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ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION & WASTE MANAGEMENT 
P.O. BOX 365 • LAPWAI, IDAHO 83540-0365 • (208) 843-7375 / FAX: 843-7378 

April 19, 1996 

Mr. Robert K. Stewart 
CRCIA Project Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 550 HO-12 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Dear Mr. Stewart: 

Since 1855, reserved treaty rights of the Nez Perce Tribe in the Mid-Columbia have been 
recognized and affirmed through a series of Federal and State actions. These actions 
protect Nez Perce rights to utilize their usual and accustomed resources and resource 
areas in the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River and elsewhere. Accordingly, the Nez 
Perce Tribe Department of Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Program 
(ER WM) responds to actions that impact the Hanford ecosystem. 

The Nez Perce Tribe considers the protection of the Columbia River and the Hanford 
ecosystem to be of the utmost priority. The Tribe is especially concerned about Hanford 
work activities that may impact or destroy undisturbed sagebrush steppe and riparian 
habitat along the Columbia River. 

Enclosed are comments provided by the Nez Perce Tribe Department of Environmental · 
Restoration and Waste Management on the "Species for the Screening Assessment: 
Columbia River Comprehensive Impact Assessment", DOE/RL-96-16-b, Revision 0, UC-
630, Draft. 

Sincerely, 5? 
~-~« Q, < 

Donna L. Powaukee 
Manager ERWM Department 

cc: Greg deBruler; Columbia River United 
Stuart Harris; CTUIR 
David Holland; Ecology 
Ralph Patt / Rose Bennett; Oregon DOE 
Tom Woods I Leno Niccoli; YIN 



Review Comments on Technical Reports for the 
Columbia River Comprehens i ve Impact Assessment 

Name: Nez Perce ERWM 

Report Title: Species for the Screening Assessment 
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Instructions : This electronic form is to facilitate compilation, 
responding to , and incorporation of your comments. The form was created using 
the table editor feature (alt-F7 on Word Perfect 5.1 fo r DOS or select ''table" 
from the menu on Macintosh and Windows software). To write a comment, place 
the cursor first in the "page, paragraph" column and identify where in the 
text of the report the comment applies . If the comment is a general comment 
concerning the entire document , write "general" in the page/paragraph column. 

Then place the cursor in the "comment" column to write your comments. The 
c ell will expand as you write. Use a new cell for each separate comment . 
Ruws may be added as 11~c~ssary by going inlo the table editor feature of yo~r 
software and selecting "insert . " 

Page, Paragraph 

vi, 1st 

general 

1 . 2 

1 • 3 

2 . 1 4th par. 

Comment 

remove word controversial, Just say CRCIA 
team formed in 19951 to advise 

somewhere in the Introduction or near the 
front we need to let the reader know that 
even though the Tier II list has been 
narrowed down to 43 species that we do not 
have data to evaluate direct effects for the 
majority of these species 

This figure was given to the CRCIA Team in 
December and called a " Conceptual Model of 
Biomass Movement". It is not a riparian food 
web . We would suggest deleting this figure 
and/or replacing it with a food web that is 
agreed on by all the CRCIA Team. 

This aquatic food web is incomplete and in 
some cases misleadiag not to say [.;Omewhat 
confusing for the lay reader . Harriers do not 
eat ducks and the larger shorebirds as 
depicted. Harriers eat small passerine birds, 
small mammals and insects. Other large 
raptors other than just bald eagles should be 
represented. Bats eating aquatic insects such 
as caddisfly adults is not shown. Bats are 
mentioned on page 2.1. These are just a few 
examples of changes that need to be made. A 
new food web should be generated and approved 
by CRCIA Team 

The sentence on major predators should 
mention coyotes and raptors 

Resolut i o ns 
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Page v Suggest getting rid of the milestone 
language, this page needs a rewrite to make 
it more understandable 

Page 3. 4, 2nd Suggest deleting sentence about the 88th 
par percentile, more confusing than helpful 

Page 3. 4, Sect more explanation needed about why species 
3.2 within the same foraging guild with the 

largest body weights were chosen 
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