate yearling program (about 60% ofthe eggs collected) are hatched and reared at the Bonneville Hatchery by the
US Army Corps of Engineers (COE) to produce 900,000 smolts to be released in the Umatilla River. These actions are not
analyzed in this EA because the yearling program is funded by the COE under the John Day Dam/The Dalles Dam
Mitigation Agreement, not by BPA. Further, the fish-rearing effects on resources has already been analyzed in prior EAs
for other programs, most relevantly in the “Final Environmental Assessment to Analyze Impactsofa NOAA’s National
Marine Fisheries Service Determination to Issue Section 10 Permits for the Continued Operation of Eight Hatchery Programs
within the Tucannon, Grande Ronde, and Imnaha River Basins” which was produced by NMFS in 2013 (NMFS 2013) and
adopted by BPA in its FONSI in December 2016 (BPA 2016).

Umatilla Hatchery Programs Final Environmental Assessment 3



Thornhollow Acclimation Facility for final rearing and release. (ODFW and CTUIR 2011cand ODFW
2023a).

The current production and release goal for Umatilla River Spring Chinookis 810,000 smolts.

1.3.4.2 Umatilla River Coho Program

The purposes of the Umatilla River Coho Program are to provide ocean and in-river harvest
opportunities as well as supplementnatural spawning. Cohobroodstockwould be collected atthe
Three Mile Falls Dam adult trapping facility then heldand spawnedat the adult holding and
spawning facilities there. I[fbroodstock goals are not metatthe Three Mile Falls facility, then
additional broodstock would be acquired from the Bonneville Dam collection facilities. Fertilized
eggs from Three Mile Falls Dam would be transferred to the Irrigon Hatchery for incubation up to
the eyed stage before transfer to Cascade Hatchery at Bonneville Dam where they would be hatched
and reared using NMFS Mitchell Act funds, not BPA’s (thus notincluded in this Proposed Action)
(ODFWand CTUIR 2011aand ODFW 2023a).

When reared, coho salmon smolts would be transferred (mid-March) tothe Pendleton Acclimation
facility where they would be acclimated for release into the UmatillaRiver in early April.

The current production and release goal for Umatilla River Cohois 500,000 smolts.

1.3.5 Umatilla Hatchery and Satellite Facilities

The Umatilla River Spring Chinook, Umatilla River Fall Chinook, and Umatilla River Coho programs
use the Umatilla, Bonneville, Cascade and WallaWalla Fish hatcheries and several satellitefacilities
for fish production and release. The UmatillaHatcheryisthe primary hatchery for these programs.
It produces all of the spring Chinook and fall Chinook sub yearlings. The Walla Walla Hatchery is
only used for its trapping and holding facility. The Cascade Hatchery rearsall of the coho salmon.

The Umatilla Hatcheryislocated adjacentto the Columbia River, 3.5 miles westof Irrigon, Oregon
(Figure 1),0n a 23-acre site managed by the COE with its water supply from wells located on
adjacentlands.

Umatilla Hatchery Programs Final Environmental Assessment 4



Figure 1 Bonneville, Cascade and Umatilla Hatchery locations with Umatilla Hatchery location detail and facility layout
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The hatcherybegan operationin 1991 and its complex now includes the following facilities as
described in the HGMPs for the Umatilla River Spring Chinook Program (ODFW and CTUIR 2011c),
the Umatilla River Fall Chinook Program (ODFW and CTUIR 2011b), and the Umatilla River Coho
Program (ODFW and CTUIR 2011a) (see Figure 2).

One central incubation and rearing facility at Umatilla Hatchery

e Two trapping and adultholding facilities at Three Mile Falls Dam and the Walla Walla
Hatchery

e Smoltacclimation and release facilities at Pendleton, Thornhollow, and Imeques
e Onejuveniletrappingand sampling facility at Westland Juvenile Sampling Facility
e Onefish by-passand samplingarea at Westland Diversion

Figure 2 Location of Umatilla Hatchery Complex satellite facilities
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ODFW is funded by BPA to operate the Umatilla Hatchery to produce the fish consistent with the
Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program. CTUIR is funded by BPA to operate the acclimation and
release facilities in the upper reaches ofthe Umatilla River for the fish produced by ODFW. BPA
funds the Westland Irrigation District to operate the trapping and sampling facilities in the lower
reaches of the river to trap broodstock for the hatchery programs and to monitor and evaluate out-
migration of juvenile fish from both the release facilities and natural production.
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1.3.6 Umatilla Hatchery Water Supply and Fish ProductionIssues

Water for the Umatilla Hatchery comes from the Columbia River through a Ranney well system, and
four separate wells. The Ranney well systemislocated on COE-managed land and provides the
majority of the hatchery water supply. One vertical well (well #1) islocated on lands managed by
COE.Four vertical wells are located on USFWS refuge lands (wells #2, 3,and 5 are operational and

well #4 hasbeen decommissioned). All wellsare managed by ODFW.

Figure 3 Location of wells serving Umatilla Hatchery
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The system was initially designed and constructed to produce a maximum of 15,000 gallons per
minute (gpm) of water. Since well construction, several wellshave failed (ODFW and CTUIR 2011c)
and water production in the remaining wellshave declined. Water capacity wasat 5,500 gpm in
2015and hasdeclined to 3,800 gpm as of late October 2022 (ODFW and CTUIR 2022).

The Umatilla Hatchery was originally designed to produce 40,000 pounds of summer steelhead
smolts (about 200,000 smolts at 5 fish per pound)and 120,000 pounds of fall and spring Chinook
salmon smolts (about 1.8 million smolts at 15 fish per pound as per current release practices)all
for release in the Umatilla River basin as analyzed in the 1987 Umatilla Hatchery EA (BPA 1987).
Water shortages and water temperatureissues, however, have limited the production programs to
a current production level of 1.56 million (810,000 spring Chinook smolts, 600,000 juvenile fall
Chinook, and 150,000 summer steelhead).

Table 1 Fish Production - Hatchery Design vs. Current Goals

Species Hatch?_ry design Current Production Goals
capability* (smolts)
Fall Chinook 1,800,000 600,000
Spring Chinook 1,800,00 810,000
Steelhead? 200,000 150,000
totals 2,000,000 1,560,000
! BPA 1987

2 Steelhead, though not included in this Proposed Action, are included here as they affect the Hatchery’s water needs.

Electrical issues and water shortagesin December2016 forced the early release of over 143,000
summer steelhead, and over 248,000 spring Chinook. In 2019, water shortagesagain forced the
early transfer of two groups of spring Chinookto the Imequesacclimation facility wherethey were
released into the Umatilla River one month early due toicing conditions.

Water temperatures at the Umatilla Hatchery range from 50°F to 58°F, with an average of 54°F,
which is near the highest limits for smolt production (53.6 °F to 59°F )(Richter and Kolmes 2005).

1.4 Public Involvement

1.4.1 Scopingand Scoping Comments

To help determine issues tobe addressed in the EA, BPA conducted public scoping outreach. BPA
mailed letters on October 2,2023, tolandowners, tribes,government agencies, and other
potentially affected or concerned citizens and interest groups. The publicletter provided
information about the Proposed Action and EA scoping period, requested comments on issues tobe
addressed inthe EA, and described how tocomment (mail, fax, telephone, and the BPA website).
The publicletter was posted on a project website established by BPA to provide information about
the program and the EA process, which is available at: http://www.bpa.gov/nepa/umatilla-
hatchery. The publiccomment period beganon October 2,2023, and BPA accepted comments on
the program from the publicuntil November1,2023.

BPAreceived one comment during the public-scopingcomment period, which is posted at the
project website provided above. This comment requested that BPA include a no-action alternative
in its environmental reviewand documentation. Accordingly, consistent with NEPAand the
applicable implementingregulations, BPA analyzed the environmental effects of a no-action
alternative throughout this draft EA.

Umatilla Hatchery Programs Final Environmental Assessment 8
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1.4.2 Public Comments on the Draft EA

On February 13,2024, BPA sentaletter toaffected persons, agencies, Tribes,and organizations
announcing draft EA availability. The letter requested comments on the draft EA. Upon mailing that
letter, BPA opened a draft EA comment period on February 13, 2023, which ran until March 14,
2024.BPAreceived comment submissions from a representative of the CTUIR Fisheries Program,
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and one individual. These comments and BPA’s
responses are included in the final EA in Appendix 4.

Umatilla Hatchery Programs Final Environmental Assessment 9



Chapter 2. Proposed Actionand Alternatives

This chapter describes the Proposed Action and the No Action alternative.

2.1

Proposed Action

BPA’s Proposed Action is to continue funding the following Umatillaproduction programand
hatchery facility actions:

1. The ongoing collection, spawning, transport, production,acclimation and release of Umatilla
River Spring Chinook salmon, Umatilla River Fall Chinook subyearling salmon, and the
collection, spawning, acclimation and release of Umatilla River Coho Salmon.

2. Maintenance ofthe Umatilla Hatchery and satellitefacilities and grounds.

3. Siteand facility upgrades and additions beyond routine annualmaintenance requiringsite
disturbance, facility reconstruction, or new construction within the program’s existing
facilities and site boundaries.

4. Additional water source developmentat Umatilla Hatchery.

5. Theongoing RM&E of the programs’ production and release actions; and ofadult returns
and out-migration of hatchery-producedand naturally-produced smolts.

The Proposed Action alsoincludes continued funding of operation and maintenance of the
following facilities in support of the programslisted in Table 2.

Table 2 Facilities used in the BPA-funded Umatilla Hatchery Programs

Facility/site*

Program

Location

Functions

Umatilla Hatchery

Umatilla River Fall Chinook
Umatilla River Spring Chinook

RM 278.5 on Columbia River,
approx. 3.5 miles downstream
of Irrigon, Oregon

incubationandrearing

Three MileFallsDam

Umatilla River Fall Chinook
Umatilla River Spring Chinook
Umatilla River Coho

RM 4 on Umatilla River

adulttrappingand holding

WallaWalla Hatchery

Umatilla River Spring Chinook

RM 7 on the South Fork of the
WallaWalla River

adultholdingand spawning

Westland Irrigation
DistrictJuvenile Sampling
Facility

Umatilla River Spring Chinook
Umatilla River Coho

RM 26.3 on Umatilla River
near Echo, OR

juveniletrappingatlarge
irrigation diversion across
Umatilla River

West Extension Irrigation
DistrictlIrrigation
Diversion Fish Bypass and
Sampling Area

Umatilla River Fall Chinook
Umatilla River Spring Chinook
Umatilla River Coho

RM 27.3 on Umatilla River

juveniletrappingatlarge
irrigation diversion across
Umatilla River

Rieth Bridge Direct
ReleaseSite

Umatilla River Fall Chinook

RM 48 on Umatilla River

smoltdirectrelease; no
facility

Pendleton Acclimation
Facility

Umatilla River Fall Chinook
Umatilla River Coho

RM 56 on Umatilla River

smoltacclimationand
release- a four-pond facility

Thornhollow Acclimation
Facility

Umatilla River Spring Chinook

RM 73.5 on Umatilla River

smoltacclimationand
release- a two-pond facility
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Facility/site*

Program

Location

Functions

Imeques C-mem-ini-kem
Acclimation Facility

Umatilla River Spring Chinook

RM 79.5 on Umatilla River

smoltacclimationand
release- a four-pond facility

2.11

Chinookand Coho Production and Release

The proposed Umatilla production programs for producing Chinook salmon includes broodstock
collection where adult fish would be trapped, collected,and anesthetized. PIT tag data from these
fish would be recorded, and fish not collected for broodstock would be transferred torecovery
tanks prior to release backinto the Umatilla River. Selected broodstockwould be spawned (males

milked for sperm; females opened for egg retrieval; thenmixing the sperm with the eggs for

fertilization). These fertilized eggs would be delivered to the Umatilla (Chinook) or Cascade (coho)
Hatcheries where they are incubated and hatched, and wherethe hatchedjuvenile fish are reared to
smoltand pre-smolt sizes thatare then transported todirect-releaselocations or to acclimation

facilities (see Table 3) where they are held for a period of time before release. The proposed

Umatilla program for coho salmon includes only collection, spawning, acclimation, and release as

described in Section1.3.2 “Umatilla Hatchery Program.” Their production and rearing would

continue tobe funded by NMFS using Mitchell Act funding as discussed in Sections 1.3.2 “Mitchell
Act” and 1.3.3.3 “Umatilla River Coho Program.”

The proposed programs’ broodstock collection, smolt release, and return goals are displayed in the

table below.

Table 3 Proposed Collection, Production/Release, and Adult Return goals.

Smolt

. Smolt
. Broodstock | production . Smolt
Production . production ) Adult retum
collection goals at release Release locations
Program . goals goals
goals Umatilla elsewhere? goals
Hatchery?
600,000 sub-yearling
i smolts directreleaseat
A 600 pairs 900,000 et
Umatilla River | and50jacks | 600,000 sub smolts from Rieth Bridge.
Fall Chinook (for Umatilla yearling Bonneville 1,500,000 900,000 smolts at 12,000
Program Hatchery smolts Thornhollowand
. Hatchery S
production) Pendleton acclimation
facilities.?
Umatilla River
524 pai 810,000 | dTh holl
Spring Chinook pairs ’ 0 810,000 | 'Meduesandinornhofiow 8,000
and 26 jacks smolts acclimationfacilities
Program
500,000
Umatilla River 300 pairs 0 from 500,000 Pendletone.lc_cllmatlon 6,000
Coho Program Cascade Facility
Hatchery

! Production numbers are adaptively managed and reviewed annually under the Annual Operating Plan (AOP) (ODFW 2023a).
2These actions are part of the fish production programs, but their rearing (coho) or any portion of their production (fall Chinook yearlings) is
not included in the Proposed Action for this EA because they are conducted and funded by other agencies.
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This EA analyzes the production and release ofup to 810,000 spring Chinook; production and
release of up to 600,000 fall Chinook; and acclimation and release of up to 500,000 UmatillaRiver
Coho salmon.

The purposes of the Umatilla River Coho Program are to provide ocean and in-river harvest
opportunities as well as supplementnatural spawning. Cohobroodstockwould be collected atthe
Three Mile Falls Dam’s east bankadult trapping facility then held and spawned at the adultholding
and spawning facilities there. Ifbroodstock goals are not met at the Three Mile Falls facility, then
additional broodstockwould be acquired from the Bonneville Dam collection facilities. Fertilized
eggs from Three Mile Falls Dam would be transferred to the Irrigon Hatchery for incubation up to
the eyed stage before transfer to Cascade Hatchery at Bonneville Dam where they would be hatched
and reared using funds other than BPA’s (thus notincluded in this Proposed Action).

When reared, coho salmon smolts would be transferred (mid-March) tothe Pendleton Acclimation
facility where they would be acclimated for release into the UmatillaRiver in early April.

2.1.2 Routine Maintenance of the Hatchery Facilities

Regular routine maintenance is essential to the productivity of the facilities and toensure the
optimal health of young fish being grown in captivity. Thisaction coversroutine activities at the
site (lawns, grounds, roadways, fences, etc.), on the structures (hatchery buildings, outbuildings,
residences, etc.), and on the infrastructure essential for fish production (water supply intakes,
feeding equipment, habitats and theirsupport equipment, and biosecurity systems). All ofthe
actions described below would occur within the existing footprint of the facility, require nonew
native ground or vegetation disturbance, have no potential to affect cultural resources, and would
have no effect on ESA-listed species. The actions described below are representative of the actions
proposed, but not an exhaustive list.

Routine maintenance of the facilities’ grounds would include tasks such as landscape maintenance
and lawn mowing; fence and gate repair; roadway and other flat surface maintenance such as
gravel placement, paving, hole filling, asphalt sealing; and sign placement, repair, and replacement.

Facility maintenance would include painting; structure and roofing repairs; maintenance of power,
lighting, heating/cooling and plumbingsystems; and in-kind structure replacements that would
maintain or improve the efficiency of the facilities’ capability to support the programs described
above.

Maintenance of structures and equipmentdirectly involvedin fish production and acclimation is
essential tothe hatchery program’s success. Routinemaintenance ofthe facilities’ water systems
would include water supply intake debris and silt cleanout, maintaining, replacing or upgrading
water monitoring and testing equipment to ensure water parameters such as temperature, pH
levels, dissolved oxygen, and ammonia levels are withinthe suitable range for the salmon's growth
and development. The structural integrity ofthe water systems’ flow, treatment, pressure, and
temperature control systems would be maintained, replaced or upgradedas needed to ensure
optimal conditions for fish. Rehabilitation of the existing water wells may be applied periodically to
restore diminished flows. The facilities’ effluent and effluent systems would be routinely testedand
inspected with maintenanceand repairs applied as needed.

Feeding equipment wouldbe inspected, cleaned,and maintainedto ensure accurate and efficient
feeding. The various components of the rearing infrastructure, such asincubation equipment,
rearing tanks, raceways, ponds, and predator control systems would be inspected, maintained,
replaced, or upgraded asneeded. Various equipment and machinery such as pumps,filters,
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aerators,and monitoring/alarm systems would be maintained (inspecting, cleaning, and
lubricating) and malfunctioning equipmentwould be repaired or replaced toavoid disruptions in
hatchery operations.

Biosecurity is critical to prevent the introduction and spread of diseases within the hatchery.
Routine maintenance includes sanitization of equipment and the maintenance of tanks, raceways,
ponds, and other equipment needed for isolation and quarantine.

2.1.3

Site and Facility Upgrades and Additions

This action includes facility and infrastructureupgrades and additions beyond routine maintenance
that would require site disturbance, facility reconstruction, or new construction within areas
already impacted by the initial facility construction and its ongoing operation and maintenance.
The proposed action would notimpactlands not already affected by ongoing hatchery operations,
would not produce effects to fish that would require reinitiation of consultation under ESA, would
not have the potential for disturbance of cultural resources for which culturalresource consultation
hasnot been completed and would therefore be required, and would not result in fish production
level changes (e.g., equipmentupgrades or replacement with all activity and effects confined within
existing buildings).

The following list of current proposals demonstratethe types of actions this proposal includes.

Umatilla Hatchery Programs Final Environmental Assessment

Replace and upgrade chillersystem (four chillers, 50-ton).

A chillerisa critical system for the incubation process and must operate, without
disruption, for 10 months of the year. BPA proposes to provide funding to ODFW to install a
new water chilling system at the UmatillaHatchery as the well water currently used to
supply the hatcheryis not cold enough to properly incubate eggs. The current chilleralso
hasinsufficient cooling capacity, has reached the end of its service life, and lacks the
appropriate level ofredundancy for a system critical to hatchery operations.

To accommodate a chiller upgrade with increased capacity, a 1,500-square-foot addition
would be constructed on the northwest corner of the hatchery building. The addition’s
exterior facade would match the existing building. The proposed addition would be of
similar construction as the existing structure, whichis reinforced concrete masonry block
construction with conventional reinforced concrete foundations and a slab-on-grade floor.
Grading of the site would be needed for construction of the planned new addition, with cut
and fill thicknesses ofless than about two feet, except where installation of new utilities
may require larger cuts. The location isadjacent to the existing chiller room, facilitating
connecting the upgrade system to the existing chilled water mains. Equipment installed in
the addition would include 2 or 3 chillers,a 1,000-gallon buffer tank, redundantchilled
water heat exchangers, piping, condensers, pumps, and electrical systems. A control,
monitoring and alarm system would also be installed. The new system would be fully
operational and commissioned prior to connecting it to the chilled water distribution
piping. The existing system would be removed once the new system is online and reliably
operating.

Access to the site for the geotechnical workand later for construction would be by existing
paved roads. Construction staging would occur within the bounds of the existing hatchery
facility on previously paved or graveled surfaces, or possibly within areas that were
landscaped as part of the original hatchery construction.

13



2.14

This action would notrequire reinitiation of ESA consultation, and consultation on its
effects to cultural resourcesis nearing completion.

Retrofit river water intake fish screens at Thornhollow, Pendleton,Imeques, and Three Mile
Falls Dam to address gaps that allow fish and debris to enter intake structures and to
resolve drum cleaning mechanism inadequacies. This would be limitedtoworkon existing
structures (concrete structures, piping, etc.) with no need for excavation or potential for
new soil or vegetation disturbance. Some in-waterworkwould be necessary toaccess
existing structures,butthere wouldbe nostreambed or streambank modifications and it
was determined that no consultation for effects on ESA-listed species or cultural resources
is needed.

Additional Water Source Development

The Umatilla Hatchery’s watersupply is slowly declining and additional water isneeded tomeet
program goals. A detailed assessmentevaluating alternatives toremedy the declining water supply
was completed in May 2019 (Miller etal 2019). This assessment evaluateda number of options,
including:

Development of new wells to replace day-to-day use of the existing vertical wells. One
and possibly two collector wells would likely be needed to meet water supply needs. New
vertical wells would be constructed with a 20-inch borehole up to 100 feet deep and 20 to
30 feet of 16-inch diameterwire-wrap. This well size could accommodate well production
up to 1,500 gpm and wells would be constructed to meet a total water production capacity
(including existing water supplies) of approximately 6,800 gpm. New wellswould be
considered in the vicinity of the existing wells along Patterson Ferry Road (the Umatilla
Hatchery accessroad), immediately south of the existing wells along Patterson Ferry Road,
east of the neighboring Irrigon Fish Hatchery on lands managed by COE property, and south
of the neighboring U.S. Fish and Wildlife Refuge access road along Patterson Ferry Road.
New wells would require new pipelines to convey that water to existing distribution lines
supplying water from existing wells to the hatchery.

Use of existing irrigation wells on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Refuge to lease existing
water production capacity during periods when these irrigation wells are not being used.
Thiswould require the agreementand cooperation of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and
their agriculturallessee toenter intoalease agreement thatwould define the time period(s)
and flow rate available for delivery to the Umatilla Hatchery and provide certainty in how
the leased capacity can be used to augment its other water supply sources. This concept
focuses on Wells 2 and 4 in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Refuge, which are within one mile of
the Umatilla Hatchery.

Develop systems forreuse of hatchery water to reduce demand for additional water.
This would entail adding pump-back capability to the hatchery’s existing rectangular
raceways and adding new circular raceways. The pump-back system would entail
construction of a sump at the downstream end of the raceways in which fine screens would
beinstalled toremove solids and a pump installed to move water from those screens
through an aeration process backto the head of the raceways. Eighteen circularraceways
(18 feetindiameter and 5 feet deep) would be installed in the location of two existing
raceway systems thatare not currently in use. These tanks would be provided with areuse
system that would include drum screensfor solids removal, pumping, and aeration. Thisre-
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use option would require an additional 1,520 gpm water towhatis already available, so
new wells would need tobe constructed as described in the first option, above.

e Moving juvenile spring Chinook (the program with the highest water demandwhen
supplies are taxed) tothe Thornhollow and Imeques acclimation facilities in early
November (rather thanin December and April asisthe current schedule) toreduce water
demands at the Hatchery during fall and winter. This alternative entails holding juvenile
Chinook at these facilities overwinter, whichwould require improvements in those
facilities’ water supplies toaddress winter-timeicingissues. These issuesarise 6 to 12 days
each year, lasting only a few to several hours each day but severe enough toblock all flow to
the acclimation ponds. Solutions could involve heating intake screens, replacingsurface
water with groundwater, mechanically removing ice, or aeration of the ponds to maintain
minimum dissolved oxygen levels.Aeration or switching to groundwater would likely be
the most feasible.

The evaluation identified threeworkable alternative combinations ofthese approaches and
compared them considering their effects on the water budget; the complexity ofthe approaches for
facility operations; the timelinesfor planning and construction; operationaland maintenance costs;
capital and lifecycle costs; electrical supply reliability; effects on juvenile post-release performance;
and regulatory compliance, safety concerns, and long-term equipmentreliability.

The 2019 reportdid not recommend a preferred combined-approach alternative tobe advanced
intothis EA. Assuch, this EA will evaluate a water supply solution that incorporates all four
approaches for the purposes of evaluating their effects on the human environment in Chapter 3.

2.1.5 Research, Monitoring, and Evaluation of the Hatchery Programs

2.1.5.1 Hatchery Monitoring and Evaluation

The focus of the Umatilla Hatchery RM&E Project is on evaluation of release sizes; acclimation and
release locations; release timingand strategies on juvenile survival; and adultproduction to
evaluate hatchery rearing techniques and juvenile and adultproduction goals. Toachieve this,
smolt production is monitored, as is their physical condition at release (length, weight,and
condition factor); out-migration performance is evaluated; and adultreturns are assessed.

Marking and tagging is used to monitor smolt production, out-migration performance, calculate
smolt-to-adultsurvival, adult production, and harvestand spawningcontributions of hatchery-
reared Chinook salmon to evaluate artificial production strategies. A subset of smolts from each
rearing group would be Passive Integrated Transponder (PIT)-tagged toassess smolt survival and
migration performance to Three Mile Falls, John Day, and Bonneville dams and other detection
sites. For fall Chinook, a portion of the production is direct-released, and a portion is acclimated
prior to release. Comparisons ofadult returns from each release strategy is assessed.

Adultreturns are then evaluated to determine smolt-to-adult survival, stray rates,and the
contributions to salmon harvest and spawning by production group. The Three Mile Falls Dam

6 A PIT tag is a small electronic tag approximately 12 mm long and 2.1 mm in diameter that is injected into the body cavity
of juvenile or adult fish. The tags can be automatically detected and recorded at detection “arrays” at various locations
within a river system. The tag can be coded with up to 35 billion unique codes that allow the tracking of individual fish as
they move through a river system.
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adult collection facility (and other fish-return datasources? ) is used to evaluate adult returns. Itis
operated daily from mid-August through December 1stto collect fall Chinook broodstock and to
enumerate, record PIT tag data, and record biological data on all returning salmonids, including
coho.

Fish health isalsomonitored. Adultsalmonids collected for broodstockare held for health
evaluation at satellite facilities prior to spawning. The health of natural smolts is monitored
through disease testing and mortalities encountered during smolt outmigration sampling. The
health of juvenile hatchery fish health is monitored throughout rearing, acclimation, and release.

For adult fish health monitoring, a minimum of 20 adult mortalities (ifavailable) would be sampled
for bacteria that would be cultured. Kidneys of all female spring and fall Chinook salmon thatare
spawned would be examined for bacterialkidney disease (BKD). Family groups are tracked to
assess for aggressive BKD which would be managed by culling eggs from infected groups. A
minimum of 60 spring and fall Chinook spawners would be examined for culturableviruses as per
the American Fisheries Society, Fish Health Section Blue Bookmethods (AFS 2020).

Forjuvenile fish,a minimum of ten fresh-morbid or moribund juvenile fish (ifavailable) would be
sampled monthly from each rearing strategy group. At acclimation, a pre-release examination
would be conducted if a fish health examination has not been conducted within six weeks of the
release date. Sixty fish would be tested annually from the Hatchery annually for Myxobolus
cerebralis, the causative agent of Whirling Disease.

2.1.5.2  Natural production Monitoring and Evaluation

The RM&E program would monitor tribal harvest, juvenile outmigration, water temperatures,age
and growth, adult salmon passage, and natural spawning of salmon in the Umatilla Basin to assess
the contributions toadult returns and harvestof each fish production program group. Spawning
surveys would be conducted; creel surveys and post-season interviews of fishers would be
conducted; rotary fish traps would be used to PIT-tag naturally produced juvenile fish; and
monitoring of stream flows and water temperaturewould be conducted as part of this program.

2.1.5.3 Umatilla Juvenile Outmigration Monitoring and Evaluation

This RM&E action is focused on evaluating the outmigration ofanadromous salmonidsto assess the
effectiveness of rearing and release strategies of the production programs. The program would
operate PIT tag detection system at Three Mile Falls Dam to monitor movement of tagged fish;
operate smolt traps to estimate smolt abundance (see Table 4) and marksmolts for survival and
migration characteristics assessment; conduct spawning surveys to determine the distribution of
spawning fish; conduct juvenile fish surveys to determine rearing distribution and density;and
conduct habitat surveys to characterize the quantity, quality, and distribution of habitat in the
Umatilla River Subbasin. Data analyses will integrate life stage specific survival and life history
information toderive and assess the key performance metrics.

7Including data on adults harvested in and out of the Umatilla Subbasin, strays, spawning escapement monitored by the
Umatilla Passage Operations Project, and contribution to natural spawners reported by the Umatilla Natural Production
Project. Data is also used from coded-wire tags recovered by fishers, fish collected at other terminal locations (hatcheries,
dams, weirs, etc.), and from carcasses recovered on the spawning grounds.
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Table 4 Trapping Facilities and Sites

. Broodstock Outmigration smolt
Trap location ) )
collection trapping
Meacham Creek smolttrap X
Three MileFallsDam X X
Westland Irrigation District X

JuvenileSampling Facility

West Extension Irrigation
DistrictlIrrigation Diversion X X
Fish Bypass and Sampling Area

Fyke net at river mile0.5

Feed Canal smolttrap

Maxwell Canal smolttrap

X | X| X | X

Westland Canal smolttrap

2.2 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, BPA would not fund ODFW, CTUIR, or Westland Irrigation District
for any of the elements of the Proposed Action described above. ODFW, CTUIR, and Westland
Irrigation District could acquire funding from other sources and proceed with these actions. For
the purposes of this EA, however, the No Action Alternative describes the effectsifthere were a
decision to not proceed with these actions and hatchery production of all stocks at the hatcheryand
the satellite facilities would cease.

Under this alternative, BPA would not fund broodstock capture, hatchery production, or juvenile
acclimation and release of Chinook salmon. There would also be no funding for coho capture,
transportation, acclimation, or release. Production supporting RM&E activities would not occur.
Routine maintenance of the Umatilla Hatchery Complexwould cease.

There would be no facility upgrades or additions and noadditional water sources would be
developed.

This No Action Alternative does not include the removal of existing facilities.
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2.3

Mitigation Measures

The table below lists the mitigation measures that would reduce or avoid the impact of the Proposed Action.

Table 5 Mitigation Measures

Environmental Resource

Mitigation Measure

Applicable Proposed Action
element / timing

Responsible party

Installand maintain alltemporary erosion controls

Site and Facility Upgrades and

Geology and Soils downslopeof applicable projectactivities until Additions / Before and during Contractor
construction actions are complete. construction
Segregate topsoil fromsubsoiland storeduring Site and Facility Upgrades and
. L . . . . Contractor
excavation for useinsitereclamation. Additions / During construction
Grade and cover disturbed areas and areas of excavated . -
. . . Site and Facility Upgrades and
soilswith atleasttwoinches of compost upon . . . Contractor
) . Additions /Duringconstruction
completion of construction.
Implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) for Site and Facility Upgrades and
erosion and sedimentcontrol measures during Additions / Before and during Contractor
construction. construction
Site and Facility Upgrades and
Follow project-specific Clean Water Act permit Additions /Before, during,and | Contractor, ODFW,
Water Resources . . .
requirements. after construction;and during and CTUIR

acclimation/release operations

Comply with Umatilla Hatchery Complex National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Waste
Management Plans

Chinookand coho production
andrelease/ Duringhatchery
operations

ODFW, CTUIR, and
Westland Irrigation
District

Use sediment barrierssuch as fences, weed-free straw
matting/bales, or fiber wattles, as necessary, in all work
areas tointercept any surfaceflowthat might transport
sediment to the Columbia River.

Site and Facility Upgrades and
Additions / Before and during
construction / Contractor

Contractor
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Environmental Resource

Mitigation Measure

Applicable Proposed Action
element / timing

Responsible party

Inspecterosion and sedimentcontrols weekly, maintain
them as needed to ensure their continued effectiveness,

Site and Facility Upgrades and

and remove them from the proposed hatcherysitewhen | Additions /Before andduring Contractor
vegetation is re-established,and thearea has been construction /Contractor
stabilized.
Maintain materials for spill containmentand cleanupon | Site and Facility Upgrades and
siteduring pre-construction, construction and Additions / Before and during Contractor
restoration phases of the project. construction / Contractor
Locate vehiclestaging, cleaning, maintenance, refueling, | Site and Facility Upgrades and
and fuel storageareas a minimum of 150 feet from the Additions / Before and during Contractor
Umatilla River. construction / Contractor
Wash heavy equipment before delivery to the project
5|te.to remove 0|Is,fIU|ds,.grfeas.e, etc. Inspect?nd clean Site and Facility Upgrades and
equipment regularly. Prohibitdischarge of vehiclewash . . .

. ) Additions /Duringconstruction | Contractor
water into any stream, water body, or wetland without / Contractor
pretreatment to meet applicablewater quality
standards.

Site and Facility Upgrades and
Inspectmachinery daily for fuel or lubricantleaks. Additions /Before duringand Contractor
after construction / Contractor

Design and operate on-sitechemical storagebuildingsto | Site and Facility Upgrades and
fully contain accidental spills of chemicals stored at the Additions /Before duringand Contractor

proposed facilities.

after construction / Contractor

Inspectand maintain accessroads and other facilities
after construction to ensure proper function and nominal
erosionrates.

Site and Facility Upgrades and
Additions / After construction

ODFW and CTUIR

Perform all non-emergency maintenance of equipment

Site and Facility Upgrades and

. Additions / Before and during Contractor
off-site. .
construction / Contractor
Seed disturbed areas with a native erosion-controlgrass | Site and Facility Upgrades and
Vegetation seed mix to prevent future erosion, stem the invasionof | Additions /Duringand after Contractor

noxious weeds, and provide wildlife benefits.

construction / Contractor
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Environmental Resource

Mitigation Measure

Applicable Proposed Action
element / timing

Responsible party

Cover all temporarily disturbed areas with atleasttwo
inches of compostand replantwith nativevegetation.

Site and Facility Upgrades and
Additions /During construction

Contractor

Implement a noxious weed control programthatincludes
the following elements:

Treat known infestations before ground
disturbancebegins by schedulingappropriate
weed treatments, such as mowing, hand pulling,
anduse of approved herbicides.

Map and flagareas of noxious weed populations
sothese populations canbeavoided when
possible.

Ensureequipment brought into the projectarea
is free of weeds and weed seeds.

Work from relatively weed-free areas into the
infested areas rather thanvice-versa.

Clean equipment and vehicles of mud, dirt,and
plantparts after workingininfested areas.
Maintain weed-free stagingareas.

Apply herbicides accordingtolabeled rates and
recommendations to ensure protection of
surfacewater, ecologicalintegrity, and public
health and safety.

Implement and periodically schedule post-
project control of noxious weeds on an as-
needed basis.

Site and Facility Upgrades and
Additions / After construction

Contractor, ODFW,
and CTUIR

Fish

Apply conservation measures and terms and conditions
resulting from consultation with USFWS and NMFS.

Site and Facility Upgrades and
Additions /Before duringand
after construction/During
production, acclimation,and
releaseoperations

Contractor, ODFW,
and CTUIR
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Environmental Resource

Mitigation Measure

Applicable Proposed Action
element / timing

Responsible party

Apply the screeningcriteriafor water withdrawal devices
found inthe 2011 NMFS publication “Anadromous
Salmonid Passage Facility Design” (NMFS 2011a) thatsets
forth standards designed to minimizethe risk of harming
naturally produced salmonids and other aquatic fauna.

During production, acclimation,
andreleaseoperations

ODFW, and CTUIR

Maintain fish screens at water intake structures to
minimize entrainment of aquatic species.

Duringproduction, acclimation,
andreleaseoperations

ODFW and CTUIR

Follow established protocols (legal or scientific) for
handling ESA-listed species during broodstock collection
and smolttrapping.

Duringbroodstock collection
and smolttrapping

/ ODFW and CTUIR

Ensurethat the facilities are operatingin compliance
with all applicablefish health guidelines and facility
operation standards and protocols, by conductingannual
audits and producing reports thatindicatethe level of
compliancewith applicablestandards and criteria.

During production, acclimation,
andreleaseoperations

ODFW and CTUIR

Adaptively managefishreleases to maximizesurvival of
released and non-target fish based on recent studies,
research, monitoring, and evaluation activities.

During production, acclimation,
andreleaseoperations

ODFW and CTUIR

Use therapeutic chemicals only when necessary, and
typically for shortdurations, to be in conformance with
accepted standard practices and treatmentapplications.

Duringproduction, acclimation,
andreleaseoperations

ODFW and CTUIR

Wildlife

Apply timingand methods of construction consistent
with conservation measures and terms and conditions
from consultation with USFWS

Site and Facility Upgrades and
Additions / Before and during
construction

ODFW and CTUIR

Provideappropriate contactinformation for contractor

Site and Facility Upgrades and

Land Use and Recreation liaisons and projectstaff to nearby residents for any Additions /During and after Contractor, ODFW,
concerns or complaints during construction. construction and CTUIR
Repair damageto roads thatmay occur through project Site and Facility Upgrades and
Additions /Before duringand Contractor

construction or construction vehicleuse.

after construction
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Environmental Resource

Mitigation Measure

Applicable Proposed Action
element / timing

Responsible party

Limit construction activity to normal workday hours

Site and Facility Upgrades and

typically 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM) to minimizeimpacts to Contractor
(typ y . ) P Additions /Duringconstruction
nearby residents.
Remove all temporary structures, devices, materials,and
equipment fromthe siteupon completion of all . -
. autp . L P . P . Site and Facility Upgrades and
Visual Resources construction activities;and dispose of all excess spoils . : Contractor
L . . Additions / After construction
and waste materialsin compliance with federal, state,
andlocal regulations.
. . . . L Site and Facility Upgrades and
Air Quality, Noise, and Sequence and scheduleconstructionwork to minimize L yUPe .
. . . . Additions /Before and during Contractor
Public Safety the amount of baresoil exposed to wind erosion. .
construction
Apply dust control measures (e.g., watering trucks, low
speeds, apply gravel to access roads, etc.) as needed.
Minimize dustgeneration duringfacility construction by | Site and Facility Upgrades and
wateringand usingdustsuppression equipment. Additions / Before and during Contractor
Sequence and schedulework to reduce the amount of construction
baresoil exposed to wind erosion and potential fugitive
dustproduction.
Do not burn vegetation or other debris associated with Site and Facility Upgrades and
. . . . . Contractor
construction clearing. Additions /During construction
Handleand disposeofall potentially odorous waste Site and Facility Upgrades and
duringoperationina manner that does not generate Additions /Duringand after Contractor
odorous emissions. construction
Recycleor salvagenonhazardous constructionand Duringconstruction
y . g ) & : e Contractor, ODFW,
demolition debris, as well as waste generated during production, acclimation, and CTUIR
facility operation, where practicable. releaseoperations
Site and Facility Upgrades and
Use flaggers and safety signageas necessary to avoid _ .
&8 ysignag v Additions / Before and during Contractor

vehicleand other conflicts.

construction
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Environmental Resource

Mitigation Measure

Applicable Proposed Action
element / timing

Responsible party

Use the leastnoise-generating equipment and methods
for operations atfacilities where noise mightintrudeinto
residential areas. Requiresound-control devicesonall

Site and Facility Upgrades and

. . . . Additions /Before and during Contractor
construction equipment powered by gasolineor diesel .
. . . construction
engines that areat leastas effectiveas thoseoriginally
provided by the manufacturer.
Require sound-control devices thatareatleastas . -
d . .. . Site and Facility Upgrades and
effective as those originally provided by the L .
) . Additions /Before and during Contractor
manufacturer on all equipment powered by gasolineor .
. . construction
diesel engines.
Disposeofcleared vegetation and other debrisina . -
P § . . L . Site and Facility Upgrades and
manner other than burning, to avoid or minimizeair . .
o . Additions /Before and during Contractor
quality impacts. Transportall such materialtoan .
. . . ) construction
approved composting or landfill facility, as appropriate.
Prepareandimplement a Spill Prevention, Containment,
and Control Plan. Includethefollowing measures:
e reduceandrecyclehazardous and non-
hazardous wastes
e notification procedures
e specificcleanup and disposalinstructions for Site and Facility Upgrades and
P P P VP8 Contractor

different products

e quickresponsecontainmentandcleanup
measures

e proposed methods of disposal of spilled
materials

e employee trainingonspill containment

Additions / Before construction
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Environmental Resource

Mitigation Measure

Applicable Proposed Action
element / timing

Responsible party

Develop and followthe protocol for dealing with
hazardous substances inadvertently discovered during
projectactivities. Conductall project-related activities in

Site and Facility Upgrades and

. . . . Additions / Before and during Contractor
compliancewith regulations and guidelines for use, .
. . . construction
handling, storage, and disposal of toxic and hazardous
substances.
Disposeof non-hazardouswastein approved landfills. Site and Facility Upgrades and
Disposeof hazardous wasteaccordingto applicable Additions /During and after Contractor
federal and state laws. construction
Il project-rel ivitiesin i i Duri n i
Conduc't all project-re .ated act!vt .es compllancew'lth uring c'o struct. on,' Contractor, ODFW,
regulations and established guidelines for use, handling, | production,acclimation,and CTUIR
storage, and disposal of toxic and hazardous substances. | releaseoperations
Trainstaffinthe proper use, transport, handling,and Duringconstruction
prop » \ranspor, & gc L Contractor, ODFW,
storage of all chemicals to minimize dangers of production, acclimation, and CTUIR
overexposureor accidental releaseto the environment. releaseoperations
Coordinatewith local law enforcement, fire protection, . -
Site and Facility Upgrades and
and other emergency responders to ensurethey are . .
. . Additions /Before and during Contractor
preparedto address any emergencies that mayarise .
. . construction
during construction.
Preparea Safety Planincompliancewith state
requirements before starting construction; specify how
to manage hazardous materials, such as fuel and any
toxic materialsfoundinworksites;includea Fire Site and Facility Upgrades and
. . . . . Contractor
Prevention and Suppression Plan, and detail howto Additions / Before construction
respond to emergency situations. Keep the Safety Plan
on siteduringconstructionand maintain and update, as
needed.
Require the construction contractor to hold safety Site and Facility Upgrades and
meetings with workers atthe startof each work week to | Additions /Before andduring Contractor

review potential safetyissuesand concerns.

construction
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Environmental Resource

Mitigation Measure

Applicable Proposed Action
element / timing

Responsible party

Cultural Resources

Mark known cultural resourcesites as ‘avoidanceareas’
on construction drawingsand flagas ‘no-work areas’in
the field prior to construction.

Site and Facility Upgrades and
Additions / Before construction

BPA, ODFW, CTUIR,
and Contractor

Modify projectdesign and incorporate protective
measures in design to avoid or minimizeimpacts to
cultural resources

Site and Facility Upgrades and
Additions / Before construction

BPA, ODFW, CTUIR,
and Contractor

For new chiller construction: (1) excavate down two feet
(as planned for construction) to nativesoil inthearea
where the chiller addition would belocated, or up to two
additional feet of excavationina smaller discretesample
areaif nativesoil isnotencountered within two feet of
excavation;(2) conductan archaeologicalinvestigationin
the area of exposed native soil with up to two shovel test
probes;and (3) findings mustbe negative for
construction to continue without further consultation.

Site and Facility Upgrades and
Additions /Duringconstruction

Contractor, BPA,
ODFW

Protect any unanticipated cultural resources discovered
duringconstruction asfollows:

e Stop work inthe immediatevicinity of the
discoveryand protectfindin place.

Site and Facility Upgrades and

Contractor, BPA,

Climate Change

e Notify BPA Archaeologistand BPA Contracting Additions / During construction | ODFW, CTUIR
Officer’s Representativeimmediately.
e Implement mitigation or other measures as
instructed by BPA.
E h f i i f
ncouragethe use of the proper size of equipment for Site and Facility Upgrades and Contractor, ODFW,

each job becauselarger equipment requires theuse of
additional fuel.

Additions / Before construction

CTUIR, and BPA

Ensurethat all vehicleand construction equipment
engines are maintained in good operating condition to
minimize exhaustemissions.

Site and Facility Upgrades and
Additions /Before and during
construction

Contractor
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Environmental Resource

Mitigation Measure

Applicable Proposed Action
element / timing

Responsible party

Site and Facility Upgrades and

Minimizevehicleidling. . . . Contractor
g Additions / During construction
. Site and Facility Upgrades and
Encouragecarpoolingand theuse of shuttlevans among . yUpe :
L . Additions /Before and during Contractor
workers to minimize emissions. .
construction
Use alternativefuels,such as propane, for stationa . -
. . P .p . 4 Site and Facility Upgrades and
equipment atthe construction sites or useelectrical Contractor

power where practicable.

Additions /Duringconstruction
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Chapter 3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

This chapter includes an analysis of the potential effects of the Proposed Action and the No Action
Alternative on the human environment. The sections below provide a detailed, resource-specific,
discussion of the existing condition of the affected environment and the Proposed Action’s
environmental effects. Effectsare characterized as “high,” “moderate,” “low,” or “no effect.” “High”
effectsthat have not been mitigated are considered to be significant effects, whereas “moderate”
and “low” effects are not.

The mitigation measures referenced in this chapterrefer tothose described in Section 2.3
“Mitigation Measures.”

3.1 Actions and Impacts of the Proposed Action

3.1.1 ChinookSalmonProduction, Acclimation and Release Actions and Impacts

The salmon production, acclimation, and release programs would trapand handle ESA-listed
salmonids and other fish; and adults selected for broodstock would be spawned (by killing fish and
removing their eggsand milt (sperm). Broodstockand juveniles are trapped, handled, transported,
fin clipped, injected, held, rearedin a tankenvironment, and fed. All hatchery-produced juveniles
are handled or marked in some way (pit tags, adipose fin clip, or coded wire tags).

Hundreds of gallons of water per minute would continue tobe diverted at each ofthe facilities.
Effluent (fish waste and rearing water) would be produced, treated, and dischargedinto the
Umatilla and Columbiarivers. Emissions would be produced from the vehicles used totransport
workers and fish.

Hundreds ofthousands of hatchery-produced juvenile salmonids would be released into the
Umatilla River each spring. This pulse of young fish into the aquaticsystem is quite different from a
natural state where juveniles would havebeen occupying the system as they hatched and reared
throughout the availablehabitat over the prior two seasons and their impact on the system thereby
widely distributed and accommodated over time since the time of hatching.

3.1.2 Routine Maintenance Actions and Impacts

Routine maintenance of the Hatchery and satellite facilities would not disturb native soils or
vegetation because the workwould be primarily on buildings and equipment currently in place,
and on facility sites and grounds that have been in place and operating for decades. The work
would, however, generate noise and emissions from vehicles or other equipment (e.g., generators
and lawnmowers).

3.1.3  Site and Facility Upgrades Actions and Impacts

Site and facility upgrades, like routine maintenance, would not impact undisturbed soils or
vegetation since the workwould be within facility sites and grounds that have been in place and
operating for decades, and would not impact areas or fish not already impacted by past and ongoing
hatchery operations. The workwould generate noise and emissions from vehicles or other
equipment (e.g., generators and lawnmowers) but may increase efficiency or productive capability
of hatchery operations.
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3.14 Additional Water Source DevelopmentActions and Impacts

This action incorporates four approaches toacquiring additional water: drilling new wells; use of
existing, nearby, wells; reuse of hatchery water; and moving juveniles to acclimation facilities
earlier (see Section 2.1.4, “Additional Water Source Development”).

Drilling new wells would require using heavy equipmentfor site clearing and leveling which
would eliminate vegetation and impact soil by compaction and destruction of surface soil horizons.
Mechanized equipment would alsobe needed to dig trenches for pipelines tobring water to the
hatchery. Some drilling techniques use fluids (generally water withadditives) which require careful
containment and disposal but nonetheless havea riskof spills and leakage. Site-clearingand
drilling equipment would produce emissions and have the potential toleak fuels, oils, and hydraulic
fluids.

Use of nearby wells would require the connection of those wells to the Hatchery’s water systems
which would require the use of mechanized equipment to excavate for pipelines whichwould
impact soil and vegetation as described above.

Reuse of hatchery water would require infrastructure changes at the Hatchery toaccommodate
the necessary water collection, filtering, treatment, and aeration equipment. These changes,
however, would be within the existing footprint of the site and not disturb native soils or
vegetation. The impacts would be similar tothose described in Section 3.1.3, “Site and Facility
Upgrades Actions and Impacts.”

Moving juveniles to acclimation facilities early would require modifications tothe Thornhollow
and Imeques facilities’ water systems to enable themto function during icing conditions. These
modifications, as those for the water re-use infrastructurediscussed above, would be within the
existing footprint of the sites, so the impacts would be as those described in Section 3.1.3, “Siteand
Facility Upgrades Actions and Impacts.”8

The impacts of implementingthese four approaches for providing additional waterto the hatchery
may be few and relatively benign, butthe successful resultof providing that additional water would
be a greatly increased capability for producing more juvenilefish.

3.1.5 Research Monitoring,and Evaluation Actions and Impacts

The RM&E actions create no physical impact to other affected resources (e.g., vegetation removal or
soil disturbance) as the actions focus primarily on juvenile fish. These fish would be trapped,
handled, transported, measured, marked (pit tags, adipose fin clip, or coded wire tags) and mostly
released. Some may be incidentally or intentionally harmedin the process for condition assays, etc.
Adult fish would alsobe impacted, but this impactoverlaps those from broodstock collection where
fish are trapped, handled, and transported. Some maybe released during broodstock selection, but
others kept for artificial spawning. RM&E measurements and records would be taken on these
adult fish as they are encountered throughout this process.

8Additional impacts of these actions beyond the existing facilities’ footprints would require re-evaluation to determine if
separate site-specific NEPA analyses would be needed.
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3.2

3.2.1

3.2.1.1

Effects of the Proposed Action

Geology and Soils

Affected Environment

The topography of the Umatilla basin is varied. From the upper basin canyons in the Blue
Mountains, the Umatilla River descends toa wide expanse of plains and terraces in the lower basin.
Thelower basin is prime agricultural land, composed of tertiary and quaternary loess, alluvium,
glacio-fluvial, and lacustrine sediment deposits that mantle the underlying Columbia River basalts
(Harrison 2020). Soil atthe Umatilla Hatchery, however, is classified by the U.S. Soil Conservation
Service as Ellum fine sandy loam, a type which supports range and wildlife habitat butis not
considered prime or unique farmland (CEQ 1980). Soils are similar at the Pendleton, Thornhollow
and Imeques acclimation facilities which are all within the “Xerofluvent” soil type. These soilsare
mixed alluvium with surfacelayers of loamy soils mixed with sand or cobbles and underlying layers
of gravely soils mixed with sand, cobbles, orloam and are primarily used for pasture or wildlife
habitat (U.S.D.A.SCS 1985).

The program’s facilities are dispersed along the watershed’s mid tolower elevations and
geographicsettings consistent with their function as displayedin the table below.

Table 6 Geographic Settings of Program Facilities

Facility/site

Location

Functions

Geographic setting

Umatilla Hatchery

RM 278.5 on Columbia River,
approx.3.5 miles downstream
of Irrigon, OR

incubation and
rearing

Flatlowlands,amongstwildlife
refuge natural habitatsand
irrigated farmlands

Three MileFallsDam

RM 4 on Umatilla River

adulttrappingand
holding

Flatlowlands,amongstirrigated
farmlands

Westland Irrigation
District Facilities

RM 26.3 on Umatilla River near
Echo, OR

juveniletrapping

Flatlowlands,amongstirrigated
farmlands

Rieth Bridge Direct
ReleaseSite

RM 48 on Umatilla River

smoltdirectrelease

Broad floodplain amid rolling
foothills

Pendleton Acclimation
Facility

RM 56 on Umatilla River

smoltacclimation
anddirectrelease

Broad floodplain amid rolling
foothills

Thornhollow
Acclimation Facility

RM 73.5 on Umatilla River

smoltacclimation
anddirectrelease

Broadeningfloodplainat
transition fromcanyon landsto
rolling foothills

Imeques C-meme-ini-kem
Acclimation Facility

RM 79.5 on Umatilla River

smoltacclimation
andrelease

Narrow floodplaininlower
elevation, steep, canyon lands

3.2.1.2

Effects of the Proposed Action

The Proposed Action includes only one action, the drilling of new wellsin the flat lowlands around
the hatchery, which could impact native soils that had not already beenimpacted by hatchery
construction and operations todate. This drilling and excavation for pipelines would excavate,
displace, and compact native soils as described above in Section 3.1.4 “Additional Water Source
Development Actions and Impacts.” The scale of this activity, however, would be small, with soil
disruption limited tothe constructed well pads (generally less than 0.05 acre), and the temporary
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road access necessary tomove equipment in and out of the construction area. In total, the impacts
are anticipated tobeless than one acre in size and upon completion, the impacted soils would be
seeded with native grass and forb species for site recovery and erosion control.

Other actions would occur either within buildings or within facilities that would disturbsoils on
surfaced areas (gravel, asphalt, etc.) or other areas with previously disturbed soils. Since there
would be few actions that would disturb previously-undisturbed soils, and those would be in very
small areas with minimization measures applied as describedin Section 2.3 “Mitigation Measures,”
the overall effect on soils would be low.

3.2.1.3  Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action alternative, all Umatilla Hatchery production programs at all its facilities
would cease. There would be no new ground disturbance associated with the Proposed Action and
thus, no new effects on geology and soils.

3.2.2 Water Resources

Water quantity and quality in the UmatillaRiver basin is critical to the success of the hatchery
programs, which releases millions of juvenile fish from the program’s satellite facilities and direct
release sites. Surface and ground water quantity and quality are therefore discussed for both the
river basin and the program facilities in the sections below.

3.2.2.1 Affected Environment

Water Quantity

Water supplies in the Umatilla River basin

The Umatilla River flows from nearly 6,000 feet elevation in the Blue Mountains in northeast
Oregon down through narrow canyons, then across a series of broad valleys with irrigated
farmland, and then through the City of Pendleton before emptying intothe Columbia River at the
City of Umatilla. Itis 89 mileslong, drainsan area of 2,290 square miles,and hasan annual mean
flow of about 500 cubicfeet per second measured near the mouth of the river (Harrison 2020).

The mainstem Umatilla Riverhas eight main tributaries: the North and South Forks and Meacham
Creekin the upper subbasin; Wildhorse, Tutuilla, McKay, and Birch creeks in the mid subbasin; and
Butter Creekin the lower subbasin. Except for Wildhorse Creek, the maintributariesdrain a
portion of the Blue Mountains and enter the Umatilla River from the south. Wildhorse Creekdrains
the divide between the Umatilla River and the Walla Walla River tothe north. There are also many
smaller tributary creeks, some of them intermittent. Flows,which are influenced by snowmelt
runoff, are highestin April and lowestin September.

Umatilla River water is heavily appropriated for irrigated agriculture. The firstirrigation diversion
was installed in 1893; private irrigation companies begandeliveringwaterin 1903 and 1905; and
in 1906, the Umatilla Projectwas initiated by the Bureau of Reclamation. That project was
expandedin 1927,1938,and 1993 such that the Umatilla Basin Project now supplies water tomore
than 17,000 acres and a supplemental supply toabout 13,000 acres. Somuch water was being
diverted from the Umatilla River thatfrom the mid-1920s untilthe early 1990s,the lower river was
drained dry by irrigation during the summer and fall (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 2012).

Water for irrigation comes from the river and from impoundments, including Cold Springs Dam and
Reservoir, Feed Canal Diversion Dam and Canal, and Maxwell Diversion Dam and Canal in the East
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Division; Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam on the Umatilla and the 27-mile West Extension Main
Canal in the West Division; and McKay Dam and Reservoir in the South Division. Some 3,800 acres
not included in anirrigation district receive either a full or supplemental water supply from McKay
Reservoir under individual storage contracts.

Studies for means of restoring flows and anadromous fish runs to the Umatilla River began after
passage of the Northwest Power Act (16 U.S.C.839 §§ et seq). Studies focused onbringing
additional water to the Umatilla River from the Columbia River and resultedin the Umatilla Basin
Project, authorized by the 1988 UmatillaBasin Project Act, which would pump water from the
Columbia tofill irrigation reservoirs during the irrigation season, leave Umatilla Riverwater in the
river for anadromous fish toimprint on, and build a new reservoir system that would be used to
keep water in the river when salmon are migrating.

Two phases of the project have been completed, and a third phase is currently being studied. The
firsttwo phases, along with intentional flow management for fish passage, have been successful in
restoring up to half of the summertime flows of the Umatilla River that have proven effective thus
far in supporting the return of spawning Chinook salmon.

Water Supplies for the Umatilla Hatchery Programs

As discussed in Section 1.3.1, “Umatilla Hatchery Water Supply and Fish Production Issues,” water
supplies for the hatchery come from a system of wells that have been slowly failing over time and
are now insufficient tomeethatchery goals.

Water supply at Imeques and Thornhollow acclimation sites are also affected in many years byice
accumulations on their water intakes in winter, limiting water supply.

The table below describes the water sources for each facility.

Table 7 Maximum water use for each facility in the BPA-funded Umatilla Hatchery Programs

Surface water use Ground-water

Facilit Water source
s (cfs ) use (cfs) .
Umatilla Hatchery 0 12.3 Well water
Three MileFallsDamtrap 11.1 0 Umatilla River
South Fork Walla
1
WallaWalla Hatchery 19.2 0 Walla River
Pendleton Acclimation Facility 14.3 0 Umatilla River
Thornhollow Acclimation Facility 6.7 0 Umatilla River
Imegyes C-mem-ini-kem Acclimation 143 0 Umnatilla River
Facility
1BPA 2018a

Water Quality

Water quality in the lower Umatilla River Basin (both surface and groundwater) has been known to
be an issue since studies were first conducted in the late 1960’s. The basin hasnitrate
concentration issues arising primarily from agricultural irrigation discharges and confined animal
feeding operations (ODEQ 2023a), high pH and low dissolved oxygen (NPCC 2004). Hatchery
facilities and operations are in both the upper and lower Umatilla River Basin, with facility
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dischargesinboth areas. The hatchery and some ofthe facilities have effluent treatment facilities,
some do not, asdisplayed in the table below.

Table 8 Facility Discharge Treatment and Location

Facility/site Function Discharge treatment Discharge water body
Umatilla Hatch incubati d
matitia Ratchery ineuba |.onan sludgetankandsettling pond Columbia River
rearing
T ileFal i
hree MileFalls adulttrapplngand None- water outlet only Umatilla River
Dam holding
WallaWalla adultholdingand . South Fork WallaWalla
. settling pond .
Hatchery spawning River
Pendleton

. . smoltacclimationand . . .
Acclimation . settling pond Umatilla River

- directrelease
Facility

Thornhollow . .
smoltacclimationand

Acclimation None —water outlet only Umatilla River
- release

Facility

Imeques C-mem-

ini-kem smoltacclimation and . .
. . None —water outlet only Umatilla River

Acclimation release

Facility

Hatchery dischargesare regulated underthe Clean Water Act through the issuance of National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits by the State of Oregon. NPDES permits
are not needed for hatchery facilities that releaseless than 20,000 pounds of fish per year or feed
fish lessthan 5,000 pounds offish feed per year (EPA 2023). All facilitiesin the program are
compliant with their NPDES permitor do not require one, and as such, their discharges are limited
and monitored to ensure effects to water quality and humanhealthare protected. The Umatilla,
Bonneville,and Walla Walla hatcheries operate under a NPDES permit and all use a settling pond to
settle out uneaten food and fish waste before being discharged intoreceiving waters. Effluentis
tested each quarter for settleable solids, total suspended solids, pH, and temperature in compliance
with those NPDES permits. The other facilities fall below the threshold for obtaining NPDES
permits.

3.2.2.2  Effects of the Proposed Action
Water Quantity

In general, hatchery programs can affect groundwaterand hydrology when they take groundwater
from a well or surface water from a neighboringriver or stream. All water,minus evaporation,
which is diverted from a river or taken from a well is usually discharged to an adjacent water body
after it circulates through the hatchery facility. When hatchery programs use surface water, they
may reduce flows in the stream between the water intake and discharge structures with impacts to
that stream or river depending on the amount of water withdrawnin comparison tothe amountin
the stream. Generally, water intake and dischargestructures are located as close together as
possible to minimize the area of the stream that maybe impacted by a water withdrawal.
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For this Proposed Action, the effects to water quantity in the Umatilla River would come only from
the satellite facilities. For these facilities, their ongoing withdrawal (with no proposal to modify the
amount of water withdrawn) is each less than one percent of the river’s flow with no measurable
effect on physical or biological features of the river between intake and discharge locations.
Because of the small proportion of total stream flow used and the short distance over which the
diminished flows would occur, the effect on water quantity in the Umatilla River would be low.

This Proposed Action alsouses a holding facility at the Walla Wall Hatchery, which diverts water
from the Walla Walla River. Effects of that hatchery’s entire operation would reduce flows in that
river by up to 11 cfs between withdrawal and discharge points, a distance of 250 to 450 ft. Previous
analysis determinethis withdrawalwould cause a low effect (BPA 2018a), and the Umatilla
program’s effect would be just a small portion of that.

Umatilla Hatchery uses only groundwaterand thus has the potentialtoreduce the amount of water
for other usersin the same aquifer. For this Proposed Action, however, the well serving asthe
primary water source is adjacent to the Columbia River and believed tobe hydraulically linked toit,
not from an isolated aquifer (BPA 1987). There would, therefore, be noimpact on other
groundwater users. Four other wellsserving the hatchery, another providingdomestic water for
the hatcheryresidences, and sites being evaluated for future drilling (Miller etal 2019), are all
located, or would be located, on lands managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the Army
Corps of Engineersinlocations that avoid interference with each other and other existing wells
(Miller et al 2019). Since there would be on impact on groundwater in isolated aquifers and wells
would be located to avoid interference with existingwells the effect on ground water quantity
would be low.

Water Quality

Effects to water quality from this Proposed Action would come primarily from the impacts of
effluent discharge from ongoing production program operationsat the Hatchery and the satellite
facilities.

Used water from the Hatcheryis discharged at three locationsinto the Columbia Riveradjacent to
the hatchery. One comes directly from the incubation infrastructure whereit was used to
oxygenate the incubatingeggs and thus contains no fish food or feces, though it could contain minor
amounts of chemicals needed to protectincubating eggs. The other two discharge locations come
from the effluent treatment system which is composed ofa 20,680-square-foot asphalt settling
pond with an 810-square-foot sludgetank.

The discharge of effluent from hatcheriesintorivers has the potential to elevate temperature,
ammonia, organicnitrogen, total phosphorus, biological oxygen demand, pH, and suspended solids
levels (Sparrow 1981; WDOE 1989; Kendra 1991; Cripps 1995; Bergheimand Asgard 1996;
Michael 2003). Chemical use within hatcheries could resultin the release of antibiotics (a
therapeutic), fungicides, and disinfectants intoreceiving waters (Boxall et al. 2004; Pouliquen et al.
2008; Martinez-Buenoetal. 2009). Other chemicals and organisms that could potentially be
released by hatchery operations are polychlorinated biphenyls,dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane
and its metabolites (Missildine etal. 2005; HSRG 2009), pathogens (HSRG2005; HSRG 2009),
steroid hormones (Kolodziej et al. 2004), anesthetics, pesticides, and herbicides.

Effects on water quality in the Columbiaand Umatillarivers and theirtributaries would come from
the discharge of water that may have traces of fish food and fish waste even after processing
through settlement ponds. Potential contaminantsalsoincludebyproducts from chemicals used for
disease control, such as formalin. Water containing formalin would be diluted and breaks down
rapidly, and hatchery discharges would meet NPDES requirements. In addition, Hatchery
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discharges of this chemical are alsonot expected toadversely affect both mid-Columbia steelhead
and bull trout (Shepard etal. 2015). The discharge amounts are, and would continue tobe, low in
comparison to the volume of the receiving waters and within the parameters set by the State of
Oregon for the issuance (or non-issuance in the case of the acclimation facilities) of their NPDES
permits. These permits, withtheir attendant monitoring and reporting, address the potential
pollution concerns and prevent them from significantlyaffecting water quality. These
contaminants, therefore, are unlikely to adversely affect salmonids and other fish in the receiving
waters.

Anincrease in effluent discharge may occur at the Thornhollow and Imeques facilities if some
spring Chinookrearingis transferred there as a water need reduction measure for the Umatilla
Hatchery (Section 3.1.4 “Additional Water Source Development Actions and Impacts”). Asnotedin
Section 3.2.2.1 “Affected Environment,” however, monitoring and permitting ensure that total
suspended and settleable solids in the discharges would not exceed levels that could resultin an
adverse effect on water quality.

Water discharged from the facilities also could affect the receiving water’s temperatures, primarily
as aresult of the water’s exposure to the sun while in holding, rearing, acclimation, or abatement
ponds. Elevated river temperatures can increase bacterial growth rates, therebyincreasingthe risk
of pathogensin water. Increased watertemperatures can alsoharm fish by reducing growth rates,
increasing physiological stress, or even causing death (WDOE 2000). The program, however,
maintains cool water temperatures in their holding, rearing and acclimation ponds so there would
be no such temperature impacts. Any such impact, therefore,would only come from the hatcheries’
abatement ponds. The Umatilla, WallaWalla, and Columbia rivers,however, are the receiving
waters for these abatement pond discharges, and all are solarge by comparison tothe discharge
thatany elevated temperature contribution from the discharges would be rapidly negated.

There would be no impacts towater quantity or quality from research, monitoring, or evaluation
activities associated with hatchery or satellite facility operations. These activities take noaction
that would use or affect water resources beyond what was described above, nor do they modify
hydrologic, riparian, or upland conditions. There may be a potential for short-term, small-scale
disturbance of stream or riverbeds associated withpeople wading in these waters as they conduct
habitatand spawning surveys; or by installing and operating screw traps, butthose effects tothe
water resource would be low.

Routine maintenance actions are not anticipated to contribute materially to either sediment or
temperature conditions in the UmatillaRiver. Annual debris and sediment cleanoutfrom all
facilities’ water intakes is the most likely of the operations and maintenance actions to contributeto
water quality issues, but it would only cause a slight pulse in turbidity during the action, and the
amount and duration of this sediment input would be verylow and rapidly negatedin the flows of
thereceiving waters.

Because discharges are treated whereneeded, monitoringand permitting ensures discharges
would not create adverse effects, and receiving waterbodies are large by comparison to the
discharges, the overall effect ofthe Proposed Action’s impact on water quality would be low.

3.2.2.3  Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action alternative, all Umatilla Hatchery production programs would cease. Nowater
would be withdrawn from the Umatilla Riveror from groundwater. Likewise, no effluent-laden
water would be discharged backinto the rivers or streams following Hatchery or acclimation
facility use.
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These facilities currently take only a small proportion of the total flow from adjacent streams, and
the effect on water quantity is already minimized by the short distance (between 60 and 1,800 feet)
between water intake and discharge. None ofthese facilities draw waterfrom a State Critical
Groundwater Area (i.e., there is sufficient water in the aquifer for irrigation and other uses).
Therefore, effects on groundwater and hydrology from terminating production at the Hatchery and
the satellite facilities (the No Action Alternative) would be low relative to existing conditions.

The effect on water quality from the termination of hatchery operations would be the cessation of
effluent dischargesintothe Columbia or Umatillarivers. This would be a beneficial effect for the
rivers, though as discussed above, the relative quantity and impact of this effluent is low; thus, the
improvement from not discharging it would also be low, though beneficial.

3.2.3 Vegetation

3.2.3.1 Affected Environment

The ecotype in which most Hatchery and satellite facilities are located is part of the Columbia Basin
Province (Daubenmire 1970 and Franklin and Dyrness 1973), dominated by remnant bunchgrass
(Agropyron, Poa, Bromus, and Fescue spp.), invasive cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) and sagebrush
(Artemisia spp.), bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata), and rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus nauseosus), or
the agricultural landsthat have replaced them.

The vegetation changes with elevation up the Umatilla River Basin, transitioning from grassesand
shrubs to Ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir/grand fir forests in the highest elevations. Most facilities
are located in the lowest elevations, though the Thornhollow and Imeques acclimation sites are
located upstream in the lower canyons of the watershed where grass and shrubsdominatethe
south facing aspects and conifer trees dominate the northern slopes.

The Hatchery siteis on a flat bench adjacent tothe Columbia River supporting grasses and shrubs
vegetation with native riparian habitats (primarily willows, grasses and forbs) along the river. The
other facilities are similarly situated along the Umatilla River or its tributaries with varying
vegetation conditions as described in the table below.

Table 9 Vegetative Characteristics at Facilities
Facility/site Geographic setting Vegetative Characteristics

Flatlowlands,amongstirrigated | Palousegrasslandswith narrowriparian

Umatilla Hatch
matilia Ratchery farmlands corridor along Columbia River

Riparian willowand hardwood habitats in broad
floodplain; grass and sage community on slopes;
irrigated agricultureon flatlands above.

Three MileFalls Flatlowlands,amongstirrigated
Dam farmlands

Riparian hardwood corridor in narrow

Westland Irrigation | Flatlowlands,amongstirrigated . .
floodplain, grass and sage community on slopes;

District Facilities farmlands . .

irrigated agricultureon flatlands above.

No riparian habitatsatbridgelocationin narrow
Rieth Bridge Direct | Broadfloodplainamidrolling incisedriver corridor within floodplain; grass
ReleaseSite foothills and sagecommunity onslopes;irrigated

agricultureonflatlands above.
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Facility/site Geographic setting Vegetative Characteristics

Narrow riparian hardwood community along
river;surrounded by irrigated agricultural lands
andresidential developments.

Pendleton Broad floodplain amid rolling
Acclimation Facility | foothills

Riparian hardwood community along river with

Thornhollow Narrow floodplaininlower grass/sagecommunities on surrounding slopes.
Acclimation Facility | elevation canyonlands Facilitysetinfloodplainamidlarge(1to 5 acres)
residentiallots with irrigated pastures.

Riparian hardwood community along river with
conifer foreston north-facingslopes and
grass/sagecommunities on south-facing slopes.
Facility setin floodplain amid native grass/sage
community and some irrigated pasturelands.

Imeques C-mem-
ini-kem Acclimation
Facility

Narrow floodplaininlower
elevation, steep, canyon lands

No ESA-listed or proposed endangered or threatened plant species or candidatespecies have been
identified at project sites. Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), also known as the “tumble weed,” is the
most problematicinvasive plant at the Umatilla Hatchery.

3.2.3.2  Effects of the Proposed Action

The Proposed Action includes only one action, the drilling of new wells, which could impact native
soils with native vegetation that had not already been impacted by hatchery and facility
construction and operations todate. Thisaction could affecta couple of sites near the Umatilla
Hatchery, and would excavate, displace, and compact soils and native vegetation as described above
in Section 3.1.4 “Additional Water Source Development Actions and Impacts” and 3.2.1.2 “Effects of
the Proposed Action.” The scale of thisactivity, however, would be small, with soil and vegetation
disruption limited to the constructed well pads (generally less than 0.05 acre), the buried pipelines
that would convey water to existinglines tothe hatchery, and the temporary road access necessary
to move equipmentin and out. In total, the impacts are anticipated tobe less than one acre in size
and upon completion the impacted soils would be seeded with native grass and forb species for site
recovery and erosion control. Other actions would occur either within buildings or within facility
boundaries on surfaced areas (gravel, asphalt, etc.) with no vegetation or would require nonative
vegetation disturbance.

Disturbance of soil of any degree, however, would provide an opportunity for the spread ofinvasive
plants. Application ofthe mitigation measuresin Section 2.3 “Mitigation Measures” designed to
preventthe spread of noxious weeds would effectively minimize or prevent infestations of these
species.

There would be no impacts to vegetation from operations at the satellite facilities, or from research,
monitoring, or evaluation activities associated with hatchery and satellite facility operations.

Since there would be few actions that would disturb previously-undisturbed vegetation, and those
would be in very small areas with minimization measures applied as describedin Section 2.3
“Mitigation Measures,” the overall effect on vegetation would be low.

3.2.3.3  Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action alternative, all Umatilla Hatchery production programs and associated
activities at all its facilities would cease. The No Action alternative would not cause new impacts to
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vegetation in the projectarea, but could allow for the spread of noxious weeds within the hatchery
facility grounds in the absence of the ongoing control applied by current operations. This potential
spread of noxious weeds could adversely impact native plantcommunities by outcompeting native
plants for moisture and space in those limited areas.

3.24 Wetlands and Floodplains

3.2.4.1 Affected Environment

The Umatilla Hatcheryislocated along the shores of a reservoir formed by the John Day Dam
downriver. Though much ofthe Columbia River’s original floodplains are inundated, thereis stilla
narrow floodplain along the shores of the reservoir. The hatcheryislocated outside of the
floodplain, but the hatcheries discharge outlets are located withinit (FEMA 2023). Every satellite
facility, except the Imeques site,is within the floodplain designatedby FEMA as a “Regulatory
Floodway”? (FEMA 2023). The Imequessite isimmediately adjacent toit. The satellite facilities
were all constructed on graveled pads on floodplains but donot contain any wetland habitats
within them.

3.2.4.2  Effects of the Proposed Action

The only action disturbing soil or vegetation (with potential toalter wetlands or floodplains) would
be the drilling of new wells, and that would be on the uplands around the Hatchery above the
floodplain and outside of wetlands. These wells would be sited and designed tonot deplete
groundwater and would therefore not affect wetlands. No other actions associated with the
ongoing program (e.g., routine operations, facility maintenance, etc.), though located in floodplains
and near wetlands, have potential toimpact these features. The actions also would not physically
or vegetatively modify wetlands or floodplains in a manner that would create additional impacts on
FEMA-designated floodplains,and therefore,would remainin accordance with the applicable
floodplain protection standards. Therewould alsobe noimpacts to wetlands and floodplains from
research, monitoring, or evaluation activities associated with eitherhatchery operations or the
acclimation and release of juveniles. The effect of the Proposed Action on wetlands and floodplains
would therefore be low.

3.2.4.3  Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action alternative, all Umatilla Hatchery production programs at all its facilities
would cease. There would be no new impacts from the No Action alternative on wetlands or
floodplains.

3.2.5 Fish

3.2.5.1 Affected Environment

Fish Habitat

Fish populationsin the Umatilla River have beendramatically affected by historical habitatloss and
alteration. Irrigation water withdrawals created low flow and thermal migration barriers for fish.

9 A "Regulatory Floodway" is the area including and around a watercourse that cannot be filled in or have obstructions
placed in it without causing water surface elevations to increase over a certain amount (usually one foot) upstream ofthe
filled area or obstruction.
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Dam construction on the Umatilla River created migration barriers for anadromous fish, movement
delays or barriers for resident species, segmented resident fish populations,and created warm
water reservoirs. Habitatwas degraded by channeling the river in a single main channel in the
lower reaches thus removing side channels, alcoves, and islands, convertingformer off-channel
habitats to farmlands; and fish populationswere poisoned as rotenone was applied along 80 miles
of theriver’slengthin 1967 and 1974 to eradicate Pacificlampreys (Close et al., 2009).

However, an aggressive program of habitat restoration and fish reintroductions was begun in the
1980s and continues tothe present. Water from the Columbia Riverwas redirected tothe Umatilla
basin to provide enough flow for salmon migration (see Section 3.2.2.1 “Affected Environment”);
habitat restoration projectsat multiple locations along the river were, and continue to be, funded
by BPA and other entities; fish production programs (some of which are the subject of analysis in
this EA) were developed that reintroduced Chinook, coho salmon, and steelhead tothe river; the
Dillon Diversion Dam, a major barrier to fish movement, was removed in 2017; and a program of
Pacific Lampreyreintroduction began in 2000 at Three Mile Falls Dam (CRITFCetal 2018).

Butfish habitatin the Umatilla River remains permanently altered. Rather than a free-flowingriver
of cool water, its lower reaches are now a series of warm-waterreservoirs created by irrigation
diversion dams that continue to segment native populations of fish. What remains of the Umatilla
River’s original free-flowing conditions can now only be found above Pendleton (river mile 56).
Fish habitatsin the Umatilla Riverare now quite varied: there is a mile-long extension of the
Columbia River’s John Day reservoir up into the Umatilla River’s mouth ; there are warm-water
reservoirs behind Three Mile Falls Dam and each of the five low-head dams above it; there are free-
flowing sections of channelized river throughagricultural lands above each of these reservoirs and
below the next upstream dam;and there are reaches above Pendleton with naturally-formed pools,
riffles, gravel bars, and islands, where the river flows with cooler water through more naturally-
functioning floodplains and riparian habitats.

Fish Species

The table below displays alist of species presentin both the John Day reservoir (also known as
Lake Umatilla) and the Umatilla River. The varied habitats and the passagebarriers (dams, thermal
conditions, and seasonal low flows), as described above limits the distributions of many of these
speciesas shown.

Table 10 Fish species in the Umatilla and Columbia Rivers

Resident Fish Anadromous Fish

Walleye (Sander vitreus)? Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus)
Carp (Cyprinus carpio) Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha)
Bridgelip sucker (Catostomus columbianus) Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch)
Largescalesucker (Catostomus macrocheilus) Sockeye salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka)!
Pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus oregonensis) Shad (Alosa sapidissima)?!

Largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides)? Pacificlamprey (Entosphenus tridentatus)?
Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus)?

White Sturgeon (Acipenser transmontanus)*

Channel Catfish (Ictalurus punctatus)?
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Resident Fish Anadromous Fish

Whitefish (Prosopium williamsoni)

Redsideshiner (Richardsonius balteatus)

Peamouth (Mylocheilus caurinus)

Dace(Rhinichthys umatilla)

Chiselmouth (Acrocheilus alutaceus)

Threespinestickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus)

Sculpin (Cottus hubbsi)

Yellow perch (Perca flavescens)

Trout-perch (Percopsis omiscomaycus)?

Brown bullhead (Ameiurus nebulosus)?

Yellow bullhead (Ameiurus natalis)?

Mosquito fish (Gambusia affinis)?

White crappie (Pomoxis annularis)

Black crappie (Pomoxis nigromaculatus)

Bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus)

Pumpkinseed (Lepomis gibbosus)

! —not present in Umatilla River or only likely in John Day pool below Three Mile Falls Dam
2—uncommon or likely not present in upper reaches of the Umatilla River above Pendleton
3 —present only in upper reaches above Pendleton

Anadromous Salmonids

Historically, the UmatillaRiver supported runs of fall Chinook, spring Chinook, coho salmon, and
steelhead. All species of salmon were eliminated from the basin in the early 1900’s througha
combination of overfishing; extensive water withdrawals, and habitat degradation in the Umatilla
River; and construction and operation of the dams in the Umatilla River which blocked fish passage.
Steelhead, however, withtheir ability to survive in higher elevations without needing to migrate to
the ocean to mature and spawn, persistedin the watershed and the Umatilla River today supports a
small run of native ESA-listed steelhead that are both naturally and hatchery produced.10 Today’s
runs of Chinook and coho, however, are all reintroduced (as discussed above) and are, therefore,
not listed under the ESA.

Umatilla River Fall Chinook

The Umatilla River Fall Chinookis part of the Mid-Columbia Fall Chinook Species ManagementUnit
(SMU).1t The Mid-Columbia Fall Chinook SMU includes three extinct populations, one population

10 Effects from steelhead production are not discussed further in this EA because the Umatilla River Steelhead Program is
not part of this proposed action. See Footnote 2 in Section 1.1 “Introduction.”

11 An SMU is a geographic location that is known to be important for the conservation of threatened species for which
enough information is available for effective planning and management. An SMU is able to support viable populations of
one or more species over the long term and is important for the species' long-term viability.
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thatisstill in existence, and one population whose existenceis uncertain (Table 11). While native
populationsin the John Day, Umatilla,and Walla Walla Riverbasins are extinct, reintroduction of
Chinook in those basins have reestablished small populations thatare likely maintained primarily
by hatchery production. The remaining population in the Deschutes River Basin is strong,
however, and ameliorates risks of further population losses (ODFW 2005). The loss or uncertainty
in status of four of these five populations demonstrates the significance of historical habitat impacts
on this SMU, and still appear to affect the reintroduced populationsthere.

Table 11 Population list and existence status for the Mid-Columbia Fall Chinook SMU

WEUTR eI EY Population Description
Present? P P
Yes Deschutes Deschutes River basin
No John Day John Day River basin
No Umatilla Umatilla River basin
No WallaWalla WallaWalla River basin
Uncertain Mainstem Mainstem Columbia River fromthe Dalles
Dam to The Oregon/Washington border

Fall Chinookreturn tothe Umatilla River from October through Decemberand spawn from
November through December. Juvenilesrearin the river from December through Aprilthen
acclimate and migrate outin May. Their reintroduction tothe Umatilla Riverbeganin 1982. From
1995t02012, hatchery adultreturns tothe Umatilla Rivermouth ranged from 289 to 3,950 and
averaged 1,547 with high variability (Clarke etal. 2014). Over the last six yearsthe average has
been abitless, 1,395 per year, with variability between years still very high (ODFW 2023b).

Umatilla River Spring Chinook

The Umatilla River Spring Chinookis part of the Mid-Columbia Spring Chinook SMU. This SMU
includes eight populations, four that are extinct, and four that are still in existence (Table 12). The
Umatilla and Walla Walla populations became extinctin the early 1900s due to extensive irrigation
withdrawals and habitat modification. Construction ofthe Pelton-Round Butte Dam complex
eliminated access tothe Metolius and Crooked populationsin 1958. (ODFW 2005).

Table 12 Population List and existence status for the Mid-Columbia Spring Chinook SMU

Native Population . s
Present? Population Description

Yes Lower Deschutes Deschutes River basin up to Round Butte
Dam

No Metolius Metolius River basin(Deschutes tributary)

No Crooked Crooked River basin (Deschutes tributary)

Yes North Fork John Day North Fork John Day River basin

Yes MiddleForkJohn Day | MiddleForkJohn DayRiver basin
John Day River basin upstreamfrom mouth

Yes Upper John Day of North Fork
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Native Population . .
P lation Description
Present? opulatio escriptio
No Umatilla Umatilla River basin
No WallaWalla WallaWalla River basin

Native spring Chinookarrive in the Umatilla River during April and May and spawn from August
through September. Juveniles rear from September through March then acclimate and migrate out
the following April after spending their first summer and winterin the river. Their reintroduction
to the Umatilla River began in the spring of 1986 and the average annualadult returns tothe
Umatilla River for the next 25 years averaged about 2,400 adults with a high of 5,900 in 2002
(Contor etal 2011); Average adultreturns since 2011 have increased slightly to 2,860 annually,
though variation among yearsis high (439t05969) (ODFW 2023b). Returnsare about75%
hatchery fish and 25% natural origin fish (ODFW 2023b).

Umatilla River Coho Salmon

Coho salmon in the Umatilla River are part of the Interior Columbia Coho SMU which consists of
two extinct populations: the Umatilla and the Wallowa (Table 13). Both are extinct,and
populationsthere today have been re-introduced and are maintained by hatcheryproduction. Both
the Umatillaand Wallowa populations within this SMU are extinct as a result of extensive water
use, habitat degradation, and dam passage problems (ODFW 2005, NMFS 2014). Itisbelieved that
coho were eliminated from the Umatillashortly after the construction of Three Mile Falls Dam in
1914.

Table 13 Population List and existence status for the Interior Columbia Coho SMU

Native Populati
ative Population Population Description
Present?
No Umatilla Umatilla River basin
Wallowa River basin (Grande Ronde
No Wallowa . .
River tributary)

Coho salmonreintroductions beganbetween 1966 and 1968 with releases of fry and out-planted
eggs. Coho smoltswere released in 1969, but it was not until 1987 that an ongoing reintroduction
program with annual releases of coho smolts began (Contor 2013). Since then, cohoadultreturns
have averaged about 5,170 fish annually though the returns vary greatly from year toyear (ODFW
2023b). Native adult returns,however, have never risenabove a few hundred each year
demonstrating thatsuccessful cohospawningin the UmatillaRiverislimited. (Contor 2013).

Resident Fish Species

Approximately 60 species of non-anadromous fish live in the Columbia River and its tributaries.
About one-halfare native species primarily of the families Salmonidae (trout), Catastomidae
(suckers), Cyprinidae (carps and minnows), and Cottidae (sculpins). White sturgeon (Acipenser
transmontanus) occurs in the Columbia River. The Columbia and UmatillaRiver basinsalsosupport
atleast 25 introduced species, primarily representing the taxonomic families Percidae (perch and
walleye), Centrarchidae (bass, crappie, sunfish), and Ictaluridae (catfish).
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Bull Trout

Bull trout were listed as threatened underthe ESA in 1999 with a Final Recovery Plan produced in
2015. The recovery planisbuiltaround management of “Core Areas” (usually sub watersheds) and
“Recovery Units” which are aggregations of Core Areas. The Hatchery and the satellite facilities are
located in the Umatilla River Core Area within the Lower Mid-Columbia Geographic Region of the
Mid-Columbia River Recovery Unit for the Columbia River Distinct Population Segmentofbull trout
(USFWS 2015). The bull trout population in the Umatilla basinis also designated as the Umatilla
Bull Trout Species Management Unit by the State of Oregon.

Bull trout are sensitive toincreased water temperatures, poor water quality, poor habitat
conditions, and low flow conditions, and thus select colder waters at higher elevations with less
disturbed habitats. Inthe Umatilla River, therefore, populations are limited to the upper basin, and
the lower Umatilla River is not used by bull trout other than for occasional migratory passage. The
State of Oregon identifies twobull trout populationsin the upper basin above Pendleton, Oregon:
one in Meacham Creekand one in the Upper Umatilla River. The abundance of the Meacham
population islow, and distribution islimited (ODFW 2005).

Bull trout exhibit two differentlife history strategies. Fluvial (migratory) bull trout spawnin river
basin headwaters and juvenilesrear there for one to four years before migrating as subadults
downstream tolarger main stem areas. Very few fish were recorded as exhibitingthislife form in
the Umatilla River (Sankovich etal 2014). The other life history strategy, where bull trout complete
their entire life cycle in the tributary streams,also occurs in the basin. Studies from 2004 to2014
concluded that thisis the primarylife history strategy in UmatillaRiver and that only one
population, in the North Fork Umatilla River, is supportinga viable bull trout population (Sankovich
etal 2014). Those studies alsoidentified an adult bull troutimmigrating into the North Fork
Umatilla population from the Walla Walla and Tucannon basins, providing evidence for biological
connectivity between populations in adjacentbasins.

Bull trout feed primarily on fish as sub-adults and adults, and can therefore be a substantial
predator of young salmon. Juvenile bull trout feed on similar prey as salmon (USFWS 2002, 2008).

Pacific Lamprey

Pacificlampreys are unique in their life stages and habitatuse among anadromous fish. After egg
hatchingin tributary streams and rivers theyexistin alarval phase in clean, fine, sediments in the
tributaries for 5 to 7 years before morphing into their microphthalmia (juvenile pre-migration)
phase in the months prior to their migration tothe ocean. They spend 18 to 40 monthsin the ocean
then migrate backto their natal streams tospawn.

Like anadromous salmonids, lamprey populations were diminished by passage barriers, water
quality and quantity reductions,and habitatlosses (ODFW 2005). In the Umatilla Riverbasin this
led to their extinction until reintroduction efforts began in the early 2000s when lamprey from the
John Day River were transplanted tothe Umatilla River (Close etal 2003, ODFW 2005). From these
reintroductions and some improvement of passage issues in the Umatilla River (Jackson and Moser
2012)adultlampreys have increased theirreturns from being functionally extinct in the late 1990’s
toover 2,600in 2018 (BPA 2018b). Reintroduction efforts and actions toimprove passage over
Three Mile Falls Dam are ongoing.

ESA- and State-Listed Fish

There are two species of ESA- and state-listed fish in the area of the Proposed Action as displayed in
the table below.
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Table 14 ESA- and State-listed fish species in the Umatilla Basin

. Critical ; . ..
Species ESA status e EEEEITE State of Oregon listing
Habitat Regulations

Threatened Middle Columbia River
Middle Columbia (January 5 September Species Management
River Steelhead 2006'(7y1 ! 5 3005' June 28, 2005. Unitd.e.signa'Fe.das
(Onc'orhynchus Federal 0 FR 52630 70 FR 37159 Sensitive-Critical
mykiss) Register (FR)

833))

Threatened | October 18, Umatilla Species
Bull tr(?ut (November 2010. Management Unit
(Salvelinus 70 FR 63898 designated as “Sensitive-

1,1999.(64 | 75FR ..
confluentus) Critical”

FR 58910) 63898

Designated Critical Habitat under the ESA

Critical habitat for Snake River steelheadincludes essentially all reaches ofthe Umatilla River and
its tributaries (CTUIR triballands excluded) and Meacham Creek.

Critical habitat for bull troutincludes all reaches of the Umatilla River and Meacham Creek.

3.2.5.2  Effects of the Proposed Action

Effects on fish are caused by the impacts of actions associated with ongoing Chinookand coho
capture, production, acclimation, and release activities within the hatcheries and satellite facilities,
and the research, monitoring, and evaluation actions. The Proposed Action does notinclude any
physical facility changes or construction actions at the hatchery or satellite facilities thatwould
impactaquatichabitats or rivers beyond instreamwading and handtool use. Effluentreleases
would also have minimal potential to affect water quality sufficiently toimpact fish use (Section
3.2.2.2 “Effects of the Proposed Action, Water Quality”). The effects on fish and fish habitats from
these actions are discussed further below and would be low.

Effects on Fish from Ongoing Hatchery Operations, including Monitoring and Evaluation

Broodstock Capture

The capture of Chinook and coho broodstock at Three Mile Falls Dam is stressful on adult fish. For
broodstock, this may be of little consequence since those fish would be sacrificed for their eggs and
sperm, but non-targetfish such as bull trout, other native fish species, or target species not selected
for broodstock could also be captured. Though ultimately released, these non-targetfish would be
handled and moved from the trap tothe release location and increased potential of mortality is a
possibility from the stress of that capture and handling

Artificial production

The hatchery environment and the experience of artificial production is stressful on individual fish.
Broodstockand juveniles are netted, handled, transported, fin clipped, injected,reared in a
crowded tankenvironment, and fed. All hatchery-producedjuveniles are handled or marked in
some way (pittags, adipose fin clip, or coded wire tags). These actions are potentially harmful, and
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some mortality occurs, though effects are minimized by adherenceto established fish handling
protocols (Section 2.3 “Mitigation Measures”).

Juvenile Release

Most of the effects on fish from the Proposed Action would result from releasing 1.91 million
hatchery-origin Chinookand coho salmon in the Umatilla River basin each year. These fish
comprise the vast majority of all salmonid smolt outmigration from the Umatilla River and produce
most of the adultreturns to Three Mile Falls Dam. Releasing hatchery-originfish could affect
genetics, disease, ecological interactions, nutrient cycling, and harvest as discussed below.

e Genetic influence - Effects on native salmon stocks can occur from hatchery-origin adults
escapingtothe spawning grounds, ultimately influencingthe genetic make-up of natural
offspring. Inthe Umatilla basin, however, all native stocks of Chinook and coho salmon had
been eliminated and the naturalized populations there now are derived from introduced
fish and hatchery-rearedfish intentionally released at Three Mile Falls Dam where they had
beentrapped on their returntospawn. Thesereleasesare intended tohelp rebuild a
naturalized population so geneticinfluence here is not an issue.

Straying of hatchery produced salmon into the spawning grounds of other watersheds
could, however, influence genetics of native fish in those watersheds. Monitoring reveals
that stray rates (predominantly into the Snake River basin) for Umatilla River Chinook sub-
yearlingsare about 35% and range from 0.2 to 2% for Umatilla River spring Chinookand no
more than 2% for fall Chinook (ODFW and CTUIR 2011band 2011c). The 2016 NMFS
Biological Opinion specified the Tucannon River and the Snake River Basin upstream of
Lower Granite Dam where Umatilla River Chinook strays have been found and where the
effects of geneticinteractions among the spawning adultfish could be seen. NMFS
concluded that the program as planned would be operated such thatless than 5 percent of
the naturally spawningpopulation in the Tucannon and the Snake River Basin would
consist of Umatilla hatchery fish and the gene flow betweenthe program fish and local
populations would be below the level at which substantial adverse genetic effects would be
expected, and that the program included “the best approaches toavoid or minimize those
adverse effects” (NMFS2016).

Stray rates from Umatilla River coho are not well documented but estimated tobe less than
5% (ODFWand CTUIR 2011a).

Effective acclimation and direct release strategies are applied for Umatilla RiverFall
Chinook to reduce the potential for straying, and inserting PIT tags allows collection
facilities in other watersheds toidentify and exclude these straysasthey are encountered
thereby minimizinggeneticinfluence by these stray hatchery fish.

e Disease transfer - Disease transferisa riskand an effect of the annual release 0of1.91
million juvenile anadromous salmonids each year into the Umatilla River basin. Hatchery
conditions are susceptible to disease outbreak, and ultimately diseasetransmission by the
fish reared there. The interaction of these hatchery-reared fish with natural-origin fish
increases the risk of disease transmission tonatural-origin fish. Hatchery operators,
however, would implementmitigation measures (see Section 2.3 “Mitigation Measures”) to
prevent and control outbreaks in the hatchery and minimize the potential for disease
transfer uponrelease.

o Ecological interactions (competition and predation) - Chinookand coho salmon would be
reared in hatchery facilities and released into the Umatilla River basin. Hatchery-origin
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Chinook and coho salmon would be released intoareas where natural-origin fish may
spawn, rear, and migrate. Consequently, competition for food and cover with natural-origin
juvenile salmon and steelhead would resultin the areas of release, the migration corridor,
and the Columbia River estuary. These ecological effects are most severe when wild and
hatchery fish share alimited environment for a substantial period of time (Kostow 2009).
Such a mass of released juvenile fish may also attract more avian or terrestrial fish
predators which could increase riskto native fish; but, at the same time, that mass of
hatchery fish may overwhelm the capabilitiesof a local predator population thereby
providing protective cover tonative species. Predation by large numbers of released
hatchery fish on smaller native fish could have an effect on those smaller fish species’
populations. However, though juvenileyearling Chinook can prey on fishes smaller than
themselves, researchreveals thatmost of their diet is insects and crustaceans with less than
ten percentbeing embryonicfish (Rondorfet.al. 1990, Muir and Coley 1996). Further,
released hatchery fish usually migrate downstream within hours or days of release, sothese
predation effects would be temporary in any particularlocation. Fish from the Umatilla
Hatchery programs are acclimated and ultimately released accordingtoregionally accepted
Best Management Practiceswhich includes timing and volitionalreleases to minimize the
impact of these competitive and other ecological interactions. Volitional releases allow fish
to leave acclimation ponds when they are ready to migrate and most likely to move
immediately down river, minimizing competitive effects in the river. Forced releases, now
rarely applied, place fish in the river prior to their impulse to migrate where they hold for a
time, all the while competing with resident species for food and space.

e Nutrient Cycling - migration of adult fish transfers ocean-derived nutrients upriverwhere
they are ultimately deposited intoriver systems upon the death of post-spawned fish.
Aquaticand riparian ecosystems benefit from this nutrient cycling, and this benefit would
be increased for all species by the availability of nutrients from hatchery-origin salmon
carcasses.

e Harvest - Chinook salmon would be released from hatchery facilities and would return to
the Umatilla River basin wherethey may be intercepted by commercial, recreational, and
tribal fisheries. Hatchery production and release numbers increase harvest opportunities
for fisheriesin the ocean/west coast, Columbia River, and tribal treaty fisheriesin the
Umatilla River basin. Thisincreased harvest potential alsoincreasesthe potential for non-
target speciestobe taken, as increased fishing pressureis applied. Some ofthese non-
target speciesmay be ESA-listed or otherwise protected. Thisimpactis monitored by state
and federal agencies which regulate harvesttiming and methods in response.

Restoration of anadromous fish populations

The above discussions focus on the adverse effects of hatchery operations on fish and fish habitat.
The largest effect of hatchery operations on fish, however, relates toits fundamental purpose:to
restore salmon populations in the Umatilla Riverbasin. Asdiscussed in Section 3.2.5.1 “Affected
Environment,” above, anadromous fish runs in the Umatilla River basin were essentially extirpated
in the early 1900s, but recovery efforts have produced variable, yet consistent,numbers of
returning Chinookand coho to the Umatilla River, due primarily to production program actions.
Given the habitat conditions in the UmatillaRiver, and the low numbers of native adults returning
to theriver each year, itappears that these populations are dependent on these production
programs and continued operations would maintainthese populations.
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Monitoring and Evaluation

Effects of monitoring and evaluation are associated withthe stress and risk ofinjury to individual
fish during handling (for tagging, marking, and measuringpurposes) and to the operation of weirs
and traps and the incidental captureand handling of non-target fish during those operations. As
discussed under “Artificial Production,” above, these actions are potentially harmful, and some
mortality occurs, though effects are minimized by adherence to established fish handling protocols
(See Mitigation Measures, Section 2.3 “Mitigation Measures”).

Effects on Essential Fish Habitat

Because there are no extant natural coho populationsin the Umatilla basin, and Essential Fish
Habitat (EFH) has notbeen described for steelhead in the Umatilla basin, the effects on EFH would
be limited tothe effects of the proposed action on EFH of Chinook salmon.

Essential Fish Habitatincludesfour major components: (1) spawning and incubation; (2) juvenile
rearing; (3)juvenile migration corridors;and (4) adult migration corridors and adultholding
habitat. Intheir 2016 UmatillaRiver Biological Opinion, NMFSconcluded thatEFH mightbe
affected by the proposed action from “effects of hatchery operations on adult and juvenile
migration corridorsin the Umatilla River, and ecological interactions and genetic effects on natural
Chinook salmon spawning areasin the Tucannon River and the Snake River Basin upstream of
Lower Granite Dam” (NMFS 2016).

There would be no effect on the spawning, incubation, or juvenile rearing habitat components, and
no effect on migration corridors or holding habitat since thereis noaction proposed that would
modify aquatic habitats. The water withdrawals are consistent with water rights thatpreventthe
streams from being de-watered, and the amount of water tobe removed will be largely returned to
theriver at points between 60 and 1,800 feet (depending on the facility) from the point of
withdrawal. Effects would be limited tothose from returning adult hatchery fish strayingintoriver
basins where wild fish would naturally spawnas discussed above.

Summary of Effects of the Proposed Action

The effects on fish from the Proposed Action include a combination of moderately to highly
beneficial effects in the form of contributing toincreasesin Chinookand coho returns, providing a
short-term juvenile salmon food source for native fish, and contributing to the cycling of marine
nutrients in the basin, along with low adverse effects from hatchery and satellite facility operations.
Effects alsoinclude some potential for adverse geneticinfluence of native stocks in the Snake River
basin by stray Chinook and coho, though mitigated and monitored. Overall, the effects on fish and
fish habitats from program operationswould be moderately beneficial, weighted largely by the
restored runs of Chinookand coho to the Umatilla River Basin.

3.2.5.3  Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action alternative, all Umatilla Hatchery production programs at all its facilities
would cease. Current hatchery and acclimation site operations would cease, as would their water
withdrawals and theireffluent discharges. Though current water uses and discharges are only a
minor adverse and localized effect, the cessation of water quantity and quality impacts underthe
No Action Alternative would be alow positive effect.

Under the No Action Alternative, BPA funding of ongoing Umatilla Hatchery production of fall
Chinook, spring Chinook, and coho for release in the Umatilla basin, however, would cease.
Numbers of these fish would likely decline in the basin as current population levels and habitat
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conditions may not be self-sustaining. Asaresult, less salmon would be available for fisheriesin
the Columbia River, which may require an increase in production at other hatcheries in the
Columbia Basin.

The largest effect of the No Action Alternative would be areduction in the numbersof fish produced
to maintain and increase runs of fall and spring Chinook. Though Chinook salmon production
would likely continue at other facilities, populations of these fish may be reduced. The adverse
effect of this No Action Alternative on Chinook salmon runs would likely be moderate.

3.2.6 Wildlife

3.2.6.1 Affected Environment

With the exception of the Umatilla Hatchery, all sites and facilities are locatedin riparian
bottomlands that support willow and hardwood riparian habitats. The sites themselves provide
limited habitat since they are primarily gravel-surfaced pads with concrete-lined ponds, butthe
surrounding riparian woodlands provide essentialbreeding and foraging habitat,and travel
corridors for birds, amphibians,reptiles, mammals, and other wildlife.

In arid areas, such as the Umatilla River basin, riparian zones are vital habitats for a variety of
wildlife species as they provide abundant insects, plants, and moisture throughoutthe year. Some
speciesare dependent upon them,and some use them only for specific life stages. Greatblue
herons, belted kingfisher, mink, muskrat, and beaver, for example, use riparian areas for all of their
feeding, shelter, and reproductive needs. Some species, like deer, use a variety of habitats but may
choose riparian zones to have their fawns. Neo-tropicalbirds use riparian zones as they migrate
back and forth from Central and South America,and scavengers eat salmon carcassesin the
riparian zone.

The project sites support no unique or exceptionally high-value habitats such as uniquewetlands,
cliffs, meadows, etc., and only two species of concern, the yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus
americanus), listed as Threatened under ESA, and the monarchbutterfly (Danaus plexippus), a
candidate speciesunder ESA, have beenidentified with potential to occur in habitats near the
program’s sites (USFWS, 2023). The yellow billed cuckoois associated with large acres (greater
than two hundred acres) of wooded floodplain, and there are no facilities near such large patches.
Monarch butterfly habitatis defined largely by the presence of milkweed and flowering plants,
which can be found in many areas such as fields, roadside areas, open areas, wet areas, or even
urban gardens. Assuch, itis possible monarchs maybelocated in vegetated spots surrounding
program facilities. The facilities themselves, however, are primarily surfaced areas (gravel, asphalt,
etc.) with little potential for milkweed or other flowering plantsin any concentration to provide
habitat for monarch butterflies,and actions considered in this EA would not be located in vegetated
areas surrounding the facilities where such vegetative communities or previously undisturbed soil
would be impacted.

3.2.6.2  Effects of the Proposed Action

The effects of the Proposed Action on wildlife or their habitats would occur from well drilling near
the hatchery and operational activities at all facilities. The release ofjuvenile Chinookand coho
also hasthe potential to affect wildlife by increasing anadromous fish returns to the Umatilla River
and altering, beneficially, the food web there. No physical changes are proposed for any of the
facilities that would alter the minimal wildlife habitat values of those facilities.
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The operational actions at the Hatchery or its satellite facilities are expected to affect few wildlife
species since these actions would occur only within the facility’s grounds, which provideslittle
habitat. Atthe Hatchery,the habitat affected would be regularly mowedlawns around the
residences and between the hatcherystructures and the Columbia River. Though a few local deer
are known to use the patch of lawn by the river, few species regularly use habitat like this. Species
such as killdeer, western meadowlarks, bobolink, grasshopper sparrow,and savannah sparrow;
and small mammals such as field mice, voles, and shrews may occupy such sites.

The effects of ongoing activities at satellite facilities (generally within riparian habitats) to wildlife
generally come from two sources: disturbance of wildlife by human activity duringoperations, and
from the attraction that young fish in ponds would have for piscivorous birds and animals that
would lead to conflict between operators and wildlife. Neither ofthese disturbance sources are
considered tobe enough to displace wildlife use or occupancy of nearby habitats.

There would be no impacts todesignated critical habitat for ESA-listed species or identified priority
habitats for any wildlife. Such impacts may have occurred with facility construction (loss of
riparian habitatfor the cuckoo, and the loss of native ground cover that may have supported
milkweed (Ascelpias spp. - the obligate host plants used by the monarch butterfly for egglaying),
butno such habitat conversions are proposed as part of thisaction. The small padsimpacted by
well drilling would be in sage and bunchgrass habitats unlikely to support milkweed species as this
plantrequires more moisturethan these sites provide. All other construction activities (such as for
the chiller expansion or new shed) would occur within the fenced, unvegetated facility and would
not impact wildlife habitat beyond noise disturbance consistent with currentoperations.

Maintaining the increased anadromousfish runs, however, would continue to provide some level of
increased contribution to the food web throughout the UmatillaBasin, as well asin the Columbia
River Estuary and ocean environments where these fish might travel. This increasedfood base
would benefit marine birds and mammals in the Pacific Ocean and the Columbia River Estuary as
well as piscivorous birds and mammalsin the lower and middle reaches of the Umatilla Riverbasin.

There would be no impacts towildlife habitat from research, monitoring, or evaluation activities.
These activities would not modify wildlife habitats, nor dothey require human occupancy of
wildlife habitats for more than justtransientperiods. There may be a potential for short-term,
small-scale disturbance of wildlife associated with people conducting fish habitatand spawning
surveys; or by installing and operatingscrew traps, but those effects would be minimal.

Because of limited potential for the actions to modify wildlife habitat and theirminimal potential to
disturb wildlife in their existing habitat, the overall effect of this Alternative’s impacts on wildlife
would be low.

3.2.6.3  Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, Umatilla Hatchery production programs would cease and there
would be no more releases of juvenile Chinook salmon or coho intothe Umatilla River. Returns of
adult Chinookand coho to the Umatilla River Basin would likely decrease. Wildlife such as
kingfishers, osprey, bald eagles, otter, mink, blackbear, and other piscivorous or omnivorous
species would experience a decrease in fish food sources.

The No Action Alternative would create nonew directimpacts to wildlife habitats and would cease
wildlife-disturbing actions at existing facilities. The overall effect of this Alternative’s impacts on
wildlife would be low.
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3.2.7 Land Use and Recreation

3.2.7.1  Affected Environment

The Hatcheryisbordered on the northeast by the John Day reservoir of the Columbia River and on
the southeast by the Irrigon Fish Hatcheryjust 400 feetaway. The Hatcheryisbordered tothe
southwestand northwestby 115 acres of private land, five of which includes a publicboat ramp
adjacenttothe hatchery on the northwest. Theselands are zoned for industrial use and the
Morrow County Grain Growers elevator is sited on another 20 acres of private land about one half
mile northwest. These private lands and the hatcheries are otherwise surroundedby 8,900 acres of
the Umatilla National Wildlife Refuge, mostly in upland and wetland habitats with 1,100acres in
irrigated agriculture.

The acclimation and release facilities are all located on small parcels ofland, generally less than 1.5
acres each, surrounded mostly by private agricultural or residential development or undeveloped
floodplain and riparian habitats.

Tourism and recreation in the Hatcheryarea are focused on outdoor activities such as fishing in the
reservoir and wildlife viewing and hunting (waterfowl,upland game birds, and deer) on the
Umatilla National Wildlife Refuge. Recreation along the UmatillaRiver is focused on fishing and
hunting alongits entire length, but there is one section within the Pendleton city limits, one mile
downstream ofthe Pendleton Acclimation Facility, whichis popular for short kayak and raft runs.
The river upstream lacks the flow and depths necessary to support much floating recreation, and
the river downstream is blocked by irrigation diversions and Three Mile Falls dam.

The Hatchery attracts visitors who are interestedin observing and learning about fish production
and offers educational tours and programs which generates revenue for local businesses, including
accommodations, restaurants, and recreational service providers. The production programs also
contribute to fishing opportunities by increasing fish runs in the Columbia and Umatillarivers.

3.2.7.2  Effects of the Proposed Action

The Proposed Action makes no changes toland uses by the continued operations and maintenance
of the Hatchery and the satellite facilities, RM&E, or from the new water source developments and
otherimprovements. These facilities are in place with no proposal for physical expansion, and the
water development proposalsrequire no changes to existing land use designations. There would
be no effect on land use.

There could be a benefit torecreation, however, as successful acquisition of additional water would
maintain existing production levels of salmon for release, and this continue tobenefit both
commercial and recreational fishing opportunities.

The overall effect of these actions on recreation would be low to moderate beneficial impacts.

3.2.7.3  Effects of the No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would make nochanges toland uses as discussed above, but without
new water source development therewould be aloss of opportunity to produce more salmon for
release and the recreational fishingopportunities could be reduced.

The overall effect of the No Action Alternative on land use and recreation would be low.
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3.2.8 Visual Resources

3.2.8.1 Affected Environment

The scenery around the Hatchery is dominated by the adjacentJohn Day reservoir and the
surrounding grass and sage vegetation on the undeveloped private and National Wildlife Refuge
lands around it. The Hatchery, the adjacent Irrigon hatchery, and the distant but visible grain
elevator tothe northwest add a small industrial elementtothe scenery, but thatis secondary tothe
sense of wide-open spaces and native vegetation one has while approaching or driving throughthe
area.

The satellite facilities differ from the Hatchery. Asseeninthe table in Section 3.2.3, “Vegetation,”
the scenic character at the sites changes as they progress up the river. The sceneryaround the
Three Mile Falls Dam and Westland Irrigation Districtsitesis clearly large-scale agricultural, with
numerous visible irrigation pivots operating in every direction one looks. The scenery around the
acclimation and release facilities from Pendleton upstream can be characterized as more rural
residential amidstpastures and hay fields adjacenttothe river’s riparian woodlands. As with the
hatcheries, the acclimation and release facilities add a touch of industry to this otherwise pastoral
landscape with their steel buildings, gravel pads,concrete ponds, and chain link fences.

3.2.8.2  Effects of the Proposed Action

The Proposed Action would resultin little change to the visual character of any of the facilities. No
visibly evident structural changes are proposed thatwould alter whatis characterizedabove. The
proposed chiller upgrade would extend one side of one building at the Hatchery, butthat would be
over asmall 30-foot by 50-foot areaintoan existing paved parking area. The new wells that could
be drilled, may have some short-term impacts from the presence of drilling equipment, and the loss
of shrub vegetation along the pipelines thatwould convey water to existing lines, but once complete
andrevegetated by seeding and planting the scenery would return toits original condition as
viewed by most visitors.

There would be minimal change to the other satellite facilities or their use patterns. The scenic
values there would be unchanged. The RM&E activities would not change the sceniclandscapeand
would thus have no effect on visual resources.

Because there would be minimal change to the visual characterof any facility or its setting, the
overall effect of these actions’impacts on the visual resource would be low.

3.2.8.3  Effects of the No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would cease operations at the existing facilities, but likely not remove
them. The No Action Alternativewould not introduce new features that would changethe visual
character of the facilities, but the decommissioning of buildings and grounds could, over time, result
in their structuraldisrepair and overgrowthby vegetation if the facilities were not used for some
other purpose. Such a condition could degrade the existing visual character.

Thus, there would be no effect on visual resources from the No Action Alternative.
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3.2.9 Air Quality, Noise, and Public Safety

3.2.9.1 Existing Condition

The Hatchery and the satellite facilities are located in no- or low-density human occupation areas
and currently have clean air, quiet surroundings, and are generally safe from human-created
hazards.

All program facility locations have air quality that falls within National AmbientAir Quality
Standards (NAAQS). The air pollutantsof greatest concern in the region surrounding the facilities
are ground-level 0zone, commonly known as smog; and fine particulate matter (mostly from wood
smoke, other combustion sources, cars and dust), known as PM2.5 (2.5 micrometers and smaller
diameter) (ODEQ 2023b).

The projectareais in attainment with the NAAQS (ODEQ 2023b). This means that the
concentrations of criteria pollutants in the area are historically below (in attainment with) the
thresholds describedin the NAAQS. Attainment statusis a federal designation determined by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)based on the NAAQS.

The Air Quality Index (AQI) is an EPA health index which normalizes the various air pollutants to
reportone healthlevel.12 The AQI defines standards as “Good,” “Moderate,” “Unhealthy for
Sensitive Groups,” “Unhealthy,” and “Very Unhealthy (Alert).” The closest communities to the
project facilities where air quality is monitored are Hermiston (for ozone) and Pendleton, Oregon
(for PM2.5). InNovember 2023, Hermiston’s AQI, based on ozone, for the month of October was
mostlyin the “Good” range with occasional extensions intothe “Moderate” range, and Pendleton’s
AQI rating for PM2.5 was mostly in the “Good” range (ODEQ 2023c).

Similarly, there is no problematic noise or public safety condition to which the program’s facilities
are contributing. The hatchery facilities have nomachinery or operations that produceroutine and
excessive loud noise or emissions. The safety concerns at these facilities are operational for
employees (whoare trained), but create nohazards for the general public or surrounding residents.

The Hatchery and the satellite facilities are located in areas without fire protection services other
than nearby rural fire protective services or state and federal resource management agencies.
Medical and hazardous material responseis available from the nearestlarger towns of Boardman,
Hermiston and Pendleton,all within 20 miles of any program facility. Emergency medical response
is available from the nearby towns Hermiston and Pendleton, both of which have hospitals. State
police, County Sheriffs, and tribal and federal agents patrol their respective jurisdictionsand
cooperatively respond to emergency needs.

3.2.9.2  Effects of the Proposed Action

The emissions, noise, and public safety effects from currentlevels of operational activity at the
hatchery and the satellite facilities are consistent with those on adjacent and nearby rural
agricultural sites along the Columbia and Umatilla riverswhich can be described as generally quiet
as compared tourban or suburban settings.

The primary effect would be the short-term impacts of construction of the expanded chiller room
and the drilling of wells. Site clearing and excavation would create construction-related noises and
raise particulates (fugitive dust) for a short time at these sites. Earth moving and construction

12The AQI is updated hourly and posted online by EPA at https://www.airnow.gov and on the ODEQ website at
https://aqi.oregon.gov/.
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activity may continue for about one month, though noise and dustimpacts would decrease as the
construction activity shifts tothe interior infrastructure.

Construction activities alsobring the risk of drips or spills of petroleum-based fluids. Drips of
hydraulic oil, transmission oil, brake fluids, motor oil, crankcase oil, gear box oil, and synthetic oil
are possible, though expected tobe minor and highlylocalized. These products, however, can be
acutely lethal to fish and can kill them quickly ata 0.4% concentration in water (Prasad etal. 1987).
If not managed, some spills may be large enough totravel into the water table bringing with it toxic
contaminants such as benzene which could infiltrate both soil and drinking water; and runoff from
storms can carry spilled or dripped petroleum products intorivers. Equipment operations,
however, would adhere to the relevant measures in Section 2.3 “Mitigation Measures,” minimizing
the potential for spills and the impacts associated with spills as discussed above. There maybe a
potential for minor drips that would contaminate soil on the sites, but the impactis anticipatedto
below.

Vehicles used for construction would increase traffic on local roads during construction and emit
pollutants which contain carbon monoxide, volatile organic compounds, nitrogen oxides, sulfur
oxides, and particulates. Thelevels producedwould be low and are expected tohave alow impact
on air quality and would not contribute to an exceedance of any air quality standards.

Because the proposed construction actions are short-term and smallin scale with minimal potential
to affect air quality, noise, or public safety, and the ongoing actions produce minimal effectsand are
consistent with those on surrounding lands, the overall effect of the Proposed Action on air quality,
noise, and public safety would be low, and would be mitigated by the application ofthe measuresin
Section 2.3 “Mitigation Measures.”

3.2.9.3  Effects of the No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would cease operations at the existing facilities, eliminating all current
sources of impacts toair quality and noise. There would be no change to publicsafety since current
facilities and operations would continue to operate consistently with existing operations.

The overall effect of the No Action Alternative on air, noise, and public safety would be low.

3.2.10 Cultural Resources

The term “cultural resources” refers toa broad range of resources that represent or convey a
place’s heritage or help tell the story of a region’s past. Cultural resources are evidence ofhuman
occupation or activity in any district, site, building, structure, artifact, ruin, object, work of art,
architecture, or natural feature importantin human history at the national, state, or local level.
Cultural resources are important for their potentialto provide an understanding oflong-term
human adaptation as well as information regarding patterns of history and culture. Cultural
resources are recorded as historic properties, which includeany prehistoric or historicresources
included, or eligible, for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Eligible
propertiesinclude both properties formally determined as such by the Secretary of the Interior and
other properties that meet NRHP listing criteria. The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as
amended (NHPA), requires thatthese resources be inventoried and evaluated for eligibility for
listing on the NRHP and agencies to evaluate and consider effects of their actions on these
resources. Cultural resourcesare evaluated for eligibility in the NRHP using four criteria commonly
known as Criterion A, B, C, or D, as identified in 36 CFR Part 60.4(a-d). These criteria include an
examination ofthe cultural resource’s age, integrity, and significance in American culture,among
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other things. A cultural resource must meetatleast one criterion to be eligible for listing in the
NRHP.

3.2.10.1 Affected Environment

Indigenous Context

The projectarealies within the cultural area of several groups known as the Plateau Culture. This
includes butisnotlimited to Cayuse (Weyiiletpu), Umatilla (Imatalamtama), Walla Walla
(Waltiulapam), Nez Perce (Nimiipuu), Paiutes, Yakama, Wasco,and Warm Springs (Tenino). The
Plateau Culture grouping of people have lived in the Pacific Northwest since time immemorial and
belonged tothe Sahaptin Language group, each tribe spoke a distinct dialect of the language group.
Generally, people would travel with the changing seasons, moving from the lowlands in the winter
to the highlandsin the summer, takingadvantage of the food resources available in each area. Prior
to contact with settlers, Indigenous peoples harvested fish from the Snake and Columbia rivers and
their tributaries, hunted animals such as elk, deer, bear, and waterfowl], and collected roots, black
moss, and berries. Historically, natural resources have been the mainstay ofthe economies of the
Indigenous peoplesin the Columbia Basin. Salmon are an important aspect of the cultural, symbolic,
and economiclife and subsistence of the Indigenous tribes thatoccupied the Columbia Basin.
Hunting, fishing, and gathering have beenimportant to tribes for thousands of years. These
activities continue tobe important today for commercial, subsistence and ceremonial purposes
(NMFS 2012). Celilo Falls was a significant and essential place for all Plateau Culture tribes. [t was a
major lifeline for fishing and trading before being flooded after completion of construction on The
Dalles Damin 1957.

The Walla Walla and Umatilla were the “river peoples” who shared the Columbia Riverand
occupied both sides of the Columbia River from above the junction of the Umatilla River
downstream to the vicinity of Willow Creek, Oregon and to Rock Creek, Washington. The Cayuse
lived in the lower Columbia Plateau ranging from the Cascade Mountains to the Blue Mountains,
within the tributaryriver valleys (CTUIR 2023b). The Nez Perce Tribe occupied an area that
includes present day Idaho, Oregon, and Washington. They traveled throughout this region and
parts of Montana and Wyoming to trade, hunt, and fish. Briefhuntingtrips into Montana for bison
provided food and warmth for winter (NezPerce 2018). The Confederated Tribes ofthe Warm
Springsis comprised of 4 bands (Upper Deschutes (Tygh), Lower Deschutes (Wyam), Tenino, and
John Day (Dock-spus) bands) and lived along the Columbia River and the area below. This area can
generally be mapped from the mouth of the Deschutes River, down to Sisters, Oregon, west to
Mount Jefferson and east to Spray, Oregon. The Wasco lived along both sides of the Columbia River
from Lyle, Washington to Tenmile Rapids and tended tostayin that area year-roundas opposed to
the seasonal migration of other Plateau Culture tribes (Confederated Tribesofthe Warm Springs
Reservation 2016). The Paiute peopleslived in Southern Oregon and lived a more nomadiclifestyle.
They did notregularly associate with the Plateau Culture peoples until their move tothe Warm
Springs Reservationin 1879 (Rubyetal.2010). The Yakama Nation ismade up of 14 tribes and
bandsthat occupied the western border ofthe Columbia Plateau in the glaciated summits and
forest slopes of the Cascade Mountains tothe semiarid sagebrushsteppe deserts and basalt
canyons along the Columbia River. Each tribe and band had authority over their own territory but
regularly gave permission for others for use (Schuster 1998).

The tribes and bands of the Columbia Basin were tied to each other through family, trade, social and
economicinterestsin the Columbia River Gorge and the Northern Plateau. They regularly traversed
thislandscape, migrating seasonally to harvest huckleberries and other resources, such as game
high in the mountains, then salmon from the Columbia River below. Fishingwas the primary
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means of livelihood and survival for Indigenous peoples, and their geographic setting placed them
in the prime location for being the intermediaries of trade betweenthe buffalo country of the Great
Plains and rainforest and ocean resources of the Pacific Coast cultures. (CTUIR 2023b).

Historic Context

The history of settler occupation of this areais similar tothose on most Indigenouslandsin the
Columbia Basin, with fur traders, gold miners, immigrants, and missionaries bringing goods, trade,
and religion, then disease, conflict,and war which ultimatelyresulted in treaties with ceded lands,
loss of access to resources, and reservations. Their arrival broughtdramatic changes thatreduced
Indigenous populations and constrained their ability tolive consistent with their culture. The
impact on their fishery was equally dramatic.

Spanish, British, Russian, and Americantradingships had been regularly visiting the Pacific
Northwestby the time the Lewis and Clarkbegan their expedition in 1805, however, the Lewisand
Clark Expedition, also known as the Corps of Discovery Expedition, was a catalyzing event which
paved the way for settlement by non-Indigenous peoples. Whenthe first traders and settlers
entered the Columbia Basin, they harvested salmon for their own use and for trading, but as their
populationsincreased, they began harvesting larger numbers of fish. The Hudson Bay Company
established the first successful trade in Columbia basinsalmon, establishing marketsin London,
Honolulu, and Valparaiso, Chile in the 1830sand 40s. By the late 1840s, salted Columbia River
salmon became known in many parts of the world, and commercial fishing developed intoan
industry over the nexttwodecades. A canningindustry was establishedin the late 1860s. With the
establishment of the transcontinental railroad in 1883, frozen salmon (packed in crushed ice)
began being shipped eastward (Craig and Hacker 1940).

Increasesin capture efficiency using traps and nets, and an increase in fishing intensity provided
for a growing industry that ultimately peaked in the 1880s. The catch slowly declinedup tothe
1930sasa result of intensive fishing and the degradation of migration and spawning habitat from
agriculture, mining and logging. Dam, dike, and drainage structure construction for flood control,
navigation, irrigation and power production began in the 1930s (Craig and Hacker 1940).

3.2.10.2 Effects of the Proposed Action

Cultural resources may be impacted by activities under the Proposed Action including ground
disturbing activities, maintenance of existing production facilities (structures, buildings, and
grounds), site and facility upgrades including routine annual maintenance, facilityreconstruction or
new construction, and water source development. Minimization, avoidance,and mitigation
measures developed through consultation underSection 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Actwould be used to offset potential site-specific project effects.

Minimization and avoidance (Section 2.3 “Mitigation Measures”) are typically achieved by modifying
the project design tolessen the amount or type of construction or activity thatis proposed in
certain areas. Protective measures can be incorporated intothe project designand during
implementation that can minimize or avoid affecting cultural resources. In the eventa cultural
resource is discovered or impacted during project activities, post-review discovery procedures
(Table 5 in Section 2.3, “Mitigation Measures”) would be used toidentify how to protect the site,
when to stop work, and identify other steps to take.

In some cases, it maybe thatan impact to cultural resourcesis unavoidable. Inthese
circumstances, consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office, interested tribes, and other
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consulting parties would identify the appropriate approachto mitigating for these effects and
avoidingloss of valuable historicand culturalinformation.

Cultural resources would generally be avoided during project construction and an inadvertent
discovery procedure would be in place to stop work and assess any potential cultural resources
unearthed during ground-disturbing activities. For these reasons, project workwould resultin no-
to-low, long-term, adverse impacts on historicand cultural resources.

Ongoing smolt production and release activities at the Umatilla Hatchery and satellitefacilities
would have no potential to affect cultural resources because no ground would be disturbed.

Section 106 consultation specificto the effects to cultural resources from replacingand upgrading
the chiller system was initiated on June 9, 2023 with the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO), CTUIR, NezPerce Tribe, Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation,
Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs, United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and the US Army
Corps of Engineers on the proposed “Area of Potential Effect”13 and the proposed surveyand
analysis methods. Noresponse tothis wasreceived from any party. On December 13,2023,a
“Determination Letter”13letter was sent by BPA tothe consulting parties. On January 8, 2024, SHPO
responded with questions. BPAand SHPO held ameeting on February 12,2024,during which
additional survey and monitoring actions were agreed upon to ensure that no historic properties
would be affected. On February 26,2024, BPA sent aletter with an updated determination letter
maintaining the previous determination of no historic properties affected with stipulations (as
specified in Table 2.3 under Cultural Resources). Noadditional comments from consulting parties
were received during the 30-day comment period, therefore BPA assumed concurrencewith its
determination of effect on March 27,2024.

3.2.10.1 Effects of the No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, whereactivities ceased but facilities remained, there would be no
potential for cultural resources tobe disturbed since no construction would occur.

There would be no effect from the No Action Alternative on Cultural Resources.

3.2.11 C(Climate Change

3.2.11.1 Affected Environment

The EPA defines climate change as any substantial change in measures of climate (such as
temperature or precipitation) lasting for an extended period of time (decades or longer) (EPA
2014b). Because climatechange is a global concern, the affected environmentfor climate change is
considered atalarger scale, specifically at the state and national scale.

Climate change may result from natural factors and processes or from human activities (EPA 2016).
Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions caused by human activities represent the most significant driver
of climate change since the mid-20thcentury (EPA 2014a,IPCC 2014). GHGs are chemical
compounds found in the earth’s atmosphere that absorband trap infrared radiation or heatin the
lower part of the atmosphere. The principal GHGs emitted into the atmospherethrough human

13The “Area of Potential Effect” is a term used in Section 106 consultation to delineate the boundaries within which a
project may affect cultural resources. A “Determination Letter” is the next step in the consultation process by which a
federal agency notifies the consulting parties of survey and analysis results and makes a determination of the effect the
action would have on cultural resources.
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activities are carbon dioxide (CO2z), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N20), and fluorinated gases (EPA
2014a). Ofthese four gases, CO2 is the major GHG emitted (EPA 2016).

Inrecentdecades, climate change has had widespread impacts on human and natural systems,
including rising sealevels, an increased frequency of extreme weather events (e.g., floods, drought,
wildfire, and heat waves), acidification of the ocean, shrinking glaciers and sea-ice retreat, reduced
crop yields, and shifting geographicranges or migration patterns for wildlife species (IPCC 2014).

According to the U.S. Global Change Research Program, U.S. average temperature has increased by
1.3°to 1.9°F since recordkeeping began in 1895; most of this increase has occurred since 1970 and
the mostrecent decade was the nation’s warmest on record (Walsh, etal. 2014). The resulting
impacts of rising temperaturesin the U.S.include an increased length of the growing (frost-free)
season, increased average precipitation (withlocalized examples ofincreases and decreases), and
anincrease in the frequency and intensity of extreme weather events (e.g., heavy downpours, heat
waves, hurricanes, droughts). In the interior Pacific Northwest, the most notableimpacts of climate
change have been changes in the timing of spring snowmelt and streamflow,widespread forest
mortality due toincreased wildfire, insect outbreaks and tree diseases, and an increasing
vulnerability of the agricultural industry as aresult of reduced water supply (Mote etal. 2014).

As average temperaturesin the U.S. are expected to continue torise, the resulting impacts are also
expected tocontinue into the future. Although there is uncertainty about the specific magnitude
and timing of future changes, regional climate models for the Pacific Northwest generally predict
continued increases in air temperature, streamtemperature, and likelihood of wildfire, reductions
in spring snowmelt and the supply of freshwater,and a shiftin the timing of seasonal streamflow.
In the Pacific Northwest, the primary climate-related concerns are an increased likelihood for
wildfires and mountain pine beetle outbreaks, reduced availability of habitat for salmon and
steelhead due towarming streamtemperatures and alteredflow regimes, and the long-term impact
of reduced water supply on the agricultural industry (Lawlerand Mathias 2007, Littell etal. 2009,
EPA2016).

On astatewidelevel, Oregon is becoming warmer and drier. Its annual average temperature has
increased by around 2.2°F over the past century. Without significantreductions in greenhouse gas
emissions, its annual temperature is projected toincrease by 5°F by mid-century and by 8.2°F by
the 2080s. Temperature increases would be most pronounced in the summer, when temperatures
are projected toincrease by 6.3°Fby mid-centuryand 10.2°F by the 2080s. This level of warming is
expected toexacerbate impacts to the natural and human environments (extreme heat, drought,
snowpackand glacial decline, and wildfire) that have already started to manifest in the state (ODE
2023).

3.2.11.2 Effect of the Proposed Action

The Proposed Action’s contribution to climate change would be from the release of exhaust gases
from construction and well-drillingvehicles and from vehicles necessary for ongoing operations.
Impacts from construction activities would be short-term (less than six months) and come from
only a few construction and worker transport vehicles. There would be noincrease in emissions
from the ongoing operations of the hatchery for salmon production.

The contribution of greenhouse gas emissions to climate change effects from vehicles associated
with these actions would be verylow and the overall effect of these actions’ impacts on climate
change and on environmentaljustice communities (whoare disproportionately impacted by
climate change) (see Section 3.2.12) would therefore be low.
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Climate change could, however, have an impact on the UmatillaHatchery production programs.
Declining water levels on the Umatilla River, in part attributed to climate change, isdriving the
need to find alternative watersources (i.e. new wells, recycling water, etc.) for the hatcheries. The
Proposed Action includes developmentofadditional water sources toaddress both current water
supply shortfalls and potential futurewater availability declines from the ongoing effects of climate
change.

Climate change could also impact the survival of the hatchery-produced Chinook and coho salmon
released onto the Umatilla River. Umatilla River water levels could decrease, and seasonal flow
regimes could change, which could necessitate changes in acclimation and release protocols for
these fish. Climate-induced declines in water levels during migration periods in the Columbia River
mainstem could have impacts by elevating water temperatures, by altering flows at the juvenile
bypass systems, or by improving habitat conditions for predatory fish or for fish competing with
juvenile salmonids for thermal refugia. Climate change could also alter conditions in the Columbia
River estuary, and the Pacific Ocean, which could impact survival of all life stages of these fish. Food
sources in the ocean maybe impacted, which could affect distribution of these fish in the eastern
Pacific Ocean and their resulting exposure to competition and predation there. Changesin the
Columbia River’s flow regime could alter the timing of adult returnsor the availability of estuarine
resources (space, food, etc.) for these salmons’ conditioning to fresh water upon their returnand
prior to their run upriver. Changestorearing, acclimation,and release practices would be applied
ifand when these climate-drivenenvironmental changes and their potential toimpact anadromous
fish production programs are realized.

3.2.11.3 Effects of the No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would make nonew greenhouse gas contribution to the atmosphere
since there would be no operation of construction or well-drillingequipment. The existing
greenhouse gas contributions from facility and equipmentactivity thatsupports current operations
would also cease.

There would be no effect of the No Action Alternative on climate change.

3.2.12 Socioeconomicsand Environmental Justice

The socioeconomic environment potentially affected by the Umatilla Hatchery production
programsinclude the regional economy along the ColumbiaRiver asitrelatesto sport, commercial,
and tribal fisheries; and the local community as it relates toemploymentincome and personal
expenditures. Operation of hatchery programs generate economicactivity by providing
employment opportunities and through local procurement of goods and services for hatchery
construction and operations. Further, production program operations increase fish available for
harvest from the Pacific Ocean, and the lower and middle Columbia River. Othersocioeconomic
factors include the local tax base, community services (e.g., fire, county sheriff, roads, and utilities),
and local business support through construction /operation expenditures (e.g., stores, suppliers,
hotels, and restaurants).

Executive Order 12898 and 14096, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
and Low-Income Populations, requirefederal agencies toidentify and address high and adverse
human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-
income populations. Census data at the state, county, and census tractlevels wereused to
determine the potential presence of minority, low-income, or Indian Tribe populations in the study
area.
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The study area focusses on Umatilla County for socioeconomicelements and the Umatilla River
Basin for impactsrelated tofisheries.

3.2.12.1 Affected Environment

Population

Umatilla County, Oregon is home toa population of over 80,000 people. The three largest ethnic
groups in the county are white/non-Hispanic (65%), White /Hispanic 17.6%, and non-
white/Hispanic (9.17%). AmericanIndians make up 2.5% ofthe county’s population (U.S. Census
Bureau 2023).

Identifying low-income, minority, and Indian Tribe populations in the study arealays the
foundation for analyzing environmental justice impactsin the study area. A census tract within the
study area meets environmental-justice criteria if more than 20 percent of its population is below
the povertylevel or if the percentage ofthe population thatidentifies asa minority is greater than
the percentage of the state identifying as a minority. Based on the 2017 American Community
Survey (ACS) estimate, Oregon’s minority populationis 15.1 percent. On the basis that theyare the
home to minority populations higher thanthe statewide average, most environmental-justice
populationsreside in two census tracts: census tract 9400, coextensive with the Umatillalndian
Reservation, hasa minority population of 49.2 percent; and census tract 9506, encompassing
downtown Pendleton and an area south of town to the east of the project area, has aminority
population of 21.1 percent.

Economic Base, Employment, and Income

Agriculture plays a vital role in Umatilla County's economy. The region is known for its fertile soil
and favorable climate, and is a major producer of wheat, barley, potatoes, onions, corn, and other
crops. Livestock farming, including cattle and dairy production, is also significant. The agricultural
sector supports numerous relatedindustries such as food processing, packaging, and distribution.

Umatilla County has a strong manufacturing sector that produces arange of products, including
processed food and beverages, wood products, metal fabrication, machinery, and electronic
equipment.

The county hasabundant natural resources that contribute toits economy. The presence of the
Columbia River and its multiplepurpose dams hasled tothe development of the energy sector,
including the generation of hydroelectric power. The region also has potential for wind energy
production. Additionally, timber resourcesin the nearbyBlue Mountainssupport the wood
productsindustry.

Umatilla County's natural beauty, outdoor recreational opportunities, and cultural attractions draw
visitors to the region. The county is known for its recreational activities such as fishing, hunting,
boating, camping, and hiking. Additionally, events and attractions like the Pendleton Round-Up
rodeo and the Tama3stslikt Cultural Institute showcase the area's rich cultural heritage and attract
tourists, contributing to the local economy through spending on accommodations, dining, and
entertainment.

The county is home to several healthcare facilities, including hospitals, clinics, and long-term care
facilities, which together support over 10% of county employment.

Thelargest employersin Umatilla County are health care and social assistance (employing 4,255
people), retail trade (3,940 people), and manufacturing (3,450 people). The most common job
typesin the county are office and administrative support occupations (employing 11.7 % of the
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workers), management occupations (9.05%), and sales and related occupations (8%). The highest
paying industries are utilities ($64,107 averageannualincome), publicadministration ($52,957),
and construction ($51,225). The median household income in Umatilla County is about $58,000
annually (U.S. Census Bureau 2023).

The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR) is a union of three tribes:
Cayuse, Umatilla,and Walla Walla. In 1855 thesethree tribes signed a treaty with the US
government, in which it ceded over 6.4 million acres to the United States. In the treaty, the CTUIR
reserved rights to fish, hunt, and gather foods and medicines such as roots and berries, and pasture
livestock on unclaimed lands. Tribal members continue to exercise these rights throughout the
CTUIR’s area of traditional use, which extends toand beyond harvesting fish at Willamette Falls in
Western Oregon to hunting buffaloin the Greater Yellowstone Area, as they have since time
immemorial (CTUIR 2023a).

Thereservation created by the treaty was about 250,000 acres (about 391 square miles) but was
reduced toabout 172,000 acres (about 271 square miles) by legislation in the late 1800s (CTUIR
2012).Thelargest community is Mission, which is the site of the tribal headquarters as well as the
Umatilla Agency ofthe Bureau of Indian Affairs.
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Figure 4 Umatilla Indian Reservation tribal lands: original reservation (light green), and current reservation
(red)
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The CTUIR has over 3,100 tribal members, nearly half of which live on or near the reservation. The
reservationisalsohome to another 300 Indians who are members of other tribesand about 1,500
non-Indians (CTUIR 2012). Thirty percent of CTUIR membership is composed of children under
age 18; fifteen percentare elders over age 55.

The CTUIR economy consists of agriculture, livestock, timber, recreation, hunting, fishing and
commercial development such as a mini-market/gas station, trailer court, grain elevator,and the
Wildhorse Resort (which includes a casino, hotel, RV Park, and 18-hole golf course that employees
more than 800 individuals). In July 1998, the Tribe opened its Tamastslikt Cultural Institute as the
centerpiece ofthe Resort. CTUIR is the owner of Cayuse Technologies, anew business that opened
on the Umatilla Reservation in 2006, employing nearly 300 people (CTUIR 2023b). The day-to-day
work of the tribal government is carried out by a staff of roughly 700 employees and includes
departmentssuch asadministration, health and human services, natural resources,economicand
community development, tribal services, education, fire protection,and police (CTUIR 2012).
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Tribal members fish in the Columbia River and its tributaries located in southeastern Washington
and northeastern Oregon. Approximately 30 tribal members conduct commercial fishing activities
for about 60 days each year, typically in Zone 6 (between Bonneville and McNary Dams) of the
Columbia River, harvesting Chinook salmon in the fall, and steelhead and sturgeon in the winter.In
addition,as manyas 100 tribal members participate in ceremonial and subsistence fisheries (NMFS
2003).

Many tribal members still practicethe traditional tribal religion called Washat. Some still speak
their native languages. A language programis underway to preserve and teachthe tribes’
languages (CTUIR 2012).

Contribution of Umatilla Hatchery to County and CTUIR Socioeconomics

The hatchery's activities and production help supportthe local economy by creating jobs,
enhancing fishing opportunities, and indirectly supporting related industries.

Umatilla Hatchery is staffed by about ten ODFW personnel, all of which reside in the local area. The
hatchery’s satellite facilities are operated by the CTUIR, providingjobs (likely less than ten in total).
These jobs contribute tothe local economy by providing stable employmentand income for
individuals and their families.

The production programs support commercial and recreational fishing industries in the region. By
rearing and releasing salmon intolocal rivers and streams, the hatchery helps enhance fish
populations. This, in turn, providesincreased opportunities for recreational anglers, attracting
them tothe areaand contributing tothe local economy through fishing-related expenditures, such
as equipment, licenses, and lodging.

The production programs indirectly supportvarious fish-related industries,including bait and
tackle shops, boat rental services, fishing guides,and fish processing facilities. These businesses
benefit from the increased fishing opportunities resulting from the hatchery's efforts. Additionally,
the presence of healthy fish populations in local waterways can contribute to the overall appeal of
theregion for tourism and outdoor recreation, benefiting a range of businesses that cater to
visitors.

Thelarger influence of current ongoing operations, however, isin the contribution the production
programs make tothe returning fish runs in the Umatilla River basin and the associated cultural
and subsistence benefits tothe CTUIR from increased fish harvest. The contribution the production
programs make tothe returning fish runs and increased fish harvest in the Umatilla River basinis
significant tothe CTUIR’s cultural values, by providing two of the foundational First Foods 4 that
sustain the continuity of the Tribe’s culture (CTUIR 2012).

3.2.12.2 Effects of the Proposed Action

Effects to the surrounding area

Economic effects of hatchery operations, maintenance upgrades, and RM&E for these programs
come from the local employment opportunities and regularoperation-related expenditures
associated with operations of the Hatchery and the satellite facilities. Social effects stem from the
long-term economicand cultural benefits of increasing Chinookand coho salmon runsinto the

14 First Foods are the foods ritualistically served by the CTUIR at tribal meals and defined as the minimum ecological
products necessary to sustain CTUIR culture (Jones 2009).
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Umatilla River basin and todownstream communities along the Columbia River and coastal Oregon
and Washington.

The economic impact of direct employment and hatchery expendituresis relatively small. The
Hatchery employsup toten people and the satellite facilities may employ up to another ten. The
overall budget for the program is up to 1.5 million dollars, most of which multiplies its way through
the Umatilla (mostly) and Morrow Counties’ economies. The larger economicimpact, however,
likely comes from the release of juvenile salmon produced through the production programs.

The released juveniles make their way to the Pacific Ocean where they grow and ultimately develop
intoadult salmon to return tospawn. These adult salmon provide acommercial and recreational
fisheryresource in the mainstem ColumbiaRiver and along the west coast of the United States.
They also support tribal fisheries along the Columbia River. The contribution of the production
programs to thisresource is likely about 1% of the hatchery contribution, considering the 140
million hatchery fish released into the Columbia River each year (NPCC 2021), and the nearly two
million fish released from the Umatilla programs. With the hatchery fish calculated at 63% of
returning adults (NPCC2005) this equates to 0.63% ofthe overall value of the Columbia River
fishery. Thislarger fisheryis estimated tosupportover 10,000 full-time Oregon and Washington
jobs and contribute over $700 million to the gross domestic product (Gislason etal 2021) of which
over 63 full-time jobs and over $4.4 million could be attributed to the Umatilla Hatchery production
programes.

Since the Proposed Action would continue to provide local employment and the continued
production and release of fish would support tribal, commercial and recreational harvest, the
overall socioeconomic effect of these actions’ impacts would be moderate and beneficial.

Effects Relevant to Environmental Justice

As discussed above, environmentaljustice populations are present in the general proximity of the
projectarea. There would be some short-term, adverse construction effects tothe environmental
justice population in the closest census tract (9400) covering the satellite facilities. In addition, as
described for the affected resourcesin the sections above, none of the adverse effects resulting
from the Proposed Action would be high. The Proposed Action retains employment opportunities
for those employed by the Umatilla Hatcheryand the satellite facilities. The continued fundingfor
Chinook and coho production would continue to contribute tothe restoration of salmon runsto
CTUIR lands providing support for their economy, traditions, and cultural practices. For these
reasons, the Proposed Action would not create a unique pathway for environmentaljustice
populations to experience disproportionate and adverse human health and environmental effects
(includingrisks) and hazards.

3.2.12.3 Effects of the No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would stop funding of production program operations at the Hatchery
and satellite facilities, and all Chinookand coho salmon production, acclimation, and release
operations would cease. It would remove the economicbenefits the current programs are already
providing. The currentemployment opportunities would be eliminated,and the annual operational
expenditures providinglocal benefitswould cease.

This alternative would eliminate existing employment for about 20 people across the production
programs.

The No Action Alternative would alsoreduce the potential for a more rapid return ofanadromous
fish runstothe Columbia and Umatillarivers. At present, the runs are augmented by hatchery
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production, and ifdiscontinued, the populations restored to date may not persistin the Umatilla
Riverintothe future. Under the No Action Alternative, the populations could stagnate or slowly
decline. They could, however, alsoincrease over time, butifthey do so, it would be more slowly
than if augmented.

[fthe Chinookrunsdecline there would be a small negative impact to the local economy, buta much
larger impacttothe CTUIR’s social, cultural, and traditional practices, and adversely impactsome
families whose subsistence is tied to these runs. This could cause disproportionate and adverse
human health and environmental effects (including risks) and hazards to CTUIR.

The overall socioeconomic and environmental justice effects of the No Action Alternative would be
moderate.
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Chapter 4. Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects are effects on the environment which result from the incremental effects of the
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of
whatagency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Currentactionsare
those projects, developments, and other actions thatare underway becausethey are either under
construction or occurring on an ongoing basis. Reasonably foreseeablefuture actions generally
include those actions formally proposed or in the planning stages. Cumulative effects can result
from individually minor butcollectively significant effects taking place over a period of time.

4.1 Scope, Time Frame, Actions, and Baseline

The geographicscope for this assessment of cumulative effects is the Umatilla River basin and the
Columbia River below McNary Dam downstreamto Bonneville Dam for the Chinook and coho
production and release actions. These areas were identified because the effects of Umatilla
Hatchery production programs’ juvenilereleases and returning adults would impactthese waters
most. [tis recognized that though the Chinookand coho actions taken here would have some effect
on the Columbia River estuary below Bonneville Dam and on ocean fisheries and environments,
available knowledge and research abilities are insufficient to discern the role and contribution of
the Hatchery actions to density dependentinteractions affecting aquaticlife in these areas and any
quantification or qualification of such would be highly speculative.

The pastand presentactions considered in thisassessmentinclude:

e Theoperation of federal and non-federal dams and associated reservoirs and other
infrastructure.

e The installation and operation ofirrigation diversions and smallerdams in the Umatilla
River that have altered natural flow patternsand blocked some fish from their historical
spawning grounds.

e Human activities, includingland management and transportation development (railroads
and highways) have reduced the connection between river and riparian habitats, increased
sedimentation in streams, and altered floodplain function. Land development has resulted
in the straightening of rivers and creeks, armoring or other modification of riverbanks, and
dewatering with irrigation diversions. This has caused the Umatilla River tobecome
straighter, wider,and shallowerwith elevated temperatures.

e Themultiple anadromous fish hatchery programsin the Columbia River basinwith their
cumulative effects todate being increasing runs of ESA-listed salmon and steelhead and
other anadromous fish in the Columbia River Basin. As described in the Mitchell Act EIS for
Columbia River Basin hatchery programs (NMFS 2014), these programs are operated with
an adaptive management approach where adjustments are made toaddress the cumulative
effects of hatchery programs, climate change,development,and habitat restoration for
fisheries, on the attainment of recovery goals.

e Recreational, commercial, and tribal fish harvest, aswell asincidental catches of ESA-listed
fish in the Umatilla River Basin.

The impacts of these past and present actions on resources potentially affected by the Proposed
Action are recognized as current conditions describedin Chapter 3, “Affected Environmentand
Environmental Consequences.” Historical development of the Columbia Basin for electrical power,
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flood control, navigation, and agricultural needs influenced the existing condition of resources in
the area of this cumulative effects assessment. These habitat impacts, along with direct impacts to
the populations from historicharvesting of anadromous fish, hasled toimplementation of
management and recovery actions, includingnumerous hatchery programs.

Planned and reasonably foreseeable future actions in the Umatilla Basin include:

e Economic development projects in Umatilla County,including:

o Phases1and 2 of the “Ordinance Regional Water Supply and Aquifer Restoration
Project” which would transfer Columbia River water from Umatilla County’s pump
station on the Columbia River near the town of Umatilla inland over 5 miles to
supplyindustrial, agricultural, and groundwaterrechargeneeds.

o Expandingindustrial and commercial developments around Umatillaand
Hermiston.

o Housingdevelopments serving military training needs at Rees Training Center; and
at Project Path, a transitional housing projecttoaddress homelessness in Umatilla
County.

e Ongoinggrazing, forestry,and mining activities that would continue on private and National
Forest System lands in the upper reaches of the Umatilla River basin.

e Ongoing publicand private initiatives and actions for the restoration of fish habitatin the
Umatilla River Basin as displayedin thelistand Figure 5, below: 15

Figure 5 Ongoing Public and Private Restoration Actions
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15 nteractive map with links to project descriptions can be reviewed at https://umatillariver.org/projects/.
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Mapped recently completed and proposed projects include:

Athena 3rd Street Bridge Replacement

B&G Resources Riparian Conservation Agreement

Birch Creekbankstabilization and habitat restoration, river mile 2.8
Birch Creek Broun (Garton) Dam Fish Passage Rectification

Birch Creek Taylor Dam Removal

Buckaroo CreekRM 4.7-6.3 Large Wood Addition

Cunningham Sheep Co. Fish Passage Rectification

Dillon Diversion Dam Removal

East Birch CreekRM 5.3-5.8 Habitat Enhancement

Imeques Reach Floodplain Restoration Project

o

Isquulktpe Creek Road Relocation Design and Transportation Network Survey
Low Fish Passage Rectification

Lower Umatilla River Bank Stabilization and HabitatRestoration

Meacham Creek Bonifer Reach Floodplain Restoration and In-stream Enhancement
atRM 1.7to 5.9

Meacham Creek Fence and Vegetation

Meacham Creek Fencing RM 33

Meacham Creek Floodplain Restoration and In-stream Enhancement RM 6-7
Meacham Creek Floodplain Restoration and In-stream Enhancement RM 6-8.5
Meacham Creek Large Wood Implementation RM 4.6-8.3

Meacham Creek Levee Removal RM 5-6

Meacham Creek Natural Channel and Levee Modification Project RM 2.4-5.0
Meacham Creek Vegetation Recovery RM 7.3-7.7

Meacham RM 10-11 Instream Enhancementand Floodplain Restoration Project
Peterson Dam Fish Passage Rectification

UmaBirch Floodplain Restoration and In-stream Enhancement

Umatilla Riverbank Stabilization and Riparian and Floodplain Vegetation
Enhancement Project

Umatilla River Vegetation RM 37 toRM 55

o Wildhorse Creek Beaver Dam Support Structure Pilot Project

0O OO0 OO0 0O O0OO0OO0O OO O0

O 0O OO OO0 OO0 O O0OO0OO0o

o

4.2 Proposed Actions Evaluated for Cumulative Effects

For the purposes of this cumulative effects assessment, two primary actions will be assessed:
funding the ongoing Chinookand coho production programs, which includes the continued release
of thousands of hatchery-reared fish into the UmatillaRiver basin, and the addition of new water
sources. Together, these actions would increase the number of juvenile anadromous fish released
intothe Umatilla River and create the potentialfor an increase in the number of returning adults to
the Umatilla and the Columbia rivers below McNary Dam.

In-hatchery operations, maintenance, and facility upgrades impacts are de minimis. They do not
measurably or meaningfully modify the physical or natural resource in comparison to the past,
present, and likely future agricultural, industrial, forestry, mining, and river and floodplain
restoration actions ongoing in the Columbia and Umatilla River basins, and as such will not be
considered in this assessment of cumulative effects. The release of millions ofjuvenile fish with the
intent of building even larger anadromous fish populations over time, however, would have
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cumulative effects on natural resources and the ecosystem as well as on the socioeconomic and
cultural environment ofhuman communities.

This cumulative effects assessment focuses primarily on the cumulative contribution of the
Proposed Action’s effects on Fish (See Section 3.2.5). Asdiscussed in Chapter 3, the Proposed
Action’s adverse effects on other resources (Geology and Soils, Water, Vegetation, Wetlands and
Floodplains, Wildlife, Land Use and Recreation, Visual Resources, Air Quality, Noise, Public Safety,
Cultural Resources Climate Change and Socioeconomics) are low, thus their contribution toadverse
cumulative effects within the Umatilla River Basin or in the Columbia River would be de minimus.
There are, therefore, no cumulative effects discussions for those resources.

4.3 Cumulative Effects on Resources and Ecosystems

About 140 million ocean-going juvenilesalmon and steelhead are released from fish hatcheries in
the Columbia River Basin annually, and ofthese about 70 percent (97 million) are released from
facilities upstream of Bonneville Dam (NPCC 2021). Atleast 155 state, tribaland federal hatcheries
are operating to produce and release spring Chinook, fall Chinook, coho, and steelhead that
contribute tothese140 million fish (NPCC 2021). The Umatilla Hatchery is one of these,
contributinga little over 2 million Chinook, coho, and steelhead juveniles tothe 97 million released
above Bonneville Dam, or about 2.1% of those released fish. This 2.1%is a minimal contribution to
the cumulative effects on aquaticresources (discussed below) in the ColumbiaRiver from these
juvenile fish releases. Butthe Umatilla Hatcheries programs’ contribution from those 2 million
juvenile fish toadult returns of Mid-Columbia anadromous fish stocks, however, is more influential.

4.3.1 Restoring Anadromous Fish Runs

BPA funds ODFW and CTUIR to produce and release 2,060,000 salmon and steelhead each year as
part of the Umatilla production programs which ultimately contributes to the Mid-Columbia
populations of these species. The return ofadult spawners tothe Umatilla Riverfrom these releases
comprises a meaningful proportion of goals for restoring Mid-Columbia anadromous fish stocks.
Spawning adult returns are displayed in Table 15.

Table 15 Mid-Columbia Anadromous Fish Adult Returns and Umatilla Basin Contribution

Current Current as Returns to Percentage
Stock Abundance (10yr Percent of Umatilla River contribution from
geometric Historic! Basin? Umatilla River
mean)! Basin
Mid-Columbia River 11,600 4.7% 2,860 24.6%
Spring Chinook
Mid-Columbia River 11,500 67.6% 1,395 12.1%
Summer/Fall Chinook
Mid-Columbia River 6,324 8.4% 5,170 81.7%
Coho
Mid-Columbia River 18,044 13.6% 2,826 28.6%
Steelhead
Totals 41,144 NA 9,425 22.9%

* from NMFS 2022 for fishreturnsin Columbia River above Bonneville Dam
2 from ODFW 2022 for fishreturnstoThree Mile Falls Dam
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Without this cumulative addition, it is likely that growth and recovery of these populations would
require alonger time-framethan otherwise, ifthey remain stable at all. With continuedrearingand
release, this cumulativeaddition to other programs’ fish provides greater potential for restoration
of these populations than without. The role of hatchery production is primary tothe maintenance
and recovery of Mid-Columbia Chinookand coho salmon where populations have beeneliminated,
such as the Umatilla River basin (ODFW 2005).

Conversely, hatchery fish have the potential for negative effects on wild populations (e.g., genetic
transfer of domestic traits, resource competition, increased predator attraction, and pathogen
transfer) and this cumulative addition to other fish releases increases the likelihood these effects
would manifest with a moderate effect. Thisis irrelevant, perhaps, for those basins where
populations of these fish have been extirpated and hatchery fish are now the only ones supporting
that population, but where the basins still support wild populations, these concerns are relevant.

4.3.1.1 Density Dependence Issues

Habitats for spawning, rearing and overwinteringhave been degraded or lost overtime such that
current conditions may not be suitable tosupportincreased numbers of fish (either juveniles or
returning adults) (ISAB2015), and density-dependent!é factors concerning habitatavailability now
seem to be limiting fish numbers (Walters etal 2013). These factors affect growth and survival
rates of both hatchery and wild fish when hatchery fish are released into a stream reach and
thereby increase the population density of fish in that reach. As more fish are added tothe river
system, the more likely these effects are to be triggered.

Studies are showing that overwinter mortality, spatial clustering of redds, and limited resource
availability are potentially importantlimiting factors contributing to density-dependent mortality
in Snake River Chinook salmon populations, limitingthese populations to their presentlow levels
(by comparison to historical levels) and potential for these same dynamics would likely exist
wherever hatchery fish are introduced intorivers with wild populations (Waltersetal 2103).
Density-dependentlimiting factors were occurring in all study populations of Snake River fall
Chinook, even though population abundances of spawning fish are substantially below historical
levels (Waltersetal 2103). In effect, habitat conditions may not be available for increasing fish
numbers, and habitatimprovements are necessary to capitalize on the capability of hatcheries to
produce increasing numbers of fish (ISAB 2015). The addition ofhatchery fish intolimiting
habitats where density dependenceis at play can have adverse effects on both wild and hatchery
fish. The more hatchery fish consistently released, the greater such impacts wouldbe towild fish,
especially during times of environmental stress (ISAB2015). In the Umatilla River Basin, where
habitat conditions are marginaland hatchery releases far outnumber natural fish production, these
effects are likely to occur, and the cumulative effect of these additional fish triggering density
dependence issues could be likely, though withoutsuch additions, the Chinook and coho
populations would likely not persist.

16“Density dependence” is a term describing factors that limit population sizes whose effect, or intensity of effect, is
dependent on the number of individuals in the population.
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4.3.1.2  Effects on Wild Fish

Figure 6 displays the large numberofacclimation and release facilities where millions of hatchery-
reared salmonids are releasedintoriversacross the Columbia River basin (PSMFC 2023),
demonstrating the magnitude and extent of these releases.1?

Figure 6 Juvenile salmonid acclimation release sites above Bonneville Dam

- Moses Lake Farest

- The Dalles

McCall

®

Density-dependenteffects and adverse hatchery-to-wild fish effects could increase with cumulative
additions of hatchery-reared fish being released, such as from the Umatilla Hatchery’s programs.
These effects are only relevant, however, ifthe intent is torestore wild spawning populations. If
the goal is simply to increase numbers of fish for recreational, cultural, or subsistence harvestthen
this may not be of much concern. However, the UmatillaHatchery production program’s efforts to
increase fish releases are intended to achieve both goals, with the expectation thatongoing and
future habitatimprovements (see Section 4.2, “Proposed Actions Evaluated for Cumulative Effects”)
would provide conditions for maintaining increased populations.

Additionally, these hatchery production programs, and their associated fisheries, are managed
based on their impacts on ESA-listed fish in the ColumbiaRiver Basin. Numbers and effects are
closely monitored to ensure that ifthe effects of hatchery production programs, fisheries,
predation, habitatrestoration, ocean conditions, and conservation efforts donot allow sufficient
escapement of returning adultsalmon and steelhead to meet recovery goals, then adjustments to
fisheries and tothe hatchery production levels would likely be proposed. Given thisadaptive
management approach, the overall cumulative effect on wild fish would be low.

17 Only release sites with acclimation facilities are shown on this map. Twice or more as many sites would be shown if
direct release sites release were included.
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4.3.1.3 Marine-derived Nutrients

There would alsobe a meaningful cumulative benefitby the increased addition of marine-derived
nutrients from the increasing numbersof returning adult Chinook and coho anticipated. This
nutrientinput, along with those from naturally produced fish and ongoing and future habitat
restoration efforts, would amplify the productivity and carrying capacity of these habitats.

4.3.1.4  Conclusion on Cumulative Effects to Resources and Ecosystems

In conclusion, the cumulative effect to fish from the proposed changes tothe Umatilla production
programs with their ongoing smolt releases would be beneficially high from a Chinookand coho
population restoration perspective, though moderately adverse for wild, naturally-spawning,
steelhead from the cumulative genetic, competition,and pathogen impacts. The cumulative effects
would be low for other fish species since these rapidly migrating juvenileswould not meaningfully
increase competition for resources because of the short time they share habitats. The cumulative
benefit from the increased marine-derived nutrients to habitat productivity could be moderate.
Overall, the cumulative effect on fish would be moderate and beneficial.

4.4 Cumulative Effects on Human Communities

Umatilla County is economically diversified and dependent on manufacturing agricultureand
natural resources.

Most of this economicdiversity and strength, however, is centered in the lower basin, in the
Hermiston-Pendleton area. Continued operation of the hatchery production programs would
continue to provide for the approximately 20 workers and their families, but this is alow number of
families, considering the population of the Hermiston and Pendleton areas (over 37,000 combined)
where it would not have much of a cumulative socioeconomicimpact.

Outlying communities within the CTUIR Reservation such as Mission, Cayuse, and Gibbon, however,
are far smaller, much less economically diverse, and populated by a higher proportion of tribal
members. These communities could be impacted by the cumulative addition of these fish produced
as partof the Hatchery production programs and potential future restoration of salmon runs. The
effect of these actions, when combined with the effects of other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future basin-widerestoration projects, acclimation facilities, and monitoringefforts
aimed atincreasing salmon returns, could have a moderate, long-termbeneficial cumulative impact
on subsistence fisheries and tribal families over time, depending on the success of the efforts.

The cumulative effect of the fisheries actions on human communities economically would be
slightly beneficial. Socially and culturally,however, the cumulative addition of these fish could be
beneficial over time as theyincrease in support of the social and cultural values ofthe CTUIR.
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Chapter 5. Environmental Consultation, Review, and Permit
Requirements

This chapter addresses statutes, implementing regulations, and executive ordersapplicable to the
Proposed Action. This EA is being sent totribes, federal agencies, state agencies, and state and local
governments as part of the consultation process for the Proposed Action. Persons, tribes, and
agencies contacted are included in the listin Appendix 2, Agencies, Tribes, Organizations,and
Persons Contacted.

5.1 National Environmental Policy Act

This EA was prepared pursuanttoregulationsimplementing NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), which
requires federal agenciesto assess the impacts that their actions may have on the environmentand
make thisinformation available tothe public. BPA preparedthis EA to determine ifthe Proposed
Action would create any significant environmental impacts that would warrantpreparing an EIS, or
ifa Finding of No Significant Impactisjustified.

5.2 Indigenous Knowledge

Consistent with CEQ regulations and related guidance including CEQ’s November 30,2022,
Guidance for Federal Departments and Agencies on Indigenous Knowledge, BPA has engaged
affected communities, Tribes, and Indigenous Peoplesincluding the Confederated Tribes of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation to inform the assessment of environmental effects.

5.3 Fish and Wildlife

5.3.1 Endangered SpeciesAct

The ESA and itsamendments (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) require federal agencies to ensure that the
actions they authorize, fund, and carry out do not jeopardize the continued existence of any
endangered or threatened speciesor resultin the destruction or adverse modification of designated
critical habitat. The effects on specieslisted under the ESA are discussed in Chapter 3 of this EA,
specificallyin Section 3.5.14, “Fish”; and Section 3.6.1 “Wildlife.” NoESA-listed plant species were
identified at the production program facilities.

ESA consultation with NMFS for the effects of the Umatilla River Spring Chinook Salmon, Fall
Chinook and Coho Salmon Hatchery Programs on Steelhead and Chinook was first completed on
March 15,2011 (NMFS 2011b). Re-initiation ofthat consultation with NMFS was completed on
August 24,2016 (NMFS 2016). The consultation included all aspects of the hatchery and satellite
facility operations including all stages of production and release (trapping, holding hauling,
spawning, incubation, rearing and release) of Chinook, coho and steelhead; facility maintenance,
including instream work on water intakes and outflows with mechanized equipment; and
monitoring and evaluation actions. Inthat consultation, NMFS concluded that operations of the
Hatchery was “notlikely to jeopardize the continued existence of the MCR (Mid-Columbia River)
Umatilla River Hatchery Steelhead DPS (distinct population segment), the Snake River
Spring/Summer Chinook Salmon ESU (evolutionarily significant unit), or the Snake River Fall
Chinook Salmon ESU, or to destroy or adversely modify their designated criticalhabitat.” Effects on
EFH were found to be minimal and effectively minimized by hatchery actions. The consultation
required that the “action agencies mustreinitiate EFH consultation with NMFS ifthe proposed
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action is substantially revised in a way that may adversely affect EFH, or if new information
becomes available that affects the basis for NMFS’ EFH conservation recommendations.”

ESA consultation with the USFWS for the effects of the Hatchery’s programs on bull trout was
completed on September 12,2008, and amended by letteron March 13,2015. The 2015
consultation was as inclusive of hatchery actions as that described for the NMFS consultation above.
The conclusion of the opinion was that the Hatchery production programs werenot likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of the Columbia River DPS of bull trout, and would not be likely
to destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat. The March 2015 amendmentletter
concerned Hatchery production program changesatthat time but concluded that those changes
would not resultin effects outside of the scope of the original consultation.

5.3.2 Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act and Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

The Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980 (16 U.S.C. 2901 et seq.) encourages federal agencies
to conserve and promote conservation of non-game fish and wildlife and their habitats. The Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) requires federal agencies with projects
affecting water resources to consult with USFWS and the state agency responsible for fish and
wildlife resources. The analysisin Section 3.2.5, “Fish,” and 3.2.6, “Wildlife,” of this EA indicates that
the alternatives would have limited impacts on fish and wildlife, with implementation of
appropriate mitigation.

5.3.3 Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservationand Management Act of 1976

The National Marine Fisheries Service is responsible for ensuring compliance with the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1975. Public Law 104-297, the Sustainable
Fisheries Actof 1996, amended the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
to establish new requirements for evaluating and consulting on adverse effects to EFH. Under
Section 305(b)(2) of the act, BPA isrequired to consult with NMFS for actions that adversely affect
EFH; in turn, NMFSisrequired to provide EFH conservation and enhancement recommendations.
As discussed in Section 3.2.5, “Fish,” the Proposed Action would result in minimal direct or indirect
effects on EFH. Effects on EFH were evaluated in the consultations documentedin Section 5.3.1
“Endangered Species Act.”

5.3.4 MigratoryBird Treaty Act

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act, as amended, implements various treatiesand conventions between
the United States and other countries, including Canada, Japan, Mexico, and the former Soviet
Union, for the protection of migratory birds (16 U.S.C. 703-712). Under the act, taking, killing, or
possessing migratory birds, or their eggs or nests, is unlawful. The act classifies most species of
birds as migratory, except for upland and non-native birds such as pheasant, chukar, gray partridge,
house sparrow, European starling, and rock dove.

The Department of Energy and USFWS have a memorandum of understandingtoaddress migratory
bird conservation in accordance with Executive Order 13186 (Responsibilities to Federal Agencies
to Protect Migratory Birds). This order directs each federal agency taking actions that may affect
migratory birds to work with the USFWS to develop an agreement to conserve those birds. The
memorandum of understanding addresses how both agencies can work cooperatively toaddress
migratory bird conservation and includes specific measures to consider implementing during
project planning and implementation.
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Fish collection, culture, and release activities (in riparianhabitats) would have few effects to
nesting or foraging migratory birds, though some minor and temporary disturbance of birds is
likely. Thelevel of effect on these speciesislow and consistent with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

5.3.5 Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668-668d) addresses “take” of eagles, which
includes both the disturbance and killing of eagles. Bald eagles would not be taken or otherwise
harmed as aresult of the Proposed Action and could benefitin the long term from an increased
source of food in the form of anadromous fish.

5.4 Wetlands, Floodplains, and Water Resources

As partofthe NEPA review, U.S. Department of Energy NEPA regulations requirethat impacts on
floodplains and wetlands be assessed and alternatives for protection of these resources be
evaluated in accordance with Compliance with Floodplain/Wetlands Environmental Review
Requirements (10 CFR 1022.12), Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, and Executive
Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands. Evaluation ofimpacts of the Proposed Action on floodplains
and wetlands is discussed in detail in Section 3.2.4, “Wetlands and Floodplains,” of this EA. The
evaluation determined that the Proposed Action would not resultin adverse impacts towetlands or
floodplains.

Wetland and waterway management, regulation,and protection are addressed in several sections
of the Clean Water Act, including Sections 401,402, and 404.

541 Clean Water Act Section 401

Under Section 401, a permit to conduct an activity that causes discharges intowaters ofthe United
Statesisissued only after the affected state or tribe with Clean Water Act authority certifies that
existing water qualitystandards would not be violated ifthe permit were issued. The current
proposal includes nonew actions that would cause discharge. Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality (ODEQ) is the agency that would provide the certification for any future
actions that may require it. The state’s processis triggered when a permitis required underthe
Clean Water Act, such as a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Section402) or a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit (see Section 3.9 “Wetlands and
Floodplains”).

54.2 Clean Water Act Section 402

Section 402 authorizes NPDES permits for the discharge of pollutants, such as stormwater or
hatchery effluent discharges. The NPDES permit for the Hatcheryis administered by ODEQ, and
environmental monitoring is conducted annually by ODFW to ensure facility operations meet the
requirements of that permit. The following environmental parameters are currently monitored:

e Total Suspended Solids - measured quarterly. Two composite samples are collected, one
during normal operations and one during cleaning. Some facilities may take more samples
because of multiple outfalls.

e Settleable Solids - measured quarterly. Two composite samples are collected, one during
normal operations and one during cleaning. Some facilities may take more samples because
of multiple outfalls.
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e pH-measured quarterly whensettleablesolids are measured.

e Total Ammoniaand Total Phosphorus - measured quarterly during the first 12 months of
the permit when settleable solids are measured.

e Water Temperatures — daily maximum and minimumwater temperatures are measured
within the hatchery. Temperature units are recorded for egg development in some
hatcheries.

e Dissolved Oxygen - measured weekly and when conditions warrant (e.g., periods of low
flows and high temperatures).

e Air Temperatures - maximum and minimumtemperatures are recorded daily at some
stations, but there are no special monitoring requirements.

e Flow Logs — changes in water flows through the hatchery ponds are recorded weekly.

The satellite facilities requireno NPDES permits (production under 20,000 pounds) for their
activities in support of the Proposed Action’s programs.

54.3 Clean Water Act Section 404

Authorization from the US Army Corps of Engineers isrequired in accordance with the provisions
of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act when dredged or fill material is discharged into waters of the
United States. The Proposed Action includes no activity with such material dischargeso there
would be no new impact on wetlands, and thus noadditional needto coordinate with the Corpsto
obtain a Section 404 permit. Existingwater intakes and effluent outfalls may require a permitfor
routine maintenance, which would continuetobe necessary with continued funding of the project.

5.5 Heritage Conservation and Cultural Resources Protection

Laws and regulations governing the managementof cultural resources include:
Antiquities Actof 1906 (16 U.S.C.431-433),

Historic Sites Actof 1935 (16 U.S.C.461-467),

Section 106 of the NHPA (54 U.S.C.§ 300108),asamended,

Archaeological Data Preservation Actof 1974 (16 U.S.C. 469 a—c),

Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.), as amended,
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 U.S.C. 3001 et seq.),
Executive Order 13007 Indian Sacred Sites, and

American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (PL 95-341,92 Stat. 469,42 U.S.C. 1996,
1996a).

Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to consider the effects of their actions on historic
propertiesand provides a process for assessing impacts on historic properties. Ongoing production
and release activities at the Hatchery and satellite facilities would have no potential to affect
cultural resources because no ground would be disturbed. Future maintenance and upgrade
actions included in this Proposed Action include only those with no potential to affect cultural
resources so Section 106 consultations would not be required.

Section 106 consultation on the effects to cultural resources from replacing and upgrading the
chiller system was initiated on June 9, 2023 with the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO), CTUIR, NezPerce Tribe, Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation,
Confederated Tribes ofthe Warm Springs, United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and the US Army
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Corps of Engineers on the proposed “Area of Potential Effect” and the proposed survey and analysis
methods. Noresponse tothiswas received from any party. On December 13,2023,a
“Determination Letter” letterwas sent by BPA to the consulting parties. OnJanuary8,2024,SHPO
responded with questions. BPAand SHPO held a meeting on February 12,2024, during which
additional survey and monitoring actions were agreed upon to ensure that no historic properties
would be affected (as specified in Table 2.3 under Cultural Resources) (see Section 3.2.10.2,“Effects
of the Proposed Action”). OnFebruary 26,2024, BPA sentaletter withan updated determination
letter maintaining the previous determination of no historic properties affected with stipulations
(as specified in Table 2.3 under Cultural Resources). Noadditional comments from consulting
parties were received duringthe 30-day comment period,therefore BPAassumedconcurrence
with its determination of effect on March 27,2024.

5.6 Local Plan Consistency

Umatilla Hatcheryislocated in Morrow County on lands zoned as a “General Industrial Zone” which
was established to “provide, protect and recognize areas well suited for medium and heavy
industrial developmentand uses free from conflict with commercial, residential and other
incompatible land uses” in Section 3.070 of the Morrow County, Oregon Zoning Ordinance
(Morrow County, 2001). The hatchery facility and its operations are consistent with that zoning.

The Three Mile Falls Dam and the Westland Irrigation District facilities are in areas designated “R-4
Recreation Residential Zone” in the UmatillaCounty Comprehensive Plan (Umatilla County
Planning Department 1983). This general designation was applied toareas having a high recreation
value, such as beside lakes, rivers and streams and allows for “Conditional Uses” which include
utility facilities which are consistent with the Three Mile Falls Dam facility and operations.

The Walla Walla Hatcheryisin an area designated “North /South Ag”in the Umatilla County
Comprehensive Plan (Umatilla County Planning Department 1983). This general designation allows
for a variety of uses with which the hatcheryand its operations are consistent.

The Pendleton, Thornhollow, and Imeques satellite facilities are located on the CTUIR reservation
and therefore not subject tothe Umatilla County Zoning Ordinance.

5.7 Noise and Public Health and Safety

The Federal Noise Control Actof 1972 (42 U.S.C.4901 et seq.) requires that federal actions, such as
the Proposed Action, comply with state and local noise requirements. The analysisin Section 3.2.9,
“Air, Noise, and Public Health and Safety,” of this EA indicates that the Proposed Action would have
low potential for temporary noise impacts during construction and would meetapplicable noise
requirements.

5.8 Executive Order on Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898 and 14096, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
and Low-Income Populations, states that federal agencies shallidentify and address, as appropriate,
high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on
minority and low-income populations.As described throughoutthis EA, none of the adverse effects
resulting from the Proposed Action would be high or likely to resultin disproportionate and
adverse impacts on any population, including environmental justice populations and noadverse
effectsto are expected. For these reasons, the Proposed Action would not cause any
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disproportionate and adverse human health and environmental effects (including risks) and
hazards on environmental justice populations.

5.9 Air Quality

The federal Clean Air Act,asamended (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.), requires the EPA and individual
statesto carry outa wide range of regulatory programs intended to assure attainment of the
NAAQS. Air quality impacts from this action would include limited temporary fugitive dustand
vehicle emissions from construction, and negligible effects from operation, as discussed in Section
3.2.9, “Air Quality, Noise, and Public Safety.”

5.10 Climate Change

On January9, 2023, CEQissued interim guidance, “NEPA Guidance on Consideration of Greenhouse
Gas Emissionsand Climate Change” (88 Federal Register 5). In general, the interim guidance calls
for agenciesto consider: (1) the potential effects of a proposed action on climate change, including
by assessing both GHG emissions and reductions from the proposed action; and (2) the effects of
climate change on a proposed action and its environmental impacts. Consistent with CEQ’s interim
guidance, the EA discloses the Proposed Action activities that would produce GHG emissions, which
include the use of gasoline and diesel-powered vehicles and equipmentduring construction; and
the use of gasoline and diesel-powered vehicles for employee commuting, supply deliveries, and
transport ofeggs and smolts. These activities would make low contributions tothe GHG emissions
associated with climate change, as discussed in Section 3.2.11 “Climate Change” of this EA. In
addition, BPA analyzed the potential climate change impacts tohatchery programoperations and
the survival of hatchery fish throughout their life cycle, as well as adaptive measures toaddress
those impactsunder the Proposed Action in Section 3.2.11.

5.11 Farmland Protection Policy Act

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (7 U.S.C.4201 et seq.) directs federal agencies toidentify and
quantify adverse impacts of federal programs on farmlands. The purpose of this Actis to minimize
the number of federal programs that contribute to the unnecessary and irreversible conversion of
agricultural land tonon-agricultural uses. Threetypes of farmland are recognized by the Act: prime
farmlands, uniquefarmlands, and farmland of statewide or local importance.

The Umatilla Hatchery and the satellite facilities are on lands with soils classified by the U.S. Soil
Conservation Service as a type which supports range and wildlife habitat butis not considered
prime or unique farmland (CEQ 1980). Neither the hatchery nor the satellitefacilities are on sites
thathave been designated as farmland of statewide or local importance.

5.12 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, Toxic Substances Control Act,
and Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.) regulates the disposal of
hazardous wastes. The Toxic Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C.2601-2692) gives authority tothe
Environmental Protection Agency toregulate substances thatpresentunreasonablerisks to public
health and the environment. The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136(a-
y)) authorizes the Environmental Protection Agency to prescribe conditions for use of pesticides.

Umatilla Hatchery Programs Final Environmental Assessment 76



Construction, operation, and maintenance of the facilities operate under prescribed mitigation
measures (Section 2.3 “Mitigation Measures”) to minimize spill and spread oftoxic substances that
provide direction for use, handling, storage, and disposal ofhazardous substances. Regulated
pesticide products would not be used.
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Appendix 1. Acronyms

Acronym

ACS
AFS
AQI
BKD
BMP
BPA
CEQ
COE
CRITFC
CTUIR
DOE
DPS
EA
EFH
EPA
ESA
ESU
FCRPS
FEMA
FONSI
GHG
GPM
HGMP
HSRG
IPCC
ISAB
NAAQS
NEPA
NHPA

Definition

American Community Survey
American Fisheries Society

Air Quality Index

bacterial kidney disease

Best Management Practice
Bonneville Power Administration
Council on Environmental Quality
US Army Corps of Engineers

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission

Confederated Tribes ofthe Umatilla Indian Reservation

Department of Energy

Distinct Population Segment
Environmental Assessment

Essential Fish Habitat

Environmental Protection Agency
Endangered Species Act

Evolutionarily Significant Unit

Federal ColumbiaRiver Power System
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Finding of No Significant Impact
greenhouse gas

gallons per minute

Hatchery and Genetics Management Plan
Hatchery Scientific Review Group
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
IndependentScientific Advisory Board
National AmbientAir Quality Standards
National Environmental Policy Act

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
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NMFS
NPCC
NPDES
NRHP
ODE
ODEQ
ODFW
PSMFC
PIT
PM2.5
RM&E
SCS
SHPO
SMU
USFWS
WDOE

National Marine Fisheries Service

Northwest Power and Conservation Council
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
National Register of Historic Places

Oregon Department of Energy

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission
Passive Integrated Transponder

Particulate Matter 2.5 micrometers in diameter
research, monitoring, and evaluation

Soil Conservation Service

State Historic Preservation Office

Species Management Unit

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Washington Department of Ecology
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Appendix 2. Agencies, Tribes, Organizations, and Persons Contacted

The project mailinglistincluded local, state, and federal agencies; interestgroups; libraries; and
potentially interested or affected landowners. They have directly received or have been given
instructions on how to receive project information, and had the opportunity toreview the draft EA.
Specificentities (other than private persons) receivingthe scoping notifications, the draft EA, and
this final EA arelisted below by category.

Tribes or Tribal Groups
e (Confederated Tribes ofthe Umatilla Indian Reservation
e (ColumbiaRiver Inter-Tribal Fish Commaission

Federal Agencies and Elected Officials
e Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10, Environmental Review; Seattle, WA
o National Marine Fisheries Service
e U.S.Fish and Wildlife Service
e U.S.Senatorsand Representatives from Oregon State

Oregon State Agencies and Elected Officials
e Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
Oregon Water Resources Department
State of Oregon House and Senate members for Districts encompassingthe project area
Oregon Governor’s Office - Senior Special Assistant for Natural Resources
Idaho Governor’s Office of Species Conservation

Local Government
e Board of Commissioners - Umatilla County
e Umatilla County Planning Department
e ColumbiaRiver Gorge Commission

Libraries and Newspapers
e Hermiston PublicLibrary
Pendleton Public Library
Umatilla Public Library
Regional Federal Depository Library, Oregon State Library (Salem, Oregon)
Heppner Library-Museum
Oregon State University Library
University of Oregon Library

Business, Interest Groups, Organizations, and other entities
e Northwest Power and Conservation Council

Native Fish Society

Trout Unlimited

Save our Wild Salmon

Advocates for the West

American Rivers

Columbia Riverkeeper
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Conservation Angler

Northwest Sportfishing Association

Natural Resources Defense Council

Sierra Club

Hood River Watershed Group

Hood River Soil and Water Conservation District
Nature Conservancy (Oregon and Washington Offices)
Oregon Wild

Western Watersheds Project

Portland General Electric

Landowners

o Ninelandowners with properties surrounding or near program facilities.
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Appendix 4. Draft EA Comments Received and BPA’s Responses

BPA mailed or emailed a notice of its availability or a copy of the draft EA to about 60 contacts
representing interested and affected persons,agencies, Tribes, and organizations. The comment
period ran from February 13 toMarch 14,2024. BPAreceived three comments from one individual.

BPA numbered the comments consecutively as they were received below. The table below displays
the commentletter numbers and associated commenter. In each comment letter, individual
comments have alsobeen numbered. For each comment, individual comments appear as “Comment
Received,” with BPA responsestoeach inthe “BPA’s Response” column.

Comment
Number/Commenter

Comment Received

BPA Response

Krajcik/CTUIR UMA-Hat
240004 -1

Section 3.2.3.3: Noaction
option could negatively impact
native plants by removing any
control of invasive plants done
by facility staff.

BPArevised Section 3.2.3.3 in
the final EA to discuss the
potential spread of noxious
weeds withoutthe ongoing
treatments under the No Action
Alternative.

Krajcik/CTUIR UMA-Hat
240004 -2

Section 3.2.8.3: Noaction could
lead to buildings being
overgrown by plants, and
building degradation, leading
to an eyesorein the landscape.

BPArevised Section 3.2.8.3 in
the final EA to discuss potential
changestothe visual character
of facilitiesunder the No Action
Alternative.

Krajcik/CTUIR UMA-Hat
240004-3

Section 5.4.3: There willnotbe
additional activity requiring a
section 404 permit. Current
intake and outfall maintenance
does require a permit, which
would continue tobe
necessary with continued
funding of the project.

BPArevised Section 5.4.3 to
include Section 404 permit
considerations for ongoing
intake and outfall maintenance.

Krajcik/CTUIR UMA-Hat
240004 -4

Chapter 5 Intro: Refersto
Chapter 6 as a list of agencies
and businesses contacted for
comment. Thelistisactually in
Appendix 2.

Correction made in the final EA.

Michelsen
Correa/Environmental
Protection Agency UMA-
Hat240005- 1

Thankyou for the opportunity
to review the Bonneville
Power Administration’s
February 2024 Draft
Environmental Assessment for
the Continued Fundingfor
Umatilla Hatchery Programs
(Umatilla River Spring
Chinook, Fall Chinook, and
Coho). EPA has completed its

BPA appreciatesthe U.S.
Environmental Protection
Agency’sreview of the draft EA.
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Comment Comment Received BPA Response
Number/Commenter

review and did not identify

significant public health,

welfare, or environmental

quality concernstobe

addressed in the Final EA.
Michelsen EPAincludes the following BPArevised its analysis of
Correa/Environmental recommendationstohelp climate change effects on the
Protection Agency UMA- strengthen the section on Proposed Actionin final EA

Hat240005- 2

climate change impacts.
Declining water levels on the
Umatilla River, in part
attributed to climate change, is
driving the need to find
alternative watersources (i.e.
new wells, recycling water,
etc.) for the hatcheries. EPA
recommends the FEAinclude a
discussion about the project’s
improvementsand their
sufficiency to meet continued
declinesin the Umatilla River
water levels under future
climate change scenarios.

Also include a discussion about
how climate change may
impact the survival of
hatchery-produced chinook
salmon, which may experience
increased mortality due to
climate change.

Section 3.2.11.2 todescribe the
anticipated impacts that climate
change would have on hatchery
programs and hatchery-
produced fish.

Michelsen
Correa/Environmental
Protection Agency UMA-
Hat240005- 3

On January9,2023,CEQ
published interim guidance to
assist federal agenciesin
assessing and disclosing
climate change impacts during
environmental reviews. CEQ
developed this guidance in
response to Executive Order
13990 on Protecting Public
Health and the Environment
and Restoring Science to
Tackle the Climate Crisis. This
interim guidance is effective
immediately.CEQindicated
thatagencies use thisinterim

Consistent with CEQ’s interim
guidance, BPA has considered
the potential climate change
impacts to, as well as from, the
implementation ofthe Proposed
Action. Inresponse to this
comment, the final EA includesa
revised discussion in Section
5.10 citing CEQ’s interim
guidance. Section 3.2.11.2
includes an analysis of climate
change impacts to ongoing
hatchery operationsand
hatchery fish and identifies
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Comment
Number/Commenter

Comment Received

BPA Response

guidance toinform the NEPA
review for all new proposed
actions and may use it for
evaluations in process, as
agencies deem appropriate,
such as informing the
consideration of alternatives
or helping address comments
raised through the public
comment process. EPA
recommends the FEA apply
the interim guidance as
appropriate, toensure robust
consideration of potential
climate impacts, mitigation,
and adaptationissues.

potential adaptive measuresto
addressthose impacts.

Pace UMA-Hat240001-1

The draftEA, p. 16, states
ODFW, CTUIR, and Westland
[rrigation District could
acquire funding from other
sources and proceed with
these actions. For the purposes
of this EA, however, the No
Action Alternative describes
the effectsif there were a
decision to not proceed with
these actions and hatchery
production of all stocks at the
hatchery and the satellite
facilities would cease." For
consideration, this statement
makesit clear the BPA has
conflated the no action
alternative for BPA funding,
which is the concern of the EA,
with the failure by any and all
other responsible parties
(CTUIR, Westlands Irrigation,
and ODFW) to fund any of the
activities proposed for BPA
funding. This conflation is not
accord with the requirements
of NEPA. BPA funding this
projectistheissue. The
assumption thatif BPA does
not fund the facility then none

The Council on Environmental
Quality regulations for
implementing the procedural
provisions of NEPA, applicable to
BPA, require the identification of a
no action alternative (40 C.F.R. §
1502.14(c)). Consistentwith CEQ
Guidance on the two options for
how to define the No Action
Alternative, Bonneville
concluded the No Action
Alternative for this project
would mean the project would
not occur. See 40 Most Asked
Questions Concerningthe CEQ's
National Environmental Policy
Act.In particular, the noaction
alternative identified for the
purposes of the Umatilla
Hatchery EA reasonably
assumes that discontinued BPA
funding would resultin ceased
operations because the actions
of ODFW, CTUIR, and Westland
Irrigation District tosecure an
adequate amount of funding to
replace BPA’s fundinginan
amount sufficient to continue
operationsisnot reasonably
predictable. Asdiscussedin
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Comment
Number/Commenter

Comment Received

BPA Response

of the actions will be taken by
any other partyis nottheissue
for purposes of NEPA
documentation.

Section 2.2, No Action
Alternative, ODFW, CTUIR, and
Westland Irrigation District
could acquire funding from
other sources and proceed with
the hatcheryactions, butthe
sources or the certainty of that
fundingis unknown.

Pace UMA-Hat240001 -2

The fact is BPA funding of
upgrades, new water supplies,
facilities would be "in lieu of
funding" by the parties that
are actually responsible for
carrying out these actions. Put
differently, BPA funding these
activities would violate the
provisions of the Northwest
Power Act, which limit
ratepayers, obligationsto
funding ONLY the protection,
mitigation and enhancementof
fish and wildlife tothe extent
thathydropower is
responsible for declining
resources. BPAisnot a
charitable organization.The
Northwest Power Act
specifically forbids saddling
BPA ratepayers with costs that
are the responsibility of CTUI,
ODFW and Westlands. The
combination ofinappropriate
characterization ofthe no
action alternative with
violations of the Acts, in lieu
funding provisionsrenders
this analysis fatally flawed,
notwithstanding the fact that
such a characterization is
overused, often abused, and
just plain tiresome.

BPA funding ODFW, CTUIR, and
Westland Irrigation District to
continue the hatchery programs
is one element of BPA’s efforts to
protect, mitigate, and enhance
fish and wildlife in a manner
consistent with the Northwest
Power and Conservation Council
Fish and Wildlife Program, as
directed by the Northwest
Power Act. BPA will continue to
comply with the Northwest
Power Act, includingall in-lieu
prohibitions.
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Comment
Number/Commenter

Comment Received

BPA Response

Pace UMA-Hat240002 -3

There are several provisions of
the Northwest Power Act that
counsel against BPA funding
the development of new long-
term hatchery water sources,
routine facility maintenance,
equipment upgrades, non-
recurring maintenance actions
to maintain, repair, or replace
equipment, and development
of new wells, hatchery water-
reuse systems, or
improvements at acclimation
sites to reduce water use.
Section 839b(h)(6)(A) of the
Power Actrequires that
funding for fish and wildlife
complement the existingand
future activities of the Federal
and the regions State fish and
wildlife agencies and
appropriate Indiantribes.
Section 839b(h)(8)(B) of the
Actmandates that consumers
of electricpower shall ONLY
bear the cost of measures
designed todeal with adverse
impacts caused by the
development and operation of
electricpower facilities.
Section 839b(h)(10)(a)
restricts expenditures of the
Administrator tobe in addition
to, not IN LIEU OF, other
expenditures authorized or
required from other entities
under other agreements or
provisions of law. |
respectfully submit that none
of the itemslisted above can
be funded by ratepayers given
these provisions, in whole or
in part, of the Act. These
matters should--perhaps must-
-be addressed in the
environmental analyses before

The actions under the Proposed
Action would be consistent with
the Northwest Power Act,
including all in-lieu prohibitions.
First, the activitiesunder the
Proposed Action, including the
development of new water
sources and facilities to support
fish production, would continue
to complement the existingand
future activities of state wildlife
agencies such as ODFW, and
CTUIR to continue implementing
the Umatilla Hatchery Program.
Second, BPA’s funding would be
consistent with Section
839b(h)(1 0)(A) of the
Northwest Power Act, which
directs Bonneville’s
Administrator touse funds to
protect, mitigate, and enhance
fish and wildlife to the extent
affected by the development and
operation of the FCRPS.

Umatilla Hatchery Programs Final Environmental Assessment

93


javascript:DisplayComment('UMA-Hat240002');

Comment
Number/Commenter

Comment Received

BPA Response

this proposed action can
proceed. On the other hand,
activities such as broodstock
collection, egg incubation,
juvenile rearing, and release
can and should be funded as
these are clearly protection,
mitigation and enhancement
actions for fish and wildlife.
Everything else should be the

responsibility of CTUI, ODFW
and/or the Irrigation District.

Pace UMA-Hat240003 -4

Inthe eventthat BPA decides
to proceed with funding for
this project, section
839b(h)(10)(B).itmust
submitbudgetstothe
Congress pursuantto16 U.S.C.
838 etseq.andbe funded in
the same manner and in
accordance with the same
procedures as major
transmission facilities under
the Federal ColumbiaRiver
Transmission System Act.

Commentnoted. BPAwould
follow the applicable
requirements for submitting
budgetary information to
Congress.
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