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21 SUPERVISOR OVERMAN: Could the Water and Tribal 

22 representatives come up, please. That's Greg Addington, 

23 Ed Bartell, Jerry Pyle, Craig Tucker, and Troy Fletcher. 

24 Gentlemen on the left, Greg, would you like to 

25 start.

1 MR. ADDINGTON: My name is Greg Addington,

2 Executive Director of the Klamath Water Users

3 Association. KWUA is a nonprofit organization that

4 represents primarily Bureau of Reclamation contractors

5 in the approximately 200,000-acre Klamath reclamation

6 project.

7 I do want to point out, too, this word project is

8 getting thrown around. There's two different projects

9 here we're talking about. There's the Bureau of

10 Reclamation Klamath project which is the folks I

11 represent, family farmers and ranchers, and then the

12 Klamath hydro project, which is the project of the dams

13 that are up for relicensing.

14 Our membership is primarily made up the of the

15 irrigation districts who are those contractors through

16 Bureau of Reclamation for water delivery. Those

17 districts themselves represent about 1,200 family farms

18 and ranches. They're located in Klamath, Modoc, and

19 Siskiyou Counties.

20 I appreciate the opportunity to be here. I'll

21 try to be pretty quick with these opening remarks. I do

22 want to say that I don't know that any of us are here

23 because we really like these issues and we love the

24 controversy. It's a difficult situation for all of us.

25 And we've all had to face some very difficult choices and

1 decisions. And I guess I'm speaking on behalf of the

2 folks I represent in the Klamath project when I say that.

3 The reasons we were involved in this process and

4 we were involved from pretty much the beginning, I

5 believe, just prior to my coming on board, but we were

6 part of the relicensing of those dams on the Klamath

7 River. We filed as an intervener because of the

8 historical relationship the Bureau of Reclamation had with

9 PacifiCorp and their predecessor, Copco. That was

10 referenced earlier. But that's what kind of got us

11 involved.

12 Over time relationships were built amongst some

13 traditional enemies. We're sitting at the table with

14 some of those folks that we used to sit across the

15 courtroom from. So a broader discussion ensued

16 including issues about the balance of water in the

17 Klamath basin.

18 The objectives of the Klamath water users from

19 the very beginning in this process have been three-fold.

20 Affordable energy for irrigation and primarily for

21 drainage pumping, stability or certainty on water delivery 

22 to project irrigators, and a term we kind of throw around 

23 but call it regulatory assurances. In other words, we

24 haven't had to deal with salmon in the Klamath project.

25 We don't have a great track record with listed species.

1 We're concerned about what happens if they show up. So we

2 wanted some assurance on what that means to project

3 irrigators.

4 Lastly, we had to decide how we evaluate this

5 agreement. Primarily we're a federal project, located in

6 two states. We have to look at what this means

7 politically, we have to look at the current biological

8 opinions that dictate how much water we get to operate

9 every year, we have to look at litigation and court

10 rulings that we deal with pretty much every year. Right

11 now the management of the Klamath River is run by a

12 federal judge. We have to be able to evaluate right now

13 the Bureau of Reclamation has developed a biological

14 assessment, which that leads to a new set of biological

15 opinions for the operation of upper Klamath Lake, and flow

16 regime for the Klamath River. We have to try to forecast 

17 what does that mean to us, how much water will be

18 available for irrigation.

19 And finally I referenced it as a political

20 horizon. Just to be blunt, we all know we're facing a

21 presidential election here. The policies of the federal

22 government affect and there's history that supports that

23 affect, the operation of the Klamath project.. We have

24 to evaluate all those kind of things. That's why we're

25 here today .

1 I think I'll stop and let John Crawford go.

2 He's with Tulelake Irrigation District.

3 MR. CRAWFORD: Thank you. Thank you,

4 Mr. Chairman, members of the Supervisors.

5 I appreciate the opportunity to come before you

6 this evening. My name is John Crawford, I'm on the

7 Board of Directors of Tulelake Irrigation District and

8 have been so for about 25 years.

9 I think as part of my opening comments, I would

10 address a question that the supervisors posed to Tulelake 

11 Irrigation District in a recent letter from Counsel

12 DeMarco. The first question that was asked was could

13 there be agricultural land taken out of production in

14 Siskiyou County under the agreement. If so, how much land 

15 could be affected and is there a known estimate of the

16 land and crop value. That question is very legitimate. I

17 think a more legitimate question would be how much land

18 will come out of agricultural production and how many

19 dollars will be impacted if there's no agreement. If the

20 status quo remains in place, those Klamath project

21 irrigators in Siskiyou County are faced with the same sort 

22 of dilemma on an annual basis they were faced with in

23 2001. There may indeed be no irrigation in some portion

24 of years, at least 50 percent of the years there would be 

25 an impact to irrigation, and all of those impacts would

1 certainly be felt by the County.

2 Something else I think we need to talk about is a

3 reasonable rate for power. I think that a reasonable rate

4 for power means something different to a Klamath project

5 irrigator than it does to someone in the Shasta or Scott

6 Valley. Where we're pumping directly from our source of 

7 water onto our land and that was the only pumping cost we

8 incurred, then we would be on an even playing field with

9 the folks in Shasta and Scott. Unfortunately in our

10 system we may pump that same acre foot of water up to

11 seven times or eight times and incur that cost seven or

12 eight times. Particularly those of us in Tulelake 

13 irrigation districts which based simply on gravity is the

14 bottom of the barrel. We are pumping everyone else in the

15 Klamath project's drainage water through the deplant

16 channel from Tulelake into lower Klamath Lake into the

17 refuge, providing habitat benefits there. We then pump it

18 two more times in the strait's drain to get it back into

19 the Klamath River to improve habitat for fish.

20 We will pay an operation and maintenance fee to

21 each of our districts that involves tariff rates. We will

22 be under the same schedule 20 rate as the folks in Shasta

23 and Scott are. We will pay the Bureau of Reclamation for

24 the pumping of that water from Tulelake to Lower Klamath,

25 for other recoveries from the lost river system, then we

1 will pay our irrigation districts for pumping all the

2 drainage water into Tulelake and then into the refuge in

3 Lower Klamath. Then we'll pay the bureau again to pump

4 that water through the strait's drain twice to put it back 

5 into the Klamath River. That's why reasonably priced

6 power means different things to different folks in

7 Siskiyou County.

8 SUPERVISOR OVERMAN: Thank you. Craig? Try to

9 keep the remarks three minutes or less so we have some

10 time for questions, please.

11 MR. TUCKER: My name is Craig Tucker. I

12 represent the Karuk Tribe in this settlement agreement.

13 The goals of the Karuk Tribe are pretty simple. We want

14 to get the salmon off the ESA list and into smokehouses

15 onto dinner plates of tribal members. It's simple as

16 that. Karuk people who live in this basin have been

17 harvesting salmon, eating salmon thousands of years.

18 Today, Karuk tribal members are very lucky to be able to

19 harvest 200 fish. The Karuk Tribe has about 4,500

20 members, and we're lucky if we have 200 fish. For us

21 that's got to change.

22 We see dam removal as the fundamental and key

23 step to restoring the Klamath River in this basin. Over

24 300 miles of historic spawning grounds above those dams. 

25 There's photographic evidence hanging in the County

1 museums and go to K Falls and look at them. There's

2 Indian people and white people both catching fish in

3 Klamath Falls and catching salmon. Those fish belong up

4 there and we want to put them back up there.

5 These dams have a horrible impact on water

6 quality. Our medicine men from Karuk Tribe, and some of

7 them are here tonight, in August have bathed in the

8 Klamath River to carry out their responsibilities as

9 religious leaders. They have to get in the river and

10 bathe three times a day for up to two weeks when there's 

11 signs on the river that says don't touch the water

12 because it's toxic. That is going to have to change.

13 But the reason we think we can get the dams out is not

14 because of what they do, but it's because of what the

15 dams don't do.

16 The dams we want to remove don't divert any

17 water for irrigation.. The dams we want removed have no

18 flood. control value. The dams we want removed do not

19 provide drinking water to people. These dams are very

20 poor producers of electricity. These dams have a rated

21 capacity of 160 megawatts, they generate on the average

22 about 90. If they comply with the terms and conditions

23 the feds laid out, these dams would be making about 60

24 megawatts.

25 The power consumption in the State of

1 California is 55,000 megawatts. The California Energy

2 Commission wrote for and explained the amount of energy

3 these dams make and put on the grid would not be missed

4 if these dams are taken out. That's our own energy

5 commission whose job it is to make sure we don't have

6 power blackouts.

7 SUPERVISOR OVERMAN: Okay, thank you.

8 MR. TUCKER: I have one more point I need to

9 make.

10 SUPERVISOR OVERMAN: Make it fast.

11 MR. TUCKER: For PacifiCorp to come in here and 

12 look at the hard working people in this county in the

13 face who work hard to pay the power pills and say their

14 primary interest is to keep your power bills low, this

15 corporation's main objective here is to take wealth from 

16 the Klamath River and put it in the pocket of Warren

17 Buffett, the richest man on the planet. I don't fault

18 these guys for doing their jobs. Let's be honest here.

19 This corporation's goal is making money, not keeping

20 your power bill low.

21 SUPERVISOR OVERMAN: Okay, let's move to

22 Mr. Bartell, please.

23 MR. BARTELL: I'm Edward Bartell. I represent

24 the Klamath Off-Project Water Users, which is a group

25 that represents Oregon PacifiCorp customers outside the

1 Klamath project. We have a separate con~ract which is

2 separate from what you discussed that doesn't affect the

3 California Gustomers and also doesn't bear a termination

4 date. We entered these discussions having an interest

5 in the dams through that contract.

6 Something we would love is to see a settlement

7 that truly benefited everybody and created peace on the

8 river. But this settlement right here is devastating to

9 our members. There's all this talk about sustainable

10 communities. It's targeting our communities for

11 extermination to put us out of business.

12 The Klamath tribes have filed for massive amounts

13 of water in the river and the lake, and we've been

14 involved in litigation, hope to resolve that. Had

15 agreement to resolve it, and now we're being directly

16 targeted in the settlement agreement right now. Tribal

17 and stream claims filed in creating a protection for the

18 Klamath project users to not enforce that against them but 

19 directly targets us.

20 That's what people --there's all kinds of

21 these sort of things pointing the finger at other users

22 trying to target them. And I would encourage folks to

23 get back to the table and make something that's

24 equitable for folks in Siskiyou County and irrigators

25 outside the Klamath project rather than directly

1 targeting communities to put us out of business. That's

2 what it's doing right now.

3 SUPERVISOR OVERMAN: Thank you.

4 Mr. Fletcher.

5 MR. FLETCHER: Thank you, Supervisors, for the

6 opportunity to talk.

7 I represent the Yurok tribe. Our reservaction is

8 located the lower 44 miles of the Klamath River. We

9 represent about 5,000 individuals. This is all about fish 

10 and healthy water for us. With all due respect, we should 

11 have an opportunity. The reason we're at the table and

12 support the settlement agreement is twofold. One is we do

13 believe for us to achieve those objectives that that's the

14 way to go.

15 When it comes to the dam removal, Dean did a good 

16 job talking to you without being able to tell you much,

17 because there's not much to tell. Everything is

18 confidential. I hope you understand that you're not going 

19 to be able to ballpark any crystal ball scenarios that

20 settlement group has yet to work out and reach agreement

21 on with PacifiCorp. There's going to be a lot of unknowns 

22 out there in the public until that hard work is done. We 

23 support the business deal for PacifiCorp because that's

24 what they're going to need to do in recognition of the

25 rate payers.

1 I do want to address a couple issues that have

2 popped up about the Yurok tribe. One is some of you have

3 stated we're not rate payers. That's not true. We are.

4 Yurok tribe individuals are rate payers. And in

5 addition --and I was gding to bring it here tonight, but

6 I forgot --I was going to give you a copy of the bill the

7 Yurok tribe pays from PacifiCorp. We are rate payers. So 

8 comments in the paper or various meetings don't do anybody 

9 justice. Give me a call and I can help you appreciate at

10 least some of the circumstances.

11 We've been very proud to work with Siskiyou

12 County on negotiating the settlement agreement. Siskiyou

13 County has been involved in most, if not all, the stages

14 of this agreement through all kinds of contentious

15 discussions and negotiations. We've within proud with the 

16 work Frank and Jim have done. They've done a good job and 

17 raised all kind of issues. So I think Siskiyou County has 

18 been there. They've been there. They've been at these

19 negotiations. As a matter of fact, I know they've been

20 there.

21 In closing, I'd like to say when it comes to

22 issues on the Shasta and Scott, again, people have

23 looked at video and have jumped to conclusions about

24 what I've said. I do know exactly what I've said. One

25 of the questions I was asked by Siskiyou County was do 

1 you have any plans, Yurok tribe --does the Yurok tribe

2 have any plans to exert the Yurok tribe's fish and water

3 rights for water issues in the Shasta and the Scott?

4 Answer is no, do we have any plans. Is that an option

5 to the ~ribe? Answer is yes, that is an option to the

6 tribe.

7 We've been working with Shasta and Scott

8 individuals on a long-term basis. Our interest in the

9 Shasta and Scott is fish, and we believe and we know

10 there's a lot of hard working individuals in the systems

11 working through the RCDs, working through state on the

12 ITP and that process. So we're going to support that

13 process and going to want to see how it's implemented

14 and going to want to continue to work with people.

15 So our interest in the Shasta and the Scott

16 rivers is for fish and to have healthy rivers in those

17 two systems. That interest was there before this

18 agreement, it's going to be there during this agreement, 

19 and it's there after. That interest isn't articulated

20 in the agreement at all. It's not articulated in the

21 agreement at all. We'll roll our sleeves up and go to

22 work with anybody that wants to work with us in those

23 two systems.

24 That concludes my comments.

25 SUPERVISOR OVERMAN: I'll change the rotation

1 of questions just because I can. Supervisor Cook.

2 SUPERVISOR COOK: I did want to make a

3 statement to the general audience. I've known

4 Mr. Fletcher and Mr. Crawford for 20 years about.

5 They're both very honorable men, and I want to make that

6 statement in public

7 MR. FLETCHER: Thank you.

8 SUPERVISOR COOK: So that being said, I had --

9 when I read the settlement agreement and they were

10 talking about lands for the Klamath tribes, I wondered

11 why the Karuks and the Shastas were not included in

12 lands for them, too. This settlement agreement seemed

13 to cover a lot of things. I wondered if you could

14 explain why the Karuks and the Shastas were excluded.

15 MR. FLETCHER: So were the Yuroks and the

16 Hoopas, too.

17 SUPERVISOR COOK: Well, the Yuroks I understand

18 have reservation lands. Whether you own it or not, you

19 still own the mile. And the Hoopas do have land. So I

20 can understand why those tribes may not have asked for

21 more. I just wondered why the --actually I had a

22 number of people ask me that.

23 MR. TUCKER: I can answer that. We'd very much

24 like to have land be part of the deal for the Karuk

25 Tribe. The Klamath tribes are selling major water

1 rights claim as part of this negotiation, and there's a

2 lost parties at the table that have a very vested

3 interest in selling that water rights claim. And part

4 of the negotiation is that's what they need to settle

5 that claim. And that's how it just worked out that way.

6 We don't have a water rights claim at stake to negotiate

7 within that context. And I assume that the Shastas

8 were not part of it because they're not a federally

9 recognized tribe and there would be no mechanism to

10 transfer land.

11 SUPERVISOR OVERMAN: Thank you. We only have

12 about seven minutes left.

13 SUPERVISOR COOK: Has TID signed this agreement

14 and are they partners on --part of the signature parts

15 of this, or did they just agree this is a good thing and 

16 then give that to the Klamath water users?

17 MR. BARTELL: I'll say this, nobody in --the

18 folks that represent Klamath, nobody signed the

19 agreement. What we've asked from our individual

20 irrigation district, there's a list of parties that have 

21 to sign most of which are members of ours. Some of

22 which are party to the adjudication. That's why they're

23 in there, that's the water right settlement we're

24 talking about. So the short answer to your question is 

25 no, nobody has signed it yet. 14, 15 of the 16

1 districts represented have indicated support based on

2 seeing the rest of the package seeing how things work

3 out with PacifiCorp.

4 SUPERVISOR OVERMAN: Thank you.

5 MR. CRAWFORD: And TID has signed on.

6 SUPERVISOR OVERMAN: Supervisor Armstrong.

7 SUPERVISOR ARMSTRONG: I'd like to know more

8 about special rates and how much is it and who gets to

9 participate and will the special rate be immune from

10 increases because of the dam?

11 MR. BARTELL: You're talking in the restoration 

12 agreement?

13 SUPERVISOR ARMSTRONG: Yeah.

14 MR. BARTELL: What we did as part of this

15 agreement was, again, one of our three things going in

16 because of the reasons that John articulated, we said we 

17 understand we no longer have the 50-year or longer

18 beneficial relationship we had with the power company.

19 But the pumping costs are still a big deal. We said we

20 have to have a way to address those.

21 What this agreement does is it maintains or

22 puts us as tariff customers of PacifiCorp, PH-I, the

23 same as the other California ag tariff. The agreement

24 allows --provides for an allocation of federal power

25 from the Colombia system that would serve the --I'll

1 say the bigger loads in the Klamath project, the federal

2 pumping loads, big drain pumps that John referred to.

3 What's left is for the rest there's basically an

4 investment. There's settlement resources we would use

5 to go out and develop renewables, increase deficiency in

6 conservation. Essentially we would be trying to make a

7 rate of return that we could get back and send out to

8 our irrigators as a credit.

9 SUPERVISOR ARMSTRONG: So other rate payers

10 wouldn't be paying for this?

11 MR. BARTELL: No.

12 SUPERVISOR OVERMAN: Supervisor Kobseff.

13 SUPERVISOR KOBSEFF: Couple quick questions.

14 In all fairness, if water and fish were off the

15 table, would youparticipate in this agreement? And being 

16 that you had the water and the fish, would this agreement 

17 be something you would participate in?

18 MR. FLETCHER: Depends on who you ask the

19 question to. If ,there's fish like we needed and water

20 like we needed, I don't care to guess about what we would 

21 be doing. Because we know the darns are in the way of

22 restored fishery, we know we have to deal with the water

23 issues, and we know right now that all kind of species and 

24 fish that we depend upon are almost extinct and the

25 several that have gone extinct. Be happy to cite the

1 reports and whatever anybody needs. I don't think we can

2 crystal ball that one.

3 MR. CRAWFORD: I think it's simple for all of

4 us at the table --not just this table, but the

5 settlement table --to find things in this agreement

6 they truly despise, that they hate. But as a package,

7 at least from the Klamath project irrigators' point of

8 view, it is the best alternative available to us at this

9 time.

10 SUPERVISOR KOBSEFF: I understand that. I

11 guess my concern is that there's other entities out

12 there. There's Copco Lake ,landowners, homeowners, that

13 aren't a part of the agreement. Siskiyou County is

14 barely part of the agreement. So I'm saying if

15 everybody is coming to the table and working out the

16 differences about essentially fish restoration, which

17 wouldn't impact water, per se, and possibly wouldn't

18 impact dam removal, we wouldn't all be sitting here,

19 would we?

20 MR. TUCKER: If there was plenty of fish in the

21 Klamath River and the water quality was good, this

22 meeting would not be occurring.

23 SUPERVISOR KOBSEFF: Thank you.

24 SUPERVISOR OVERMAN: Supervisor Erickson.

25 SUPERVISOR ERICKSON: I'll keep it short.

1 Mr. Tucker, you have a great passion. You bring forth,

2 makes you want to sit up and listen. 1 would suggest

3 that maybe you should put some of that toward the ocean.

4 MR. TUCKER: I'll point out this year the

5 Sacramento River utterly collapsed. There's 190,000

6 Sacramento River fish in the ocean. There were 550,000

7 Klamath fish in the ocean. If the ocean was the

8 problem, you would see collapses of runs of every

9 watershed at once and not see that Sacramento collapse

10 one year when the Klamath had a strong run and see the

11 Klamath collapse --

12 SUPERVISOR ERICKSON: You're saying the ocean

13 has nothing to do with it?

14 MR. TUCKER: I don't say that. If that was the 

15 whole reason --stocks in both rivers struggling in 2007 

16 as opposed to just the Sacramento.

17 SUPERVISOR ERICKSON: Mr. Bartell, I say to you 

18 you're right on when you're saying it would be

19 devastating to communities and those outside that one

20 area. That's what's happening in Siskiyou County, too.

21 And as you can see, Siskiyou County doesn't really want

22 to come to the table when there isn't the benefit as

23 there is to the others. I'm sure you feel the same way. 

24 To the Yurok tribe, if there is a lot of

25 unknowns out there as you're saying, perhaps we should 

1 address those a little bit with Siskiyou at the table.

2 It doesn't seem to be £air to Siskiyou County. And

3 that --none of it at this point. It doesn't seem to be

4 a balance when we talk about water on a given basis up

5 above, what happens in the drought years to the rivers,

6 the Shasta and the Scott down here, when you are

7 guaranteed yours. What happens down here? Has anybody

8 looked at that?

9 MR. TUCKER: We're very interested in Scott and 

10 Shasta because that's where our fish go to spawn. In

11 drought years, the vine of water coming out of the Scott 

12 and Shasta doesn't really augment --it's like if we say

13 there was no farming in the Scott and the Shasta in dry

14 years, the water we get is not going to make up the

15 difference what we need to --

16 SUPERVISOR ERICKSON you don't really need us --

17 MR TUCKER I need you in all the years is what I'm --I'm

18 saying we're interested in the Scott and the Shasta. In 

19 this agreement, we want as much money funneled to the

20 Shasta and Scott as possible. We tagged 14 coho salmon, 

21 they all went to Scott and Shasta. That's where our~

22 fish are going to spawn. We have vested interest

23 whether these dams come out or not making sure the fish

24 can spawn in the Scott and Shasta. We want to work with

25 people in those places like we are working with the --

1 MR. FLETCHER: ;Let me add, there's a lot of

2 unknowns and things 3 certain things we believe that we do know. We believe

4 that to restore --we would like to see the dam should

5 come out. We believe that there needs to be full

6 support for the RCD and the activities they're planning

7 in the Shasta and the Scott. This agreement does that.

8 The last thing I fully believe, because I've been there

9 and know it, is Siskiyou County has been at the table

10 for two-and-a-half years. For two-and-a-half years.

11 And they've done a good job. So let's work --take this 

12 work and try to move forward. That's what our goal is

13 to try to resolve things on the basin. That's where

14 we're going. We need fish all over the place.

15 MR. CRAWFORD: Supervisor Erickson, I thought

16 you alluded to the Klamath project when you said there

17 were no impacts in dry years. Certainly what the

18 Klamath project irrigators gave up as their contribution 

19 to the settlement is about 175,000 acre feet of water in

20 those dry years. In those dry years, a good many acres

21 in Siskiyou County are not going to be farmed.

22 SUPERVISOR ERICKSON: There's a well put in in

23 those dry years for --

24 SUPERVISOR OVERMAN: We'll have to move along.

25 Everybody else has to have the same opportunity.

1 MR. FLETCHER: We have people misinformed about

2 the Yurok fishery barking at me. I have no problem

3 coming up here and addressing any fish issues with

4 Siskiyou County at any time. I've done it before. I

5 have a list of 75 questions Dave Webb gave us about

6 fisheries. People want to talk about fisheries in a

7 respectful, honorable way, we're ready to do it, not

8 just barking from the audience. 

