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Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.

Washington, D.C. 20426

Re:  Comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Lower Klamath
Project

Dear Secretary Bose:

We are writing on behalf of Siskiyou County (“County”) to express our significant
concerns regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”) for the Proposed Lower
Klamath Project Surrender and Removal (“Project”) (Docket Nos. 14803-001 and 2082-063).
Detailed concerns regarding the DEIS are included in SWCA'’s “Comments Regarding the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for Hydropower License Surrender and Decommissioning,”
attached hereto as Attachment I.

KRRC and PacifiCorp have submitted applications to FERC for hydropower license
transfer and surrender to decommission and remove four lower Klamath River dams—three of
which are located within Siskiyou County. On multiple occasions, the County has expressed its
concerns regarding the potential impacts of dam removal on imperiled species, water quality,
and the overall health of the Klamath River ecosystem, as well as other environmental and
societal impacts, including air quality, climate change, cultural resources, hazardous materials,
and traffic impacts, in addition to socioeconomic impacts on the local community. See, e.g.,
PacifiCorp, 162 FERC 9 61,236 at 9 28 (Mar. 15, 2018). The County has a strong vested
interest in ensuring that FERC considers the Project’s entire range of consequences on the
County and its residents.

As set forth in SWCA'’s technical comments (Attachment 1), the Project’s environmental
review documentation, as required under the National Environmental Policy Act, remains
inadequate. Below is a brief summary of the County’s concerns regarding the NOI and Project
documentation, as further detailed in Attachment 1.

o The DEIS only analyzes two alternatives: the no action and the proposed action.
FERC has ignored its obligation to analyze all reasonable alternatives and specific
requests in past comments to analyze a “Phased Approach Alternative” and a
“Federal Takeover Alternative.” Longstanding CEQ guidance clearly explains that
the range of alternatives FERC is obliged to consider “includes all reasonable
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alternatives, which must be rigorously explored and objectively evaluated.” 46
Fed. Reg.18026 (March 23, 1981).

The statement in the DEIS describing the purpose and need for the Project is
improperly narrow, essentially precluding any alternative that has the potential to
reduce the significant environmental impacts as compared to the KRRC’s and
PacifiCorp’s dam removal vision. In short, it is presented to preclude all
alternatives to dam removal.

The Project documentation relies on outdated technical studies and surveys, with
most being more than a decade old and some being substantially older. This is
inconsistent with prevailing practices in undertaking environmental review of major
infrastructure projects.

The Fire Management Plan that is central to the analysis must be further
amended to address previously raised stakeholder concerns.

The analysis of socioeconomic effects, including environmental justice concerns,
relies on outdated information to such an extent that it is unreliable and not a
reasonable basis for impact analysis.

Claims that the populations of federally endangered Lost River sucker and
shortnose sucker in the reservoirs, which will be extirpated, are sink populations
are conjecture and ignore the value of spatial diversity as a means to reduce the
population-level impacts of stochastic events. KRRC refused to conduct
monitoring for juvenile fish and lacks a basis in science for the contention that the
reservoir populations do not reproduce.

The EIS should include an evaluation of the potential negative impacts related to
suspended sediments and a professional engineering analysis of rim stability.

The permanent loss of reservoir-based recreation activities caused by dam
removal should be considered a significant impact requiring mitigation.

The Project documentation does not address how proposed new recreational
facilities will be maintained.

The EIS should explain with more specificity the conclusion that the Project would
mitigate all potential groundwater supply impairments post-drawdown.

There are a range of impacts that are properly addressed through state and local
environmental and land use controls, including with respect to waste (including
demolition) disposal, temporary housing, dust abatement, hazardous materials
management, and wastewater management and disposal. FERC should be clear
that the applicants must comply with state and local regulatory requirements that
address these and other public health and safety issues prior to taking any action
to implement the proposed action.
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In light of the extensive concerns identified in Attachment |, the County requests that
FERC recirculate the EIS in a form that addresses the significant issues raised by the County.
The existing DEIS is insufficient to meet the requirements of NEPA to analyze the “environmental
impact of the proposed action” and “alternatives to the proposed action.” 42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C).
These provisions have been interpreted to require FERC and other agencies to carefully
consider detailed information concerning significant environmental impacts and to significant
alternatives when an action may has significant impacts. Reliance on out of date information that
does not reflect the actual impacts of the action is unlawful and is, by itself, a basis for
recirculation. Please do not hesitate to contact us with questions.

Attachments

58215211

Very truly yours,

Paul S. Weiland

Nossaman LLP
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SWC A ‘ Comments Regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Hydropower License
Surrender and Decommissioning

INTRODUCTION

SWCA Environmental Consultants (SWCA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for
Hydropower License Surrender and Decommissioning for the Proposed Klamath Hydroelectric and Lower Klamath
Project (Project). The Draft EIS (Docket Nos. 14803-001 and 2082-063) was published by the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) on behalf of the Klamath River Renewal Corporation and PacifiCorp (applicants) in
the Federal Register on March 4, 2022.

Included below are comments on issue areas that have been raised by the County previously and that we believe
FERC should more adequately address in the EIS.

PRIOR COMMENTING OPPORTUNITIES

Prior to the publication of the Draft EIS, the County provided comments on numerous documents related to the
Project. Comment letters prepared by the County to address deficiencies in the Project, impact analysis, and
mitigation measures include the following:

o Draft Definite Plan for the Lower Klamath Project (“Definite Plan”) (dated October 16, 2018) (Appendix B)

e Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Lower Klamath Project Relicense Project (dated February 26,
2019) (Appendix C)

o Draft Recreation Plan for the Lower Klamath Project (dated October 4, 2019) (Appendix D)
e FERC Supplemental Surrender Application for the Lower Klamath Project (dated June 3, 2021) (Appendix E)

¢ United States Army Corps of Engineers 404 Permit Application (July 8, 2021) (Appendix F)
¢ Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (August 17, 2021) (Appendix G)

The previous comment letters have been attached for the NEPA administrative record. The County has significant
unaddressed concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed project, many of which have yet to be addressed
despite the numerous comment letters provided to KRRC, FERC, and other regulatory agencies. For example, in the
May 2021 comment letter on the Supplemental Surrender Application, the County brought forth many issues with the
same Exhibits that are included in the Draft EIS. Although some Exhibits have been updated, many have not, and
most importantly the County’s concerns were never addressed. This Draft EIS comment memo, and attached Table 1,
call out many of these same concerns.

ALTERNATIVES

The Draft EIS only proposes the action and no action alternatives. The County has suggested in the past, and
suggests again, including a “Phased Approach” alternative. The Phased Approach Alternative would include the
removal of the dams one at a time. After the initial dam is removed (presumed to be Copco Dam) and environmental
health of the Klamath can be adequately monitored and determined to meet a certain biological threshold, the second
upstream dam could be removed, and so on. This would provide a more scientifically driven approach to dam removal
and ensure that sensitive environmental resources are protected from unproven, potentially catastrophic action
related to simultaneous removal of all dams.

In addition, the proposed action, as described in the original Klamath Facilities Final Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report prepared by the U.S. Department of the Interior and California Department of
Fish and Game in December 2012 required federal legislation to execute the project (Vol I. page 1-3 of the Final
EIR/EIS). Federal legislation was a requirement of the Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement. The proposed
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action in the FERC EIS should consider federal legislation as the ultimate approval for the project given the scale of
the dam removal and potential environmental impacts on a regional scale.

FERC should also consider a “Federal Takeover” alternative. The Federal Takeover alternative would include
continued operation of the dams by the federal government (presumed to be the Bureau of Reclamation). The Federal
Takeover alternative would reduce environmental impacts as compared to the proposed action by providing for the
continued generation of clean energy, successful fish passage, and retention of other reservoir benefits including
wildfire fighting capacity, eliminating impacts to suckers, and eliminating impacts to adjacent residential uses.

PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose and need stated in the EIS for the proposed action, is to surrender the project license and remove the
project features in order for “timely improvement of water quality and to address system-wide limiting factors including
a lack of fish passage, high summer and fall water temperatures, blue-green algae blooms, disease incidence,
impaired sediment supply and transport” (FERC 2022; pages 1-5 — 1-6). This purpose and need statement only points
to the single solution of dam removal for the stated issues. In addition, the way these issues are presented in the EIS,
suggests that continuation of operating the dams is the only cause, without acknowledging other variables such as
climate change. The previous EIR/EIS prepared in 2012 and the Klamath Hydrologic Settlement Agreement noted
that the project would only proceed if the removal of the four dam facilities would advance restoration salmonid
populations of the Klamath Basin. The purpose and need should be expanded to include a discussion of the views of
the prior science review panels regarding the anticipated ecological and socioeconomic costs and benefits of dam
removal. This broadening of the purpose and need statement would allow for more consideration of the Phased
Approach Alternative discussed above.

RELIANCE ON OUTDATED TECHNICAL STUDIES AND SURVEYS

As we noted throughout our comments on the Draft EIR, the NOI, and now on the EIS, the technical studies and
surveys that have been relied upon are generally more than a decade old and are sometimes much older. For
example, the water temperature analysis in the Water Quality Affect Environment Section (Section 3.3.3.2) of the EIS
relies on outdated information ranging from 1998 — the mid-2000’s to make determinations on the Project effects.
Relying on old measurements such as this can skew the environmental analysis as more current trends (such as
climate change) would not be accounted for. To be considered an accurate assessment of impacts from the proposed
action, FERC should be mobilizing new surveys for the EIS, not relying on very outdated information on which to base
environmental impact conclusions.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ANALYSIS

Each environmental resource area below is of particular concern to the County. General comments regarding each
resource and its analysis in the EIS are outlined in each section. Specific comments and concerns regarding particular
analyses, conclusions, and mitigation measures for each resource are included in Table 1 (Appendix A).

FIRE SUPPRESION

As the County has mentioned in past comments, wildfire suppression is critically important for the health and safety of
the community and environment. The EIS notes that while the conclusion is that the proposed action would have a
less than significant impact on fire management agencies’ ability to control wildfires, the Fire Management Plan
amended by KRRC in December 2021, needs to be further amended to address stakeholder concerns (including
Siskiyou County’s). The County asks that prior to the FEIS, this fire management plan be updated to address
questions/concerns related to: dry hydrant locations (including potential issues related to insufficient stream depth and
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excessive lift requirements, and unsafe road conditions), river access, and dip tank placement. Sufficient details about
these mitigation measures are needed to make a determination of less than significant.

The DEIS notes that a previous concern from the County regarding the strategic placement of permanent water
resources along the Klamath corridor to support aircraft firefighting activities should be satisfied by KRRC’s proposal
to identify and maintain two aerial river access points in the reach currently inundated by the reservoirs. However,
since these access points are currently underwater, they are likely to be filled (even temporarily) with sediments that
may hinder access. In addition, helicopters may not be able to fill their water tanks in the vicinity of the post
drawdown-reservoirs due to the canyons that will develop around the rim of the existing reservoirs and downstream.
Helicopters require a relatively wide, flat topography in order to draft water safely. As part of the FMP or the EIS,
additional adaptive management strategies or mitigation measures should be outlined to provide alternative dipping
sites, or alternative water access (i.e. permanently placed dip tanks) if these identified underwater sites are not
sufficient.

SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

In general, the Socioeconomic section of the EIS lacks detail and presents data that is superfluous (e.g. statewide
unemployment and median housing data) to the proposed project. The Environmental Justice section has more detail
but inadequately mitigates the identified impacts. Executive Order (EQ) 12898, Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, and associated mitigation measures for
impacts to socioeconomic and environmental justice communities should have been considered during the authoring
of the EIS. Mitigation measures that may be relevant to environmental justice impacts include the recruitment of local
labor, fair financial compensation for impacts to property values, training and development, and school funding,
among others. In both sections, the analyses paint a rosy picture of the dam removal scenario without providing
strong evidence for the case. Both sections assume generally improved conditions after dam removal. However, the
County needs assurances that any economic and fiscal impacts due to dam removal are mitigated.

The EIS relies on older data; recreation use data is from the 2000s that was collected at a part of the initial relicensing
process. For example, the following quote from the Recreation Section highlights the dated nature of the background
sources:

“There is high to moderate demand for water-based recreation activities, including swimming and beach activities
(California Department of Parks and Recreation, 1998; Oregon Parks and Recreation, 2003). Demand for fishing
is high in California and moderate in Oregon (California Department of Parks and Recreation, 1998; Oregon
Parks and Recreation, 2003).”

These reports are from previous iterations of the Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plans (SCORP). A
quick search of the state websites show more recent SCORP plans and sources (some of which are cited later in the
document). Regardless, the conclusions drawn from the 1998 and 2003 plans are really a relic of that time and are
not applicable to existing or future conditions at this point. The document really should only be citing the more recent
SCORRP reports and supporting documents.

Economic analysis is primarily from a 2013 Interior and NMFS report (Klamath Dam Removal Overview Report for the
Secretary of the Interior: An Assessment of Science and Technical Information). The analysis is comprehensive but
now dated. As shown in Table 1 (Appendix A), there are numerous assumptions acknowledged in the report that
create a great deal of uncertainty and clearly the level of uncertainty increases over time.

Related to this point, the sections rely on data that is not always appropriate to the scale of analysis. Thisis a
particular concern as the EIS correctly notes “...nearly all the adverse (Socioeconomic) effects associated with the
proposed action are local” (p.3-485-486). Given the local nature of the impacts, there appears to be a lack of data
collected at this scale (aside from the census tract data which is okay but not necessarily applicable to the Project).
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Overall, additional local data would better identify impacts and provide clarity on appropriate mitigations. Additionally,
FERC should ensure the preferred projects from the Recreation Facilities Plan are implemented.

AQUATIC RESOURCES AND THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

The EIS analysis for the Lost River sucker (Deltistes luxatus) and shortnose sucker (Chasmistes brevirostris) species
concluded that dam removal would only impact “sink” populations in the reservoirs downstream of Keno Dam. This
was done without adequate justification (e.g., genetics, current population structure, etc.). For instance, the sucker
populations downstream of Keno Dam should be denoted as metapopulations that have broken off from the main
populations upstream to form new groups in the lower river, thus expanding the range of the endangered populations.
This is a natural phenomenon in populations that are not closed, and individuals can freely immigrate or emigrate from
the main population.

The USFWS denies that metapopulation theory applies to the listed Klamath sucker populations. Metapopulations are
subpopulations that are a specific portion or part of a larger population that may differ substantially in density and
demographics. Thus, allowing for different contributions to the structure and persistence of the overall population
(Schindler, et al. 2015). Migrating fish play a critical role in maintaining genetic structure and genetic variation. By
moving within connected patches, the migrating fish can contribute to reducing the probability of extinction (Schlosser
and Angermeier 1995; Hanski and Simberloff 1997). By “rescuing” 600 suckers from J.C. Boyle and Copco No. 1
reservoirs, it seems the USFWS believes they have done their part to save the listed suckers in the lower reservoir
and FERC staff agrees even though the move will eliminate any benefit that currently exists with the metapopulations
to protect the larger population from extinction (Buettner, et al. 2005).

Furthermore, the USFWS states both species have low resiliency. Disregarding Lost River and shortnose suckers
downstream of Upper Klamath Lake on the basis of hybridization and categorization of these as a “sink” population
reduces resiliency of these species and their ability to rebound after catastrophic events. Therefore, the USFWS
should update information on the degree of hybridization in these species downstream of Upper Klamath Lake prior to
establishing them as a “sink” population.

In addition, the County has reviewed the USFWS Biological Opinion that was released on December 22, 2021. Our
comments on the Biological Opinion are included as Appendix H.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

The effects on bank stability from the proposed actions presented by the Staff only address the potential bank stability
effects within the project areas (i.e. within the dam and reservoir footprints) that will result from the initial dam
removals and reservoir drawdown, which are described in the Reservoir Area Management Plan (RAMP, Exhibit J).
However, the removal of the four dams and drawdown of the reservoirs will constitute an extreme watershed
hydromodification on the entire Klamath River basin that will result in channel responses and secondary and long-
term bank stability issues in the Klamath River and tributaries not only within the Project areas, but also in the
downstream reaches of the Klamath River. These channel responses can and will have significant impacts on the
river and tributary channels themselves as well as impacts on the adjacent lands via channel bank failure and
migration. Natural stabilization of the channels will occur over time through natural geomorphic processes, but this
could take many decades or longer, and the excessive sediment loads in the Klamath River resulting from these
secondary bank instabilities associated with the channel responses will negatively impact the water quality of the river
through this entire period.

The RAMP describes restoration, monitoring and adaptive management to address the initial bank stability effects
resulting from the dam removals and reservoir drawdown within the hydroelectric reach of the Klamath River and
tributaries within this reach, including stream restoration relative to geomorphic, aquatic habitat, and fish passage
conditions. This plan appears adequate for this reach but does not address the negative secondary bank stability
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effects that are likely to occur downstream of the hydroelectric reach, as described above, and that are likely to result
in impaired stream function from a geomorphic, aquatic habitat, and fish passage perspective throughout the
downstream reaches. It is recommended that the stream geomorphic, aquatic habitat, and fish passage restoration,
monitoring and adaptive management components within the RAMP be expanded to include the Klamath River and
tributary outfalls downstream of the hydroelectric reach.

The effects on sediment transport from the proposed actions presented by the Staff again only consider the sediment
impacts from the initial release of the impounded sediments from the dam removal and do not address the secondary
and long-term excess sediment issues that will result from the long-term channel response and evolution resulting
from the extreme watershed hydromodification that the dam removals, reservoir drawdowns, and reservoir sediment
discharges constitute. Again, it is recommended that the stream geomorphic, aquatic habitat, and fish passage
restoration, monitoring and adaptive management components within the RAMP be expanded to include the Klamath
River and tributary outfalls downstream of the hydroelectric reach.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

As the Draft EIS has not provided any cultural or tribal resource-related exhibits (such as the Historic Properties
Management Plan, Tribal Cultural Resource studies, etc.), the following comments here and in Table 1 (Appendix A),
are only related to the text in the EIS. In general, cultural and tribal cultural resource studies are not complete for the
Project. Effects to these resources cannot be fully assessed until all resources and potential impacts have been
identified. FERC acknowledges this in several locations in their narrative and have made recommendations for
additional information to be gathered or activities to be completed for the project. It is recommended that these be
requirements, not just recommendations, and that FERC should not finalize their decision prior to reviewing all the
proposed modifications.

FERC also proposes a preferred alternative to the proposed action that they call the “Proposed Action with Staff
Modifications.” The modifications suggested for cultural and Tribal resources include significant revisions to the
Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP; Exhibit F) and adding pre- and post-reservoir drawdown inspections for
cultural resources to the Reservoir Area Management Plan (RAMP; Exhibit J) (xxxvii and 4-32). The County has no
specific comments on the requirements for the RAMP revisions except that they be clear, enforceable and are
consistent with all other requirements outlined in the HPMP and EIS. Additional comments related to the HPMP, the
built environment as it relates to historic properties, traditional cultural properties, and tribal consultation can be found
in Table 1 (Appendix A).
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APPENDIX A: TABLE 1. SISKIYOU COUNTY COMMENTS ON
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR
HYDROPOWER LICENSE SURRENDER AND DECOMMISSIONING
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EIS, Proposed Action

EIS, Proposed Action

EIS, Proposed Action

EIS, Proposed Action

EIS, Proposed Action

EIS, Proposed Action

EIS, Proposed Action

EIS, Proposed Action

EIS, Proposed Action

Section 2.5

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Reasonably Foreseeable Trends and Planned Actions

Table 3-2. Proposed Roadway and Access Improvements

3.6.1 Copco No. 1 Development

3.0 Copco No

3.0 Copco No

3.0 Copco No

3.0 Copco No

3.0 Copco No

3.0 Copco No
Storage

. 1 Construction Camp

. 1 Construction Camp, Section 3.3 Access Roads

. 1 Construction Camp, Section 3.4 Laydown and Staging Area

. 1 Construction Camp, Section 3.4 Laydown and Staging Area, Figure 3-1

. 1 Construction Camp, Section 3.6 Temporary Power

. 1 Construction Camp, Section 3.8 Fuel Station and Hazardous Materials

Climate change is not mentioned in the context of reasonably foreseeable trends. Since the project is relying on a natural, free
flowing hydrograph to produce enough water to transport sediments through the Klamath river to the Pacific Ocean, climate
change needs to be addressed in this section, particularly in the context of increased drought.

Reference to Siskiyou County permits is lacking in Exhibit B. KRRC must obtain building permits for all bridge construction and
associated demolition permits for any bridges that are proposed to be replaced.

Siskiyou County, as previously stated in correspondence with KRRC, has major concerns regarding the project following Siskiyou
County's Demolition Ordinance (Siskiyou County Code Title 10 Chapter 13;
https://library.municode.com/ca/siskiyou_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeld=TIT10PLZO_CH13DEDERERE). Siskiyou
County is strongly opposed to the on-site disposal of any dam demolition components including concrete, embankment earth,
structures etc. The County requires that all components and structures associated with the dam be completely removed and
reclaimed to the conditions prior to construction of the dams. Additionally, the County requires that all dam components be
recycled to the maximum extent, an all materials must be sampled and analyzed for adverse contamination in order to be
recycled/disposed of appropriately. The following bullets describe the County's request in regards to demolition and construction
of the proposed project: 1) Satisfactorily sample and test soils around all capacitors, transformers and associated equipment that
potentially contained Polychlorinated biphenyl compounds (PCB’s). All sample data must be provided to the County for review and
determination for soil removal and proper disposal. 2) Concrete Dams and components: Analyze concrete and provide testing
results for asbestos containing material. If concrete is free of asbestos concrete material is to be recycled and not buried and or
disposed of on site. Concrete is not to be utilized as rip rap. KRRC’s contractor is not to place concrete rubble along the right river
bank just upstream of the powerhouse to improve the flow conditions past the structure as proposed. Natural rock may be utilized
for said proposed purpose. If concrete is found to be non-hazardous Identify and procure contracts with permitted mine quarries
that are capable of recycling concrete material or recycle near the source and utilize for road base. The practice of landfilling waste
material is not consistent with AB 939 which requires local county and city jurisdictions to maximize the use of all feasible source
reduction, recycling, and composting. The current plan for the proposed project is to construct disposal sites at Copco No. 1 and
Copco No. 2 as described in Appendix B (California Waste Disposal Plan) of Exhibit N (Waste Disposal and Hazardous Materials
Management Plan). The disposal sites are intended for the purpose of landfilling concrete rubble generated from the dam removal
project. Siskiyou County would require that this material be recycled and if contaminated that it be landfilled at an approved site.

"Other related facilities" needs to be defined in order to assess the impact of Copco No. 1 construction camp.

The performance standard for all access roads that will be met upon completion of the project needs to be described in detail. The
language as it reads is too vague to allow Siskiyou County the opportunity to adequately assess if these standards meet the
County's.

Prior to grading, KRRC and/or their contractors need to provide a copy of the NCRWQCB NPDES/storm water pollution prevention
plan to Siskiyou County for review, to determine if the plan meets the County's standards. Consultation with Siskiyou County
regarding air pollution control and development of a dust abatement plan is requested by the County prior to project
implementation. In addition, the County requests that KRRC or its contractor(s) certify that project work will not be conducted
within a serpentine (asbestos containing rock) zone.

Siskiyou County requests that this figure include the location of the hazardous materials storage area and designated hazardous
waste storage container location(s). As is, it's is difficult for the County to ascertain the hazardous of the proposed laydown areas
and the office trailer locations.

Siskiyou County recommends that KRRC obtain all required permits from state/federal/local jurisdictions and provide FERC with
routine inspections.

Siskiyou County requests that KRRC provides a hazardous materials business plan (HMBP) to the Department of Community
Development, Environmental Health Division CUPA and submit via the California Environmental Reporting System (CERS)
hazardous materials that exceed standard threshold quantities, which are: 55 gallon of flammable liquid, 500 Ibs. of a solid, 200
cubic feet of a flammable gas (at standard temperature and pressure). The HMBP should identify hazardous material inventory and
associated placarding, and required secondary containment for all fuel storage and any other liquid hazardous materials. KRRC
should also provide material data sheets and identify on site location where they will be stored and secured for easy employee
access.
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EIS, Proposed Action

EIS, Proposed Action

EIS, Proposed Action

EIS, Proposed Action

EIS, Proposed Action

EIS, Proposed Action

EIS, Proposed Action

EIS, Proposed Action

EIS, Proposed Action

EIS, Proposed Action

EIS, Proposed Action

EIS, Proposed Action

EIS, Proposed Action

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Construction Management Plan,

Exhibit B

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

3.0 Copco No. 1 Construction Camp, Section 3.9 Utility Water

3.0 Copco No. 1 Construction Camp, Section 3.11 Sanitary Facilities

3.0 Copco No. 1 Construction Camp, Section 3.12 Sensitive Areas

4.0 Copco No. 2 Construction Camp (Copco Village)

4.0 Copco No. 2 Construction Camp (Copco Village), Section 4.3 Access Roads

4.0 Copco No. 2 Construction Camp (Copco Village), Section 4.4 Laydown and Staging
Area

4.0 Copco No. 2 Construction Camp (Copco Village), Section 4.4 Laydown and Staging
Area Figure 4-1

4.0 Copco No. 2 Construction Camp (Copco Village), Section 4.5 Temporary Housing

4.0 Copco No. 2 Construction Camp (Copco Village), Section 4.6 Temporary Power

4.0 Copco No. 2 Construction Camp (Copco Village), Section 4.9 Fuel Station and
Hazardous Materials Storage

4.0 Copco No. 2 Construction Camp (Copco Village), Section 4.12 Sanitary Facilities

4.0 Copco No. 2 Construction Camp (Copco Village), Section 4.13 Sensitive Areas

5.0 Iron Gate Construction Camp, Section 5.4 Laydown and Staging Area, Figure 5-1

5.0 Iron Gate Construction Camp, Section 5.6 Temporary Power

Siskiyou County should provide signage on all utility water storage containers/tanks etc. Identify as “non-potable water”.

KRRC or their contractor(s) should identify (label) all waste water holding tanks/bladders as “waste water” and maintain to prevent
off-site spillage protection. In addition, KRRC or their contractor(s) should specify waste water service frequency and designate
licensed waste water hauler and certified disposal facility.

KRRC or their contractor(s) need to provide the Siskiyou County Community Development and Natural Resources Departments with
the sensitive resources report and associated maps identifying and describing all sensitive areas prior to the initiation of project
work.

It the County's understanding that temporary housing facilities are proposed to be located with the office primarily in the form of
recreational vehicles. We request that KRRC and/or their contractor(s) ensure that all recreational vehicles/trailers are self-
contained and that all waste water is properly disposed of.

The performance standard for all access roads that will be met upon completion of the project needs to be described in detail. The
language as it reads is too vague to allow Siskiyou County the opportunity to adequately assess if these standards meet the
County's. Currently, the plan does not stipulate access road status once the project is completed.

Prior to grading, KRRC and/or their contractors need to provide a copy of the NCRWQCB NPDES/storm water pollution prevention
plan to Siskiyou County for review, to determine if the plan meets the County's standards. Consultation with Siskiyou County
regarding air pollution control and development of a dust abatement plan is requested by the County prior to project
implementation. In addition, the County requests that KRRC or its contractor(s) certify that project work will not be conducted
within a serpentine (asbestos containing rock) zone.

Siskiyou County requests that this figure include the location of the hazardous materials storage area and designated hazardous
waste storage container location(s). As is, it's is difficult for the County to ascertain the hazardous of the proposed Copco Villages.

Siskiyou County recommends that KRRC obtain all required permits from state/federal/local jurisdictions and provide FERC with
routine inspections. Permits and inspections should be completed for all temporary housing units and associated sanitary sewer
laterals, yard hydrants, power, etc.

Siskiyou County recommends that KRRC obtain all required permits from state/federal/local jurisdictions and provide FERC with
routine inspections.

Siskiyou County requests that KRRC provides a hazardous materials business plan (HMBP) to the Department of Community
Development, Environmental Health Division CUPA and submit via the California Environmental Reporting System (CERS)
hazardous materials that exceed standard threshold quantities, which are: 55 gallon of flammable liquid, 500 Ibs. of a solid, 200
cubic feet of a flammable gas (at standard temperature and pressure). The HMBP should identify hazardous material inventory and
associated placarding, and required secondary containment for all fuel storage and any other liquid hazardous materials. KRRC
should also provide material data sheets and identify on site location where they will be stored and secured for easy employee
access.

KRRC should consult with the CA State Water Board to prove out, locate, design, permit for inspection the proposed on-site waste
water treatment system. KRRC should also incorporate plans to decommission the system upon completion of the project. The
construction management plan needs to include specifics on the waste water service frequency and designate licensed waste
water hauler and certified disposal facility for the proposed Copco Village.

KRRC or their contractor(s) need to provide the Siskiyou County Community Development and Natural Resources Departments with
the sensitive resources report and associated maps identifying and describing all sensitive areas prior to the initiation of project
work.

Siskiyou County requests that this figure include the location of the hazardous materials storage area and designated hazardous
waste storage container location(s). As is, it's is difficult for the County to ascertain the hazardous of the proposed laydown areas
and office trailer.

Siskiyou County recommends that KRRC obtain all required permits from state/federal/local jurisdictions and provide FERC with
routine inspections.
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Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B
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Construction Management Plan,
Exhibit B

Fire Management Plan, Exhibit P,
Appendix D
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Page 2-37

5.0 Iron Gate Construction Camp, Section 5.8 Fuel Station and Hazardous Materials
Storage

5.0 Iron Gate Construction Camp, Section 5.9 Utility Water

5.0 Iron Gate Construction Camp, Section 5.11 Sanitary Facilities

5.0 Iron Gate Construction Camp, Section 5.12 Sensitive Areas

Long-Term Fire Management Measures

Long-Term Fire Management Measures; Post Removal Management Measures

Long-Term Fire Management Measures; Post Removal Management Measures

Long-Term Fire Management Measures; Conditions after Dam Removal

Long-Term Fire Management Measures; Conditions after Dam Removal

Long-Term Fire Management Measures; Firefighting Capabilities

Recreation sites to be removed

Siskiyou County requests that KRRC provides a hazardous materials business plan (HMBP) to the Department of Community
Development, Environmental Health Division CUPA and submit via the California Environmental Reporting System (CERS)
hazardous materials that exceed standard threshold quantities, which are: 55 gallon of flammable liquid, 500 lbs. of a solid, 200
cubic feet of a flammable gas (at standard temperature and pressure). The HMBP should identify hazardous material inventory and
associated placarding, and required secondary containment for all fuel storage and any other liquid hazardous materials. KRRC
should also provide material data sheets and identify on site location where they will be stored and secured for easy employee
access.

Siskiyou County requests that signage be provided on all utility water storage containers/tanks, etc. to identify them as "non-
potable water".

all waste water holding tanks/bladders, etc. should be identified by labeling as "waste water" and maintained to prevent off-site
spillage protection. The construction management plan needs to include specifics on the waste water service frequency and
designate licensed waste water hauler and certified disposal facility for the proposed office location.

KRRC or their contractor(s) need to provide the Siskiyou County Community Development and Natural Resources Departments with
the sensitive resources report and associated maps identifying and describing all sensitive areas prior to the initiation of project
work.

The current FMP states that the long-term fire management measures will be completed through cooperative agreements with fire
agency successors. We assume that these successors are the current fire and wildfire response crews that operate in the area, but
this should be clarified. The cooperative agreements have yet to be established at the publishing of the DEIS, and there is no
mention to what will be included in the cooperative agreement. Prior to finalization of the FEIS, clarification on these agreements
should be included in either an updated FMP, or in the FEIS.

Who is responsible for long-term maintenance of the fire management measures? As of now, the FMP states that these costs will
be addressed in the cooperative agreements. If the costs are put onto the already limited resources of the Siskiyou County Fire
Protection Districts, compensation from KRRC will be required.

Outreach to landowners and approvals are necessary prior to the implementation of a camera monitoring system.

As mentioned in the FMP, the current reservoirs have been providing a large fuel break in an area that is prone to wildfires. This
large fuel break also protects homes/properties on either side of the reservoirs. With the removal of the dams, there will be a very
narrow fuel break of just the river, especially after revegetation efforts are implemented. Therefore, is there any plans to
implement new fire breaks within the aerial suppression unit (ASE)? If not, the County recommends that a mitigation measure of
implementing fire breaks within the ASE be part of the FEIS.

"The majority of the reservoir sediment is silt- and clay-sized sediment (BOR, 2011), which will be easy for the Klamath River to
erode and transport. As such, existing deep pools in the mainstem river will not experience infilling from mobilized reservoir
sediments and will continue to serve as a water source for aerial firefighting crews." This statement does not take into account
changes in the hydrograph and increased drought conditions due to climate change. These changes over time may likely result in
sedimentation of "existing deep pools" which therefore may not serve as a long-term solution for fire management and access to
water. An adaptive management plan is requested to address the potential impacts of climate change, potential lack of water in
the Klamath, and sedimentation of pools.

"Flows in the free-flowing Klamath River following dam removal will be more than sufficient to replenish water even under the
most extreme drafting conditions." This statement disregards the potential effects of climate change, as well as historical data,
which indicates that the Klamath has not always been perennially wet. An adaptative management plan is requested to address the
potential impacts of climate change and potential lack of year around water in the Klamath.

Thirteen existing recreation sites, including day use, boat launches and campgrounds will be removed and one relocated. Five areas
will be constructed along the new river’s edge but none of these are designed for camping which eliminates an important
recreational use in the area and will subsequently reduce cash flow in the local economy.
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Page 3-401

Page 3-485

Page 3 - 485

Page 3-486

Page 3-494

Page 3-511

Page 3-512

“The project recreation sites that would be removed include 44 developed and informal
campsites at 5 locations adjacent to Iron Gate Reservoir, and picnic sites, restrooms, and
shoreline access at all project recreation sites. The removal of the reservoirs and the
adjacent reservoir-based recreation sites (campgrounds and day use areas) would result
in a permanent and significant, adverse effect on locally available open-water recreation
opportunities and for the recreation users who visit these sites for other uses including
shore-based angling, picnicking, and camping.”

"The analysis conducted by Interior and NMFS (2013) used the Economic and
Environmental Principles and Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources
Implementation Studies (U.S. Water Resources Council, 1983) to evaluate both regional
and national economic effects of decommissioning the Lower Klamath Project."

"The proposed action would not require long-term annual operations and maintenance
expenditures for operation of the hydroelectric facilities. As a result, the regional
economy would lose approximately 49 jobs relative to existing conditions."

“Interior’s analysis did not include analysis of any benefits that would accrue from
increases in recreational use and tourism due to restoration of the Klamath as an
unimpounded, free-flowing river.”

“Table 3.12-7. Property and sales tax revenues in Oregon and California counties in the
vicinity of the project, 2019-2020" shows tax revenues for the counties directly affected
by the project.

“The deposition of reservoir sediment may result in changes in the character of soil
along streambanks for up to 8 miles below Iron Gate Dam and could cause arsenic
contamination, depending on the type of soil deposition that occurs. To mitigate for
sediment deposits on private land related to drawdown activities, KRRC would assess
sediment deposits on parcels with a residential or agricultural land use for which the
property owner has notified KRRC of a potential sediment deposit that may be
associated with reservoir drawdown activities. If the deposit appears to be consistent
with the physical sediment properties of project reservoirs, KRRC would test the
sediment for arsenic. If the concentration of arsenic in the deposited sediments exceeds
local background levels and human health residential screening levels established by EPA
or the California EPA, KRRC would remediate the deposited sediments to local
background levels through removal of the deposited sediments or soil capping, if
sediment removal is infeasible or poses a greater risk than soil capping. Therefore, with
implementation of mitigation measures, effects on environmental justice communities
associated with contaminated sediment would be short term and less than significant.”

“KRRC proposes payments to mitigate effects on groundwater wells that are affected by
the drawdown of J.C. Boyle Reservoir or that are within 1,000 feet of Copco No. 1
Reservaoir, if residents agree to KRRC’s well monitoring program”

This quote is taken from the recreation section as recreation is one of the key components of the local economy. The project will
create a loss of low-cost outdoor recreation for communities in proximity to the existing reservoirs. The County needs to be
assured that the recreation facilities plan is implemented. Further, it is not clear that the potential new opportunities will properly
compensate for the lost opportunities and confirm the plan serves the needs of Siskiyou County residents (and EJ communities in
particular).

Economic analysis was from a 2013 Interior and NMFS report (Klamath Dam Removal Overview Report for the Secretary of the
Interior: An Assessment of Science and Technical Information). The economic model that is relied upon in the EIS was completed as
a part of the secretarial determination. The model notes numerous factors that create uncertainty in the project economic
conditions: (1) future hydrology; (2) crop prices; (3) electricity prices; (4) fisheries; (5) capital and mitigation costs; (6) the timing,
nature, extent, and success of the KBRA measures; (7) changes in recreation use; (8) non-use value. Non-use value is a somewhat
controversial measure that estimates the value of a free-flowing river (in this case) to people who do not directly use the resource.
Without questioning the integrity of the modeling, the model includes a great deal of uncertainty accounting for the factors listed
above. For example, there have been changes in, for example, recreation preferences over time among other factors.

The EIS notes that there would be 49 job losses (related to hydroelectric 0&M) but does not include complete estimates of job
losses related to the loss of recreation. There are data that estimate recreational jobs related to salmon and steelhead fishing
under current conditions but with no prediction of future conditions (3-502). The EIS generally assumes that overall recreation
economic activity will increase after the dams are removed but the evidence provided is weak and/or unclear. Further, the
assumed benefits of dam removal appear to be regional while the costs appear to be concentrated in Klamath County, OR and
Siskiyou County, CA.

The EIS discusses potential recreational benefits related to dam removal but does not include any quantification of these benefits.

The EIS section does include a very brief discussion of tax revenues but does not include an estimate of tax revenue reduction (in
particular related to PacifiCorp activities). However, this is discussed in the EJ section.

The EIS notes that this measure will require increased public outreach to ensure residents reach out the KRRC if their land is
impacted by reservoir sediment. Given the potential for EJ communities to be impacted by arsenic on their lands, it may be
necessary for the KRRC to go further and to monitor downstream properties during drawdown operations. Although the potential
exists in all communities, residents in EJ communities may not be informed about the project nor what to do if their property is
impacted.

The EIS suggests that KRRC needs to be more proactive about reaching out to EJ communities with this program. Beyond this, are
these the only areas impacted by declining groundwater (due to reservoir drawdown and decommissioning)? A preferred
mitigation would compensate all users of groundwater that are impacted by the drawdown (particular those in the identified EJ
communities).
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Page 3-520
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“...with the greatest adverse effects on individuals with shoreline access and those who
primarily rely on the reservoirs for recreation, including members of environmental
justice communities.” "Although it is unclear the extent to which local community
members desire or engage in whitewater boating as a primary form of recreation.”

“However, it is likely that additional jobs would be created from new recreational
opportunities on the river for fishing and whitewater boating, which would have a
beneficial effect on job creation.”

“The proposed noise and vibration control plan (NVCP) (described further in section
3.15, Air Quality and Noise) would minimize short-term outdoor noise effects and would
require a final NVCP from the construction contractor. However, the effects on
receptors, including individuals living in environmental justice communities, would be
short term and significant.”

“Implementation of mitigation measures during project deconstruction could reduce the
temporary effects on environmental justice communities, but these measures rely on
the quality of communication between KRRC and the environmental justice communities
to be effective. Thus, we strongly recommend that KRRC communicate with the
identified communities. When not mitigated, these temporary effects would
disproportionately affect environmental justice communities because of their localized
nature and because most project facilities (especially those associated with Copco No. 1
Reservoir) are located in environmental justice communities.”

“Long-term, potential adverse effects on environmental justice communities would be
related to groundwater wells, fire management, reservoir angling, changes in access to
and type of recreation opportunities, and changes in county tax revenues.”

“Removal of the reservoirs would also result in adverse effects associated with state and
local fire management. These effects would be borne by both environmental justice
communities and the surrounding project area and would be mitigated through the
proposed FMP.”

“Changes in fishing opportunities as the aquatic species in the project area move from
lake-dwelling panfish to riverine species, like salmon and steelhead, would affect
environmental justice communities that use the reservoirs for subsistence, including the
Hmong community in Siskiyou County, California. Environmental justice communities
may not have the same ability to easily switch to alternative fishing locations as
reference populations.”

“As indicated in the comments of the County of Siskiyou, counties use tax revenue to
fund programs such as public health, welfare, education, and a variety of other services.
Tax revenue declines, estimated to be between $600,000 and $800,000 per year in
Siskiyou County”.

“If reductions in tax revenues affect programs that benefit low-income individuals,
adverse effects on environmental justice populations may be disproportionate.”

N/A

The EIS implies that we do not know enough about the EJ communities’ recreational preferences to understand how the project
may affect their use of the area. Additional outreach to these communities is needed to understand how these changes may affect
them. Further, outreach is needed in connection to the recreation facilities plan to ensure that a local point of view is considered.

The EIS provides an assumption about future jobs associated with recreation use under dam removal. However, there is no
discussion regarding the existing economic activity.

Noting that mitigation (NVCP) is not enough to lower impact to less than significant.

It is critical that project proponents reach out to both EJ communities and the County at large. Much of the social data that is
presented is either dated (recreation use data is nearly 20 years old) or not applicable to the project (general census data).

The EIS acknowledges multiple potential adverse effects on Siskiyou County communities however there are limited mitigation
measures to address these as the EIS generally assumes improved economic conditions after dam removal. This is in spite of a lack
of strong evidence for this conclusion. As such, the County should seek assurances (presumably in the form of mitigation) that they
will be made whole if the dam removal does result in worsened conditions.

Further, the EIS makes a strong point about the possibility that EJ communities (including the Hmong residents) may not have the
ability to easily switch from flat water conditions to a river environment. This supports the case for more local outreach.

The EIS does not directly address the potential loss in revenue as it states the relationship is unclear. Siskiyou County should seek
any loss in tax revenue associated with dam removal. The EIS notes that there could be an increase in property values near the
river after the dams are removed. It is certainly possible — but we do not know this. In general, the conclusions made in the EIS are
vague and generally assume a positive outcome. Overall — Siskiyou County needs protection from “bad” outcomes. The EIS does
not identify the potential bad outcomes so no (or minimal) mitigation is included.

The County recommends that this be a revised HPMP, not just a supplemental. Important details inevitably get lost when
practitioners have to sort through multiple documents. Since the HPMP has not yet been finalized, it should be a cohesive
document containing all relevant information collected the date of the Final EIS.
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Page 4-69

Page 3-455

Section 2.1.2

Section 3.10.4.1, 3-467

Section 3.10.4.1, 3-468

Page 3-456

Page 3-457

Page 3-457

Page 3-457

Page 3-457

Pages 3-464, 3-465, 3-469

Section 3.10.4.2

“The terms of the agreement would ensure that KRRC addresses and treats all historic
properties identified within each project APE by implementing a revised HPMP for the

project."

“KRRC anticipated that Phase Il fieldwork would begin in June 2021 and that a final
report containing the results of the work, recommendations of National Register
eligibility, and assessment of effects would be filed in February 2022”

This section discusses work occurring outside the project boundary, including road work,
modifications to Fall Creek Hatchery, installation of dry hydrants along several rounds
(outlined in the FMP) and installation of fire monitoring detection systems (outlined in

the FMP) (2-4).

The Commission identified several inconsistencies in the identification of resources
within the APE and ADI in the technical documents, information provided to the
Commission for the DEIS and the HPMP.

The Commission identified several inconsistencies in the identification of resources
within the APE and ADI in the technical documents, information provided to the
Commission for the DEIS and the HPMP

“The Klamath River Bridge was recommended eligible for listing on the National Register
in 2004, but a new evaluation is pending completion of construction activities.”

“KRRC recommends that additional research is required to fully evaluate the cable
suspension Pedestrian Bridge 1, the Central Oregon and Pacific Railroad Bridge, and

Pedestrian Bridge 2”

“KRRC also does not recommend the Fall Creek Bridge as eligible because it was built in
1969 and does not meet the National Register significance criteria”

“The remaining five bridges are recommended as ineligible for listing on the National
Register because they do not yet meet the 50-year age threshold for eligibility”

“KRRC states that it would conduct further survey and research to evaluate the National
Register eligibility of these private property resources within the California part of the
ADI, specifically commercial, residential, and recreational properties in Hornbrook,
Yreka, and Montague (KRRC, 2021n)”

The DEIS states in several places that consultation and TCP reports are not yet complete,
and that project-related effects on TCPs within the APE And ADI have not been identified
or analyzed (3-464, 3-465, 3-469). The document further states that measures for
mitigating impacts to TCPs will be developed in consultation with the California and
Oregon SHPOs and participating tribes and that, “In its comments filed on August 19,
2021, Interior states that a Tribal perspective on resource effects should also be

addressed” (3-465).

N/A

The County endorses the Commission’s proposal to enter into a Programmatic Agreement (PA) with the California and Oregon
SHPOs, participating Tribes, and project proponents to ensure that all Section 106 requirements are met over the life of the project
if they can’t be met prior to project implementation under a traditional MOA (e.g. some activities must take place post-drawdown
and thus need ongoing planning and support) (Section 3.10.4.3, 4-69). However, the document only states “The terms of the
agreement would ensure that KRRC addresses and treats all historic properties identified within each project APE by implementing
a revised HPMP for the project” (4-69). Additional detail regarding enforcement, accountability and schedule should be included in
this discussion.

Results of this study are not included in the DEIS; it is unclear if this study is complete. Dates, status and results of this study should
be updated and incorporated into the narrative prior to finalizing the EIS.

The Commission should ensure that these work areas are included in the HPMP analysis and treatment recommendations.

All inconsistencies must be clearly resolved and documented in the updated EIS and HPMP prior to finalizing the EIS.

All inconsistencies must be clearly resolved and documented in the updated EIS and HPMP prior to finalizing the EIS.

This statement seems to imply that construction activities would change the eligibility status of the bridge. This statement should
clarify what construction activities are occurring and in what context (i.e. is it a separate project or is it part of the Proposed
Action?) and results of the evaluation in order to adequately address effects to the resource as part of the Proposed Action.
Modifications to an eligible property that make it no longer eligible are an adverse effect.

This research and evaluation should be completed prior to finalizing the EIS and results included in the EIS and HPMP.

A bridge constructed in 1969 is over 50 years old; the age is therefore not a reason to consider a property ineligible. This comment
should be clarified.

There should be a statement regarding whether they will meet the threshold during project implementation and if so, include in
the HPMP how and when they plan to evaluate them.

There is no indication when this will happen or how KRRC will be held accountable for ensuring this occurs. The studies need to be
conducted prior to finalizing the EIS and the results included in the EIS and HPMP.

More detail needs to be included regarding when and how these results will be documented and incorporated into the final
decision and management documents.

This section is basically a placeholder for the results of the TCP studies and tribal consultation and is currently insufficient. Dates,
status and results of these studies/consultations should be updated and incorporated into the narrative prior to finalizing the EIS.



While beneficial to these aspects of tribal cultural heritage, there may also be specific TCPs with physical or archaeological

The Commission states in their Proposed Actions with Staff Modifications that the manifestations (e.g. campsites, burials, etc.) that may be adversely affected (pending identification of TCPs in studies). For example,

project would have a “Permanent, significant, beneficial effect” on Traditional Cultural  many tribal and community members have expressed concern over the potential impacts to known historic-era Native American
Cultural Resources Table 4-1, 4-24 . . . " . . - i . .

Properties due to restoring the river for salmon runs, traditional foods, Tribal cultural burials near on of the Copco facilities. Thoughtful and specific treatments for such resources must be considered and incorporated

practices and fluvial landscapes. into the HPMP and EIS. The EIS should account for those effects in their final findings for the proposed action (e.g. add possible

short-term, significant adverse effects in addition to long-term beneficial effects).

Under “Commission Staff Recommendations” the document states that tribes generally
Cultural Resources Section 4.2; page 4-28 are in favor of the project some tribes have expressed concerns regarding sediment

passage and exposure of significant cultural resources.

The DEIS states that measures are “pending completion of the Phase Il studies, National As noted for the other outstanding assessments, the studies need to be conducted prior to finalizing the EIS and the results

Even though tribes support the project overall, these concerns should be captured and detailed in the Traditional Cultural
Resources and Tribal Trust discussions, not just mentioned in passing here.

Cultural Resources Page 3-463

Register evaluations, and determination of effects.” included in the EIS and HPMP.
“KRRC proposes to prepare Historic American Building Survey/Historic American Typically, HABS/HAER is not considered sufficient mitigation for demolition of a historic structure. This is the bare minimum. The
Cultural Resources Page 3-464 Engineering Record/Historic American Landscapes Survey documentation to mitigate the DEIS states that KRRC also proposes a marketing plan and an interpretive plan as mitigation. These should be robust documents to
= adverse effects of the proposed decommissioning on historic hydroelectric structures account for the complete removal of eligible historic properties. Additional mitigation measures should be considered (e.g. historic
that are eligible or listed on the National Register” context statements, digital story maps, education modules, etc.).
In regard to the privately held structures in the ADI, the document states, “as private Mitigation measures must be included in the EIS if they cannot be included in the HPMP due to jurisdiction issues. A consideration
Cultural Resources Page 3-464 properties, KRRC does not have control over these resources. Should it be determined  for the County regarding the mitigation measures is what is the County’s stake/influence on eligibility determinations for private
5 that the proposed project would adversely affect any of these resources, KRRC would property? Would the County enforce them and how? Are there already measures in place at the local level (e.g. preservation
propose appropriate mitigation measures” ordinances) that would be appropriate?
What KRRC is proposing will result in 557 to 2,457 endangered suckers in Boyle reservoir and 557 to 3,450 endangered suckers in
Copco No. 1 reservoir being left to perish in the dam removal process. That is a huge loss to the population and, coupled with the
eriodic die-offs that occur in Upper Klamath Lake, eliminates a potential recovery population downstream that could support
The KRRC has offered to capture 300 listed suckers prior to drawdown in each of the J.C. . . . Pp ) . . y.p " . pP
. . . sustaining a population already in peril. For example, Dowling, et al. 2016, determined that the tetraploid genome that exists
. Boyle and Copco No. 1 reservoirs and transporting them upstream. According to KRRC ) . . .
Aquatic Resources Page 2-16 . . . . between Klamath small-scale, shortnose, and Lost River suckers may allow for retention of unaltered copies of important, co-
estimates, this equates to 11 to 35 percent of the listed suckers in J.C. Boyle and 8 to 22 o . . . .
. evolved gene complexes and facilitate existence of both of the syngameon (genetic material moving among each of the three
percent of the Copco No. 1 listed suckers. . . . Lo . . . .
species at various times in history) and its constituent species. Reciprocal transfer of the LUX haplotypes to shortnose and small-
scale suckers is more frequent than with Lost River suckers but it is still uncommon (4 to 14.8 percent). This argues against
eliminating future potential genetic material from the population.
. . There are no plans to anchor these wood structures. This would most likely result in short-term measures that could end up
. KRCC proposes large wood placement to promote habitat complexity in either the . . . o . . . .
Aquatic Resources Page 2-22 . . . creating log jams that are dangerous for water recreation and will likely end up in the estuary where it provides no benefit to the
tributary channels or the tributary floodplains. . ) .
upriver fish populations.
As noted in this section, water quality and aquatic habitat in the Klamath River would continue to be affected by the flow
requirements of Reclamation's Klamath Irrigation Project. Since long-term water quality and compliance with TMDLs is uncertain,
Aquatic Resources Page 2-66 Klamath River Flow Requirements g 8 ! & q H P

how can removing the dams be a reasonable action? Without substantial improvements in water quality and aquatic habitat, what
is the purpose, then, of dam removal?

Despite efforts expressed to shorten the period of high sediment load in the Klamath during and following drawdown channel
aggradation will likely remain an issue for a very long time. Especially considering climate change and how it is changing flow
Water Quality Page 3-12 Water Quality Monitoring and Management Plan dynamics in many streams located in semi-arid to arid climates like the Klamath (Moyle, et al. 2017). An adaptative management
plan should be written with appropriate mitigation measures to offset the possible impacts of channel aggradation to aquatic
resources and water quality in the Klamath.

The impounded sediment analysis is based off of old data collected in 2004 - 2005 and 2009 - 2010. These timeframes do not
Water Quality Monitoring and . . . . L . account for sediment transport and impoundment from the major fires that occurred in northern California and southern Oregon
Appendix B, California Water Quality Monitoring Plan, Section 2.4 . . . L . . .
Management Plan, Exhibit O ppendix ! ! Qeallty ttoring ! since 2010, including but not limited to: 2014 (Boles Fire and Happy Camp Complex Fire), 2017 (Salmon August Complex Fires and

Eclipse Complex Fires), 2018 (Klamathon Fire and Natchez Fire), and 2021 (River Complex 2021 Fires).

Water Quality
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Unlike in other sections of the Water Quality Monitoring and Management Plan, Section 5 (which addresses sediment loading) does
not include a section for adaptative management. It is recommended that an adaptive management plan for sediment deposition
and transport resulting from the proposed project be completed prior to the final EIS. As the proposed project is relying on natural,
free flowing hydrology to flush sediments to the Pacific Ocean, and it does not take into consideration increased drought and the
effects of climate change on the hydrology, it is necessary to establish an adaptive management plan that addresses removal of
long-term excess sediment within the Klamath River that results from project implementation.

The analysis of the volume of sediment deposited in Copco No. 1 reservoir and Iron Gate reservoir is reliant on old data ("... high
resolution bathymetric surveys conducted in 2002 and 2018). This data does not include sediment deposition and loading from
increased wildfire activity between 2018 - 2021. With major fires occurring in both southern Oregon and northern California from
2018 - 2021 (such as: Bootleg Fire and River Complex Fires in 2021, Brattain Fire and Slater/Devil Fires in 2020, Lime Fire 2019, and
Miles Fire and Klamathon Fire in 2018), increases in the reservoir sediment loading would be anticipated. It is recommended that
new bathymetric surveys be conducted prior to the dam removal so that the appropriate exhibits to the EIS be updated with the
latest quantifications, as well as a sediment transport adaptive management plan be written.

The method to quantify sediment exportation is flawed, as the measurements are proposed to be taken after drawdown is
complete. During drawdown sediments will be transported outside of each reservoirs' footprint, downstream into the Klamath
River and other tributaries; therefore, the quantity of sediment within the reservoirs' footprints will be diminished and an accurate
accounting of sediment transport from the project's implementation will not be possible. It is recommended that sediment
quantification occurs prior to drawn down activities in order to accurately account for the amount of sediment that will be released
into the Klamath river as a result of project implementation.

As stated in the comments for Sections 5.1 and 5.2, the quantification of sediments in the reservoirs is outdated. Therefore the
methodology for quantifying the sediment transport and deposition between Iron Gate and Cottonwood Creek as a result of the
project is flawed, by not accounting for the potential increased sediment loading in the reservoirs due to the wildfire activity in
southern Oregon and northern California between 2018 - 2021. It is recommended that new bathymetric surveys be conducted
prior to the drawdown to accurately account for the sediment transport that will occur from project implementation.

As stated in this section (which draws from the CA State Water Board EIR), KRRC proposes to work with willing landowners to
implement a plan to address the significant flood risk following dam removal for the 36 habitable st