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Project Costs – Cost Cap 


 
 The most probable1estimate of the cost of full dam removal, and associated mitigation actions, is $291.6 


million (in 2020 dollars since this is when the dams would be removed).  This is significantly less than the 
$450 million state cost cap identified in the KHSA.   
 


 If some structures are left in place, but still allow a free-flowing river at all four dam sites, the most 
probable2 estimate for dam removal and associated mitigations is $247 million (in 2020 dollars).  
Examples of structures that could be left in place include powerhouses and selected abutment structures. 


 
Regional Economics and Jobs 


 
 Dam removal and ecosystem restoration would create a number of jobs.  Jobs are defined as full time, part 


time, and temporary employment. 
 
 The one-year dam removal project is estimated to result in 1,400 jobs during the year of 


construction.  
 


 Implementation of restoration programs of the KBRA is estimated to result in 4,600 jobs over its 
15 years of implementation.  


 
 Commercial fishing jobs were estimated in five Management Zones.   


 11 average annual jobs in the KMZ-OR Management Area 
 19 average annual jobs in the KMZ-CA Management Area 
 69 average annual jobs in the Fort Bragg Management Area 
 136 average annual jobs in the Central Oregon Management Area 
 218 average annual jobs in the San Francisco Management Area 


 


 Employment stemming from increased gross farm income during the modeled drought years is 
estimated to range from 70 to 695 average annual jobs. 


 


 Some jobs would also be lost:  
 49  average annual jobs related to operations and maintenance of the PacifiCorps facilities are 


estimated to be lost 
 Four average annual jobs related to reservoir recreation and 14 average annual jobs related to 


white-water rafting are estimated to be lost.   
 


 Dam removal would affect property values in varying ways over the short and long-term.  The overall 
effect of these changes is difficult to forecast.  Upstream of Iron Gate Dam, the Real Estate Evaluation 
report identified 668 parcels near Copco and Iron Gate Dam which either had reservoir frontage, access or 
views of reservoirs.  Of these 668 parcels, 127 include single family homes.  Land that currently has 
reservoir views could decline in value due to the loss of reservoir access and view. Land values of parcels 
downstream of Iron Gate Dam with river views and river access could increase because of restoration of 


                                                            
1 Project managers performed several estimates ‐ including low, most probable and high estimates ‐ based on a number of factors.  It is 


common practice at this stage of project development to identify and assess all features of the project, contingencies, risks, and associated 


impacts to the project and to portray these potential impacts as a range of costs.  The low estimate is about $238M and the high estimate is 


about $493M. 


 
2 The low estimate is about $194M and the high estimate is about $430M. 
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the river, including improved water quality and more robust anadromous fish runs. Estimating the overall 
net magnitude of the combined effects to all properties potentially affected is particularly difficult given 
the numerous factors affecting local real estate markets.    
 


Water Quality and Sediment  


 With dam removal, important Klamath River water-quality goals, such as elimination of the reservoir’s 
toxic algal blooms and restoration of a more natural thermal regime in the river, would be achieved 
immediately.  Other water quality improvement goals, such as nutrient reductions, would be accelerated 
but could still require decades to achieve. Without dam removal or restoration actions as proposed in 
KBRA, continued progress will be made towards meeting these water quality goals, but they are less 
likely to be met during the 50-year period of analysis for the study.  
 


 Dam removal could mobilize between one-third and two-thirds of the 13.1 million cubic yards of sediment 
currently stored within the reservoirs and transport it downstream to the Pacific Ocean.  The majority of 
material behind the dams is fine grained and would not be deposited in the river channel or estuary.  Chemical 
testing of reservoir bottom sediments indicate human health is not at risk due to contact with the sediment.   
 


 Sediment transport modeling indicates that high concentrations of suspended sediments would occur 
immediately downstream of Iron Gate Dam for two-to-three months following reservoir drawdown under 
the proposed action. Sediment concentrations could result in lethal and sub lethal effects on some of  the 
coho salmon smolts and steelhead in the river. However, coho salmon, steelhead, and other fish 
populations would quickly return to 2012 population numbers, and increase in abundance and viability 
after dam removal.  The plan for  reservoir drawdown in a winter of a single year (2020) was designed to 
minimize negative effects on sensitive fish species, particularly federally listed coho salmon. 


 


Cultural Impacts  


 All of the native people residing in the Klamath River environment have spiritual beliefs and 
traditional practices that are inseparable from the River and surrounding homeland environments.  
Dam removal and implementation of the KBRA would help address tribal trust and social issues 
identified by the Klamath River Basin Tribes as detrimental to their traditional way of life. Dam 
removal would have beneficial effects on water quality, fisheries, terrestrial resources, and traditional 
cultural practices. Dam removal would enhance the ability of Indian tribes in the Klamath River 
Basin to conduct traditional ceremonies and other traditional practices.   
 


 Dam removal and reservoir drawdown could affect Native American cultural resources sites reported 
to be currently submerged beneath the reservoirs.  Human remains may be associated with these sites. 
Plans to identify cultural resources and to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to those resources 
would be developed in consultations with the appropriate State Historic Preservation Office, tribes, 
and other Native American organizations.  The removal of the dams and associated facilities, all part 
of the Klamath Hydroelectric Project, would result in effects to those historic properties. Plans to 
avoid, minimize, or mitigate effects to historic era properties would be developed in consultation with 
the appropriate State Historic Preservation Office and other historic preservation entities.   


 


Flows and Flooding  


 The differences in monthly average flows between dams remaining in place and dam removal alternatives 
are relatively small; however, without the dams, pulse flows and other seasonal fluctuations would occur 
more often.  The absolute minimum flow target under the KBRA at the location of Iron Gate Dam will be 
approximately 800 cfs. In most months and years, however, the flow targets will be much greater. When 
the flow drops below the minimum value, additional water is released from Upper Klamath Lake and 
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Keno Reservoirs. There may be extreme drought years where the flow drops slightly below this value, but 
hydrologic simulations using the last 50 years of data indicate that the flow would never drop below 700 
cfs at the location of Iron Gate Dam after dam removal. As a comparison, the flows in 1992 were about 
400 cfs in July and August because there was very little water released from Upper Klamath Lake during 
this period. Current regulatory requirements and the KBRA will ensure the flow will be higher than this in 
the future because these regulations and agreements ensure that adequate water will be released from 
Upper Klamath Lake to the Klamath River.  
 


 Flooding risks related to reservoir drawdown and dam removal will be minimized or mitigated and these 
measures are described in the Detailed Plan for Dam Removal, published at KlamathRestoration.gov. 


 
 Short-term risks during dam removal will be reduced to acceptable levels by (1) limiting the drawdown 


rate so that reservoir side slopes and earthen embankments do not fail or slump and (2) creating a water 
bypass with sufficient capacity so that Iron Gate and JC Boyle dams can be removed during the summer 
months when the probability of high flows is very low. 
 


 Long-term flood risks would occur due to changes in the 100-year floodplain downstream of Iron Gate 
following dam removal as well as changes to the operation of the flood warning system. Analysis 
conducted for this study estimates that less than six additional residences would be located in the modeled 
100-year floodplain following dam removal; however, further field investigation is required to determine 
the actual risk for structures downstream of Iron Gate Dam. Proposed mitigation measures reduce effects 
to properties from changes in the 100-year floodplain. For example, the Dam Removal Entity would work 
with willing landowners to reduce or eliminate flood risk so that habitable structures meet established 
permitting requirements before and after dam removal.    


 


  ###   


 


Science studies and technical reports, as well as the Draft EIS/EIR, is available online at: KlamathRestoration.gov 
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Studies Show Removing Klamath Dams Could Add Thousands of Jobs and Boost Dwindling Salmon Runs 
Draft Environmental Analysis also Released, Public Comment Period Opens 


 
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE                                                       Contacts:  Adam Fetcher (DOI) 202-208-


6416 
Thursday, Sept. 21, 2011                                                                       xxxxx xxxx (California) (916) 654-9937 
                                                                                                 
 
WASHINGTON, DC – Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar announced today that the federal government 
has completed numerous peer reviewed scientific and technical studies providing new and detailed 
information about the environmental and economic impacts of removing four Klamath River hydroelectric 
dams – fulfilling a major condition of the Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement (KHSA), which was 
negotiated among state, local, tribal and water provider leaders and announced in February 2010.  
 
The studies reveal that, over the next few decades, dam removal and the implementation of a related 
watershed-wide restoration program could add more than 6,5000 full time, part time and temporary500 jobs 
to the regional economy, significantly increase salmon harvests in the river and ocean, eliminate the toxic 
algal blooms in reservoirs, and restore more normal water temperatures in the river, which is important for 
salmon. A federal study also shows that the most probable costs of removing the four dams fall well under 
the $450 million state cost-cap, negotiated in the KHSA.  
 
The studies show other impacts as well. Dam removal would result in the losses of hydroelectric power 
generation and recreational opportunities that are supported by the Klamath River reservoirs. Dam removal 
could also result in some small increases in long-term flood risks as well as a short-term impact on juvenile 
fish populations from the release of the sediment built up behind the dams. The studies also describe how 
these risks could be mitigated.   
 
The Department, in association with the California Department of Fish and Game, also released an 
environmental analysis known as a Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
(Draft EIS/EIR). According to the terms of the KHSA, Secretary Salazar will make a final decision on dam 
removal based on a complete review of the scientific and technical data as well as the information in an 
environmental analysis, which includes input from the public. 
  
“The reports issued today represent the most complete body of information to date on the science involved in 
Klamath River dam removal and the project’s potential for job creation,” said Secretary Salazar. “The 
science and analysis is vital to sound-decision making, but I also look forward to hearing from the people of 
the Klamath Basin who have endured a decade-long cycle of irrigation shortages, fishing closures, poor 
water quality, fish disease, and a large fish die-off in 2002. Their input and perspectives will help shape the 
path we take toward strengthening the health and prosperity of all that depend on the Klamath for their way 
of life..” 
 
“These agreements are an essential step toward restoring the health of the Klamath Basin,” said California 
Secretary for Natural Resources John Laird. “Their effects on Klamath communities and biological and other 
resources have been carefully studied. Only with such close scientific scrutiny can we make the most 
informed decisions. This is a testament to the strong collaborative effort that continues to take place.” 
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The Draft EIS/EIR identifies the effects of the proposed action – dam removal and implementation of 
Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement (KBRA) – as well as several other alternatives, including several 
options for leaving two-or-more dams in place. The KBRA is watershed-wide program to restore fisheries, 
improve water quality and provide water supply certainty to communities and water users in the Basin.  
 
The Draft EIS/EIR has been prepared by the Department of the Interior, through the Bureau of Reclamation, 
and the California Department of Fish and Game. The 60-day public comment process for the Draft EIS/EIR 
is open from Sept. 22–Nov. 21, 2011.   
 
Visit http://www.KlamathRestoration.gov to view the Draft EIS/EIR, and obtain a schedule for public 
hearings as well as instructions for submitting written comments. Hard copies of the Draft EIS/EIR are 
available for viewing at various public libraries and at federal and state natural resource agency offices in 
and near the Klamath Basin.   
 
The Final EIS/EIR will include an addendum of all public comments received when it is published.  A final 
decision by the Secretary is expected in March 2012. If the Secretary opts to remove the dams, the 
Governors of Oregon and California will have 60-days to concur.    
 
Underscoring the Obama Administration’s commitment to openness and scientific integrity, the Department 
will summarize the technical reports that have been prepared for the Secretarial Determination process of 
removal of Klamath-area dams dam removal and publish it later this fall into a single “overview report.” 
This report will be available for public review and will then receive an additional peer review by an 
independent panel of experts. An additional economic survey that is currently being conducted will also be 
included in the summary report.   
 


 Attachment: Summary of the major findings and a schedule for public hearings  
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Summary of Key Conclusions 
Draft EIS/EIR and Related Scientific/Technical Reports 


 
September Sept. 21, 2011 


 
 
 
Fish and Fisheries and Recreation  
 


 Chinook salmon: Removal of the dams, combined with restoration of aquatic habitats as anticipated in the 
KBRA, is expected to increase the annual production of adult Chinook salmon by an average of 83 
percent.  The Chinook salmon ocean commercial and sport harvests is also forecasted to increase by an 
average of 50 percent, while the in-river tribal harvest would increase by an average of 59 percent and the 
in-river recreational fishery would increase by an average of 9 percent. 
 


 Steelhead/Redband redband Rainbow rainbow trout: Steelhead trout would also be able to migrate to 
historical habitat. Distribution in the watershed is expected to expand to a greater degree than that of any 
other anadromous salmonid species under dam removal. Access to approximately 420 miles of historical 
habitat is estimated to again be available for steelhead upstream of the lowest dam. Steelhead are the most 
prized game fish in the Klamath River; providing recreational fishing opportunities would expand well 
into the Upper Basin in Oregon. Dam removal would also expand the total distribution of trophy redband 
rainbow trout in the fishery throughout the current hydroelectric reach – including areas into Northern 
California – and would provide a more natural flow and temperature regime for trout and reintroduced 
salmon and steelhead.   
 


 Coho salmon: Coho salmon from the Upper Klamath River population would be expected to reclaim 68 
miles of habitat, including approximately 45 miles in the mainstem Klamath River and tributaries as well 
as an additional 23 miles currently inundated by the reservoirs.  Increased access to historical habitat, 
combined with the restoration actions of KBRA, are expected to advance the recovery of federally listed 
coho salmon. 
 


 Salmon disease: Dam removal would likely alleviate many of the conditions conducive to disease 
outbreaks that currently occur downstream of Iron Gate Dam. 
 


 Reservoir recreation: The non-native bass and yellow perch fishery, as well as recreational flat-water 
boating in the Klamath River reservoirs, would no longer exist under the proposed action.  There would 
be a loss of flat-water fishing and boating opportunities on the reservoirs, and there would be fewer 
whitewater opportunities in the Hell’s Corner reach of the Klamath River, especially in the summer 
months.  There would be little or no impact to whitewater rafting downstream of Iron Gate Dam, which 
would benefit from improved water quality if the four dams were removed.  


 
 Refuge recreation: Under the proposed action, Klamath Basin National Wildlife Refuges would receive 


additional water.  This water supply could improve hunting and wildlife viewing, which could attract 
more visitors to the refuges along the Oregon-California border.  There would be an estimated additional 
193,830 fall waterfowl and 3,634 hunting trips per year over the 50-year period of analysis used in the 
study.  
 


Project Costs – Cost Cap 
 


 The most probable estimate of the cost of full dam removal, and associated mitigation actions, is $291.6 
million (in 2020 dollars since this is when the dams would be removed).  This is significantly less than the 
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$450 million state cost cap identified in the KHSA.  However, due to the uncertainty related to this action, 
a range of possible costs has been forecast between $238 million and $493.1 million. 
 


 If some structures are left in place, but still allow a free-flowing river at all four dam sites, the most 
probable estimate for dam removal and associated mitigations is $247 million (in 2020 dollars), with a 
forecast range between $191 million and $430 million.  Examples of structures that could be left in place 
include powerhouses and selected abutment structures. 


 
Regional Economics and Jobs 


 
 Dam removal and ecosystem restoration would create a number of jobs.  Jobs are defined as full time, part 


time, and temporary employment. 
 


o The one-year dam removal project is estimated to result in 1,400 jobs during the year of 
construction.  
 


o Implementation of restoration programs of the KBRA is estimated to result in 
4,600xxxx600xxxxxxxx jobs over its 15 years of implementation.  


 
o Commercial fishing jobs were estimated in five Management Zones.  Estimated jobs stemming 


from improved fishing conditions range from 11 average annual jobs in the KMZ-OR 
Management Area to 218 average annual jobs in the San Francisco Management Area. 
 11 average annual jobs in the KMZ-OR Management Area 
 19 average annual jobs in the KMZ-CA Management Area 
 69 average annual jobs in the Fort Bragg Management Area 
 136 average annual jobs in the Central Oregon Management Area 
 218 average annual jobs in the San Francisco Management Area 


 
 


o Employment stemming from increased gross farm income during the modeled drought years is 
estimated to range from 70 to 695 average annual jobs. 


 
 Some jobs would also be lost:  


o 49An annual average of 49  4949  average annual jobs related to operations and maintenance of 
the PacifiCorps facilities are estimated to be lost. 


o Four average annual jobs related to reservoir recreation and 14 average annual jobs related to 
white-water rafting are estimated to be lost.   


 
 Dam removal would affect property values in varying ways over the short and long-term.  The overall 


effect of these changes is difficult to forecast.  Upstream of Iron Gate Dam, the Real Estate Evaluation 
report identified 668 parcels near Copco and Iron Gate Dam which either had reservoir frontage, access or 
views of reservoirs.  Of these 668 parcels, 127 include single family homes.  Land that currently has 
reservoir views could decline in value due to the loss of reservoir access and view. Land values of parcels 
downstream of Iron Gate Dam with river views and river access could increase because of restoration of 
the river, including improved water quality and more robust anadromous fish runs. Estimating the overall 
net magnitude of the combined effects to all properties potentially affected is particularly difficult given 
the numerous factors affecting local real estate markets.    
 


Water Quality and Sediment  
 


 With dam removal, important Klamath River water-quality goals, such as elimination of the reservoir’s 
toxic algal algae blooms and restoration of a more natural thermal regime in the river, would be achieved 
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immediately.  Other water quality improvement goals, such as nutrient reductions, would be accelerated 
but could still require decades to achieve. Without dam removal or restoration actions as proposed in 
KBRA, continued progress will be made towards meeting these water quality goals, but they are less 
likely to be met during the 50-year period of analysis for the study.  
 


 Dam removal could mobilize between one-third and two-thirds of the 13.1 million cubic yards of sediment 
currently stored within the reservoirs and transport it downstream to the Pacific Ocean.  The majority of 
material behind the dams is fine grained and would not be deposited in the river channel or estuary.  Chemical 
testing of reservoir bottom sediments indicate human health is not at risk due to contact with the sediment.   
 


 Sediment transport modeling indicates that high concentrations of suspended sediments would occur 
immediately downstream of Iron Gate Dam for from two-to-three months following reservoir drawdown 
under the proposed action. Sediment concentrations could result in lethal and sub lethal effects on some of  
theof the coho salmon smolts and steelhead in the river. However, coho salmon, steelhead, and other fish 
populations would quickly return to 2012 population numbers, and increase in abundance and viability 
after dam removal.  The plan for  reservoir drawdown in a winter of a single year (2020) was designed to 
minimize negative effects on sensitive fish species, particularly federally listed coho salmon. 


 
Flows and Flooding  
 


 The differences in monthly average flows between dams remaining in place and dam removal alternatives 
are relatively small; however, without the dams, pulse flows and other seasonal fluctuations would occur 
more often.  The absolute minimum flow target under the KBRA at the location of Iron Gate Dam will be 
approximately 800 cfs. In most months and years, however, the flow targets will be much greater. When 
the flow drops below the minimum value, additional water is released from Upper Klamath Lake and 
Keno Reservoirs. There may be extreme drought years where the flow drops slightly below this value, but 
hydrologic simulations using the last 50 years of data indicate that the flow would never drop below 700 
cfs at the location of Iron Gate Dam after dam removal. As a comparison, the flows in 1992 were about 
400 cfs in July and August because there was very little water released from Upper Klamath Lake during 
this period. Current regulatory requirements and the KBRA will ensure the flow will be higher than this in 
the future because these regulations and agreements ensure that adequate water will be released from 
Upper Klamath Lake to the Klamath River.  
 


 Flooding risks related to reservoir drawdown and dam removal will be minimized or mitigated and these 
measures are described in the Detailed Plan for Dam Removal, published at 
KlamathRestoration.gov.KlamathRestoration.gov. 


 
 Short-term risks during dam removal will be reduced to acceptable levels by (1) limiting the drawdown 


rate so that reservoir side slopes and earthen embankments do not fail or slump and (2) creating a water 
bypass with sufficient capacity so that Iron Gate and JC Boyle dams can be removed during the summer 
months when the probability of high flows is very low. 
 


 Long-term flood risks would occur due to changes in the 100-year floodplain downstream of Iron Gate 
following dam removal as well as changes to the operation of the flood warning system. Analysis 
conducted for this study estimates that less than six additional residences would be located in the modeled 
100-year floodplain following dam removal; however, further field investigation is required to determine 
the actual risk for structures downstream of Iron Gate Dam. Proposed mitigation measures reduce effects 
to properties from changes in the 100-year floodplain. For example, the Dam Removal Entity would work 
with willing landowners to reduce or eliminate flood risk so that habitable structures meet established 
permitting requirements before and after dam removal.    


 
Cultural Impacts  
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 All of the native people residing in the Klamath River environment have spiritual beliefs and traditional 


practices that are inseparable from the River river and surrounding homeland environments.  Dam 
removal and implementation of the KBRA would help address tribal trust and social issues identified by 
the Klamath River Basin Tribes as detrimental to their traditional way of life. Dam removal would have 
beneficial effects on water quality, fisheries, terrestrial resources, and traditional cultural practices. Dam 
removal would enhance the ability of Indian tribes in the Klamath River Basin to conduct traditional 
ceremonies and other traditional practices.   
 


 Dam removal and reservoir drawdown could affect Native American cultural resources sites reported to 
be currently submerged beneath the reservoirs.  Human remains may be associated with these sites. Plans 
to identify cultural resources and to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to those resources would be 
developed in consultations with the appropriate State Historic Preservation Office, tribes, and other 
Native American organizations.  The removal of the dams and associated facilities, all part of the Klamath 
Hydroelectric Project, would result in effects to those historic properties. Plans to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate effects to historic era properties would be developed in consultation with the appropriate State 
Historic Preservation Office and other historic preservation entities.   
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Press Release


Salazar Announces Release of Klamath Dam Removal Studies 


Draft Environmental Analysis also Released, 60-Day Public Comment Period Opens 


09/21/2011


Contact: Adam Fetcher (DOI) 202 208-6416
Kristin MacIntyre (California) 916 654-9937


Tim Raphael (Oregon) 503 689-6117


WASHINGTON, DC – Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar announced today that the federal government has completed numerous peer-reviewed scientific and 
technical studies providing new and detailed information about the environmental and economic impacts of removing four Klamath River hydroelectric dams –
fulfilling a major condition of the Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement (KHSA), which was negotiated among state, local, tribal and water provider leaders 
and announced in February 2010.


The analysis and studies describe pluses and minuses to potential dam removal on the Klamath River. They reveal that, over the next few decades, dam removal 
and the implementation of a related watershed-wide restoration program could significantly increase salmon harvests in the river and ocean, eliminate the toxic 
algae blooms in reservoirs, and restore more normal water temperatures in the river, which is important for salmon.


Dam removal could also result in some small increases in long-term flood risks as well as a short-term impact on juvenile fish populations from the release of the 
sediment built up behind the dams. The studies also describe how these risks could be mitigated. The studies estimate that dam removal would result in the loss of 
some recreational opportunities on the Klamath River reservoirs, and some decrease in property values for landowners nearby. Dam removal will not have any 
direct impact on water supplies in the basin as these facilities do not provide storage for irrigation uses.


While the dam removal would result in the loss of hydroelectric power generation, which will have to be made up from other sources, and the loss of around 50 jobs 
from managing those facilities, it would also create a substantial number of jobs – varying in nature, duration, and location – estimated at approximately 1,400 
during the short-term.


Over the full period of analysis, the Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement (KBRA) is estimated to support approximately 4,600 jobs. While many factors can impact 
employment estimates over a 50-year economic study period, an estimated 450 jobs would be supported on average annually from the dam removal and as 
improvements to water quality and the fisheries occur. A federal study also shows that the most probable cost of removing the four dams fall under the $450 million 
state cost-cap, negotiated in the KHSA.
The dams currently generate enough electricity to power roughly 70,000 homes, although if the dams are retained, the additional costs from construction of required 
fish passage facilities, which could be substantial, will likely be passed on to ratepayers. The KHSA also calls for the parties to pursue opportunities on development 
of replacement energy.


A summary of these studies is available here.


The Department of the Interior, in association with the California Department of Fish and Game, also released an environmental analysis known as a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIS/EIR). According to the terms of the KHSA, Secretary Salazar will make a final decision on 
dam removal based on a complete review of the scientific and technical data as well as the information in an environmental analysis, which includes input from the 
public.


“The reports issued today represent the most complete body of information to date on the science involved in Klamath River dam removal and the project’s potential 
for job creation,” said Secretary Salazar. “The science and analysis is vital to sound-decision making, but I also look forward to hearing from the people of the 
Klamath Basin who have endured a long cycle of irrigation shortages, fishing closures, poor water quality, fish disease and a large salmon die-off in 2002, and 
closure of the tribal fishery in Upper Klamath Lake for twenty-five years. Their input and perspectives will help shape the path we take toward strengthening the 
health and prosperity of all that depend on the Klamath for their way of life.”


“I am pleased to see the initial analysis shows there could be substantial economic as well as environmental benefit from the effort to restore the Klamath basin,” 
said Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber. “This is just one example of the tremendous opportunity we have to get Oregonians back to work across the state restoring 
the health of our watersheds, fisheries and forests and better position Oregon for long-term prosperity.”


“These agreements are an essential step toward restoring the health of the Klamath Basin,” said California Secretary for Natural Resources John Laird. “Their 
effects on Klamath communities and biological and other resources have been carefully studied. Only with such close scientific scrutiny can we make the most 
informed decisions. This is a testament to the strong collaborative effort that continues to take place."


The Draft EIS/EIR identifies the effects of the proposed action – dam removal and implementation of the KBRA – as well as several other alternatives, including 
options for leaving all dams in place as well as options for leaving two dams in place. The KBRA is watershed-wide program to restore fisheries, improve water 
quality and provide water supply certainty to communities and water users in the Basin.


The Draft EIS/EIR has been prepared by the Department of the Interior, through the Bureau of Reclamation, and the California Department of Fish and Game. The 
60-day public comment process for the Draft EIS/EIR is open Sept. 22–Nov. 21, 2011.


Visit www.KlamathRestoration.gov to view the Draft EIS/EIR and obtain a schedule for public hearings as well as instructions for submitting written comments. Hard 
copies of the Draft EIS/EIR are available for viewing at various public libraries and at federal and state natural resource agency offices in and near the Klamath 
Basin.


The Final EIS/EIR will include an addendum of all public comments received when it is published. A final decision by the Secretary is expected in March 2012. If the 
Secretary opts to remove the dams, the Governors of Oregon and California will have 60-days to concur.


Underscoring the Obama Administration’s commitment to openness and scientific integrity, the Department will summarize the technical reports that have been 
prepared for the Secretarial Determination process of removal of Klamath-area dams and publish it later this fall into a single “overview report.” This report will be 
available for public review and will then receive an additional peer review by an independent panel of experts. An additional economic survey that is being 
conducted will also be included in the summary report.


###
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Houser, Paul R


From: Schultz, Keith C
Sent: Saturday, September 17, 2011 7:00 PM
To: Houser, Paul R; Moore, Kevin L; Phillips, Jason R; Taylor, Darin E; Tyler, Torrey J; Wilkens, 


Alexander  X (Alex); Carlson, Rick A
Cc: Zeitzmann, Nellie
Subject: RE: Press Release Review


Dr. Houser 
  


There is a wide range of uncertainty in the potential impacts (beneficial and adverse) of dam removal, and in my 
opinion, the draft press release stresses the optimistic end of the beneficial range.  
   
Expert Panels were convened composing of independent fish experts to review, evaluate, and synthesize 
influential information regarding removing four Klamath River hydroelectric dams. The Expert Panels 
produced several reports, including a report on Chinook salmon (Klamath River Expert Panel Scientific 
Assessment of Two Dam Removal Alternatives on Chinook Salmon, dated June 13, 2011) and one on coho 
salmon (Klamath River Expert Panel, Scientific Assessment of Two Dam Removal Alternatives on Coho 
Salmon and Steelhead, dated April 25, 2011).  
  
I believe that the Expert Panel did an excellent job identifying uncertainty. However, many of the uncertainties 
raised by the Expert Panels are not included, or at least not articulated well in the draft press release. I note; 
however, that the Expert Panel reports were not well received by the majority of the local stakeholders. There is 
significant resistance by local stakeholders in identifying uncertainties that could result in less than optimal 
responses with dams out. 
  
Examples: 
  
Example 1) The draft press release states “Chinook salmon: Removal of the dams, combined with restoration of 
aquatic habitats as anticipated in the KBRA, is expected to increase the annual production of adult Chinook 
salmon by an average of 83 percent.“ 
  
This statement implies a level of precision/accuracy that is not present. The Expert Panel laid out their concerns 
on Chinook salmon well. “The Panel concludes that achieving substantial gains in Chinook salmon abundance 
and distribution in the Klamath Basin is contingent upon successfully resolving the following nine factors: 
  
1. Water Quality. The limitations on access to the upper basin because of water quality problems in Upper 
Klamath Lake (UKL) and Keno Reservoir (KR) are resolved. The water quality issues must be solved if the 
principle of minimizing ongoing intervention, as stated in the KBRA, is to be followed. Otherwise, the benefits 
of access to the upper basin habitat will not be fully realized. 
  
2. Disease. Changes in hydrology, sediment movement, and spawning distribution reduce disease incidence to 
levels that do not cause high mortality in out-migrating juveniles or pre-spawning adults. 
  
3. Colonization of the Upper Basin. Chinook salmon are able to migrate freely to the upper basin, adapt to new 
conditions, and successfully complete the upper basin portion of their life cycle. 
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4. Harvest and Escapement. Chinook salmon are sufficiently abundant after escaping the fisheries to colonize 
all habitats, including newly accessible habitat. 
  
5. Hatchery Versus Wild. Straying of hatchery Chinook salmon to spawning grounds does not overwhelm the 
evolution of new life histories that develop to capitalize on new habitat. 
  
6. Predation. Predation by redband trout and other predators is sufficiently low. 
  
7. Climate Change. The buffering effect of greater upper basin access is not overwhelmed by climate change, or 
by a climate regime shift wherein drought and continued high agricultural water demands are persistent 
features. 
  
8. Fall Flows. Any reduction in productivity of Chinook salmon associated with lower fall flows is sufficiently 
small compared to the magnitude of productivity gains. 
  
9. Dam Removal Impacts. Dam removal does not have a substantial multi-year adverse impact on mainstem 
Chinook salmon. 
  
…. Insofar as KBRA is open-ended and must be capable of evolving and coping with uncertainty, the Panel was 
concerned about a tenth factor that will bear on that evolution: 
  
10. Scientific Leadership. A governance structure for the overall program is established that includes a science 
program with a strong Lead Scientist. The science program, which must be integrated with the rehabilitation2 
program, should be tasked to implement modeling, monitoring, data management, analysis, assessment, and 
reporting. And, of course, the rehabilitation program will need to be funded adequately. The science program 
provides the feedback that is essential to adaptive management.” 
  
Example 2) The draft press release states that dam removal “would be expected to reclaim 68 miles of 
habitat…..” for coho salmon and “advance the recovery of federally listed coho salmon”  
  
While the draft press release is technically accurate, the Expert Panels phrased the likely result differently. They 
stated “The more likely small response will result from modest increases in habitat area usable by coho with 
dam removal, small changes in conditions in the mainstem, positive but unquantified changes in tributary 
habitats where most coho spawn and rear, and the potential risk for disease and low ocean survival to offset 
gains in production in the new habitat.” 
  
More specifically addressing uncertainty, the Expert Panel further stated “The questions posed to the Panel are 
not answerable in quantitative terms. The Panel was provided with qualitative information and asked to 
respond to questions requiring quantitative answers. The Panel identified six principal obstacles to drawing 
convincing conclusions between the two alternatives: (1) insufficient specificity of the KBRA; uncertainties 
about (2) fish passage through Keno Reservoir and Upper Klamath Lake, (3) hatchery effects, (4) disease, and 
(5) water demand responses to KBRA; and, (6) limited understanding about coho and steelhead abundances, 
migration patterns, and factors affecting survival at each life stage.” 
 


There are many more examples I could provide upon request. 
  


Keith Schultz 
  


From: Houser, Paul R 
Sent: Thursday, September 15, 2011 8:06 AM 
To: Moore, Kevin L; Phillips, Jason R; Schultz, Keith C; Taylor, Darin E; Tyler, Torrey J; Wilkens, Alexander X (Alex); 
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Carlson, Rick A 
Cc: Zeitzmann, Nellie 
Subject: Press Release Review 


Hello – I have been asked to look at the attached press release, and it raised some red flags with me.  I am hoping to get 
some perspective from you before returning my suggested edits.  I am concerned that this press release generally 
presents a biased view of the Klamath situation.  It tends to present only the positive, without the uncertainties or 
negatives.  For example:  


         climate changes are projected to play an important role in fish recovery, but climate is never mentioned in the 
draft. 


         The section on Chinook Salmon recovery projects an 83 percent recovery, but says nothing about the nine 
contingencies summarized in the June 13, 2011 report that could completely negate this projected 
recovery:  Upper Klamath Lake (UKL) and Keno Reservoir (KR) water quality issues, reduction in disease, enabling 
free migration to the upper basin, hatchery salmon do not overwhelm spawning grounds, predation is 
sufficiently low, climate change, small reductions in fall flows, and no long‐term dam removal impacts.  


         Press release states that “Coho salmon reclaim 68 miles of habitat”, but says nothing about the April 25, 2011 
statement “the difference between the Proposed Action and Current Conditions is expected to be small, 
especially in the short term (0‐10 years after dam removal). Larger (moderate) responses are possible under the 
Proposed Action if the KBRA is fully and effectively implemented and mortality caused by the pathogen C. shasta 
is reduced.”. 


  
Please let me know if you think there is a bias issue here or not. 
  
Best Regards, Paul 
  
Dr. Paul R. Houser, Science Advisor | Bureau of Reclamation 
P:202‐513‐0594 | F:410‐970‐6643 | phouser@usbr.gov 
  
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law, including the Freedom of Information Act. All rights are 
reserved and any dissemination, publication or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. Opinions, conclusions, and other information in this message are those of the author and may not reflect the views of the 
agency. Nothing contained herein shall constitute a contract or electronic signature under the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act, any version of the Uniform Electronic Transactions Act, or 
any other statute governing electronic transactions. The sender does not guarantee that the integrity of this communication has been maintained nor that this communication is free of viruses, interceptions or 
interference.  If this message has been received by you in error, you are instructed to delete this message from your machine and all storage media whether electronic or hard copy and immediately notify the 
sender. 
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Houser, Paul R


From: Houser, Paul R
Sent: Thursday, September 15, 2011 3:15 PM
To: Finkler, Kira L
Subject: FW: Press Release Review
Attachments: klamath press release 9 14 11 MPandWOEdits ver2.docx


Hi Kira –  
 
I just wanted to update you on a press release review I did for Nell.  She asked me to look at the attached press release, 
and it raised some red flags with me. I am concerned that this press release generally presents a biased view of the 
Klamath dam removal benefits.  It tends to present only the positive, without the uncertainties or negatives.  For 
example:  


 Climate changes are projected to play an important role in fish recovery, but climate is never mentioned in the 
draft press release. 


 The section on Chinook Salmon recovery projects an 83 percent recovery, but says nothing about the nine 
contingencies summarized in the June 13, 2011 report that could completely negate this projected 
recovery:  Upper Klamath Lake (UKL) and Keno Reservoir (KR) water quality issues, reduction in disease, enabling 
free migration to the upper basin, hatchery salmon do not overwhelm spawning grounds, predation is 
sufficiently low, climate change, small reductions in fall flows, and no long‐term dam removal impacts.  


 Press release states that “Coho salmon reclaim 68 miles of habitat”, but says nothing about the April 25, 2011 
statement “the difference between the Proposed Action and Current Conditions is expected to be small, 
especially in the short term (0‐10 years after dam removal). Larger (moderate) responses are possible under the 
Proposed Action if the KBRA is fully and effectively implemented and mortality caused by the pathogen C. shasta 
is reduced.”. 


 
I brought my concerns to Nell and Pete Lucero.  Pete agreed with my concern and suggested contacting the solicitors 
office, so Nell and I talked to Carter (nothing came of that).  In the end, Dan decided this was not a fight Reclamation 
should engage, and signed off on the press release with a few minor suggestions. 
  
Best Regards, Paul 
 
Dr. Paul R. Houser, Science Advisor | Bureau of Reclamation 
P:202‐513‐0594 | F:410‐970‐6643 | phouser@usbr.gov 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law, including the Freedom of Information Act. All rights are 
reserved and any dissemination, publication or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. Opinions, conclusions, and other information in this message are those of the author and may not reflect the views of the 
agency. Nothing contained herein shall constitute a contract or electronic signature under the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act, any version of the Uniform Electronic Transactions Act, or 
any other statute governing electronic transactions. The sender does not guarantee that the integrity of this communication has been maintained nor that this communication is free of viruses, interceptions or 
interference.  If this message has been received by you in error, you are instructed to delete this message from your machine and all storage media whether electronic or hard copy and immediately notify the 
sender. 
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Houser, Paul R


From: Karas, Christine D
Sent: Monday, September 19, 2011 2:14 PM
To: Schultz, Keith C; Houser, Paul R
Subject: Klamath Dam Removal


Hello Keith and Paul, 
 
I know you are both only peripherally involved in the dam removal process and therefore have not studied and may not 
even be aware of the rigor of the science used in the process.  For example, there are many documents being produced 
in support of the Secretarial Determination, including and Environmental Impact Assessment/Report under NEPA/CEQA, 
reviewed by several government legal staffs and third party law firm under contract, and by the professional scientists 
and engineers of the BOR, FWS, NMFS, USGS, Indian Tribes and others.  It will be releases to the public on September 
22. 
 
A Secretarial Determination Overview Report, which is a lay person’s synthesis of the new and highly relied upon science 
is scheduled to be released for public comment October 11.  Each of the individual studies have undergone independent 
peer review via a third party contractor, and in order to use studies already in the public domain, many of existing 
studies were submitted to expert review.  The Overview report itself meets the Office of Management and Budget’s 
definition of a Highly Influential Scientific Assessment, and is therefore required to be submitted to peer review in 
accordance with OMB’s guidelines. 
 
For areas where we felt there was insufficient empirical data, and we needed to rely on best professional judgment, we 
contracted for the expert panels.  There people has a very limited amount of time to become familiar with and analyze a 
extremely large body of scientific information.  They focused on where they felt, based on what they did know, that 
there may be gaps.  Their expressed concern for the implementation of the restoration program, not its effectiveness, 
illustrates this point.  When reading expert reports recall that they are opinions. 
 
All of these documents will be posted to Klamath Restoration.gov on or before September 22.   
 
The model in question was subject to Monte Carlo runs to identify the uncertainty and all of that was incorporated in 
the output.  All of the documents we have produced explicitly recognize that this restoration program is not intended to 
restore historic conditions or solve all natural resource problems in the basin.  Conclusions in the press release are 
supported by the data. 
 
As degreed government employees who may be called as expert witnesses, please carefully consider the depth of 
familiarity you have with the body of science surrounding Klamath dam removal before creating discoverable records of 
your personal opinions.  All government e‐mail is captured in a discoverable data base and the confidentiality notice you 
included is not valid on government correspondence.   
 
Christine D. Karas 
6600 Washburn Way 
Klamath Falls, OR 97603 
(O) 541.880.2555 
(C)  541.281.2582 
(F)  541.884.9053 
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Houser, Paul R


From: Houser, Paul R
Sent: Thursday, November 03, 2011 8:21 AM
To: david_hayes@ios.doi.gov
Cc: 'Klein, Elizabeth A'; dryan@fishwildlife.org; Finkler, Kira L
Subject: FW: NFWPCAS Agency Review Draft: November 28
Attachments: MT Memo to SC 10-24-11.doc; SC Talking Points for Agency Review.doc; 


agency_review_draft.pdf; RE: NFWPCAS Agency Review Draft


David,  


As Reclamation’s representative to the National Fish, Wildlife and Plants Climate Adaptation Strategy (NFWPCAS) 


steering committee, I have initiated a Reclamation review of the NFWPCAS draft strategy (see below).  Devon Ryan 


(Climate Change Assistant, Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies) has asked me to copy this communication to you, 


just in case there is additional coordination needed at the Department level, or with your role as the Department’s 


representative to the CEQ Climate Change Adaptation Task Force. 


Best Regards, Paul 
 
Dr. Paul R. Houser, Science Advisor | Bureau of Reclamation 
P:202‐513‐0594 | F:410‐970‐6643 | phouser@usbr.gov 
 


From: Houser, Paul R  
Sent: Thursday, November 03, 2011 8:13 AM 
To: Gabaldon, Michael R; Gonzales-Schreiner, Roseann C; Brown, Curtis A; Murillo, David G; Finkler, Kira L; Payne, 
Grayford F 
Subject: NFWPCAS Agency Review Draft: November 28 
 


November 3, 2011 


Request for Bureau of Reclamation review and comments of the draft NFWPCAS Strategy 


Dear Mike, Curt, Rosanne, David, Kira, and Gray, 


The National Fish, Wildlife and Plants Climate Adaptation Strategy (NFWPCAS) management team has requested agency 


reviews of their draft strategy.  I have been asked to coordinate Reclamation’s response, and I will also coordinate with 


the Department as needed.  Please provide me with your comments by November 28, 2011, and I will consolidate a 


single set of comments for the November 30, 2011 review deadline.  The current schedule calls for release of a public 


review draft of the Strategy in January 2012. The draft strategy, some additional talking points and review details are 


attached.  Please distribute further as needed, but do not circulate the draft Strategy outside the agency.         


The draft Strategy was developed by a team of more than 100 US federal, state and tribal scientists and managers, and 


seeks to provide a nation‐wide, unified approach—reflecting shared principles and science‐based practices—to 


safeguard the nation’s biodiversity, ecosystem functions and sustainable human uses of fish, wildlife and plants in a 


changing climate. Background about the draft Strategy is available at www.wildlifeadaptationstrategy.gov. 


As you review the draft Strategy, please keep the following points in mind: 
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• A professional editor/science writer and designer has been retained to develop an executive summary of the Strategy 


before it is released for public review. 


• Only review and comment are currently sought, not formal agency clearance. Your review and comments do not indicate 


approval, nor do they commit Reclamation to any action. 


• Substantive comments about content will be most useful, especially comments that identify errors of fact, omissions or 


misinterpretations. Substantive comments that also provide suggested alternative wording and/or references if necessary 


will also be useful. 


• Please highlight fatal flaws that you think must be addressed before the Strategy is released for public review. 


• Please encourage staff of your agency with expertise in areas other than fish, wildlife and plants (such as transportation, 


energy, agriculture, urbanization, infrastructure, and water resources) to review and provide comments, especially on 


Chapter 4. 


 
Best Regards, Paul 
 
Dr. Paul R. Houser, Science Advisor | Bureau of Reclamation 
P:202‐513‐0594 | F:410‐970‐6643 | phouser@usbr.gov 
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Houser, Paul R


From: Devon Ryan <DRyan@fishwildlife.org>
Sent: Wednesday, November 02, 2011 3:41 PM
To: Houser, Paul R
Subject: RE: NFWPCAS Agency Review Draft


Hi Paul, 
 
David Hayes is the name I received as well. I think it would be best if you initiated agency review for your agency while 
CCing David Hayes on your communications regarding this matter. This keeps him in the loop and if there is further 
coordination that needs to happen it can. But this way the review will get underway. Does that make sense? 
 
His email is: david_hayes@ios.doi.gov 
 
Thanks, 
 
Devon Ryan 
Climate Change Assistant 
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies 
(202) 624-5957 
dryan@fishwildlife.org 
 


From: Houser, Paul R [mailto:PHouser@usbr.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 02, 2011 3:31 PM 
To: Devon Ryan 
Subject: RE: NFWPCAS Agency Review Draft 
 
Devon –  
 
Thanks for the follow‐up. 
 
As far as I know, the Department of the Interior task force member is David Hayes.  I have a meeting with the 
Department’s Climate Change Working Group next week, but the clock is ticking….   
 
Best Regards, Paul 
 
Dr. Paul R. Houser, Science Advisor | Bureau of Reclamation 
P:202‐513‐0594 | F:410‐970‐6643 | phouser@usbr.gov 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law, including the Freedom of Information Act. All rights are 
reserved and any dissemination, publication or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. Opinions, conclusions, and other information in this message are those of the author and may not reflect the views of the 
agency. Nothing contained herein shall constitute a contract or electronic signature under the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act, any version of the Uniform Electronic Transactions Act, or 
any other statute governing electronic transactions. The sender does not guarantee that the integrity of this communication has been maintained nor that this communication is free of viruses, interceptions or 
interference.  If this message has been received by you in error, you are instructed to delete this message from your machine and all storage media whether electronic or hard copy and immediately notify the 
sender. 


 


From: Devon Ryan [mailto:DRyan@fishwildlife.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 02, 2011 3:21 PM 
To: Houser, Paul R 
Subject: RE: NFWPCAS Agency Review Draft 
 
Hi Paul, 
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So I was told by CEQ that the draft should be out shortly and that you are to work with your climate change adaptation 
task force member from your agency on coordinating agency review. I am trying to find out who that person is and will get 
you their info as soon as possible. They should be contacting you though as soon as they receive the materials from CEQ
 
Here is Susan’s info: 
 
Susan Ruffo 
Deputy Associate Director for Climate Change Adaptation  
202-456-3482 
sruffo@ceq.eop.gov 
 
She is coordinating things from the CEQ side and may be able to answer more questions. I will get you that name as soon 
as I can. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Devon Ryan 
Climate Change Assistant 
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies 
(202) 624-5957 
dryan@fishwildlife.org 
 


From: Houser, Paul R [mailto:PHouser@usbr.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 02, 2011 11:48 AM 
To: Devon Ryan 
Subject: RE: NFWPCAS Agency Review Draft 
 
Devon –  
 
The request for review and comments of the draft strategy is not entirely clear, as it is addressed to state agencies.  Just 
to clarify, would you like me, as the Bureau of Reclamation steering committee member, to coordinate our agency 
review at this time for delivery on Nov 30?   Based on last week’s correspondence, I thought we would get the request 
from CEQ, but it has not arrived. 
 
Best Regards, Paul 
 
Dr. Paul R. Houser, Science Advisor | Bureau of Reclamation 
P:202‐513‐0594 | F:410‐970‐6643 | phouser@usbr.gov 
 
 


From: Devon Ryan [mailto:DRyan@fishwildlife.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 01, 2011 11:58 AM 
To: Devon Ryan 
Subject: NFWPCAS Agency Review Draft 
 
November 1, 2011 
 
State Fish and Wildlife Agencies 
 
Request for review and comments of the draft Strategy 
 
Dear State Colleagues: 
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As Co‐chairs of the Steering Committee of the National Fish, Wildlife and Plants Climate Adaptation Strategy 
(Strategy), we write to provide you with an agency review draft and to request your assistance in expediting review and 
comment on the draft Strategy by your agency. 
 
The draft Strategy was developed by a team of more than 100 US federal, state and tribal scientists and managers, and 
seeks to provide a nation‐wide, unified approach—reflecting shared principles and science‐based practices—to 
safeguard the nation’s biodiversity, ecosystem functions and sustainable human uses of fish, wildlife and plants in a 
changing climate. Background about the Strategy is available at www.wildlifeadaptationstrategy.gov, and you can 
download a copy of the agency review draft from 
http://www.wildlifeadaptationstrategy.gov/pdf/agency_review_draft.pdf. Please do not circulate this draft outside of 
your agency. 
 
We request that you provide us with a single set of consolidated comments from your agency no later than November 
30, 2011. For those states represented on the Strategy Steering Committee (see list below), the Steering Committee 
representative is available to help coordinate the agency review process. 
 
Our current schedule calls for release of a public review draft of the Strategy in January 2012. Agency comments 
received after November 30, 2011, may not be addressed before we release the public review draft, but they will be 
considered before the final Strategy is released in late spring of 2012.  
 
As you and your colleagues review the draft Strategy, please keep the following points in mind: 
 


 We have retained a professional editor/science writer to develop an executive summary of the Strategy before it 
is released for public review. We have also retained a designer to develop the final lay‐out of the Strategy. 


 


 At this point, we are seeking review and comment, not formal agency clearance. Your review and comments 
do not indicate approval, nor do they commit your agency to any action. 


 
 Substantive comments about content will be most useful, especially comments that identify errors of fact, 


omissions or misinterpretations. Substantive comments that also provide suggested alternative wording and/or 
references if necessary will also be useful. 


 


 Please highlight any of your agency comments that identify fatal flaws that you think must be addressed before 
the Strategy is released for public review. 


 


 Please feel free to ask any number of staff to review and comment on the draft Strategy, but we do ask that you 
provide only one consolidated set of comments from your agency. 


 


 As appropriate, we ask that you encourage staff of your agency with expertise in areas other than fish, wildlife 
and plants (such as transportation, energy, agriculture, urbanization, infrastructure, and water resources) to 
review and provide comments, especially on Chapter 4. 


 
To make best use of your guidance, we need to receive your comments by November 30, 2011. Please email your 
comments to Devon Ryan at dryan@fishwildlife.org. 
 
 
Thank you for your assistance. 
 
Rowan Gould 
Deputy Director 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
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Patty Riexinger 
Director 
NY Division of Fish, Wildlife & Marine Resources 
 
Eric Schwaab 
Assistant Administrator 
NOAA Fisheries Service 
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Houser, Paul R


From: Finkler, Kira L
Sent: Friday, October 28, 2011 12:04 PM
To: Klein, Elizabeth A
Cc: Houser, Paul R
Subject: possible agenda item for Nov 7th Climate Change Working Group meeting


Hi Liz – I will be out of the office on Nov 7th, but Paul Houser will attend the meeting to represent Reclamation.  One 
suggestion Paul had for an agenda item relates to review of National Fish, Wildlife and Plants Climate Adaptation 
Strategy.  Apparently they are requesting that we discuss the review with our CEQ Task Force liaison to assure all parties 
have a common understanding for the need for a thorough and timely review.  Seemed like it might make sense to 
discuss at your Nov 7th meeting. 
 
Have a great weekend, 
Kira 
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Houser, Paul R


From: Houser, Paul R
Sent: Friday, September 30, 2011 1:04 AM
To: Finkler, Kira L
Subject: RE: WCRP Open Science Conference
Attachments: GovTrip eTravel System; GovTrip eTravel System


Hi Kira! 
 
I thought you accepted the travel request because I sent the trip justification on Sept 14 (below), followed by a GovTrip 
travel authorization request on September 20 (attached) which was subsequently “stamped approved by Kira L Finkler” 
on September 21 (attached).    
 
Best Regards, Paul 
 
Dr. Paul R. Houser, Science Advisor | Bureau of Reclamation 
P:202‐513‐0594 | F:410‐970‐6643 | phouser@usbr.gov 
 


From: Finkler, Kira L  
Sent: Thursday, September 29, 2011 6:00 PM 
To: Houser, Paul R 
Subject: RE: WCRP Open Science Conference 
 
Hi Paul – why do you think I approved the travel?   
 
‐‐Kira 
 


From: Houser, Paul R  
Sent: Thursday, September 29, 2011 3:10 PM 
To: Finkler, Kira L 
Subject: RE: WCRP Open Science Conference 
 
Kira –No worries.  I thought it was OK because you approved the travel.  I will cancel the trip, and will not make any 
additional plans to travel. 
 
Best Regards, Paul 
 
Dr. Paul R. Houser, Science Advisor | Bureau of Reclamation 
P:202‐513‐0594 | F:410‐970‐6643 | phouser@usbr.gov 
 
 


From: Finkler, Kira L  
Sent: Thursday, September 29, 2011 1:31 PM 
To: Houser, Paul R 
Subject: RE: WCRP Open Science Conference 
 
Hi Paul – you should not plan to attend this conference.  Also, please suspend any additional planning of regional 
tours.  If you want to ask UC to spend a half day or day on MRG issues and showing you some things around ABQ when 
you go for Corps meeting next month, that is fine.  And if you are headed somewhere out west to give a presentation or 
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attend a meeting, we can discuss tacking on a day or two to some of those trips to see Reclamation projects on the 
ground. 
Thanks, 
Kira 
 


From: Houser, Paul R  
Sent: Wednesday, September 14, 2011 8:12 AM 
To: Finkler, Kira L 
Subject: WCRP Open Science Conference 
 
Kira – I would like to ask if I can attend the World Climate Research Program (WCRP) Open Science Conference, 24‐28 
October 2011 in Denver.  I think this would be a good opportunity to stay in touch with the climate research community, 
AR5, and links to applications.  I have included some additional information below.  Please let me know what you 
think.  Paul 
 
 
 
 


How is this conference different from other conferences?  


It covers all aspects of understanding and predicting climate variability and change. 


It will deliver a comprehensive assessment of climate research. 


It will bring together diverse research communities that usually meet separately.  


It will identify the grand challenges facing the climate research community and help 
establish future priorities for climate research.  


It is timed to provide strategic input into the IPCC Fifth Assessment Report.  


Whom will I meet?  


You will interact with those in your discipline through focused oral and poster sessions.


You will meet face-to-face with experts from other disciplines and create new 
opportunities for collaboration. 


If you are an early-career scientist, you will interact with leading climate scientists from 
around the world through planned focused activities. 


What will I gain from attending this conference?  


You will present your latest research and discuss it with colleagues. 
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You will participate in the “big-picture synthesis” of cutting-edge climate research. 


You will influence the development of the international research agenda of WCRP.  


Goals and Vision 
A better understanding of the behaviour of the climate system and its interactions with other Earth system 
components is critical to predict its future evolution, reduce vulnerability to high impact weather and 
climate events, and sustain life.  
This need is perhaps greater than ever before given that humans have emerged as the dominant agent of 
future change.  
Progress will require, moreover, an increasingly holistic approach across scientific disciplines, as well as 
an unprecedented commitment to the development of a diverse and talented future workforce.  


To advance on such challenges, the WCRP will assemble for the first time ever its entire research 
community, and engage other key international research programmes, in a major Open Science Conference 
(OSC) in October 2011.  
Through a unique synthesis of research findings, the OSC will assess our current state of knowledge on 
climate variability and change, identify the most urgent scientific issues and research challenges, and 
ascertain how the WCRP can best facilitate research and develop partnerships critical for progress.  


Anticipated Outcomes 
The WCRP OSC represents an exclusive opportunity to assemble the international scientific community 
working to advance understanding and prediction of variability and change of the Earth’s physical climate 
system on all space and time scales. The OSC will facilitate cross-fertilization across the diverse research 
communities within the WCRP, as well as with other international research programmes, including the 
International Geosphere-Biosphere Programme (IGBP), the World Weather Research Programme 
(WWRP) and the Earth System Science Partnership (ESSP).  


The OSC will appraise the current state of climate science, thereby making a measurable contribution on 
the Fifth Assessment Report (AR5) of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). It will 
identify key opportunities and challenges in observations, modeling, analysis and process research required 
to understand and predict responses of the Earth as a system. 


By entraining as many young scientists and students as possible from across the world, including less-
developed and developing countries, the OSC will facilitate growth of the diverse future workforce needed 
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to meet the increasingly complex scientific challenges of the future.  


 
 
Best Regards, Paul 
 
Dr. Paul R. Houser, Science Advisor | Bureau of Reclamation 
P:202‐513‐0594 | F:410‐970‐6643 | phouser@usbr.gov 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law, including the Freedom of Information Act. All rights are 
reserved and any dissemination, publication or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. Opinions, conclusions, and other information in this message are those of the author and may not reflect the views of the 
agency. Nothing contained herein shall constitute a contract or electronic signature under the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act, any version of the Uniform Electronic Transactions Act, or 
any other statute governing electronic transactions. The sender does not guarantee that the integrity of this communication has been maintained nor that this communication is free of viruses, interceptions or 
interference.  If this message has been received by you in error, you are instructed to delete this message from your machine and all storage media whether electronic or hard copy and immediately notify the 
sender. 
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Houser, Paul R


From: GovTrip.eTravel.System@etsproext01.govtrip.com
Sent: Wednesday, September 21, 2011 10:22 AM
To: Houser, Paul R
Subject: GovTrip eTravel System


TMNOTIFY.LTR 
 
 
09/21/11 
PAUL RAYMOND HOUSER 
GDOIBOR9 
PHouser@usbr.gov 
 
This letter is to notify you that your GovTrip System Authorization named PHDENVERDENVE102311_A01 was just 
stamped APPROVED by Kira L Finkler. 
 
 
You may access GovTrip @ http://www.govtrip.com/govtrip/site/index.jsp 
 


[attachment 21]












1


Houser, Paul R


From: Houser, Paul R
Sent: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 1:30 PM
To: Houser, Paul R
Subject: Proposed Training


 
Effective Writing in the Federal Government (4 days, OPM) 


Feb 27‐Mar 1, ‘12 @ EMDC, Shepherdstown, WV   $3750               
Jun 4‐7, ‘12 @ WMDC, Aurora, CO   $3750  
Sep 24‐27, ‘12 @ EMDC, Shepherdstown, WV   $3750  


 
Washington Executive Seminar (10 days, Graduate School) 


January 30 ‐ February 10, 2012  Washington, DC $3695 
July 16 ‐ 27, 2012 Washington, DC $3695 


 
Team Development Seminar Week 1: Team Building (1 week, OPM) 


Jan 23‐27, ‘12 @ EMDC, Shepherdstown, WV   $3500  
Mar 26‐30, ‘12 @ WMDC, Aurora, CO   $3500  
Jul 30‐Aug 3, ‘12 @ WMDC, Aurora, CO   $3500  


 
Creating Collaborative Solutions: Innovations in Government (1 week, Harvard Kennedy School) 


October 21, 2012 ‐ October 26, 2012, Cambridge, MA 
Application Deadline(s): September 7, 2012  Program Fee:$6,700 
Program fee includes: tuition, housing, curricular materials, and most meals. 


 
Leadership in Chaos and Crisis (3 Days, OPM) 
                Schedule not available ‐ https://www.leadership.opm.gov/programs/Organizational‐Leadership‐for‐
Executives/EXE0082/Index.aspx 


April 2012?   FEI Charlolettsville VA     Dale.Fruchtnicht@opm.gov 434‐980‐6278 
 
Developing the Strategic Leader (1 week, Center for Creative Leadership) 
                http://www.ccl.org/leadership/forms/programs/tuitionDatesListing.aspx?pageId=1226 


30 Jan 12 — 03 Feb 12 
30 Apr 12 — 04 May 12 
04 Jun 12 — 08 Jun 12 
25 Jun 12 — 29 Jun 12 
16 Jul 12 — 20 Jul 12 
06 Aug 12 — 10 Aug 12 
10 Sep 12 — 14 Sep 12  Colorado Springs, CO, USA  $6900 USD 
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The Bureau of Reclamation 
Executive Development Plan 


FY 2012 
 
 


a. Name:  
 


b. Position Title:  
 


c: Office or Location /Office phone number: 
 


Mandatory Training: Suggested Training Source Frequency Completed 
OPM Interagency SES Orientation OPM – Washington DC One time/ 16 hours  
Executive and Manager Safety and Health 
Training 


Solicit recommendations from servicing 
safety and occupational health manager 


Within 6 months of assignment or 
change of duties or assignment 


 


Occupant Emergency Plan Orientation Receive orientation from local facility 
manager or your servicing safety and 
occupational health manager 


Upon entrance on duty and if work 
conditions or locations change 


 


Ethics Guide BOR Ethics Guide Once – within 90 days of entrance on 
duty 


 


Maintaining a drug free workplace Drug-free Workplace Once – upon becoming a supervisor  
Hiring Reform Hiring Reform for Supervisors, Managers 


and HR Professionals 
Once  


Telework 101 for managers Telework 101 for Managers Once if supervising teleworkers  
Telework 101 for employees Telework 101 for Employees Once if teleworking  
EEO http://intra.usbr.gov/cro/ Each FY /4 hours  
Diversity http://intra.usbr.gov/cro/ Each FY/ 4 hours  
FISSA+ – computer security, records 
management, privacy act. 


Federal Information Systems Security 
Awareness + Privacy and Records 
Management (FISSA +) 


Annually/ 1.5 hours  


USERRA Uniformed Services Employment and Re-
employment Rights Act (USERRA)  


Annually  ½ hour  


Veteran Employment Training for Hiring 
Managers 


Veteran Employment Training for Hiring 
Managers 


Annually / 1 hour  


Ethics Statutes, Regulations and Policies Training provided each year by BOR 
Deputy Ethics Counselor; also see Ethics 
Skits  


Annually (each CY) for Financial
Disclosure Filers  


 


Transit Subsidy Transit Benefit Integrity Awareness 
Training  


Annually – NLT 9/30 if accepting transit 
subsidy. 


 


The Constitution Constitution Day Training Annual awareness training each 9/17  
Discrimination and Whistle Blowing in 
the Workplace (No Fear) 


2011 Discrimination and Whistleblowing in 
the Workplace (No FEAR Act)  


Bi-annually  


Government Charge Card Business Line 
Training 


https://chargecardtraining.nbc.gov/s Prior to applying for charge card and 
then every 3 years 


 


Government Charge Card Approving 
Official Training 


https://chargecardtraining.nbc.gov/ 
 


Every 3 years  


Note: Items shaded in gray are one time requirements. 
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Executive Professional Development 


 
d. Learning Goals: Developmental goals 
to support the achievement of your 
performance plan 
 


e. Formal Training: Courses, seminars, 
educational programs, degree/certificate 
programs 


f. Informal Activities: Book clubs, 
speaker forums, conferences, inter-
bureau initiatives, leadership circles 


g. Developmental Activities: Details, 
rotational assignments, task force, 
inter-bureau/agency initiatives 


1.     


2.     


3.     


4.     


5.     


Approval and Review 
Employee signature:  
 


Date: 


Supervisory signature  
 


Date: 


Executive Resource Board Member signature:  
 


Date: 
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		Name: Paul Houser

		Position Title: Science Advisor

		Office or Location Office phone number: MIB 7613-B /202-513-0594

		SES Orientation: 

		0: Off



		Charge Card - Approve: Off

		Charge Card - Business Line: Off

		No FEAR: Off

		Constitution: Off

		Transit Subsidy: Yes

		Ethics: Yes

		Veteran Employment: Off

		USERRA: Off

		FISSA+: Yes

		Diversity: Off

		EEO: Off

		Telework - employees: Yes

		Telework - managers: Off

		Hiring Reform: Off

		Drug free workplace: Off

		Ethics Guide: Yes

		OEP: Off

		Manager Safety & Health: Off

		Learning Goals:: 

		1: Contribute to a positive workplace that supports organization mission and goals

		0: 

		0: Strengthen writing skills for greater communication effectiveness



		2: Establish and strengthen partnerships

		3: Use sound judgement to make better decisions

		4: Better engage in strategic planning; proactively suggest value-added contributions



		Formal Training: 

		0: Effective Writing in the Federal Government (4 days, OPM)

		2: Creating Collaborative Solutions: Innovations in Governance (1 week, Harvard Kennedy School)

		1: (Washington Executive Seminar(10 days, Graduate School)Developing High-Performing Teams (1 week, OPM)

		3: Decision Making and Problem Solving (2 day, Graduate School)Leadership in Chaos and Crisis (3 days, OPM)



		Informal Activities: 

		0: Great Communication Secrets of Great Leaders (Book by John Baldoni)

		3: Harvard Business Review on Making Smart Decisions (Harvard Business Review)

		1: Developing High Performance Work Teams (Jones and Beyerlein)



		Developmental Activities: 

		0: Work with various Bureau staff on proofreading and improving writing samples

		4: 



		Date: 

		0: 

		1: 

		2: 



		Signature: 

		Formal Training : 

		4: Developing the Strategic Leader (1 week, Center for Creative Leadership)



		Informal Activities : 

		2: Working Across Boundaries: Making Collaboration Work in Government and Nonprofit Organizations (Linden)

		4: Harvard Business Review's 10 Must Reads on Strategy (Porter et al)



		Developmental Activities : 

		1: Engage in personal development through 360 degree feedback

		2: Increase participation in non-science stakeholder initiatives

		3: Work with an executive coach to develop innovative skills










 


 


California Water: Proposed Science Advisor Actions 
Proposal for Bureau of Reclamation science advice on California water issues 
Draft: October 19, 2011 


 
 
Introduction: 
 
California faces formidable water challenges because much of the state is too dry to support municipal, 
industrial, and agricultural water use. Therefore, an extensive network of reservoirs, canals, levees, and 
pumps move water from the water-rich north and from the Colorado River to the dry and densely 
populated south. In the north, most of the natural water flows to the ocean from the Sacramento and San 
Joaquin rivers, through the Bay-Delta and San Francisco Bay.  
 
Most water diversions to southern California are from the biologically diverse Bay-Delta estuary.  These 
Bay-Delta water demands have increased with increasing population and economic activities, spurring 
conflicts on scarce water resource allocation. Water diversion restrictions required by two biological 
opinions to protect threatened and endangered fish (delta smelt and salmonoids), and an extended drought 
have exasperated the conflict.   
 
Various plans have been developed to find compromises that provide both reliable water supplies and 
ecosystem protection. For example, the Bay Delta Conservation Plan intends to protect habitat to both 
mitigate the adverse effects of an isolated conveyance structure that will provide reliable north-south 
water transport through the Bay-Delta, and to restore threatened and endangered species.  Simultaneously 
restoring the Bay-Delta ecosystem and ensuring a reliable water supply is indeed a grand challenge. Many 
qualified and distinguished experts have reached differing conclusions, and the introduction of exotic 
species, increasing pollution, increasing human demands, and climate change make agreement on a 
solution elusive.  
 
California water management, allocation, and ecosystem protection will be ongoing Bureau of 
Reclamation challenges, so a proposal for its Science Advisor to provide scientific advice and advocacy 
to help in that difficult process is presented here.  A number of stand-alone, easily separable proposals are 
presented below in two broad categories: 1) proposed actions to gather critical science information from 
the community for use in developing advice for the Bureau of Reclamation Commissioner, and 2) 
proposed actions to provide California water science advocacy and develop collaborative independent 
science activities towards restoration of a healthy scientific process in support of effective decision 
making.   
 
1) Information and advising 
 
Several stand-alone, easily separable proposals are presented here for the Bureau of Reclamation Science 
Advisor to gather critical science information from the community for use in developing advice for the 
Commissioner on matters involving California science, technology, and innovation policy. 
 
Information Gathering 
 
To establish a baseline of current California water science events and innovation information for use in 
developing scientific advice for the Bureau of Reclamation Commissioner, it is proposed that the Bureau 
of Reclamation Science Advisor participate in selected California science telecoms, meetings, panel 
reviews, conferences, and workshops, and also extensively study the existing literature.  These proposed 
actions should be minimally invasive as these communications are routine or already planned.  If an issue 
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requires more a thorough review or understanding, it is proposed that the Bureau of Reclamation Science 
Advisor request specific briefings, telecoms, or other communications.   
 
In this way, the Bureau of Reclamation Science Advisor could actively seek in-field science assessments 
and opinions, solicit information and ideas from the broad range of stakeholders, including but not limited 
to the research community, the private sector, universities, national laboratories, state and local 
governments, foundations, and nonprofit organizations.  Recommendations for participation by the 
Bureau of Reclamation Science Advisor in these forums would be solicited from the Bureau of 
Reclamation Regional Director and relevant scientific staff. 
  
Science Reviews 
 
To establish an understanding of future California scientific plans and directions, it is proposed that the 
Bureau of Reclamation Science Advisor participate in reviews and edits of selected press-releases, 
science papers, science review panels, plans and proposals.  In this way, the Science Advisor could not 
only stay current with the California water science planning efforts but also could help improve scientific 
planning in the region.  Recommendations for participation in these reviews, plans, and proposals by the 
Science Advisor would be solicited from the relevant regional scientific staff and planning bodies such as 
the Bay-Delta Conservation Program. 
 
Briefing Papers 
 
Based on information gathering and regional participation, it is proposed that the Bureau of Reclamation 
Science Advisor develop periodic briefing papers for the Bureau of Reclamation Commissioner on 
current scientific issues, advancements, publications and workshop reports.  These briefing papers could 
provide focused and timely reviews of the current state of the science on particular scientific issues, 
factsheets providing an updated status on water availability, and threatened and endangered species status.   
 
If these briefing papers provide scientific advice on a pending decision or plan, it is recognized that 
Science Advisor recommendations are advisory only and not binding on the Bureau of Reclamation or the 
Commissioner.  Rather, the aim of these briefing papers would be to provide the Bureau of Reclamation 
Commissioner with enough information to make informed decisions, by accurately summarizing complex 
science issues in a clear and concise manner, explaining the relevance of the scientific information to the 
issue, and going beyond the science to the impacts on people and ecosystems. These briefing papers could 
also be used to respond to requests from the Bureau of Reclamation Commissioner for information, 
analysis, evaluation, or advice, and would be developed in cooperation with, or vetted by, regional 
scientific experts.   
 
Science Presentations 
 
It is proposed that the Bureau of Reclamation Science Advisor develop periodic science-update oral 
presentations for the Bureau of Reclamation Commissioner on current California scientific issues, 
advancements, publications or workshop reports.  These Reclamation Science Advisor presentations 
could be developed exclusively for the Commissioner, but could also be delivered to broader venues to 
update partners, stakeholders, and the scientific community on Bureau of Reclamation science issues.  
Oral presentations have the advantage over briefing papers that they allow for 2-way dialogue and faster 
follow-up on addressing questions and uncertainties.       
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Seminar Series 
 
It is proposed that the Bureau of Reclamation Science Advisor develop a Washington-Office brown-bag 
seminar series focused on California water science issues.  Relevant scientific experts from the Bureau of 
Reclamation, partner agencies, stakeholders, and the academic community would be invited to provide 
presentations when they are visiting Washington, or via Videocon.  Presentations could be videotaped and 
provided to the Bureau of Reclamation Commissioner for viewing at his leisure if his schedule precludes 
him from attending in person.   
 
2) Science restoration 
 
A number of stand-alone, easily separable proposals are presented here for the Bureau of Reclamation 
Science Advisor to provide California water science advocacy and help to facilitate the development of 
collaborative independent science activities towards the restoration of a healthy scientific process in 
support of effective decision making.  These proposed actions including scientific integrity, peer review, 
data stewardship, policy, and collaborative science, are described below. 
 
Scientific Integrity 
 
To advocate for scientific integrity in the Bureau of Reclamation’s California water science endeavors, it 
is proposed that the Bureau of Reclamation Science Advisor participate in, and advocate for independent 
science reviews, scientific integrity inquiries,  and education and outreach activities.  Californians must 
have confidence that Reclamation is basing its decisions on the best available science and that the 
scientific process is free of misconduct or improper influence.  Therefore, the Department of the Interior 
and the Bureau of Reclamation has established Scientific Integrity Policies that mandate that when 
scientific or technological information is considered in decision making, the information must be as 
robust, of the highest quality, and the result of rigorous scientific processes as can be achieved within the 
available decision time-frame.   
 
Therefore, it is proposed that the Bureau of Reclamation Science Advisor actively advocate for 
implementation of this policy in its California water science endeavors, and engage in reviews or inquiries 
of scientific integrity issues to help restore the public trust for Bureau of Reclamation science-based 
decision making. Further, it is proposed that the Bureau of Reclamation Science Advisor actively engage 
in education and outreach endeavors in the region to help Bureau of Reclamation employees, partners and 
stakeholders to understand their scientific integrity responsibilities, and to help restore public trust in 
Bureau of Reclamation decision making being based on sound scientific information.  
 
Peer Review 
 
To advocate for the active role of peer review in the Bureau of Reclamation’s California water science 
activities, it is proposed that the Reclamation Science Advisor actively advocate for independent peer-
review of Bureau of Reclamation science and management plans, help to develop a robust science 
analysis and publication culture within the Bureau of Reclamation using management emphasis, peer-
awards, and partnerships (with Universities, federal agencies, and S&T program), and engage in 
education and outreach on Department of Interior and Bureau of Reclamation peer-review policies and 
expectations.   
 
It is difficult for decision makers and scientists to spot every mistake or flaw in a complicated research 
study or management plan. For complex and uncertain topics, an opportunity for improvement may be 
more obvious to someone with special expertise or who simply looks at it with a fresh eye. Therefore, 
asking others to review scientific results increases the probability that weaknesses will be identified and 
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improved, or that new ideas and approaches may emerge.  Bureau of Reclamation policy dictates that all 
scientific information produced, used, or disseminated must be peer reviewed if it is determined to be 
“influential scientific information,” including “highly influential scientific assessments,” or for all other 
scientific information where peer review would be sufficiently beneficial.   
 
It is proposed that the Bureau of Reclamation Science Advisor help to advance a robust culture of 
scientific analysis and publication within the Bureau of Reclamation by working with its science 
professionals to propose a policy that explains the value of such a culture, and provides management and 
award guidelines to help motivate such a culture.  It has been shown that career incentives are the most 
effective for encouraging peer-reviewed scientific publishing. 
 
Data Stewardship 
 
Realizing the full value of research data requires that the data be accessible to the community of 
researchers and others who might be able to use them. Issues of useful accessibility, annotation, curation, 
and preservation are the heart of data stewardship.  It is for this reason that Bureau of Reclamation is 
developing a Data Stewardship Policy.   
 
In the context of California’s water science issues, data stewardship is of critical importance due to the 
large number of agencies, scientists, and stakeholders that collect and use scientific data in support of 
making critical decisions.  The secondary use of data is of growing importance for decision making, so to 
achieve its mission to develop, manage and protect water and related resources in an environmentally and 
economically sound manner.  The Bureau of Reclamation must ensure that the value and utility of its 
scientific data, and the data collected by its partners are carefully maintained.   
 
It is proposed that the Bureau of Reclamation Science Advisor actively promote scientific data 
stewardship in the region through education and outreach describing the importance and benefits of 
cooperation on data stewardship, by assuring that data stewardship policies and standards are being 
followed in Reclamation, and to help state and federal agencies cooperate on data sharing and stewardship 
activities.   
 
The latter proposal may take significant investment to develop data stewardship partners in the region that 
agree upon common data standards to improve data quality and sharability, task key staff as data stewards 
who manage the development, use, and storage of key data assets. Data stewardship coordination teams 
would be formed and charged with developing and recommending data stewardship policies, data 
standards, technical guidelines and handbooks, best practices, technology, and training. 
 
Science Policy:  
 
California’s public trust in its scientists, and the public trust in decision makers to make sound science-
based decisions is dwindling.  The highly politicized California water sector provides an extremely 
difficult environment in which to conduct science, and it produces a lot of stress for the scientists and 
decision makers.  There is no question that this environment is not conducive to the science process and 
scientists need more support from their institutions in dealing with it.  When science receives this kind of 
attention, it means that the science is really important to the public. 
 
Scientists need to do everything possible to make sure that they effectively communicate uncertainty, risk, 
probability and complexity, and provide a context that includes alternative and competing scientific 
viewpoints. Rebuilding trust with the public starts with addressing the general practice of science and the 
personal behaviors of scientists.  
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The previous proposals on peer review and scientific integrity largely address scientific codes of conduct 
and peer-review expectations.  However, scientists and their institutions (such as the Bureau of 
Reclamation) have not yet adapted to the high policy relevance of their work.  How scientists can most 
effectively and appropriately engage with the policy process, being honest brokers, is a topic that has not 
been adequately addressed.   
 
Scientists involved in the public debate, which they believe follows logically from their scientific 
findings, may actually play a role in the political polarization of the issues. The interface between science 
and policy is a muddy issue, but it is very important that scientists have guidance in navigating the 
potential pitfalls.  Improving this situation could help defuse the hostile environment that scientists 
involved in the public debate have to deal with, and would also help restore the public trust of federal 
scientists.   
 
It is proposed that the Bureau of Reclamation Science Advisor advocate for the creation of a Federal 
policy statement for California water that creates a standard of unbiased, trusted results for the public 
good.  As Judge Wanger implies, federal scientists should fully and honestly address a balanced scientific 
portfolio that addresses the various water stresses and needs beyond those of the listed species, and 
provide full explanations of the uncertainties related to their science results, so that decision makers have 
the information they need to make wise choices.  
 
Finally, it is proposed that the Bureau of Reclamation Science Advisor study lessons learned from regions 
that have successfully implemented science to guide decision making and experienced a public trust 
renewal (e.g. Colorado Basin). 
 
Collaborative Science 
 
It is proposed that the Bureau of Reclamation Science Advisor advocate for a process for the development 
of independent scientific input to ensure that decisions are informed with best available science.   
 
The first proposed approach would be to assemble a group of independent scientists who will identify and 
evaluate scientific information and provide objective insight and expert opinions pertaining to the 
ecological and economic impacts of various interagency management plans. The role of this proposed 
science advisory group would be to establish a balanced science-based conservation and water resource 
management principles that would provide independent advice for policy and decision makers.  
 
A second proposal is to develop collaborative science forums and technical working groups involving the 
full-range of scientists sponsored by various stakeholders (similar to the Colorado River Hydrology 
Workgroup).  A science challenge could be shared with the stakeholders and then let the solution emerge 
from the stakeholder discussion, which might result in better ownership of the process.  Then independent 
technical working groups could be established to address the challenge(s) with the results being co-owned 
by the relevant stakeholders.   
 
Thirdly, it is proposed that the relevant Landscape Conservation Cooperatives and Climate Science 
Centers could be engaged to serve in the role of collaborative science forums or technical working groups 
and to aid in the science restoration process.   
 
Finally, it is proposed that we explore the development of truly collaborative scientific research centers 
that become centers of excellence for trusted, unbiased scientific research.  A provisional approach to 
actually establishing a bricks-and-mortar collaborative research centers, would be to establish 
collaborative research funds that promote truly excellent, collaborative and interdisciplinary research 
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programs. Shared financial and science challenge contributions to these funds from various stakeholders 
would help to ensure public ownership and trust in the results. 
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Proposed FY14 Bureau of Reclamation activities to contribute towards strengthening the 
scientific understanding of climate change impacts on freshwater resources of the United 
States  


November 23, 2011 
 
Background: 


An August 2011 Report to Congress on Strengthening the Scientific Understanding of 
Climate Change Impacts on Freshwater Resources of the United States (Report) makes 25 
review findings related to Section 9506 of PL 111-11 and recommends 6 next steps. The Report 
emphasizes that effective management of the Nation’s water resources will require meaningful 
action on hydroclimatic observational and modeling systems. Moreover, continued vigilance and 
effort will be required to sustain and enhance vital observation and modeling systems that are 
currently in place and operating effectively over a period of years. The report recommends that 
federal agencies consider amending existing programs and policies to incorporate these actions 
and consider these actions in future budget planning. 


 
Proposal: 


The Bureau of Reclamation has expertise, water management needs and makes contributions 
in virtually all of the areas outlined in the Report’s next steps.  Reclamation is well poised to 
make significant contributions in the following areas: 


 Enhanced water management climate projections: Including new downscaling, 
hydrologic modeling and decision maker engagement. 


 Data stewardship: Proposed river restoration and water storage and delivery pilot 
projects, or more general data provision activities. 


 Climate change training: Provide water managers with a solid foundation in climate 
change information and issues. 


 
All of the Report’s recommended next steps are copied below, with a brief proposal on how 


Reclamation could contribute through a FY2014 activity (in blue).  As the choices are refined, 
more detailed proposals can be developed. 


   
Key next steps:  


1) Strengthen observational data systems for fresh-water resources and climate 
change. 
 Strengthen existing efforts, including the Water Census, through enhancements to the 


hydroclimatic observational network identified in Review Element 1 of this report. 
Information that is critical from a health, safety, and welfare perspective should be given 
priority, while considering the data needs of land, water and environmental resource 
managers. Effects on water resources from energy extraction and production, and carbon 
sequestration (both geologic and biological) need increased emphasis. 


 
Migration to a Reclamation-wide Data Management Solution 


Reclamation recognizes that water data management plays a central role in managing water in the 
west, and will strengthen the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Water Census. Many Reclamation projects 
provide information about current water supply, storage and delivery operations to stakeholders and 
partners, typically through one or more websites. However, Reclamation offices take different approaches 
to describing this information and providing it to the public.  Further, various agencies within the same 
river basin do not use the same data standard, metadata or data stewardship methods. 
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The Report identifies the need for improved interagency coordination, improved monitoring for use in 
adaptive management, and making data more widely available information for streamflow, reservoir and 
lake data, groundwater level, soil moisture, evapotranspiration, precipitation, snowpack, glaciers, water-
quality, wetlands, consumptive use and environmental flows.  As part of its water and ecosystem 
management activities, Reclamation collects observations for many of  these data types and in FY14 
proposes to apply data stewardship standards towards ensuring data quality and metadata descriptions and 
to make these observations and their metadata widely available using community-accepted water data 
standards and web services.   


Through a series of pilot projects, Reclamation proposes to facilitate agreement across all water 
management offices, partner agencies and stakeholders to adopt a common data and metadata standard for 
describing water supply, storage and delivery. This will allow creation of a data portal thru which anyone 
can find and retrieve standard water supply and delivery data. Following the pilot projects, this project 
would seek to extend the data standard development and adoption for water data across Reclamation that 
provides an integrated, customer-facing water data portal. 


Importantly, this effort will not require any office to change the way it currently displays these data to 
the public.  The common data standard will be implemented as a background translator of existing data, 
and will allow creation of a common data portal in addition to the current web displays.  Data collection 
will not be centralized. The portal will simply link to and translate data to a standardized format from 
each of the agency’s servers. 
 
Reclamation Climate Change Monitoring 


As outlined in Reclamation’s April 2011 SECURE Water Act Section 9503(c) – Reclamation Climate 
Change and Water 2011 report, significant freshwater changes are expected over the next century as the 
climate changes.  To monitor these expected changes and sustainably apply adaptive management, key 
improvements in Reclamation’s environmental monitoring program are needed.  For example, 
observations such as evaporation over reservoirs and rivers, along with evapotranspiration over riparian 
and agricultural areas will be valuable for prediction model development and management practice 
optimization.  


 Long-term monitoring networks are critical for detecting and quantifying climate change and its 
impacts. Continued improvement in the understanding of climate change, its impacts and the 
effectiveness of adaptation or mitigation actions requires continued operation of existing long-term 
monitoring networks and deployment of improved sensors. Monitoring needs to focus on locations that 
describe the climate signal, for example, upstream and downstream from major water-management 
infrastructure or in vulnerable ecological reaches. 


To this end, Reclamation proposes to perform an observational gap analysis to identify needed 
additional observational capabilities to assure sustainable adaptive water management and implement a 
plan to address those monitoring needs.  Example key observations that may be needed to monitor climate 
change may be temperature, precipitation, streamflow, snowpack, evaporation and groundwater.  The 
relative importance of quality assurance, observational uncertainty limits, homogenization of data sets, 
and intercalibration of methods and procedures on water management decision making in a changing 
climate will also be considered.  
 
Pilot River Restoration Data Stewardship Demonstration 


A river restoration pilot data stewardship test project is proposed for FY14, focused on one river 
restoration program per region. Reclamation’s investment in river restoration is very large and increasing, 
and the data collected in these activities are often critical to environmental compliance and the continued 
operations of Reclamation projects.  


A river restoration program involves many partners and stakeholders, making the planning, 
collection, sharing and documentation of data challenging. Each program involves many kinds of data 
important to decision making, e.g., hydrology, geomorphology, water quality, biology, lands, geographic 
information systems, project operations, etc.   They are natural test beds for discussions across several 
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resource data classes. The river restoration programs in the pilot test are of a scope and scale that both 
requires and can support sophisticated data stewardship.  


While the pilot test of the policy would not require data acquisition and management plans for data 
collection efforts outside of these river restoration programs, it is critical that a Reclamation data 
stewardship team be formed and include representatives from the other data classes to contribute 
experience and expertise to river restoration data stewardship and to consider the development of training, 
tools and methods that might help data management across the agency.  It is this conversation that 
provides the greatest corporate value to the agency. 
 
Pilot Water Storage and Delivery Data Stewardship Demonstration 


A water storage and delivery data stewardship pilot test project is proposed to be conducted on a 
major river basin, possibly the Columbia. Reclamation will lead this effort with the provision of its water 
storage and delivery observations and metadata via eXtensible Markup Language based (XML) web 
services that are defined by an XML Schema.  Further, Reclamation will invite river basin data 
stewardship partners to collaborate towards providing a basin-wide example for the availability and utility 
of water storage and delivery observations for all basin facilities in a consistent manner via web services. 


Targeted information will be surface water storage in rivers, reservoirs and lakes, and water delivery, 
release and flow data for rivers, canals, intake structures and dams.  An inventory of existing watershed-
wide water storage and delivery data sources, formats and metadata will help to identify gaps and needs, 
and a survey of data exchange approaches and technologies will be used to identify a leading approach 
that is broadly accepted throughout the sector.   


A successful water storage and delivery data stewardship pilot project would provide information 
valuable for basin-wide climate assessments, coordinated adaptive management endeavors, and would 
flow into and improve science investigations and forecasting efforts. 


 
 Conduct ongoing and sustained analyses of hydroclimatic data to identify emerging trends 


and patterns and to develop new insight into hydroclimatic variability. 
 
Enhanced Hydroclimate Analyses 


In April 2011, Reclamation published its first 5-year SECURE Water Act Section 9503(c) – 
Reclamation Climate Change and Water 2011 report highlighting impacts of climate change to western 
water resources as directed by the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-11) 
Subtitle F – SECURE Water. The report to Congress represents the first consistent and coordinated 
assessment of risks to future water supplies across eight major Reclamation river basins.   


Reclamation proposes to build on this report by developing enhanced methods and exploring new 
data types to conduct ongoing and sustained hydroclimate analyses to identify emerging trends and 
patterns and implement adaptation strategies towards sustainable water management.  This may be 
combined with an observational/modeling gap analysis for optimal utility.  Analysis techniques will be 
explored that allow evaluation of climate adaptation alternatives over a wide range of future scenarios 
which could improve system flexibility. This will require inclusion of existing and potential future uses of 
water resources in the analysis. Finally, advanced hydroclimate analysis approaches that support adaptive 
management (such as Bayesian networks), where decisions are made sequentially over time and allows 
adjustments to be made as more information is known, will also be explored. 
 


2) Prioritize observational systems that fill important gaps in understanding water 
supply reliability. 
 Enhance collection of water-use information, including provision of timely information on 


withdrawals and return flows (quantity and quality) from surface and groundwater resources 
and information on withdrawals and consumptive use by sector. 


 


[attachment 25]







 


 


Consolidation of Water-Use Information and Basin Study Results 
Reclamation’s Basin Studies Program works with state and local partners in individual watersheds to 


evaluate future water supply and demand imbalances in a changing climate.  They include assessments of 
existing and future supplies and demands including impacts of climate change, and analyses of how a 
basin’s existing water and power operations and infrastructure will perform in response to projections of 
future water supplies and demands. 


Reclamation proposes to build on the Basin Studies partnerships to (1) consolidate timely water use 
and water reliability information by sector, (2) identify water use and reliability information gaps and 
prioritize actions for mitigating those gaps, and (3) consolidate Basin Study water-use and demand 
projections across the 17 western states to provide a large-scale view and enable prioritization of western 
water challenges.   
 
Water Demand Scenario Tool 


Reclamation’s Basin Studies program and West Wide Climate Risk Assessments have collected 
substantial information on water-use information and demands, including observed and projected 
evapotranspiration demands (observational validations, enhanced modeling).   


Reclamation proposes to consolidate this water-use and demand information, and develop a demand 
scenario development tool to assist decision makers in developing future demand scenarios (agricultural, 
environmental, etc.).  The tool would provide visual feedback as the user manipulates various demand 
scenarios, for example, population growth projections.  Reclamation will seek partnerships in the 
development of this tool for improved applicability across agencies and stakeholders. 


 
 Implement the proposed National Streamflow Information Program and the National 


Groundwater Monitoring Network, both of which are authorized in PL 111-11. 
 
Groundwater Monitoring Network 


Sustainable groundwater management is currently constrained by the lack of a nationally integrated 
groundwater monitoring network focused on providing water level and water quality data. The need for a 
national groundwater monitoring network has been recognized by numerous water resource agencies. To 
address this concern the Subcommittee on Groundwater (SOGW) was established in 2007 as an ad-hoc 
committee under the Federal Advisory Committee on Water Information (ACWI). The SOGW and the 
U.S. Geological Survey established the National Ground Water Monitoring Network (NGWMN) to 
provide information needed for planning, management, and development of ground-water supplies to 
meet current and future water needs and ecosystem requirements. This will be accomplished by 
aggregating suitable ground-water data from local, state and federal organizations. 


Reclamation performs substantial groundwater monitoring around agricultural areas focused on 
subsidence, salinity, drainage, remediation and groundwater banking issues.  It is proposed that these 
datasets be consolidated with standard metadata and provided to the National Groundwater Monitoring 
Network. This work would involve identifying available Reclamation groundwater information, 
partnering with agencies and stakeholders to agree on common data definitions, formats and metadata, 
and then delivering these data to the NGWMN. 


Benefits for participating in this groundwater monitoring network include access to similar data from 
partners that may improve scientific understanding and decision making. 
 


 Develop and implement a national lake/reservoir level and contents data network. 
 
Lake/Reservoir Network 


Lake and reservoir level reflects complex water exchanges that, in part, reflect climate changes 
occurring in the region.  Lake and reservoir water storage, which depends on water level, is an easily 
available source of water for many sectors of economy such as agriculture, domestic and industrial water 
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supply, hydropower, water transport and others.  Therefore, a national lake/reservoir level data network is 
critical to understanding, assessing and mitigating the impact of climate change on water resources. 


Reclamation has substantial experience and investment in reservoir monitoring including storage, 
delivery and uncertainty issues.  It is proposed that Reclamation either lead in the development or assist 
the U.S. Geological Survey to consolidate lake and reservoir information, including standard metadata 
and toward development of the national lake/reservoir level data network.  This work would involve 
partnering with various water management agencies and stakeholders, agreeing on common data 
definitions, formats and metadata, and then to deliver these data in a timely fashion.  If Reclamation leads 
this effort, then there may be need to develop a national data portal, and to work with partners to create 
web service links to their datasets. 


Benefits of this lake/reservoir network would be significant, as it would provide scientists with 
critical information to improve process understanding and calibrate models, and would provide decision 
makers with key information about multi-agency regional water availability information.   


 
 In partnership with private industry, conduct research on new monitoring technologies, 


including sensors, data transmission, automated quality assurance, and remote-sensing 
technologies. 


3) Improve water-quality and ecosystem monitoring systems. 
 Implement the National Water-quality Monitoring Network, which is supported by the 


Advisory Committee on Water Information and is consistent with the National Ocean 
Council’s Strategic Action Plans. 


 Enhance interagency efforts and support States to monitor and improve mapping of wetland 
areas and habitat quality on a seasonal basis. 


 
River Restoration Science 


River restoration is central to Reclamation’s mission to assist in meeting the increasing water 
demands of the West while protecting the environment and the public's investment in these structures.  
River Restoration encompasses set of activities that help improve the environmental health of a river 
through expanded habitat, reduced stream bank erosion, improved water quality, or achieving a self-
sustaining, functional flow regime that does not require periodic human intervention.  At its heart, river 
restoration is a real-world science experiment that uses channel modification, wetland construction, 
bioretention, infiltration basins and engineered structures to improve habitat.  Successful restoration 
projects include careful river system studies including climate, hydraulics, sediment transport patterns, 
etc.. Researchers evaluating restoration projects have found that many of these projects subsequently fail 
because the projects were not designed with a sufficient scientific basis. 


Therefore, it is proposed that Reclamation establish a river restoration research program, where 
science and engineering expertise and experience can be systematically shared and applied towards 
successful restoration projects.  The program would be a Reclamation-wide competitive, merit-based 
applied research and development program that is focused on innovative solutions for Reclamation’s river 
restoration efforts. 
 


 Implement a waterborne disease tracking network, including all appropriate ancillary data. 
4) Strengthen links between hydroclimatic observational data systems and climate 


models; improve data management, acquisition, analysis, and reporting.  
 Link monitoring, observational systems, climate model outputs and other data systems, to 


update and improve hydroclimatic statistics that support high-priority water management 
decisions (particularly related to water supply reliability and quality).  


 
Piloting Climate Projection Downscaling Methods and Development of Advance Hydrologic 
Modeling Approaches 
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Since 2007, Reclamation has collaborated with Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, Santa 
Clara University, U.S. Geological Survey, Scripps Institution of Oceanography, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, and Climate Central to support adaptation planning by serving downscaled climate projections 
for the continental United States and hydrologic projections for the western United States.  FY12-13 
activities will involve applying these methods to new global Coupled Model Intercomparison Project 
climate projections, and collaborating with archive partners to develop hydrologic projections for the 
continental United States. 


This FY14 proposal involves Reclamation continuing the collaboration.  There would be two key 
areas of activity:  (1) broker research between collaboration partners and other entities (e.g., National 
Center for Atmospheric Research, U.S. Geological Survey, Climate Science Centers, Regional Integrated 
Sciences and Assessments, various universities) to support development and piloting of improved climate 
projection downscaling techniques, and (2) broker research involving these same parties to develop 
advanced hydrologic models, thereby improving the reliability of hydrologic projections under climate 
change. These projections would be available at higher resolutions, and include more comprehensive 
uncertainty assessments than the previous generation, and would be made widely available for use by 
water management partners and stakeholders.  
 
Hydroclimate Projection Scenario Tool 


Reclamation’s efforts towards the West Wide Climate Risk Assessment and the SECURE Water Act 
Section 9503(c) – Reclamation Climate Change and Water 2011 report has resulted in the availability of a 
large database of hydroclimate projection knowledge.  In fact, Reclamation recently posted its bias 
corrected and downscaled climate and hydrology projection data including 53 daily downscaled climate 
projections over the contiguous United States, and 112 hydrologic projections over the western United 
States.  


Reclamation’s hydroclimate projections are widely used by partner agencies and stakeholders.  
However, their utility is limited to sophisticated users who can download and analyze these large datasets.  
Therefore, to make these projections more accessible to decisions makers and stakeholders, it is proposed 
that Reclamation develop a web-based user-friendly tool to translate climate and runoff data presented on 
Bias Correction and Spatial Disaggregation (BCSD) website into graphs or maps developed on-the-fly.  
Users could navigate to their region of interest, request customized graphics, and receive straightforward 
information on projected hydrologic changes and uncertainties. The proposed web site would offer data 
applications and tools for assessing vulnerability of programs or facilities to climate change, and could 
include similar projections made by partner agencies. 
 
North American Water Program 


The North American Water Program (NAWP) is being proposed by the hydroclimate science 
community as an interdisciplinary, international, and interagency integration of North American 
hydroclimate observation and prediction resources to advance water resource prediction and management 
skill. The nation clearly needs a focused interagency research program collaboration to move toward 
water security and sustainability.  


The NAWP objective is to entrain, integrate and coordinate the vast array of interdisciplinary 
observational and prediction resources available to significantly advance skill in predicting and managing 
changes in North American water resources, as an integral part of the global climate system. The NAWP 
mission is to measure and predict North American energy and water variations, trends and extremes 
through improved observations and prediction, thereby providing the scientific underpinnings of future 
climate services.   


It is proposed that Reclamation take a leadership role, in collaboration with a wide array of partners to 
plan and implement the NAWP program.  Specifically, it is proposed that Reclamation take responsibility 
for leading the third NAWP challenge, science informed water management.  By helping to lead and 
implement the NAWP, Reclamation will be directly shaping interagency research investments towards its 
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water management and decision making goals.  Reclamation will further benefit through leveraging the 
resources of the research community towards a sustainable environment, and water and power deliveries.  


 
 Build on the initial foundation established by the Integrated Water Resources Science and 


Services activity to expand and encourage the use of consistent data standards across 
agencies and with non-governmental partners and other ways to integrate existing data into 
more comprehensive water information systems.  


 
See data stewardship proposals above. 
 


 Develop new and improved models (both statistical and deterministic) for assessing 
hydroclimatic data, developing design conditions, and forecasting likely future conditions for 
expected scenarios. 


 
See above proposal for enhanced climate projections for water management. 
 


 Develop guidance for water managers on appropriate use of probabilistic projections and 
model outputs. 


 
Develop and Deploy Training on Appropriate Use of Climate Projections for Long-Range Water 
Resources Planning 


Over the past few decades the research community has demonstrated approaches for conducting 
climate change impacts assessments on water and environmental resources.  Despite having such 
demonstrations, federal and non-federal agencies are challenged by having few technical practitioners on 
staff who understand these methods and can adapt them to agency studies.   


In FY12-13, Reclamation is beginning to address this challenge, implementing training pilots through 
collaboration with the University Corporation for Atmospheric Research COMET program, which over 
the last 20 years has developed hundreds of training modules for National Weather Service 
meteorologists.  This collaboration builds on COMET’s expertise in both classroom, online and distance 
learning to create training to help water managers understand and incorporate both long-term climate 
projections and shorter term forecasts into water project planning and operations.  Participants and 
contributors to this effort are the Climate Change and Water Working Group agencies (U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), Environmental 
Protection Agency and U.S. Geological Survey) and the Regional Integrated Sciences and Assessments 
(RISAs).   


This FY14 proposal would move Reclamation from pilot to larger-scale deployment of training 
resources.  Key areas of activity include:  (1) working with training program partners to expand the 
training curriculum beyond the focus of FY12-13 (surface water hydrology and crop water demands) to 
include courses focused on other resource sectors and management objectives (e.g., groundwater, water 
quality, ecosystems, flood protection), (2) work with Climate Science Centers, RISAs and NOAA’s 
Climate Prediction and Projection Program to synthesize FY12-13 evaluations of new global Coupled 
Model Intercomparison Project climate projections and their downscaled translations over the United 
States, with the goal of diagnosing this projection information for credibility and applicability in water 
and environmental resources planning, (3) apply findings from (2) to inform the design of appropriate 
course modules guiding appropriate use of climate projections for various planning and management 
situations. 


   
5) Support the establishment of an interagency climate data portal and provide access 


to high priority water-related datasets.  
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 Promote interagency coordination of diverse data and define the architecture of data systems 
for freshwater resources to facilitate improved access to these data through a single portal. 
As a part of the portal, provide for user feedback, including recommendations for 
improvements or modifications. 


 
Climate Data Portal 


Through efforts developing the West Wide Climate Risk Assessment and the SECURE Water Act 
Section 9503(c) – Reclamation Climate Change and Water 2011 report, Reclamation has developed a 
large database of hydroclimate projection knowledge.  In fact, Reclamation recently posted its bias 
corrected and downscaled climate and hydrology projection data including 53 daily downscaled climate 
projections over the contiguous United States, and 112 hydrologic projections over the western United 
States.  


These core water data projections and associated hydrostatistics that have been developed by 
Reclamation are not readily available to water resource managers at a single site. The proposed portal 
would offer data applications and tools for assessing vulnerability of programs or facilities to climate 
change, and would include similar projections made by partner agencies.  


The National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration is developing a prototype portal in 
coordination with the National Climate Assessment. It is additionally proposed that Reclamation provide 
information to the portal using data standards and mechanisms that have been agreed upon nationally and 
internationally. An example is leveraging GEO standards for data interchange and interoperability. 
 


6) Strengthen coordination to improve the quality and accessibility of freshwater data 
systems including technical outreach and support to stakeholders and decision-
makers.  
 Request that the Subcommittee on Water Availability and Quality (SWAQ) monitor progress 


on implementing the findings and recommendations of this report and provide annual 
updates to the National Science and Technology Council and member agencies, and to non-
Federal partners.  


 Promote interagency coordination and cooperation to implement the National Water Census 
(http://water.usgs.gov/wsi/) and Integrated Water Resources Science and Services (National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2011k). 


 
Enhanced Climate Change and Water Working Group 


In 2008, Reclamation led the formation of the interagency Climate Change and Water Working 
Group (CCAWWG) to work with the water management community to understand their needs, and to 
foster collaborative efforts across the federal and non-federal scientific community to address their needs 
in a way that capitalizes on interdisciplinary expertise, shares information and avoids duplication.  
However, there is not presently a national forum for fostering communication and coordination for 
climate change and water resources adaptation‐related work among the full range of relevant Federal 
agencies (National Freshwater Action Plan, 2011).  


Therefore, it is proposed to upgrade the authority and profile of the CCAWWG to fill this need.  The 
CCAWWG coordination efforts can be expanded to include: (1) federal agency coordination; (2) linkage 
to science and research; (3) engagement in different regions of the country with state, local and tribal 
governments; and (4) participation of stakeholders and the public.  The CCAWWG can also expand its 
efforts to include the establishment of coordinated planning processes with the capability to identify 
priority adaptation actions, promote their implementation, and track their progress and effectiveness.   


This expanded CCAWWG effort would be performed in support of the Subcommittee on Water 
Availability and Quality (SWAQ), and the interagency Climate Change Adaptation Task Force. 
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Contributions to Integrated Water Resources Science and Services  
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 


(NOAA) and U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on 11 
May 2011 to address America’s growing water resources challenges by addressing water information 
needs including the creation of high-resolution forecasts of water resources showing where water for 
drinking, industry and ecosystems will be available. A centerpiece of this MOU is the Integrated Water 
Resources Science and Services (IWRSS), whose objective is to provide the Nation with a seamless suite 
of consistent water resources monitoring and forecast information by integrating water science and 
services.  


In FY14, it is proposed that Reclamation become an active member of the collaboration by 
participating in project plan development, exchange of technical information, tools and services, joint 
studies, research and development activities of mutual interest, joint educational and communications 
activities to advance the understanding of water resources planning and management, and exchange visits 
and work details of individuals sponsored by all agencies who are engaged in water resources projects of 
mutual interest.  


Benefits to Reclamation include: (1) enhancing interagency coordination on water science, services, 
and tools that will help Reclamation more effectively leverage interagency efforts and resources, (2) more 
direct advocacy for interagency tool and data development that address Reclamation needs, and (3) 
expedited access to Reclamation observations, tools and operations will benefit water information, 
forecasting and decision making by other agencies.  
 
Contributions to the National Water Census and the National Climate Assessment 


The U.S. Geological Survey is developing a National Water Census (NWC) that quantifies, forecasts, 
and secures freshwater for America’s future.  In parallel, the U.S. Global Change Research Program 
(USGCRP) is conducting a National Climate Assessment (NCA) that is a status report on climate change 
science and impacts.  


It is proposed that Reclamation develop focused product contributions to the NWC and the NCA 
based on Reclamation’s Basin Studies and West-Wide Climate Risk Assessments.  Reclamation would 
develop an ongoing analysis of scientific understanding of climate change impacts, risk and vulnerability 
for water management decisions and policies. Reclamation could also provide systematic evaluation of 
progress towards reducing water management risk, vulnerability and impacts. Finally, Reclamation would 
inform NWC and NCA on the implications of alternative water management adaptation and mitigation 
policy options. 


      
 Encourage the Advisory Committee on Water Information, an existing Federal Advisory 


Committee, to establish a new subcommittee or other appropriate mechanism, to solicit and 
consider input from the public and stakeholders on matters related to freshwater resources 
and a changing climate and relay these views to Federal water data program managers and 
the SWAQ.  


 Fully engage States, Tribes, local agencies, and interstate organizations, most of whom have 
water-resources management responsibilities, in the implementation of the findings in this 
report. 


 
See enhanced CCAWWG proposal. 
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Paul R. Houser


From: Paul R. Houser <doogie075@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2012 7:17 AM
To: 'Laurie_Larson-Jackson@doioig.gov'
Subject: Options
Attachments: SIletterV2.doc


Laurie ‐  
 
As we discussed yesterday, I had hoped that discussion with Ms. Finkler would result in a positive solution to restore my 
position.  However, I also had a backup solution in mind if she was unwilling to embrace restoration.  Unfortunately, to 
this point she has not engaged in any discussion, so I have not been able to present my ideas.  So, I summarize them 
here in hopes that the IG might be willing to mediate.  I am sincerely hoping we can find a mutually agreeable solution 
that can turn this situation in a positive direction. 
 
Preferred Option: Restore position 
Find a mutually agreeable solution that can keep me employed at DOI.  This might involve redefining the position, better 
defining expectations and success criteria, changing the reporting structure of the position, extending the probation 
period, transferring to a different position, etc.  Of course, we would need to find a way to resolve the Klamath scientific 
integrity issue internally. 
 
Backup Option: Scientific Integrity Solution, Severance, Resignation 
1) Resolve the Klamath scientific integrity issues internally, perhaps through a confidential scientific integrity inquiry 
process. 
2) 6 months' severance to give me time to find another position in this highly specialized field. 
3) Establish a clear record resignation. 
 
Let me know if I have missed anything from our conversation, and please keep me posted on your progress today.  I 
have also included my scientific integrity accusation here (not submitted yet). 
 
Best Regards, Paul 
 
Dr. Paul R. Houser, Hydrometeorologist  
Mobile:301‐613‐3782 | Fax:410‐970‐6643 | prhouser@gmail.com 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Laurie_Larson‐Jackson@doioig.gov [mailto:Laurie_Larson‐Jackson@doioig.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 15, 2012 5:10 PM 
To: prhouser@gmail.com 
Subject: RE: Timing 
 
Dear Paul, 
 
Thanks for sharing this with me. 
 
I was not able to talk with OIG investigations to meet your deadline of this afternoon and so I look forward to talking 
with you upon your return. 
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I do hope you fully and truly enjoy your trip with your wife. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Laurie Larson‐Jackson 
Associate Inspector General 
  for Whistleblower Protection 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Office of Inspector General 
(202) 208‐6460 (office) 
(202) 841‐6682 (cell) 
 
"Our lives begin to end the day we become silent about things that matter." 
Martin Luther King, Jr. 
 
"All tyranny needs to gain a foothold is for people of good conscience to remain silent."  Thomas Jefferson 
 
 
 
 
 
From:  "Paul R. Houser" <prhouser@gmail.com> 
To:  "'Finkler, Kira L'" <KFinkler@usbr.gov>, <prhouser@gmail.com> 
Cc:  "'Murillo, David G'" <DMurillo@usbr.gov> 
Date:  02/15/2012 05:00 PM 
Subject:RE: Timing 
 
 
 
 
Hi Kira – 
 
I am sorry we did not get a chance to talk today.  I will be out of town on a long‐planned vacation with my wife until 
Monday, so I will briefly relay my thoughts for “negotiating a solution” here.  As we discussed last Wednesday and 
Friday, I am hoping we can find a mutually agreeable solution that can turn this situation in a positive direction.  This 
might involve redefining the position, better defining expectations and success criteria, changing the reporting structure 
of the position, extending the probation period, transferring to a different position, etc.  I have a great background for 
this work – otherwise you would not have hired me in the first place.  And I am eager to do the hard work to make it 
successful and to really make a difference for managing water in the west.  What do we have to lose by trying? 
 
Best Regards, Paul 
 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e‐mail may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from 
disclosure under applicable law, including the Freedom of Information Act. All rights are reserved and any dissemination, 
publication or copying of this e‐mail is strictly prohibited. Opinions, conclusions, and other information in this message 
are those of the author and may not reflect the views of the agency. Nothing contained herein shall constitute a contract 
or electronic signature under the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act, any version of the Uniform 
Electronic Transactions Act, or any other statute governing electronic transactions. The sender does not guarantee that 
the integrity of this communication has been maintained nor that this communication is free of viruses, interceptions or 
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interference.  If this message has been received by you in error, you are instructed to delete this message from your 
machine and all storage media whether electronic or hard copy and immediately notify the sender. 
 
 
From: Finkler, Kira L [mailto:KFinkler@usbr.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2012 4:45 PM 
To: prhouser@gmail.com 
Cc: Murillo, David G 
Subject: RE: Timing 
 
Hi Paul – thanks for your email.  I am not sure what you mean by “negotiate a solution.”  Can you provide more detail? 
 
‐‐Kira 
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November 11, 2011 
 
 
Elizabeth Vasquez 
Bureau of Reclamation 
2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento CA 95825 
 
Gordon Leppig 
California Department of Fish and Game 
619 Second Street, Eureka CA 95501 
 
Re: Comments - Klamath Facilities Removal Public Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report and Appendices 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen: 
 
 As a taxpayer of the United States and California I am against the removal of the four 
dams on the Klamath River for the following reasons. 
 
Failures to abide by the lead agencies own Federal and State’s guidelines for 
environmental baselines and economic assessment protocols for dam removal, 
invalidates the entire Klamath Facilities Removal EIS/EIR. 
 
The purpose of any EIS/EIR is to establish both an un-basis environmental and economic 
quantitative baselines, (in this case) pre-dam removal, with trends that are likely to prevail 
whether the dams were removed or not, and to be carried through out the baselines, the 
documentation of data sets, the information for comparative alternatives and for future 
monitoring. This document does not do that. It is misleading in that the only “facts” 
presented are to support a predetermined outcome for dam removal. This is just another 
case of government environmental incest.  This EIS/EIR is a confabulation of 
disinformation, misinformation, assumptions and missing information that is not 
transparent, verifiable, reproducible, nor does it adhere to any of the lead agencies own 
standards related to dam removal or environmental governance. It is disingenuous to 
produce 3375+ pages (EIS/EIR, KHSA, KBRA) that are convoluted, misleading and 
contradictory to fool the Secretaries, Governors, Legislatures and the Public to the true 
costs and impacts of removing four consecutive dam in one water shed, in one year, with 
aftermath cleanup remediation to go on for years if not decades. There is no assurance 
that any of this is going to work as planned or who will be held accountable for another 
governmental debacle like Solyndra, Fannie Mae or Freddie Mac. With new legislation 
pushing the cost to over $800 million and counting we have moved from the phony 
reality presented in the KHSA/KBRA, EIS/EIR to a truer reality and costs. Because this 
EIS/EIR does not support the new proposed legislative funding of $800,000,000 the 
assumptions presented in this document cannot be valid and therefore cannot be 
certified.   
 
Examples of MISSING environmental baseline data and MISSING economic assessment 
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protocols (no particular order) related to dam removal: 
 


• Missing  - The Secretary of Defense’s authorization exempting these hydroelectric 
dams from the national security infrastructure network.  Keeping in mind the 
uninterrupted generation and strategic locations afforded these clean and green 
power plants in the power grid, proximity to defense bases and related apparatus. 


• Missing – The Secretary of Commerce’s determination that areas outside the 
geographical area at the time of listing are critical habitat and failure to designate 
will result in the extinction of the species concerned. This in spite of the fact that 
these very same specie of concern (Wild Western Coho from the Klamath River) 
currently only has a market value of $4.99 lb (Costco) meaning they are plentiful 
at this price point and do not appear to be headed for extinction. With all the 
historic documentation of the late 1800 and early 1900 showing most if not all 
species of salmon and trout were widely transplanted, redistributed or introduced 
throughout California, the west and Canada – along with imported salmon from 
the east coast and hybridization by hatcheries, bags the question, what now makes 
these “native” or evolutionary significant fish. How is any fish “native” where 
other fish of the same species have been introduced or hybridized, specifically in 
the Klamath River? With all this inbreeding form other locations and fish species; 
the question becomes what determines what is truly a “native” or distinct 
population of fish? This is like saying your blue-eyed child is distinct from your 
brown-eyed child.  How many generations does it take to become a distinct, 
native or indigenous population?  


• Missing – The Secretary of the Interior’s determination that areas outside the 
geographical area at the time of listing are critical habitat and failure to designate 
will result in the extinction of the species concerned and that dam removal is the 
only option and the most cost affective, when all alternatives and ALL cost are 
properly accounted for and presented. What will its total cost be to the public 
from all forms of governmental and regulatory extractions? AS THE 
PRESIDENTS HAS STATED “IT JUST MATH” so let’s get it right. 


• Missing – Who will be held accountable environmentally and economically if the 
dam removal turns into an environmental disaster and an economic boondoggle: 
DOI, NOAA, KHSA/KBRA, CDFG, ODFW? Taxpayers should not have to pay 
for governmental incompetence and experimentation brought fourth by a small 
group of zealots pushing heritage fishing and/or U. N. Agenda 21.    


• Missing – It appears in the final KHSA that Del Norte and Siskiyou Counties are 
not signatory to the agreement which would raise some validity issues. 


• Missing - Who granted to the KHSA any authority to dictate to the people when 
the people have voted in a free and open election to keep the dams? 


• Missing – California Water Bond is not scheduled for voter approval until at least 
November 6, 2012. This is then just another waist of our tax dollars if this bond 
measure does not pass. Just like the watershed wide EIS/EIR was in the area last 
time. 


• Missing – Documentation supporting your propaganda sited in “benefits of the 
proposed action” any baseline to support the claims of annual production increases 
of 81.4, 46.5, 54.8 and 9 percent when there is no guaranty the fish will even 
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survive dam removal let alone any starting numbers, rate of growth, etc. And 
under “salmon disease” what was left out is it is not the dam, which causes the 
disease, but the disease originates in the hatchery – how convenient.   


• Missing – Only the Karuk, Klamath and Yurok tribes are signatory to these 
KSHA/KBRA agreements, circumventing other tribal rights, the Klamath 
compact, and various other treaties and agreements.   


• Missing – Certification by NOAA that the Marine Mammal Protection Act will 
not be violated by known pollutants, carcinogens, and contaminates from the 
sediment loading over the next 6-10 years caused by the removal of four dams. 
What are NOAAs mitigation measures and how much will they cost?  


• Missing – A flow chart showing all the preconditions, interconnected conditions 
and post-conditions with their related environmental impacts and economic costs. 
Not the bait-and-switch tactic used in this EIS/EIR. There is a fiduciary 
responsibility and requirement to account for ALL charges related to dam removal, 
mediation and governmental costs along with ALL potential environmental 
impacts for consideration. Not the $290 million bandied about for public 
consumption but the $800,000,000 now proposed it will to cost. This does not 
include the 338 million for water works costs and does not include the rate 
increases to pay off the California Water Bond if passed. 


• Missing – A comparative quantitative analysis over time of the Klamath River 
fish stocks to all the other rivers salmonid stocks in California and Oregon that 
support Coho. This is to ascertain comparative river performance that justifies the 
dam’s removal.  


• Missing – A comparative quantitative analysis between the Klamath River with 
dams and the Eel River with out dams. 


• Missing – Has the hybridization of Coho conducted by the hatcheries lead to its 
decline? Why is the infection zone just down stream from the hatcheries? What 
other hatchery mismanagement are we unaware of that has lead to the demise or 
outright killings of Coho and other species. Cannot hatchery production of Coho 
be increased? 


• Missing – Are the Evolutionary Significant Units (ESUs) hybridized Coho? What 
is it exactly that makes these so unique? What is it in their DNA that makes then 
ESUs? 


• Missing – Assurance that other non-native invasive species will not migrate either 
up or down the watershed that are now blocked by the dams. 


• Missing – Actual western states post dam removal data comparing their base line 
assumptions to the actual environmental conditions, tons of sediment displaced, 
contaminates encountered, river impacts, environmental degradation 
encountered and observed, specie losses and their current conditions, recovery 
rates, etc. Also, data to assess economic and social impacts on the communities, 
local business, property values, tax revenues and every condition listed in their 
base lines before dam removals and what should have been included. What were 
the unintended consequences? Are the areas better off now than before their dam 
removals and if so in what ways. How do those dam removals compare to the 
projected out come of four consecutive dam removals of a much larger magnitude, 
over a one year period, in one water shed, with miles of river that will be impacted. 
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• Missing – Assurance that Siskiyou County residence receive preferential hiring 
status on any work related to dam removal, mitigation and governmental job 
opportunities.  


• Missing - The relevant fish species recovery rates throughout the various reaches 
and tributaries of the Klamath and Trinity Rivers effected by each of the 
alternatives and how those impact the total number of fish, that then support 
commercial, sport and tribal benefits the fist year and annually for the next 50 
years. Will these be “native” fish of will they be some kind of reintroduced fish 
breeds because the natives where killed off? Where are these Evolutionary 
Significant fish going to come from? 


• Missing – Current fish counts (baseline) and projected fish counts throughout all 
reaches of the river and its tributaries and where they came from and how were 
they established. 


• Missing – Certification that water quality will improve or remain the same from 
base line samples prior to dam removal, so not to cause harm to any listed species. 
Who will certify the water and who will be accountable if the water flows in the 
Klamath River, after dam removal, do not met the Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act.  


• Missing – Assessing commercial fisheries for changes in economic profitability at 
the harvest level now (baseline) and projections for each year after dam removal. 
Cannot be determined from the EIS/EIR because it is not present and is listed as a 
secret! 


• Missing – NOAA’s base line ocean stock assessment reports specific to the 
anticipated Klamath River sediment discharges to establish baseline data for post 
dam assessments, mediation and cost impacts. 


• Missing - How will sediment loading effect aquatic and non-aquatic wildlife and 
vegetation down stream from the dam removal sites not only initially but 
annually for the next 50 years. 


• Missing – A base line of native caddis and stone flies and other invertebrates has 
not been provided, which will hold those responsible for dam removal, accountable 
for any impacts to these native invertebrate species and their habitat. Insects need 
special protection too.  


• Missing - How will known pollutants, carcinogens, and contaminates be 
controlled, mitigated and contained not only during dam removal but also prior 
to remediation being completed between each dam removal and after all four 
dams are removed.  The sequence of dam decommissioning and demolition will 
greatly affect the cost and environmental impacts and were not discussed in the 
EIS/EIR.  


• Missing – Separate EIS/EIR for each sediment release from each dam. 
• Missing – Human health costs related to contaminates releases by dam removal.  
• Missing – Assurance Federal and California’s water antidegradation policy base 


line of 1975, which applies to both surface waters and groundwater, and protects 
both existing and potential uses will not be compromised by the dam’s removal 
and subsequent siltation flows with there known pollutants, carcinogens, and 
contaminates. 


o Shall not compromise the integrity of the waterbody and does not impinge 
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on unique or critical habitats. 
o Shall not cause acutely toxic conditions to aquatic life passing through the 


dam removal area and sediment mixing zone 
o Shall not restrict the passage of aquatic life 
o Shall not adversely impact biologically sensitive or critical habitats, 


including, but not limited to, habitat of species listed under federal or State 
endangered species laws 


o Shall not produce undesirable or nuisance aquatic life; result in floating 
debris, oil, or scum; produce objectionable color, odor, taste, or turbidity; 
cause objectionable bottom deposits or cause a nuisance. 


o Shall not dominate the receiving water body  
o Shall not be allowed at or near any drinking water intake. 


• Missing - These pollutants, carcinogens, and contaminate discharges are in direct 
opposition and violation to the Water Resource Control Board own standards and 
requirements, The Clean water act, clean drinking water standards, EPA and 
NOAA’s standards.  How this is possible? Why are sediment samplings from each 
dam missing from the EIS/EIR? How much sediment and what is in the sediment 
at the bottom of each dam? 


• Missing – Septic system impacts caused by changing water elevations and 
flooding conditions caused by dam removal not addressed or cost accounted for as 
a direct charge caused by dam removal? 


• Missing – Drinking water quality issues to private, city and tribal wells or 
extraction points caused by silt, pollutants, carcinogens, and contaminate 
discharges related to dam removal. No filtration costs allocated as a direct charge 
caused by dam removal? 


• Missing – ESA certification that no damage or destruction of endangered plants 
on federal lands and on private lands when knowingly in violation of State Law 
will not occur by the removal of four dams. 


• Missing – Mitigation of flooding caused by dam removal for all tribal cultural 
resources. No cost allocated? 


• Missing - NOAA’s own Science-Based Restoration Monitoring of Coastal 
Habitats [NOAA 2005] states a baseline is the “starting point against which future 
measures can be compared” [NOAA 2005, p 14.9]. 


o Recreation, tourism, and access 
o Enhancement of investment in the community 
o Enhancement of educational opportunities 
o Protection/improvement of human health 
o Protection of cultural and historic values 
o Enhancement of aesthetic and other non-market values  
o Reduction in property damage 
o Enhancement of property value 
o Improvement in economic activity 
o Enhancement of transportation and trade 
o Improvement to commercial fisheries and shellfisheries 
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• Missing - No assessments on the economic impacts of flood damage within the 
Klamath River watershed over the next 50-100 years. No Roads, bridges, 
infrastructure, homes, etc. costs allocated because of dam removal? 


• Missing - Actual costs of dam deconstruction, flood and water quality mitigation 
efforts, and all other direct project costs associated with dam removal.  


• Missing – All soft costs related to dam deconstruction, mitigation and 
restoration. 


• Missing – No costs on all the other interrelated conditions associated with the 
EIS/EIR, KHSA, KRBA.  


• Missing – All governmental costs related to dam deconstruction, mitigation, 
restoration, monitoring, and the KHSA/KBRA conditions imposed over the next 
50 years. 


• Missing - $338,000,000 for the Water Resource Program a KBRA condition. 


• Missing - Changes in fisheries—catch and value of catch by species, location and 
type of fishing entity; commercial, commercial tribal, sport, tribal, - total value of 
catch for both commercial types, numbers by tribal and sport fishing over the next 
50 years and the discount rate used. This is a secret as stated in the EIS/EIR. 


• Missing – All costs related to running Iron Gate Hatchery when the 
reintroduction of anadromous fish is required for the Klamath River during the 
first eight years after the dams are removed. (reintroduction not covered by 
PacifiCorp) 


• Missing - Changes in the visitor industry—number of visitors, characteristics of 
stay, activities, origin, and expenditures within Del Norte, Humboldt, Modoc, 
Siskiyou County in California and Curry, Klamath, and Jackson Counties in 
Oregon by type. 


• Missing - Changes in the structure of the economies of Del Norte, Humboldt, 
Modoc, Siskiyou County in California and Curry, Klamath, and Jackson Counties 
in Oregon, - the number and type of enterprises, employment, incomes of 
employees, and sales and use taxes paid. Are they going to be better off, if so how, 
where and by how much? 


• Missing - Changes in land use, including property values for Del Norte, 
Humboldt, Modoc, Siskiyou County in California and Curry, Klamath, and 
Jackson Counties in Oregon — from assessor’s offices GIS databases, locations, 
values of land, description and value of structures and zoning, as geographically 
detailed as possible. 


• Missing – Changes in the timber industry harvest volumes, rates of harvest, value, 
timber tax, employment, employment income, gross revenues. 


• Missing – What was the rational for only a 20 million payment to Siskiyou 
County in 2018. This is less than 10 years worth of tax revenue form PacifiCorp 
along with the loss of related jobs and expenditures in the community. There is no 
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assurance that Siskiyou County will benefit economically at all from dam removal 
when electrical rate surcharges and water bond surcharges are factored in.  


  
• Missing - Economic status and demographics by zip code broken out by age, sex 


income, occupations in Del Norte, Humboldt, Modoc, Siskiyou County in 
California and Curry, Klamath, and Jackson Counties in Oregon. How will dam 
removal improve these conditions quantitatively in each county and collectively? 


 
• Missing – List and quantify the ways each tribe will be better off and how all will 


all be better off collectively from dam removal compared to the other alternatives?  
 


• Missing – Industry Sectors not incorporated in EIS/EIR 
o Crops Production 
o Animal Production 
o Forest Products 
o Fishing, Hunting, Trapping 
o Ag and Forestry Support 
o Mining 
o Utilities 
o Residential Construction 
o Nonresidential Construction 
o Seafood Products 
o Other Food Products 
o Textiles 
o Sawmills 
o Plywood and Veneer 
o Other Wood Products 
o Pulp and Paper 
o Printing and Publishing 
o Concrete, Stone, Clay, Glass Mfg. 
o Metal Fabrication Mfg. 
o Ship and Boat Building 
o Wood Furniture and Fixtures 
o Sporting Goods Mfg 
o Other Manufacturing 
o Wholesale Trade 
o Tourism and Passenger Transport 
o Freight Transport and Warehousing 
o Other Transportation 
o Postal and Delivery Services 
o Motor Vehicles and Parts Stores 
o Household Goods 
o Food and Beverage Stores 
o Health and Personal Care Stores 
o Gas Stations and Carwashes 
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o Misc. Retail 
o Publishing 
o Communications and Software 
o Finance, Insurance, Real Estate (F.I.R.E.) 
o Rental Services 
o Business Services 
o Travel Services 
o Personal and Community Services 
o Education 
o Health Services 
o Social Services 
o Recreation Services 
o Hotels and Accommodations 
o Food and Beverage Services 
o Equipment Repair Services 
o Households 
o State and Local Government 
o Federal Government 
o Other 


• Only 8 were used in the EIS/EIR but appear to change depending where they are 
sited? This makes it imposable to compare data and there is more to each county 
than this, which needs to be accounted for. 


 Agriculture, Mining, Construction, Manufacturing, Transportation, 
Information, and Public Utilities (TIPU), Trade, Service, Government 


• Missing – Employment by industry and by tribe not incorporate in the EIS/EIR 
o Wage and salary employment 
o Proprietors employment 
o Farm proprietors employment 
o Nonfarm proprietors employment 
o Farm employment 
o Nonfarm employment 
o Private employment 
o Forestry 
o Fishing 
o Mining 
o Utilities 
o Construction 
o Manufacturing 
o Wholesale trade 
o Retail Trade 
o Transportation and warehousing 
o Information 
o Finance and Insurance 
o Real estate and rental and leasing 
o Professional and technical services 
o Management of companies and enterprises 
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o Administrative services 
o Waste services 
o Educational services 
o Health care and Social assistance 
o Art, entertainment, and recreation 
o Accommodation and food services 
o Other services, except public administration 
o Government and government enterprises 
o Federal, civilian 
o Military 
o State and local 
o State government 
o Local government 


• Missing - Direct Travel Impact baseline and projections  
o Total direct travel spending 
o Visitor spending by type of traveler accommodation 
o Visitor spending by commodity purchased 
o Industry earnings generated by travel spending 
o Industry employment generated by travel spending 
o Tax receipts generated by travel spending 


 
• Missing - The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Guidelines for 


Preparing Economic Analyses [EPA 2000]. This out lines and supports benefit-
cost analysis (BCA), cost effectiveness analysis, economic impact analysis (EIA) 
and equity assessments. This EIS/EIR has apparently relied solely on IMPLAM 
modeling, which has known short falls, and no spreadsheet data was provided for 
transparency, verification or reconstruction for the conclusions reached. Without 
conformance to the lead agencies own standards there is no validity to the 
EIS/EIR. 


• Missing - The Whitehouse Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 
Circular A-4  [OMB 2003] and Circular A-94 [OMB 1992] The OMB guidance 
states that BCA is the preferred method of analysis whenever there are different 
beneficial outcomes [OMB 2003, p12, and OMB 1992, p 3]. The OMB guidance 
states it “should be the best assessment of the way the world would look absent 
the proposed action” and  “changes in external factors affecting expected 
benefits and costs” need to be taken into account. [OMB 2003, p 15]. Maybe 
peer review should be someone impartial and who is not beating their own drum, 
like OMB.  


• Missing - NOAA’s Office of Sustainable Fisheries Guidelines for Economic 
Analysis of Fishery Management Actions [NOAA, 2000]. 


• Missing - NOAA’s Coastal Ocean Program Science-Based Restoration 
Monitoring of Coastal Habitats [NOAA 2005]. Caused by the Estuaries and 
Clean Waters Act of 2000. 


• Missing - Department of the Interior Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) 
Economic Analysis of Dam Decommissioning [DOI 2003] 


• Missing - The Department of Interior Bureau of Reclamation’s Economic s 
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Resources and Planning Group Valuation of American Indian Land and Water 
Resources: a Guidebook [Hammer 2002]. 


• Missing - The Heinz Center for Science, Economics and the Environment 
Panel on Economic, Environmental, and Social Outcomes of Dam Removal 
has produced a panel report entitled, Dam Removal Science and Decision Making 
[Graf 2002a]. 


• Missing - Whitelaw and MacMullan A Framework for Estimating the Costs 
and Benefits of Dam Removal [Whitelaw and MacMullan 2002] 


• Missing – Even The Preliminary Economic Assessment of Dam Removal: the 
Klamath River [Kruse 2006] was not even sited. 


 
Given that none of these documents were referenced nor where any of their 
recommendations and protocols incorporated into the EIS/EIR.  The question 
becomes what was used?  How can any of the environmental and economic 
information be valid when it is not in conformance with any of the lead agencies 
own standards?  Why should any of the cost projections for dam removal be valid 
when known cost have arbitrarily been left out for the purpose of giving a lower cost 
projection? The 4550 net job creation is questionable given the fact most will be 
temporary, seasonal and short-term jobs - a year or less.  The only long-term 
employment will be governmental or NGO’s to monitor the aftermath.  
 
Given the fact that 600,000 PacifiCorp customers are having their standard of living 
reduced by $200 million in dam removal costs and the additional rate increases for 
replacement power forever was not counted in dam removal costs. This issue was 
proposed by the KHSA/KBRA a non-governmental consortium of self appointed 
stakeholders and tribes who have imposed this on an electorate, who voted 
overwhelmingly (79%) to keep the dams, but where excluded from the 
KHSA/KBRM. The fair and just thing is to have any cost overruns or shortfalls 
made-up personally and collectively by the signatories of the KHSA/KBRA 
agreements and not the rate payers or taxpayers of either State, the Nation or any of 
the six counties. This would potentially save California $200 million it does not have 
and has not approved. This will also let the KHSA/KBRA “stakeholders” share in the 
true cost of active environmentalism.  
 
Cost sharing for this undertaking should also be assessed against commercial and 
sport fisheries.  This is the same as timber harvesting on public lands, which is sold by 
the board foot, fish could likewise be charge by the pound. This would also off set 
incidental takes on listed species that are accidently caught when fishing. Float and 
boat trips on the river or ocean could also be charged. Sharing in the true cost of 
environmentalism is what it is all about - right.  
 
Fish mismanagement appears to be the main problem, which has caused a lack of fish 
production throughout the water shed (fish release timing, ratio of Coho to other 
salmon, fish killings, etc.). A simple solution would be to turn over fish 
enhancement operations to all the tribes in the Klamath water shed with historic 
rights and related stakeholders with a direct connection to fish harvesting, 
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consumption, subsistence, or historic and ceremonial needs. This would eliminate 
finger pointing and make them in charge of their own fate.  
 
The California Water Bond scheduled for 2012 contains provisions for new 
hydroelectric dams. This would render the arguments that the Klamath dams energy 
production is not clean or green moot.  
 
The KHSA/KBRA agreements provide for a net gain of water for irrigation and 
stream flows separate and apart from the four dams to be removed. The ability to 
regulate and manage stream flows would be greatly impaired with the dams 
removed.  Having 5-6 water impoundments capable of providing excess cold and 
clear water capacity for river habitat, fish and flood control is better than 1-2 dams.  
Dam removal advocates have minimized the very real dangers associated with floods 
and flooding which works if it is not your property that is impacted. The 
environmentalist’s extraordinary delusion that the rivers will have shade trees and 
clear water are misplaced. In all likelihood it would flow and function like the Eel 
River with no dams. How much better are the Eel’s Coho runs or any salmon runs 
for that matter that justifies these four dams to be removed? 
 
Given all the information presented; the lack of fishing data in the EIS/EIR, 
NOAA’s statements that when several hundreds of thousands of fish where allowed 
to return to spawn, there were no corresponding increases in subsequent fish return 
counts and NOAA’s complicity in the Russian River fish stranding contrivance, leads 
one to believe that this is just another case of fishing interest masquerading as 
environmentalism.  
 
With these and all the other negative comments expressed at the hearing and in 
writing, with references sited or not, all lead to the same conclusion – the dams 
should not be removed because the EIS/EIR does not meet the lead agencies own 
standards and recommendations. The handouts, the executive summary and 
EIS/EIR all exude that warm and fuzzy environmental gobbledygook. What it does 
not say is that it will work or what it will cost. It does not say that other 
hydroelectric plants will be built to replace these somewhere else in California. It does 
not say what the real world consequences to the river environment will be. It does 
not even say the existing native Coho and other species will survive. It does not say 
who will be accountable when this does not work as presented. It does not present a 
baseline to gauge the impacts, either environmental or economic. It does not assure 
any of the counties they will be better off. It does not account for the lower standard 
of living to tax and ratepayers. It does not meet the minimum standards required for 
a project of this complexity and magnitude. It does not conform to the lead agencies 
own standards. It is not transparent, un-basis, verifiable or reproducible. It does not 
have a benefit-cost analysis (BCA). It does not have a cost effectiveness analysis. It 
does not have an economic impact analysis (EIA). It does not have an equity 
assessment. It does not have an analysis of four concurrent and consecutive dam 
removal projects, in one year, in one watershed with the potential to negatively 
compromise miles of river. It does not have a comparative analysis to other previous 
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dam removals that supports these four dam removals.  
 
With the new proposed legislation, Klamath Basin Economic Restoration Act, at 
least everyone will know its real intent is to circumvent the will of the people and its 
true costs are over a billion dollars ($1,000,000,000.00). 
 
Thanks 
Tom Connick 
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Science, Secrecy and Salmon Restoration 


News that an independent panel of scientists has serious reservations 


about prospects for successful salmon restoration to the upper 


Klamath River Basin once four Klamath River Dams are removed was 


broken by the LA Times in late June and spread like wildfire across the 


Basin. 


The concerns of the scientists focused on the KBRA or Klamath Water 


Deal which has been politically connected to dam removal. They 


pointed out that large, politically brokered restoration programs have 


a consistent record of failure. Whether we consider Chesapeake Bay, 


the Everglades, the Great Lakes, the Columbia River or the Klamath 


River Basin, large scale restoration projects have not achieved what 


the politicians, advocates and bureaucrats who brokered them


promised. 


In 2006 a national team of scientists led by the University of


Maryland’s Margaret Palmer examined thousands of restoration 


programs across the US and found widespread failure. The scientists 


pegged ineffective restoration to failure to apply restoration science 


resulting in projects which do not address key factors degrading rivers 


and lakes. The scientists also noted that less than 15% of the projects 


reviewed had been evaluation to determine their effectiveness. 


Palmer subsequently identified the specific ways in which restoration 


practice has failed to correctly apply restoration science. 


Lack of restoration standards and accountability is a key defect of the 


Klamath Water Deal. Like salmon restoration under the 1986 Klamath 


Act before it, the KBRA would divide restoration funds based on 


political considerations. During the 20-year Klamath Act Restoration 


Program, wild Klamath-Trinity Chinook Salmon – the focus of that


restoration effort – continued to decline. If that trend continues,


extirpation/extinction will occur during this century.  Restoration 


under the KBRA will be similarly ineffective; addressing several key 


factors limiting wild salmon production is specifically precluded by 
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Water Deal provisions.


The independent salmon scientists focused on water quality in the 


Upper Basin as the main impediment to successful Chinook restoration 


there and throughout the Basin. In particular, they singled out a fifth 


PacifiCorp dam and reservoir – Keno – as a major barrier to migrating 


salmon. Keno has the worst water quality found anywhere in the Basin 


and regular fish kills occur there during summer. Under the Dam and 


Water Deals, however, Keno Dam and Reservoir would not be 


removed; instead they would be transferred from PacifiCorp to the US 


Bureau of Reclamation.   


Soft censorship on the Klamath


Federal and tribal bureaucrats did not like the Draft Report from the 


independent scientists because it criticized aspects of the KBRA Water 


Deal in strong terms. As they have in the past, displeased KBRA 


promoters worked hard to convince the independent scientists to 


change their report. This can be seen in comments submitted on the 


panel’s draft summarized in Appendix C of the final report.  


Comments from the Yurok Tribe, the Pacific Federation of Fishermens’ 


Associations and several agency scientists closely associated with the 


Dam and Water Deals focus on challenging the reviewers’ statements 


about the Water Deal. They were only partially successful. While the


language used to discuss the KBRA was toned down in the final report, 


it is still obvious that the scientists have severe reservations that the 


KBRA will deliver the benefits it promises and which its supporters 


regularly trumpet as if they had already been accomplished.  The 


result is a strong but cautious final report: The scientists held their 


ground, expressing the same reservations in mild, sugar-coated words.


One of those commenting on the draft was not a long-time Klamath 


scientists or advocate but rather the individual assigned to supervise 


preparation of reports and studies to inform the Secretarial


Determination and the accompanying EIS/EIR.  The comments of 


Dennis Lynch appear to KlamBlog to be aimed at reducing the strength 


of findings that can be read as negative with regard to the KBRA. 


KlamBlog does not believe such advocacy is appropriate for someone 


who is supposed to oversee an impartial investigation of the costs and 


benefits of removing four dams, transferring Keno Dam and Reservoir 


to the Bureau of Reclamation and implementing the KBRA Water


Deal.  


In subsequent public meetings and in press statements Mr. Lynch has 


downplayed the Chinook Panel’s concerns about the Water Deal. We 


can expect further dilution of those concerns in a summary report 


Lynch and his team will release later this summer. 


KlamBlog has compared the original Draft Report and the Final Report 


to determine how it has changed in response to the barrage of 


action. Sometimes you will also find 


an action alert, what others have 


written or press clips.


If you have something relevant you'd 


like to share - a comment or clip 


about the Klamath - send it to 


unofelice@gmail.com. All


submissions will be considered for 


publication here; decisions are final 


and not subject to appeal.
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comments by KBRA promoters expressing displeasure with the


independent scientists’ judgments about the KBRA. Here’s one 


example of how the panel toned down its findings in response to the 


concerted effort by KBRA promoters: 


Draft Report: 


The Proposed Action appears to be a major step forward in 


conserving target fish populations compared with decades of vigorous 


disagreements, obvious fish passage barriers, and continued 


ecological degradation. The Panel concluded that a modest increase 


in Chinook salmon is likely in the reach between Iron Gate Dam and 


Keno Dam if some of the conditions listed below are met. An increase 


in Chinook salmon upstream of Keno Dam is less certain because of 


the difficulties in satisfying all the conditions described below. The 


Panel has strong reservations that KBRA, even if fully implemented, 


will address all these conditions to the extent required to meet the 


goals of the program. (emphasis added)


Final Report:  


The principal uncertainties fall into four classes: the wide 


range of variability in salmon runs in near-pristine systems, lack 


of detail and specificity about KBRA, uncertainty about an 


institutional framework for implementing KBRA in an adaptive 


fashion, and outstanding ecological uncertainties in the Klamath 


system that appear not to have been resolved by the available 


studies to date. (emphasis added)


The panel then appears to address unhappy KBRA promoters in an 


attempt to smooth ruffled feathers:


Most reports and presentations received by the Panel 


predicted very optimistic results for Chinook salmon from the 


Proposed Action. The Panel is equally hopeful, but notes several 


factors that temper its enthusiasm. Those factors and its position,


therefore, may seem pessimistic to some readers of this report. But 


the Panel sees its charge as listing concerns in the spirit of scientific 


openness and as research challenges and opportunities that if 


resolved successfully will increase the likelihood of success resulting 


from the Proposed Action.


KBRA promoters have a consistent track record but openness to fresh 


perspectives that don’t conform to their long-held beliefs is not part 


of it. Whether we consider KBRA promoters reactions to two 


independent reviews of Klamath Science prepared by the National 


Research Council, NEC-sponsored science reviews by Bill Trush and 


Greg Kammen or the report of the independent scientists, KBRA 


promoters have consistently sought to pressure, cajole and persuade 


dissenting scientists to recant and adopt the promoters’ sanguine 


views on the Water Deal. Secret meetings of Deal “parties” and 


federal bureaucrats continue to be used to coordinate efforts to deny 
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and downplay concerns about the controversial and costly Water Deal. 


KlamBlog believes these meetings violate federal open meeting laws 


and we wonder why KBRA opponents have not filed suit to block 


them.    


The KBRA and Keno


The independent Chinook scientists were right to question whether 


Keno clean-up can occur under the Water Deal. When the KBRA’s


obfuscating legal language is decoded, it becomes clear that under it 


Keno Dam and Reservoir (along with the Lower Klamath Lake Area and 


the entire Lost River Basin) would be firmly under the control of the 


Basin’s Irrigation Elite - the group of 20-30 agricultural enterprises 


which controls vast acreage supplied with cheap federal irrigation 


water . And since Klamath Project agriculture is the source of most 


Keno pollution, the Irrigation Elite have no interest in cleaning it up. 


In fact, their interest is to frustrate and prevent Keno clean-up as 


they have for many years. 


Here are a few of many KBRA provisions which taken together give 


essential control of Keno, Lower Klamath and the Lost River Basin to 


the Irrigation Elite:


Agricultural operations complying with agricultural water 


quality area management plans and rules administered by the 


Oregon Department of Agriculture, and with rule amendments, 


if any, adopted to implement the Fisheries Program, shall not 


be subject to further water quality requirements under Oregon 


Revised Statutes chapter 468B or 568, if any, arising solely 


from reintroduction and the designation or presence of new 


fish beneficial uses. 


•


The Parties shall support all reasonably available alternative 


or additional water quality measures before considering any 


action for the purpose of water quality compliance that would 


reduce water supplies beyond the limitations provided in this


Agreement.


•


Following transfer of the Keno Facility from PacifiCorp 


pursuant to the Hydroelectric Settlement, Reclamation shall


operate such facility to maintain water levels upstream of 


Keno Dam to provide for diversion and canal maintenance 


consistent with Contract No. 14-06-200-3579A executed on 


January 4, 1968 between Reclamation and PacifiCorp (then 


Copco) and historic practice and subject to Applicable Law. 


Klamath Reclamation Project contractors shall not bear any 


cost associated with the Keno Facility, including any 


responsibilities to landowners upstream of Keno Dam, whether 


cost of construction, operations, maintenance, rehabilitation,


betterment, liabilities of any kind, or otherwise.


•


The Parties commit to take every reasonable and legally-


permissible step to avoid or minimize any adverse impact, in 


•
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the form of new regulation or other legal or funding obligation 


that might occur to users of water or land upstream of Iron 


Gate Dam from introduction or reintroduction of aquatic 


Species to currently unoccupied habitats or areas.


The Parties further acknowledge the potential for changes in 


regulatory programs and potential uncertainties as to the 


precise mechanisms by which the basic commitments stated 


herein will be achieved. If unforeseen changes in regulatory 


programs occur or uncertainties result as to the precise 


mechanisms by which the basic commitments stated herein will 


be achieved during the course of this Agreement the Parties 


agree to meet and confer in light of these commitments to 


determine any necessary future actions, including, but not 


limited to, consideration of whether narrowly tailored 


regulations or legislation is necessary to ensure the realization 


of these commitments.


•


The limitations related to Klamath Reclamation Project 


diversions identified in Section15.3.1.A and provided in


Appendix E-1, and any other applicable provisions of this 


Agreement, are intended in part to ensure durable and 


effective compliance with the Endangered Species Act or other 


Applicable Law related to the quantity of water for diversion, 


use and reuse in the Klamath Reclamation Project. Therefore, 


the Parties agree that they shall not seek further limitations 


on the quantity of water diverted, used or reused in the 


Klamath Reclamation Project beyond these limitations.


•


A Party other than Federal and State Public Agency Parties 


shall not seek to enforce Applicable Law to impose further 


limitations on the water quantity for diversion, use, and reuse 


in the Klamath Reclamation Project, beyond the limitations 


that result from the application of Appendix E-1


•


While some of these provisions are couched in terms of additional 


responsibilities related to salmon reintroduction, and while elsewhere 


in the KBRA there are statements about compliance with existing laws 


and TMDLs, the combined effect is to provide a presumption that the 


Irrigation Elite will not have to make any changes not specified called 


for in the KBRA.    


The panel of independent reviewing scientists identified Keno as a 


barrier to salmon migration which could frustrate efforts to restore 


salmon to the Upper Klamath River Basin. Any attempt to clean-up 


Keno will be interpreted by the Irrigation Elite as related to 


reintroduction (what else has changed?) and therefore subject to KBRA 


limitations on actions that impacts water deliveries to those irrigators. 


But water quality and flows are closely related. It is therefore likely 


that the combined effect of KBRA provisions will be to further delay -


and perhaps frustrate - clean-up of Keno Reservoir. 


Keno is the Key
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As the independent Chinook scientists noted, Keno Reservoir has the 


worst water quality in the Klamath River Basin. Sometimes Keno water 


gets so bad that pure ammonia – a substance directly toxic to all life -


is produced. Like the four dams slated for removal, Keno is part of 


PacifiCorp’s Klamath Hydroelectric Project. If that Project had been 


relicensed by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission clean water 


certification from California and Oregon would have been required. 


That certification could not have been obtained unless PacifiCorp 


developed and committed to clean-up Keno and its other reservoirs in


order to meet water quality standards. 


KBRA promoters like PCFFA’s Glen Spain point to the Oregon TMDL as 


a means to Keno clean-up.  In agricultural areas, however, TMDL 


implementation in Oregon is under the direction of the Oregon 


Department of Agriculture. ODA relies on farm and ranch plans which –


like the KBRA itself – are devoid of standards and accountability.


Those like Spain who count on the State of Oregon to clean-up Keno 


will have a long, long wait!  


If PacifiCorp is allowed to walk away from Keno Reservoir and its 


water quality problems, Keno clean-up will at best be delayed and 


may never be fully implemented. As the independent scientists 


pointed out, the payoff for dam removal – restoration of salmon to the 


Upper Klamath River Basin – might also fail. Furthermore, even if 


clean-up occurs, taxpayers will be saddled with the cost. 


Federal legislation needed to facilitate removal of four Klamath River 


dams should include provisions to assure that Keno Reservoir is 


cleaned up expeditiously and that democratic processes are used to


manage the River and its public resources. Like all our rivers, the 


Klamath is a People’s river; it is not owned and no part of the River 


should be controlled by PacifiCorp, the Irrigation Elite, KBRA “parties” 


or any other special interest.  More than anything, the Klamath needs 


an open, democratic process for managing the People’s Klamath River 


and the Klamath’s public resources.


Now that the truth about flaws in the Klamath Dam and Water Deals is 


finally coming out, river and salmon advocates must insist that what is


needed to restore the Klamath River and Klamath Salmon – including 


clean-up of Keno Reservoir pollution - is assured before PacifiCorp is 


allowed to walk away from its Klamath responsibilities.  In the months 


ahead we will see where folks stand. Those who prioritize the Klamath 


River and Klamath Salmon will push to assure Keno clean-up via 


federal legislation needed for dam removal. Those who prioritize their 


own and their organizations’ power and access via the KBRA will 


oppose those efforts. 


KlamBlog will let you know where folks stand. Stay tuned. 
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Posted by Felice Pace 


Labels: Implementing the KBRA, Klamath Water Deal, Klamath-Trinity 


Salmon


4 comments: 


Glen Spain said... 


Dear KlamBlog…


This posting is interesting, but does need some comment:


1. The LA Times Story you cite missed a lot of key points the Chinook 


Expert Panel expressed in FAVOR of the KBRA and particularly in favor


of dam removal. Also, the Report that the LA Times reporter used was


incomplete, and has been updated in the form of an Addendum 


Report, released July 20th. While the Panel expressed some concerns 


about whether the KBRA would meet all its goals (understandable 


concerns given a 50 year program) they NEVER said not to move 


forward with the KBRA. And many of the water quality issues they 


raised are being dealt with by the Clean Water Act TMDL process, not 


the KBRA, which cannot supersede federal and state clean water laws. 


Here are some quotes from the final Addendum Report which is 


available as follows:


EXCERPTS FROM THE CHINOOK EXPERT PANEL REPORTS 


Chinook salmon (Updated Addendum Report) 


The following references can be found at:


http://northamerica.atkinsglobal.com/KlamathRiver/Chinook%


20Salmon/ADDENDUM%20FINAL%20Report%20(clean%20version)


_Chinook%20Salmon_Klamath%20Expert%20Panels_07%2020%2011.pdf


“The Proposed Action appears to be a major step forward in 


conserving target fish populations compared with decades of vigorous 


disagreements, obvious fish passage barriers, and continued ecological 


degradation. The Panel concluded that a substantial increase in 


Chinook salmon is possible in the reach between Iron Gate Dam and 


Keno Dam.” (p. i) 


“The Panel believes that dam removal is the greatest limiting factor 


precluding Chinook salmon rehabilitation. Time will also be needed 


for new Chinook salmon stocks to evolve to the evolving water quality 


conditions. Delaying dam removal seems an unwise proposal.” (p. 74) 


“There is much certainty that if the four dams are not removed, the 


Klamath Chinook salmon will continue to decline.” (p. 69-70) 


“The Proposed Action offers greater water quality potential than the 


Current Conditions in improving water quality for Klamath Chinook


salmon.” (p. 9) 


Recommend this on Google
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“The Proposed Action offers greater potential than the Current 


Conditions in reducing disease related mortality in Klamath Chinook


Salmon.” (p. 12) 


“The Proposed Action offers greater potential than the Current 


Conditions for Chinook salmon to tolerate climate change and changes 


in marine survival.” (p.19) 


2. You mistake the normal public comment and peer review process 


for “pressuring” the Panel to change its views. Peer-review is part of 


every good scientific process, and the Panel was truly independent…. 


They were plenty capable of making up their own minds. If every 


public comment or peer review process is “pressureing” then science


itself is based on it. 


3. The KBRA has an ongoing governance and scientific oversight 


process for the very reasons cited in the Palmer Report. True 


“adaptive management” based on intensive on-going monitoring is 


laced throughout the KBRA process. The scientists who are supervising 


it are not fools and they do learn from past experience. And the need 


to be effective in this ambitious restoration project is shared by all. 


4. All the final independent science panel reports are posted at:


http://northamerica.atkinsglobal.com/klamathriver/pages/default.as


px . They all say fish will be significantly better off with the KBRA 


than without it.


-- Glen Spain, for PCFFA (fish1ifr@aol.com) 


July 21, 2011 2:27 PM 


Felice Pace said... 


Glen Spain's comment - and the Addendum expert panel report to 


which it refers - raise serious questions about the integrity of the


Secretarial Determination process:


1. Did PacifiCorp and the Klamath Tribes (the two groups for whom 


the comment process was reopened) get their comments in on time or 


are they being afforded special privileges and dispensations not 


available to others?


2. How did it come about that these two comments resulted in 


addition of the exact same phrase in multiple locations throughout 


the report. To wit: "The Proposed Action offers greater potential than 


the Current Conditions .... etc". 


That doesn't read like the rest of the scientists' report but rather just 


like something someone who wanted the Secretarial Determination to 


come out a certain way would write. 


I suspect this phrase was suggested to the panel; but it was not 
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suggested in comments from either PacifiCorp or the Klamath Tribes. 


So who did suggest it?


It is also interesting that Glen Spain mainly quotes the additional 


statements that were in the Addendum but which were not in the


original Final Report that so displeased Glen and other KBRA 


promoters. I do agree with him that the reviewing Chinook scientists 


favor dam removal and see it as positive. Their views on the KBRA 


Water Deal, however, are much more complex. 


If you read the original "Final Report" it is clear that these scientists 


had significant reservations about the efficacy of the KBRA in general 


and in its ability to advance Keno clean-up in particular.


These developments stretch credibility to the breaking point and lead 


one to suspect that there were more than processing additional


comments behind the decision to do the Addendum. 


The irregularities (it would be premature to call them "shenanigans") 


also give more weight to the post's questioning of involvement by Mr. 


Lynch - the manager of the Secretarial Determination process - with 


the substance of the report. Did Mr. Lynch engineer the changes in 


the Addendum in order to downplay the independent scientists 


concerns about the KBRA Water Deal? 


It is important that the Secretary of Interior be aware of the 


scientist's serious concerns which have now been masked in the 


Addendum. That awareness could prompt the Secretary to support a 


clear mandate and time-line for Keno clean-up in federal legislation 


needed for dam removal. Absent that assurance, those who value 


salmon above their personal power and access should strongly oppose 


transfer of Keno to the Bureau of Reclamation. 


Furthermore, the Addendum's specific conclusion concerning water 


quality - quoted by Glen - is not supported by the facts. There IS a 


basis for concluding that clean-up would occur sooner and more 


effectively if the dams were relicensed (current conditions) and there 


IS no basis for concluding the opposite. 


The willingness of those who are committed to the KBRA to attack the 


messenger, corrupt processes and manipulate individuals in order to 


get what they want does not inspire confidence that adaptive 


management will be paid more than lip service if Congress endorses 


the KBRA. And that too was one of the concerns expressed by the 


independent scientists.


God help the salmon if that happens! 


July 21, 2011 4:31 PM 


Glen Spain said... 
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Dear KlamBlog...


I don't want to get into a lot of back-and-forth with Felice here, but 


the reasons for doing the Addendum are clearly set out in the


Contractor's web site... i.e., they goofed! They dropped timely 


comment emails so they were not before the Panel, and had to be 


considered later. But for fairness, only those comments submitted by 


the deadline were considered, as was announced.


The the Chinook Panel Notice of Addendum and the other reports (all 


in one spot) are at:


http://northamerica.atkinsglobal.com/klamathriver/pages/default.as


px


No one got any special second bites at any mythical apples. Anyone 


could have submitted comments. Many did, on various topics both pro 


and con, as well as made presentations to the Panelists in person. All 


comments were carefully considered and responded too as part of an 


orderly public comment process. Just as it should be.


And as to the additions to the text inserted by the Panel, they seem 


to have noted -- as was pointed out by several commentors -- that 


they never actually clearly answered the main question asked: "How


does the Proposed Action (dam removal + KBRA) actually compare to 


the No Action baseline alternative for these species?" 


So they apparently decided to be clearer about it. That was entirely 


their own decision to make. Isn't such clarity to be commended? 


The insistence on some sort of conspiracy here is misplaced. Nor are 


wildly leading questions raising unnecessary aspersions on various 


people's characters of any usefulness. The reports stand on their own. 


I urge anyone who is interested in distinguishing fact from fancy to 


actually READ these Independent Scientific Panel Reports, again all 


available at:


http://northamerica.atkinsglobal.com/klamathriver/pages/default.as


px


They all have one important conclusion in common. ALL say, in various


ways, that the fish species each examined will be significantly better 


off with the dams down and the KBRA implemented than without 


those two major steps forward toward upper basin restoration. 


We agree, of course, that the degree of benefit depends on the 


degree of implementation. But so it has always been with such 


restoration efforts......


-- Glen Spain, for PCFFA 
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Newer Post Older Post


July 21, 2011 6:09 PM 


Felice Pace said... 


The integrity - or lack thereof - in the Chinook Report's process is 


being investigated and will be reported on in KlamBlog when it's 


completed. 


Glen presents as if he has absolute knowledge about this government 


process and can guarantee its integrity. Does that mean he has special 


access or is he clairvoyant? 


The fact is that the panel expressed serious reservations about the 


KBRA for a number of sensible reasons. This is true in the Draft, in the 


Final and in the Addendum versions.


The manner in which the review was structured, however, required 


the panel to make judgements about the KHSA and KBRA as a single 


package. Glen, of course, knows perfectly well why the review was 


set up in that fashion.


Let's hope the legislation these deal-makers want goes down in


partisan flames. Then we can get back to the FERC process where the 


rules are known and not made up by the promoters as serves their 


purpose. 


In the FERC process, the dams will still be decommissioned because 


that is in the interest of PacifiCorp's shareholders who own them. The 


difference under FERC will be no KBRA mischief and less cost to 


taxpayers. 


July 25, 2011 4:58 PM 


Post a Comment
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Klamath dams: County’s comments in


by John Bowman, Siskiyou Daily News, December 27, 2011


Weed, Calif. — Siskiyou County recently submitted its comments for the Department of Interior’s (DOI) Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (EIS/EIR) for 
Klamath Facilities Removal, as the Dec. 30 deadline for submissions approaches.


In addition to county government, the cities of Yreka, Dorris, Etna, Montague and Weed along with the town of Fort Jones passed resolutions stating their official support 
for the county’s comments.


The 130-page document, prepared by County Counsel Tom Guarino and environmental attorney George Mannina Jr. of Nossaman LLP, outlines a long list of criticisms 
against the EIS/EIR. The majority of the criticisms are based on the county’s allegation that scientific analysis throughout the EIS/EIR is either not sufficient to meet legal 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), or that claims about environmental benefits of dam 
removal contradict the findings of DOI’s expert panels.


The over-riding allegation of the document is summarized on page 121 in the “Conclusion” section.


“NEPA and CEQA require that there be a ‘hard look’ at the environmental effects of a proposed action .. .this hard look ‘must be taken objectively and in good faith, not as 
an exercise in form over substance, and not as a subterfuge designed to rationalize a decision already made’ ... For all intents and purposes, the EIS/EIR appears to be ‘a 
subterfuge designed to rationalize a decision already made,’” the document states.


Throughout the DOI’s Secretarial Determination process, the county has maintained the allegation that dam removal is a foregone conclusion and the scientific analysis has 
been biased to support that conclusion.


The “Conclusion” section of the county’s document contains 35 bulleted points intended to support this claim.


Among the allegations of scientific misconduct and failure to meet legally required standards of analysis are the following:


• “The EIS/EIR states the proposed action (dam removal) is to advance the restoration of salmonid fisheries.” The county feels that the findings of the DOI’s expert panels 
indicate that benefits would be “small,” “remotely possible,” “uncertain,” “unlikely” and “not feasible.”


• “The EIS/EIR examines the effects of the proposed action on fish as if each individual species is the only occupant of the ecosystem.” The county alleges that the EIS/EIR 
fails to analyze effects of changes in species interactions.


• “An expert panel found that the EIS/EIR’s reliance on average daily mean temperatures to measure the temperature impacts of dam removal on fish was incorrect. Fish do 
not experience average temperatures. Fish experience hour-by-hour temperatures.”


• “The EIS/EIR admits the proposed action will increase nutrient loads ... algae growth ... pH levels ... and disease ... and, therefore, make water quality worse.”


• “... in at least four places the EIS/EIR states it need not examine the effects of dam removal on estuarine habitat ... In an equal number of places, the EIS/EIR says sediment 
will reach the estuary. Both assertions cannot be right.”


• “The EIS/EIR admits that dioxin and other chemicals are present in dangerous levels behind J.C. Boyle Dam. There is no analysis of the likely adverse impacts of these 
pollutants. Instead, the EIS/EIR says these hazardous pollutants will be diluted when the three dams below J.C. Boyle Dam are removed.”


• “There is no analysis of the effects of reduced revenues on the County’s ability to serve its citizens.”


• “The EIR/EIS contains no analysis of the impact of increased energy costs on the citizens of Siskiyou County or of the environmental effects of replacing clean 
hydropower with other energy sources.”


• “The EIS/EIR is devoid of any discussion of how the proposed action proposes to comply with the applicable ordinances of Siskiyou County.”


The county’s comment document concludes by stating, “The EIS/EIR meets neither the spirit nor the letter of the law. A revised EIS/EIR must be prepared to address these 
deficiencies. Only by circulating a corrected and expanded document will the lead agencies provided adequate information on environmental impacts, alternatives and 
mitigation measures...”
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