[Testimony of Herman Spannaus descendant of the pioneer family that owned the land below Copco lake; Bob Davis resident of Copco Lake from the transcript of testimony given at a public meeting before the Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors at the Miner’s Inn Convention Center on March 25, 2008. ] 

1 MR. SPANNAUS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 

2 Supervisors, Mr. DeMarco.

3 I'm here on behalf of the property owners and

4 stakeholders of Copco Lake. We have many concerns about

5 the dam removal. Among those, how that power will be

6 replaced. These dams produce good, clean power. We're

7 concerned about water quality and storage if these dams

8 are removed. Sediment and concrete, what happens to all

9 this material that get used in the construction of the

10 dams and the sediment and stuff that's behind them? We

11 believe that nobody has even scratched the surface of what

12 type of material is behind those dams and how much it will

13 cost to treat or remove it and make it a situation where

14 we can have our nice homes and live in place without

15 looking like a construction zone.

The major concern with our property owners is

17 property values. What happens if these dams are taken out 

18 and this lake goes away? There's 1,000 acres of water,

19 surface acre. That's a lot of sediment underneath it, a

20 lot of land that will be barren, and can create some real 

21 problems. Our property sales are stagnant. People have

22 to sell their homes or want to sell their homes. Real

23 estate people will not even come to the area and work in

24 the area because of the disclosure laws and the issues

25 that goes with that.

1 Our lake provides recreation, fishing, par to

2 none. Trout fishery is second to none in the word.

3 Landlocked trout, native fish, not impaired by ocean

4 going fish or predators. There's many reasons to keep

5 our dams in place. And let them do what engineers,

6 companies with the great visions of the future, and some

7 of our forefathers had in mind when they undertook these

8 great projects of building the dams.

9 History shows these projects not only hand made, 

10 but a labor of love for the future generations. They knew

11 full well the value of water and understand the value of

12harvesting our natural resources to make a better life.

13 Little did they know of the great impact their decisions

14 would have on our generations and the problems we now face 

15 in issues and green solutions for our planet.

I'm a fourth generation property owner at Copco

17 Lake. My great grandfather homesteaded there in 1856.

18 Our family homestead now lies beneath the waters of Copco 

19 Lake. Our family gave up its property when Copco one was 

20 filled and provide water for power and generation and

21 storage.

22 We at Copco find ourselves in the middle of a

23 controversy between our farmer friends --farmer and

24 ranching friends to the east, and to the commercial

25 fishers to the west. We empathize with their fight. We 

1 want the ranchers to have all the water they need. We

2 want the fishermen to have all the fish they need to

3 survive. Taking out these dams will not fix either

4 problem. It has taken 100 years to get where we are

5 today. Climate changes are having an impact on salmon

6 numbers on the entire West Coast. It is not the Klamath

7 River dams.

8 It's my hope, like all the property owners of 

9 Copco Lake, and I hope many other persons in this room,

10 that common sense would dictate that if any settlement is

11 to be reached, it should be with all parties,

12 stakeholders, owners, farmers, fishermen, and tribes to

13 reach an agreeable solution.

14 These problems did not occur overnight. They

15 will not be fixed overnight. This agreement is nothing

16 more than a land and power grab favoring a small group

17 while others are not part of the process. It is filled

18 with questionable statements and promises that cannot be

19 kept. This group has used poor standards in getting

20 signatories for this agreement. It was conceived in

21 secrecy and forced on many. We now have our chance to

22 have input that should have been extended from the very

23 beginning of the process.

24 I believe this agreement is part of an agenda

25 that if signed onto will become a bargaining chip for

1 future projects and self-serving groups. I hope that

2 Siskiyou County will not be a part of this travesty. On

3 behalf of the stakeholders of Copco Lake, I ask you, the

4 supervisors of Siskiyou County to vote no on this

5 so-called restoration agreement. Thank you.

6 (Applause.)

7 SUPERVISOR OVERMAN: Thank you. Mr. Davis?

8 MR. DAVIS: I thank you for the opportunity to

9 speak here today. It's a hard thing to follow here.

10 We're speaking about the settlement and

11 restoration agreement, which really should be called the

12 dam removal program. If there's any improvements to be

13 done in the Klamath area, they could proceed without dam

14 removal. The only truth ir the agreement is that removal 

15 is the objective and the group will not proceed without a 

16 confirmed commitment to dam removal.

17 To gain supporters, the agreement offers water

18 that they do not have, improvements that are not funded, 

19 fish increases that can occur or maybe not, fishing

20 rights to areas that they do not own, and dam removal to 

21 be done by someone else. The only thing we can depend

22 on is that lawsuits against anyone who can be accused of 

23 damaging the stream will surely be coming.

24 The settlement group consists of many people and

25 organi zations that have been attending the meetings

1 sponsored by Pacific Power since 2001. The dam removal

2 prqponents reg~est more water for fish. No matter how

3 much, they always want more. This has been going on since 

4 2001. They want to flood the banks for the small fish to

5 have a place to hide. Where is the water going to come

6 from for the farmers if this group gains control of the

7 gates? The fish needs come first with them always. It's 

8 an accepted fact that removal would result in extensive

9 stream damage as has been done in other areas. For

10 repair, all that's required is time, equipment, tons of

11 gravel" labor, and massive amounts of funding. Not all

12 stretches of our damaged river would be inaccessible due to 

13 the terrain or mud adjacent to the new path of the river. 

14 But the unlimited government funding would no doubt

15 furnish helicopter services to rebuild the streambed.

16 One problem could be that no one can guarantee

17 the time it would take to complete the job or the success 

18 of salmon run restoration. It will be necessary to

19 establish some type of hatchery program for the fish to

20 come back in a few years to the new area that's made for

21 them above the location of the dams. Computer programs

22 have shown possible recovery of the present amounts of

23 fish with within ten years or more, considering the

24 immediate loss of millions from the abandoned hatchery.

25 Of course, the dam removers claim the fish recovery will

1 do better. This is information from the fish management

2 personnel. Observation of the fish management results to

3 date do not give a great deal of confidence in such

4 speculation. It would seem to be similar to building a

5 billion dollars stadium for a team of consistent losers in 

6 the hope they would win a pennant.

7 Realize the existing fishery in and above the

8 lakes must be destroyed to eliminate the predatory fish

9 before introducing the salmon. There would be no more

10 bass tournaments or fish fries. All there would be is

11 dying salmon and eels. The salmon could be caught for the 

12 roe to be cured for bait. There would be no more

13 subsistence fishing for the folks above the dam. The

14 Klamath is not the ideal salmon stream due to the

15 temperature and conditions of the water. The water

16 sometimes comes into Copco as green as a lawn. It goes

17 out over Iron Gate in a much cleaner condition as so much 

18 of it settles out in the lakes. Replacement of the lakes 

19 with a stream will increase water temperature and allow

20 the algae to increase downstream. In the 27 years I've

21 lived on the lake, the algae has never hurt anything

22 except for some small dog that got sick and died. It was 

23 a sad thing, but it was only a guess that the algae had

24 anything to do with it. Even the deer eat the algae when

25 the water level drops, and we've never seen them dead.

1 Now it must be tested at taxpayers expense to provide an

2 excuse for dam removal. I tried to keep my dogs out of

3 the algae because they're both white, and if it drys

4 before washing out, it's a mess. Flooding in low water

5 periods will not be absorbed by the lakes when they're

6 gone. Talk about cheap power. Why try to remove the best 

7 source of clean, cheap power we have.

8 To go back to the good 01e days is a dream.

9 The new days are here. The population has increased

10 four-fold. We live and eat for over twice as long. It

11 takes a lot more fish to supply the world now than it

12 did in 1900 and the little fish do not make more little

13 fish than in the days when the canneries depleted the

14 stock with the primitive fishing methods they had at the

15 time. Now is the time when we need to improve the

16 operation of the hatcheries to increase the supply of

17 fish. Nature cannot keep up with the increased demands

18 of the world. Many of the drawbacks of dam removal also

19 apply to fish passage. Neither is without risk of

20 causing long-term damage. Improvements in the hatchery

21 operation and the fish management improvement would

22 provide great reward at low costs to all concerned. The

23 new trend in cars is to park in the garage, plug it in

24 for the next day. What do you think is in that plug?

25 It's electricity. And it's hopefully coming from a

1 clean power of a dam.

2 Thank you.

3 (Applause. )

4 SUPERVISOR OVERMAN: Thank you. And Supervisor

5 Erickson, would you like to ask the first question,

6 please.

7 SUPERVISOR ERICKSON: If the dams are removed,

8 Mr. Davis, if the dams come out, and who would own the

9 property that that.

10 MR. DAVIS: Pacific Power. We've been told

11 about that at meetings at the lake. Pacific Power owns

12 the land, and the tax assessor has informed us that the

13 average property loss would be 50 percent in i

14 the area. (

15 SUPERVISOR ERICKSON: In the area, 50 percent.

16 MR. DAVIS: Yeah.

17 SUPERVISOR ERICKSON: All right. And the

18 sediment that --who is going to be liable for that? Do

19 you know?

20 MR. DAVIS: For the sediment?

21 SUPERVISOR ERICKSON: Who would be liable?

22 MR. DAVIS: Anybody they can sue. They

23 calculate that they're going to leave a lot of the

24 sediment on the banks. The banks are steep. Where I

25 live, it's not very far out to the deep --90 -foot deep

1 water lake. So it's a pretty much straight down. Now,

2 there's no way they're going to leave that sediment

3 there after we get a couple rains. So the sediment is

4 not something that's going to be taken care of quickly.

5 It will be coming down for a long time.

6 SUPERVISOR ERICKSON: Thank you.

7 SUPERVISOR OVERMAN: Supervisor Kobseff.

8 SUPERVISOR KOBSEFF: Mr. Spannaus, would you --

9 not that you were necessarily there, but you might have

10 some family history to the conditions before the dam and

11 after.

12 SUPERVISOR COOK: Sorry, you have to know

13 Mr. Spannaus to really understand the humor in that

14 question.

15 MR. SPANNAUS: I have a lot of photographs that 

16 my family has passed forward. In fact, I was looking at 

17 one tonight I had in this book. There's a great book, I

18 don't know if anybody has this, called "50 Years on the

19 Klamath" by John C. Boyle. It gives you all the history

20 and all the specs on the dams and when they were built.

21 There's a great picture here of what now is the --I'm

22 going to call it the western half of the lake. Those

23 fields were all in grain and irrigated. It didn't make

24 any difference, if you lived on the north side of the

25 river, you farmed the north side of the land. If you

1 lived on the south side, didn't make any difference who

2 owned it, you had an agreement you farmed it. They had

3 a big water wheel down in the lower part that raised

4 water probably 20 feet in the air and they irrigated

5 with flumes, raised flumes, and irrigated that whole

6 area in there. So that's what it looked like.

7 The river doesn't run straight through there. It 

8 meandered back and forth and around. That's one of the

9 major concerns about the sediment issue, that they think

10 they can remove part of it. I will tell you that we did

11 some closed quarters training in the fire department, and 

12 at the time we understood with the manager down there that 

13 at the dam the sediment was approximately 50 feet deep at 

14 the dam, and the dam was 105 feet high. That tells you

15 there's a lot of material behind that dam. The sediment

16 is not just plain dirt. Trees, logs, brush, debris,

17 100 years worth. They're estimating 20 million cubic

18 yards. I say it's 40 million cubic yards.

19 SUPERVISOR OVERMAN: Thank you. Supervisor

20 Cook?

21 SUPERVISOR COOK: I need to tell you that

22 Mr. Mallory was not --didn't corne up with those numbers

23 by himself. He was quoting a study actually

24 commissioned by the Karuks 

25 a property value loss of about 50 percent on lake front

1 property. You've reviewed the settlement documents. Do

2 you see any indication in there that those property

3 owners, not just lakefront property, but the ones that

4 are a little bit farther back lose 25 percent, little

5 farther back lose ten percent? Do you see anything in

6 the settlement agreement that would compensate 

7 landowners for that loss of property values? 

8 MR. SPANNAUS: We have --I personally have not

9 reviewed the entire settlement agreement. I believe we

10 hosted a meeting some years ago between the County and

11 PacifiCorp. And there was a discussion about who owned

12 the land below and the water. There was a discussion

13 about who was going to make the property owners whole.

14 And today I don't believe anybody has stepped forward or 

15 volunteered that issue. f

16 SUPERVISOR COOK: Thank you. 

17 SUPERVISOR OVERMAN: Supervisor Armstrong.

18 SUPERVISOR ARMSTRONG: Thank you.

19 Mr. Davis, I remember years ago with the 2001

20 settlement agreement, there was the early settlement

21 agreement, you did participate in that, didn't you not,

22 the one with PacifiCorp?

23 MR. DAVIS: I was attending the meetings from

24 PacifiCorp for about three or four years.

25 SUPERVISOR ARMSTRONG: And you were not invited

1 to the new settlement agreement to represent Copco?

2 MR. DAVIS: No.

3 SUPERVISOR ARMSTRONG: Okay. As I understand

4 it, above the dams there's a California designated wild

5 trout area from Copco to the border, a designated

6 stretch of wild and scenic river, a class 4 to 5 summer

7 white-water rafting run, a competitive bass and very

8 unique yellow perch fishery, and of course recreational

9 opportunities and ecosystems. I understand that you're 

10 a fisherman. Could you speak about the fisheries that

11 are there at the lake and above Copco?

12 MR. DAVIS: I'm not the expert fishermen.

13 There's others that are fishermen. I live on the lake,

14 and you can have your --if you decide to have a fish

15 fry for a group, you can go out and have enough perch in 

16 a short time to have a fish fry. When we have one for

17 the neighborhood, there you're talking about the large

18 quantity, several of the guys get together and they fish 

19 a few weeks and save their filets, and there's never --

20 never had a time when we ran out. So you can always

21 depend on fish. And there's a great bass fishery there, 

22 a lot of tournament people come, and for all the local

23 people there's a lot of bass caught that are large. We

24 don't keep the large bass. It goes back in. It's a

25 catch and release thing. That's how it got built up the

1 way it is.

2 There's any other kind of fish you want; blue

3 heels, crappies, catfish, trout. You can get two-foot

4 trout. So there's just about anything that you can ask

5 for. It's a fisherman's dream.

6 SUPERVISOR ARMSTRONG: And I understand the

7 perch, I heard from a gentleman over the Internet that

8 it's a unique fishery that it's very rare to have that

9 perch fishery on the West Coast?

10 MR. DAVIS: They've tried to establish that in

11 many places and it's never seemed to catch on. In Copco

12 and Iron Gate is a place where it has caught very well and 

13 become famous. A lot of people come up just for that.

14 Because the perch is one of the finest eating fish you'll 

15 find. I'm not prejudiced, but there's no --salmon is no 

16 comparison.

17 SUPERVISOR ARMSTRONG: So in effect we have other 

18 values here that are important to the local culture of the 

19 people that are around these lake systems and the fish and 

20 the recreational opportunities.

21 MR. DAVIS: We have a lot of people that come

22 with families, because you can take your family with your 

23 little kids down to the lake and they can have a picnic~

24 you can have all kinds of things that float in the lake or 

25 work in the lake, they can all fish, and they'll all catch

1 fish. And it's just a great family experience.

2 There's times we go up traveling to check out the 

3 rivers and that. You can't enjoy the river with a family

4 the way you do a lake. You have to watch everybody. It's 

5 not a "turn the kids loose and have a lot of fun" place.

6 SUPERVISOR ARMSTRONG: And as far as you know,

7 what's going to happen to these fisheries if the dam is

8 removed?

9 MR. DAVIS: It's been told to us by Fish and

10 Wildlife that it's necessary to remove all the existing

11 fish because they are predator type fish, and you can't

12 have them in with the salmon because they would eat the

13 little salmon.

14 SUPERVISOR ARMSTRONG: So it would destroy that

15 fishery?

16 MR. DAVIS: They would have to destroy the

17 fishery as it exists today. In Iron Gate and Copco and

18 upstream.

19 SUPERVISOR ARMSTRONG: Thank you. 

