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Summary of Key Conclusions
Draft EIS/EIR and Related Scientific/Technical Reports
September 21, 2011

Fish and Fisheries and Recreation

e Chinook salmon: Removal of the dams, combined with restoration of aquatic habitats as anticipated in the
KBRA, is expected to increase the median annual production of adult Chinook salmon by 81.4 percent.
The median Chinook salmon ocean commercial and sport harvests is also forecasted to increase by 46.5
percent, while the median tribal harvest would increase by 54.8 percent and the in-river recreational
fishery would increase by 9 percent.

o Steelhead/Redband 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.

e 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.

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

e 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.

e 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.
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Project Costs — Cost Cap

e 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
$450 million state cost cap identified in the KHSA.

o |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).
Examples of structures that could be left in place include powerhouses and selected abutment structures.

Regional Economics and Jobs

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

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

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

e 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.

e Some jobs would also be lost:
e 49 average annual jobs related to operations and maintenance of the PacifiCorps facilities are
estimated to be lost
e Four average annual jobs related to reservoir recreation and 14 average annual jobs related to
white-water rafting are estimated to be lost.

o 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

! Project managers performed several estimates - including low, most probable and high estimates - based on a number of factors. Itis
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.

% 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

#Hi#

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.

watershed-wide restoration program could add more than|6,5000 full time, part time and temporary500-jobs | ___ — | Comment [BORL]: This number is consistent
to the regional economy, significantly increase salmon harvests in the river and ocean, eliminate the toxic \_ | with the first two bullets under Regional Economics
. f . . . .. ) and Jobs below and consistent with the Draft
lalgal blooms in reservoirs, and restore more normal water temperatures in the river, which is important for | as/er
salmon. A federal study also shows that the most probable costs of removing the four dams fall weH-under '
the $450 million state cost-cap, negotiated in the KHSA. { Comment [DOTI2]: Can we say this? )

{Comment [n3]: Recommend using algae instead }
The studies show other impacts as well. Dam removal would result in the losses of hydroelectric power of algal. Itis more commonly understood.
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 remeval-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 eurrenthr-being conducted will also be
included in the summary report.

e 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

e 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.

o Steelhead/Redband-redband Rainbew-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.

e 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.

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

o 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.

o 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.

) - {Comment [n4]: Is this per dam or for all dams? ]

PProject Costs — Cost Cap

e 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





[attachment 2]

$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.

o 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

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

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

o0 Implementation of restoration programs of the KBRA is estimated to result in
4,600x6¢¢600xx66x6% jobs over its 15 years of implementation.
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o 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

o 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
eurrenthy-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 ef
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 Riverriver 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.










Salazar Announces Release of Klamath Dam Removal Studies Page 1 of 1

[attachment 3]

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 Maclintyre (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 | 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.

H#

http://www.doi.gov/news/pressreleases/Salazar-Announces-Release-of-Klamath-Dam-Re... 2/12/2012
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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. | 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);
2
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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. | am hoping to get
some perspective from you before returning my suggested edits. | 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:

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

e 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.

e 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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COUNTY OF SISKIYOU

Board of Supervisors

P.O. Box 750 ¢ 201 Fourth Street (530) 842-8005
Yreka, California 96097 FAX (530) 842-8013
www.co.siskiyou.ca.us Toll Free: 1-888-854-2000, ext. 8005

February 7, 2012

VIA FAX 202-208-4561

Honorable Ken Salazar
Secretary of the Interior

U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street NW
Washington, D.C. 20240

Re: Notice of Intent to File Suit Regarding the Secretarial Determination on
the Future of the Klamath Project

Dear Secretary Salazar:

Based on your 2009 statement that the proposal to remove the Klamath River dams
“will not fail" and the subsequent course of action that has been followed by the
Department of the Interior to construct such an outcome, the County of Siskiyou is
convinced legal action is necessary to challenge a decision that is contrary to science
and the stated goals for Klamath River and which will be inimical to the interests of the
people of Siskiyou County. If you do indeed press forward at this time and issue the
Secretarial Determination, Siskiyou County intends to challenge the decision in federal
court.

The County of Siskiyou has repeatedly voiced serious objections to both the processes
and substance underlying your forthcoming determination. Given the steps that have
yet to be taken to coordinate federal agency decision-making and actions with local
governments on a government-to-government basis, as well as delays in completing
mandatory elements of the Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement (KHSA), we

do not see how you can possibly make a legally defensible determination by the March
deadline.

Jim Cook Ed Valenzuela Michael Kobseff Grace Bennett Marcia H. Armstrong
District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5
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Honorable Ken Salazar
February 7, 2012
Page 2

In previous correspondence we have been very clear about our objections to this
process moving forward without the Department of the Interior (DOI), its agencies, and
other federal entities fulfilling their statutory obligations to coordinate with local
governments by considering and analyzing issues of local concern and attempting to
reconcile, or at least minimize, inconsistent federal actions. Less than one year ago,
President Obama issued Executive Order 13575, creating the White House Rural
Council and pledging to coordinate and increase the effectiveness of federal
engagement with local governments to address the needs of rural America. Complete
disregard for coordination obligations by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and
other federal agencies with respect to the Klamath agreements is not only contrary to
the President's recent directives, but is also in violation of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act, the National Environmental Policy Act, and the Administrative
Procedure Act, among other federal laws.

For example, the Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement, the Klamath Basin
Restoration Agreement, and the attendant EIS/EIR identify a muititude of actions and
responsibilities involving (or likely to involve) the Bureau of Land Management:

The current FERC boundary encompasses large tracts of public land managed
by BLM, including campgrounds and other public resources.

In the larger area analyzed in the EIS/EIR, BLM manages public lands for
recreation, open space, and forest and mineral resources.

BLM currently manages lands near Copco 1 Reservoir and Copco 2 Dam.

Below Iron Gate Dam, the Klamath River passes through lands managed by
BLM.

Most of the land along the J.C. Boyle peaking reach of the Klamath River is
managed by BLM.

Lands around the Keno Development will be transferred to DOI.

BLM manages whitewater boating in various reaches of the river and boater
access at various locations.

BLM had issued conditions under Federal Power Act section 4(e) related to
whitewater recreation and other protection, enhancement, and mitigation
measures which would have been required under a new FERC license. DOI's
support for the Klamath settlement agreement effectively withdraws the 4(e)
conditions and advances a radically different management scheme for the river.
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Honorable Ken Salazar
February 7, 2012
Page 3

Scenic resources in the area are regulated in part by BLM Resource
Management Plans.

BLM has identified the section of the Klamath River between the Oregon-
California state line and Copco Reservoir as being suitable and eligible for wild
and scenic river status, creating an obligation on the part of BLM to protect that
section of river against any adverse consequences of dam removal, such as
reductions in water quality.

Many of these actions and responsibilities relate to — and potentially conflict with —
policies and objectives specified in BLM's Resource Management Plans for the
Redding, Klamath Falls, and Medford areas. As examples:

The BLM objective for water quality is to ensure that all waters on public land
meet or exceed federal and state water quality standards. The Klamath River is
already identified as water-quality-impaired for a number of pollutants under
Clean Water Act section 303(d), and the settlement agreement actions include
additional negative impacts to water quality. In particular, the Klamath River is
already listed by both the California State Water Resources Control Board and
U.S. EPA as being impaired by sediment. Dam removal will not only release
massive amounts of sediment that has already been retained behind the dams,
but it will also eliminate the reservoirs’ current function of allowing some of the
Oregon sediment to settle out of the water column.

The BLM plan for Horseshoe Ranch and Jenny Creek calls for allowing long-
term natural restoration of riparian zones. A rapid reservoir drawdown will create
a zone of habitat disconnection between the Klamath River and upper reaches of
Jenny Creek.

The BLM plan for the Upper Klamath River corridor calls for the protection of
cultural resources. Drawdown of the reservoirs will cause further disruption to
Native American burial sites and other cultural resources.

Jenny Creek had been designated as eligible for Wild and Scenic status based
on its scenic qualities. The BLM plan for the Jenny Creek area above Iron Gate
Reservoir calls for maintaining existing scenic quality.

Based on the Upper Klamath River being designated as eligible for Wild and
Scenic status, the BLM plan calls for all public land within % mile of normal high
water along the southern bank to be managed to protect scenic values.
Removal of the reservoirs will eliminate existing scenic values on abutting public
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Honorable Ken Salazar
February 7, 2012
Page 4

lands and leave stretches of the river canyon with no views other than post-
reservoir destruction and debris.

Regardless of whether BLM is ultimately determined to be taking actions that are
inconsistent with existing Resource Management Plans or to be effectively amending its
Resource Management Plans by way of participating in the Klamath settlement
agreements, either one is a violation of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act.
Also, by participating in such substantial changes in management of the Klamath River
resources, BLM triggers an obligation under 43 U.S.C. 1712 to undertake the processes
to coordinate the new management scheme with local government plans and policies.

Siskiyou County continues to be willing to work with the Department of the Interior,
other federal agencies, and other Klamath River stakeholders to see that coordination
requirements are addressed and that local issues are given proper consideration and
attention before final decisions are made to approve the EIS/EIR and proceed with dam
removal. We believe your only alternative will be to engage in similar processes
following judicial review of your decisions. At this point in the Klamath process, it would
be an unfortunate and tragic misstep for the settlement parties to force the courts to
become involved as the only avenue of redress for the local government coordination
issues, as well as for substantive violations of the Endangered Species Act, Clean
Water Act, and Federal Power Act, among other things. A turn toward litigation will only
add substantial delay, unnecessary expense, and tremendous uncertainty to a final
Klamath River solution.

Beyond the coordination issue, there are also other fundamental obstacles that make
issuance of the Secretarial Determination premature. The KHSA requires the following
actions, among other things, to be completed prior to any determination:

1. Enactment of federal legislation to implement the settiement. The target date.
to enact implementing legislation for the KHSA was in May 2010. Legislation was
not even introduced in Congress until November 2011, and to date no action has
been taken in either the Senate or the House of Representatives to advance any
bill. This prerequisite to the Secretarial Determination obviously has not been
satisfied.

2 State of California authorization of funding. Section 4.1.2.A. requires the State
of California to authorize $250,000,000 to implement the settlement. At the time the
settlement agreement was signed, such funding was included in a bond measure
that was set to go before California voters in November 2010. However, in August
2010, the California Legislature postponed consideration of the bond measure until





VL/Vo/&aVLL LL. &4 PAA OJU B84Z (VSZ

S1I5K1YOU CO COUNSEL 1gjo06

[attachment 5]

Honorable Ken Salazar
February 7, 2012
Page 5

November 2012 based on concerns that it would not secure voter approval in the
midst of a state budget crisis and national recession. The ability to pass such a
bond measure in the current economic climate continues to be a concern to the
bond's supporters, and it is an open question whether the bond will remain on the
November 2012 ballot.

Aside from the bond measure, California has taken no other action to authorize the
funding required by the KHSA and, with the State of California facing chronic, multi-
billion-dollar annual deficits, has little financial capability to do so.

The issue of the California bond funding is also tied to the federal legislation, since
alternatives to the bond funding may not be considered as part of the determination
in the absence of enacted federal legislation to implement the settlement.

3. Agreement on terms to transfer the Keno facility. Section 3.3.4.B. requires the
Secretary and PacifiCorp to agree upon acceptable terms for transfer of the Keno
facility prior to the Secretarial Determination. We have seen no indication that such
terms have been agreed upon and the terms of such an agreement are not included
in the draft EIS/EIR, which characterizes the transfer as being addressed as a
“connected action” but also only “programmatically.” The EIS/EIR simply claims to
assume, for purposes of analysis, that the transfer has been completed, despite the
fact that the terms and details of such a transfer have not been agreed upon.
However, transfer of the Keno facility is inextricably tied to dam removal and
implementation of the KHSA. Not only has this prerequisite to the Secretarial
Determination not been satisfied, but there also appears to be an improper deferral
(or outright circumvention) of adequate NEPA analysis.

Additionally, section 3.2.5 of the KHSA contemplates the possibility of the Secretarial
Determination being made at a time before environmental review is complete, although
there is a clarification that the settlement does not require that the determination be
made before such time. The State of California, wisely, has made clear that it will not
concur in an Affirmative Determination until it has completed its review under the
California Environmental Quality Act. We hope you will recognize the ultimate futility of
attempting to take such a significant action without full compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act and other applicable laws. The Secretarial Determination
should only be made after the final environmental impact statement is complete and the
public has had sufficient time to review its analysis, conclusions, and responses to
comments.
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Honorable Ken Salazar
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We urge you to set aside any impulses to make a premature decision on the Secretarial
Determination. We also request that you provide 30 days advance formal notice to the
other settlement parties, as required by the KHSA, if you realize it is best to defer your
determination beyond the March deadline.

Very truly yours,

Grace Bennett, Chair
Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors

cc.  Senator Dianne Feinstein
Senator Barbara Boxer
Congressman Wally Herger
Congressman Mike Thompson
Congressman Greg Walden
Congressman Tom McClintock
Senator Doug LaMalfa
Assemblyman Jim Nielsen
Senator Ron Wyden
Senator Jeff Merkley
Governor Jerry Brown
Governor John Kitzhaber
Secretary John Laird
Director Charlton Bonham, California Dept. of Fish and Game
John Bezdek, Solicitor to Secretary Salazar
Greg Norton, President, RCRC
Mike McGowan, President, CSAC
Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors
Klamath County Commissioners
Humboldt County Board of Supervisors
Del Norte County Board of Supervisors
Trinity County Board of Supervisors
Modoc County Board of Supervisors
Dean Brockbank, PacifiCorp
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COUNTY OF SISKIYOU

Board of Supervisors

P.O. Box 750 e 201 Fourth Street (530) 842-8005
Yreka, California 96097 FAX (530) 842-8013
WWW.co.siskiyou.ca.us Toll Free: 1-888-854-2000, ext. 8005

January 31, 2012

VIA FAX 202-208-4561

The Honorable Ken Salazar
Secretary of the Interior

U. S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20240

Re: Comments to Overview Report on Klamath Dam Removal Studies
Dear Secretary Salazar:

This letter is to serve as my comments with respect to the Draft Overview Report on the
Klamath Dam Removal Studies that the Department of the Interior has issued.

In preparing these comments, | am reminded of your comment in front of Supervisor Jim
Cook and others at the Department of the Interior a couple of years ago that the effort to
remove the dams “must not fail.” While you have tried to avoid the consequences of that
comment and engaged in political spin to the effect that it meant something else, it is
evident from this Report and the EIR/EIS that has been prepared that you apparently are
going to honor your predetermined conclusion no matter what the science and people of
this country say.

Mr. Secretary, what you are about to do will be a failure of epic proportions.

You will fail in your duty to be a good steward of the lands entrusted to your supervision.
As demonstrated by this Report, you will fail to even acknowledge the flaws in this proposal
pointed out by your own experts. You will fail to provide a “robust” scientific analysis as
you have promised. You will fail to engage in a “robust” NEPA process, and, most tellingly,
you will fail to restore the fisheries that purportedly underlie the whole ill-conceived scheme

Jim Cook Ed Valenzuela Michael Kobseff Grace Bennett Marcia H. Armstrong
District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5
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to remove the Klamath dams.

My comments above are supported by the very science in which you have invested millions
of taxpayer dollars and by the very scientists that have been engaged by your Department.
We hope that this newly created “six member independent panel” that is to review the Draft
Overview Report is not comprised of lackeys or political scientists that will merely produce
your predetermined desired result.

| do not lightly make the charges above, and as set forth hereinbelow in detail, | back up
my comments with facts.

Executive Summary

With respect to the Executive Summary produced, if it is indicative of the advice that is
being given to you, then it is clear that you are being presented with a one-sided view in
support of a predetermined decision in favor of dam removal. In fact, only if you take what
in some people’s opinion could easily be characterized as a work of fiction to be true, then
you will be able to self-validate your commitment to not fail to take the dams out.

In the portion dealing with impacts to fish, the Report continues to ignore the actual
contents of the four fisheries Expert Panels Report. The Report does not vary from the
flawed conclusions in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). There is no
recognition of the errors in the sediment release calculations, the related impacts on fish
stocks, the diminished water quality occurring because of dam removal and no discussion
of the interspecies conflict issues which increase redband trout populations such that they
could actually diminish salmon populations after dam removal. Absent from the entire
analysis is any response to the fisheries issues and other issues that this County raised in
its comments to the Draft EIR/EIS.

In the section of the Report discussing water quality benefits', the Report confines its
discussion to reservoir algae, concluding that eliminating the reservoir will eliminate algae
toxins. There is absolutely no recognition of the fact that the DEIS admits that there are
two types of algae and that the second type of algae, river algae, will increase under a dam
removal scenario with attendant adverse impacts to water quality and fish restoration.

'Pages 11, 27 and 31.
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The sediment discussion? is limited to short-term in-river impacts occurring immediately
after dam removal. There is no discussion of residual impacts from sediment remaining
in the river.  There is no discussion of estuarine and ocean impacts. There is no
discussion of the pollutant loads in the sediments. However,? the Report acknowledges
that sediment released could have unknown and adverse effects if the release does not go
according to plan. The County has presented evidence with mathematical certainty that
there are significant errors in the volume of sediment to be released and significant adverse
effects even if the sediment release occurs as planned. There is absolutely no discussion
of these issues.

With respect to water quality, there is no discussion in the Report* of water quality problems
associated with dam removal. The fishery Expert Panels and other facts in the Draft
EIR/EIS demonstrate that the issues with water quality will in fact have a harmful effect.
There is no discussion with respect to the fact that the draft TMDL proposed by the State
of California is currently the subject of litigation between PacifiCorp and the State of
California and no examination of the substantial flaws in how that TMDL was arrived at.
It is PacifiCorp which has pointed out the flaws in the TMDL; yet, nowhere is this issue
examined in any detail, nor is there any scientific review. There is merely an assumption
that all will be well. ltis likely that this assumption is made because if PacifiCorp gets the
“deal” and millions promised, of course, they would withdraw their challenge to the flawed
TMDL. In dealing with water quality, there is no mention of the fact that the water coming
in from Oregon is the source of the problem. No amount of dam removal or other efforts
in the river downstream from the dams can effectively deal with the poor water quality
coming in from Oregon. The analysis silence on this issue is unfathomable.

The water supply for the City of Yreka is also an issue that needs further review. While
the Report acknowledges® that dam removal will compromise the water supply to the City
of Yreka, and although the DEIS suggest that the Interior Department has effectively
decided how to replace the Yreka pipeline, there is no meaningful analysis of the objections
to this idea filed by the City, nor is there any response to the detailed criticism of an
elevated pipeline that was filed by the City of Yreka. The Report merely indicates that this

*Page 13.
*Page 17.
*Except for a charge on page 11 that claims all will be well.

*Page 14.
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decision will be “made in consultation” with the City. If anyone had bothered to review the
comments from the City, they would see, in fact, that there is no agreement as to how that
is going to be handled and no conclusion that there will be sufficient funding for safely
securing the water supply for 7,500 people.

Siskiyou County has repeatedly raised the issue of flooding. The Report itself
acknowledges that there is a risk of flooding, but then attempts to diminish that issue by
stating it is “small.”® If it is your house being flooded, perhaps you may not think it is so
“small.” In fact, the loss of the dams will diminish the time that the people downstream will
have to get out of the way of any flood and place the lives of the citizens of the County in
jeopardy. The County filed many comments on this issue and none are addressed in the
Report. It is encouraging to see that the Report finally acknowledges that dam removal
will affect cultural and historical sites that are now submerged. However, there is no plan
to deal with the issue of these sacred and other sites. The Shasta Tribe has provided
detailed information to the County which was forwarded to and given to the representatives
conducting the EIR/EIS; yet, nowhere is there an acknowledgment of the risk to these sites.
Particularly disturbing is that the Benefit Cost and Regional Economic Development
Technical Report, at page 1-46, states that for the cultural resources site mitigation costs,
such costs were extracted from the facilities removal cost estimate and treated somewhere
else in the Benefit Cost Analysis. If they are extracted from the removal estimates, who
is going to fund them? This seems a rather shabby way to treat the cultural resources of
the Shasta Tribe. We know they have not been “recognized” by the federal government,
but certainly their existence and the sanctity of their cultural sites cannot be so callously
overlooked.

The Draft Overview Report in discussing economic benefits is also disturbing in its
purposeful ignoring the harm that will be caused to Siskiyou County, failure to identify any
mitigation and use of a suspect nonuse valuation analysis to justify dam removal. The
nonuse valuation and survey need to be putin perspective. | am informed that at one time
there was a nonuse valuation conducted for 168 whooping cranes. That valuation resulted
in a cost of about $3.72 Billion to save each of the endangered whooping cranes or
somewhere in the neighborhood of $625 Billion to conserve and protect 168 whooping
cranes. In short, these nonuse surveys often result in unrealistic and invalid numbers. If
the nonuse values are what is underlying the determination to remove the dams, there are
serious concerns with the methodology utilized by the Department of the Interior in
conducting this survey. Setting aside the “nonuse values” in the net-benefit calculation

®Page 18.
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in Table ES-9, the sum of the benefits and foregone benefits is a negative $1,138,300,000,
resulting in a negative benefit-cost ratio of approximately 2.5. We have some other
observations on the nonuse valuation below, however, providing the County and others
only a couple of weeks to review a survey that has taken a couple of years for the
Department to prepare is essentially depriving the County and others of any meaningful
opportunity (not to forget the lack of economic resources) to meaningfully review this
summary. The County has produced many comments and information throughout the
process which are simply ignored. The County Assessor has on many occasions provided
information with regard to the valuation of the County tax base. Those who conducted the
study chose an improper base year for the study failed to include the structures in their
analysis, and it appears may have preselected the properties and other sites to be utilized.
No one has ever meaningfully addressed the estimates in the original Camp, Dresser &
McKee (CDM) Report which identified millions of dollars of impact to the tax base of
Siskiyou County.

This Draft Executive Summary is as flawed as the original EIR/EIS and engages in a
selective disregard of the facts and science which demonstrate that, at a minimum, there
is insufficient information to move forward in this matter and expend over a Billion Dollars
of taxpayer money on this flawed endeavor.’

Economic Impacts

Over the past several years, the County has repeatedly pointed out to those conducting the
EIR/EIS and now points out to the Peer Review Panel the flawed nature of the studies
undertaken to examine the impacts to Siskiyou County. Notwithstanding the fact that
because the science demonstrates that there will be a failure in the fisheries restoration
expectations and therefore the projected benefits for San Francisco Management Area, the
Fort Bragg Management Area, Humboldt and Del Norte Counties in California, Central
Oregon Management Area, and Curry County, Oregon and Klamath County, Oregon will
simply never occur, there is no mitigation or identification of how the impacts to Siskiyou
County are going to be addressed. For example, the Executive Summary at Table ES-3,
in its discussion of regional economic development impacts, identifies that there will be 49
jobs lost in Siskiyou County, $2 Million of labor income lost, $5 Million of output lost, as well
as job loss in recreation and other uses. They are simply not identified in the Draft

"Benefit Cost and Regional Economic Development Technical Report identified
KBRA costs in 2007 and 2012 dollars as $798.5 Million and $860.4 Million, respectively.
This is in addition to the $200 Million-$400 Million costs of dam removal.
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Overview Report. The Overview Report falsely identifies $20 Million that would come to
Siskiyou County. It is hard to understand how this falsehood can continue to be
perpetrated in good faith by the Department of the Interior. The County is not a signatory
to the KBRA and, even if it were, the $20 Million identified in the KBRA was illusory to begin
with. it was to come from unidentified funds in an unidentified manner at some
unidentified time in the future. Significantly, it was money being used to simply try to buy
Siskiyou County officials’ signature on the document, while at the same time depriving them
of any ability to determine how that money was going to be spent. Under the proposals
given to the County in the KBRA, those funds would have been overseen by officials from
nongovernmental organizations, other state organizations, people from other states, Tribes,
and others. No duly elected governing body in the County of Siskiyou could abdicate its
authority in such a base manner.®

Significantly, the economic analyses have ignored the County’s comments and suggestions
that they look at the timber management practices as a way to increase the available water
for the Klamath region. The County of Siskiyou was devastated by the Northwest Forest
Plan. This economic devastation was demonstrated and the failure of this Plan is
demonstrated by the Northwest Forest Plan--The First 10 Years (1994-2003)--
Socioeconomic Monitoring of the KNF and Three Local Communities, published in 2008.
This study demonstrates harmful impacts of this federal policy. Rather than ignoring the
basic fact that timber management practices have reduced the availability of water and that
the whole Klamath restoration program will fail without additional cool, clean water, the
economic analysis should look at revitalization of the timber industry in Siskiyou County as
a way to increase available water. Because timber management practices have resulted
in an increase in undesirable growth of some trees and other plants in the forest and their
corresponding consumption of water, the effect of the Klamath dam project will be to focus
pressure for clean, cold water on the Scott and Shasta Rivers which support major
agricultural activity in the County of Siskiyou. Nowhere in either the economic analysis or
in the water studies is the fact that without additional water, the whole plan to restore
anadromous fish will fail and destroy agriculture in Siskiyou County as a result.

8Siskiyou County does acknowledge that there is a $20 Million proposa! for
economic development in the California Water Bond. However, this money is not linked
to the removal of the Klamath dams. In fact, these funds are speculative at best given that
anyone in their right mind would seriously question the probability of success of a $10-$11
Billion bond being passed by the California electorate in November 2012.
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The County has repeatedly asked that the impact of the Northwest Forest Plan and the
cumulative impact of that Plan and the proposed removal of the Klamath dams be
examined. This request has been ignored. Its examination is a required component of the
EIR/EIS. The following bullet points demonstrate why the National Economic Development
Benefit Cost Analysis is flawed. These are just examples.

. Table 1.3-1. In addressing Tribal commercial fisheries, the table states:
“Insufficient data available to quantify these benefits. However, dam removal is
anticipated to positively affect Tribal commercial fisheries dependent resources.”
How, if there is insufficient data, can such a result be “anticipated”?

. Table 1.3-1. There is “insufficient data available to quantify these benefits” with
respect to in-river steelhead and redband trout sport fishing.

. Table 1.3-1. There is “insufficient data available to quantify these benefits” with
respect to refuge wildlife viewing. How can this unsubstantiated, unsupported
“anticipation” serve to meaningfully inform anything?

Let's look at some of the cost benefit comparisons with respect to real estate values and
hydropower.

. Table 1.3-1. This states that with respect to real estate values, “insufficient data
available to quantify changes in real estate values. The extent to which these
changes are positive or negative depends on the magnitude of property value
changes, over time, for lands proximate to the reservoirs and to the restored river.”

. Table 1.3-1. With respect to hydropower ancillary services, i.e., services that
support transmission of electricity from its generation site, this table states: “Explicit
consideration of ancillary services is outside the scope of the analysis.”

. Table 1.3-1. With respect to regional powerplant emissions, the table states: “The
hydropower analysis fully described in this document does not consider the effect,
if any, of changing hydropower production levels on system-wide powerplant
emissions or regional air quality.”

Again, if there is insufficient data or excluded information, how can a true cost benefit
analysis that is to any extent meaningful be created? Given President Obama’s concern
about the environment and specifically renewable energy, how can an economic cost
benefit analysis ignore the increased burden on the environment of replacing hydropower
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with some other energy alternative (although unspecified in the EIR/EIS) and what this will
be? Whatifitis coal? Whatifitis oil? Certainly there would be not only an economic
impact but an environmental impact to such things. In a footnote to Table 1.3-1, on page
1-66 of the National Economic Development Benefit Cost Analysis Technical Report, there
is a comment of interest with respect to the recreational and fishing industry. It states:
“Although the extinction risk for coho salmon would improve under the action alternatives,
those alternatives do not indicate a prospect for delisting of coho. This indicates there
would be very little possibility of any use value (e.g., recreational fishing) associated with
this species in the foreseeable future under the action alternatives.” = While we do not
concede that there will be an improvement under the dam removal scenario, certainly it is
of concern that there is no real possibility of an increase in recreational fishing.
Recreational fishing increases is something that has been advanced throughout this
process as a reason to remove the dams.

. In the Siskiyou County area, the Economic Analysis conducted at page 2-8
discusses recreational fishing.® This discussion for the Siskiyou County area
speculates that there will be an increase of “three more jobs” in the recreational
salmon fishery. However, there is insufficient data to estimate any potential impact
with the recreational steelhead fishery and no examination of any potential regional
economic impacts in an increase in the redband trout fishery. With respect to the
redband trout, one must ask if there is to be a sevenfold increase in redband trout
and the Expert Fish Panels identify salmon as the prey of redband trout, it is of
concern that there is no discussion of these apparent contradictory facts. We also
know from Section 2.9 of this same table that an additional four jobs will be lost in
reservoir recreation in Siskiyou County with dam removal. Section 2.10 of this
same analysis indicates that whitewater recreation expenditures would decline by
14 and labor and income output would decline by over a Million Dollars (0.43 for
labor and 0.89 for income).

Klamath River Basin Restoration Nonuse Value Survey

We believe the Expert Review Panel should not only review what we believe is flawed
methodology of this Nonuse Value Survey, but also the comments of individuals returning
the surveys. Siskiyou County has been told that often in such surveys, it is what is good
for the country, not what is good for a small region or area. The comments of the people

®This is Chapter 2, page 2-8, Regional Economic Development Impact Analysis
Benefit Cost and Regional Economic Development Technical Report.
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throughout the United States, as well as of the area, are enlightening on this issue. Here
are a few of their comments from the Appendix:

. “I thank you for giving me information on the Klamath River, | never heard of it . . .
(C-71)
. “I feel this survey should only have been given to the people it concerns.” (Page C-
74)
. “This should be a local concern with local responsibility.” (Page C-66)
. “Whenever your company conduct the survey next time sent the survey to people

live in that area otherwise it is a waste of money.” (Page C-66)

. “Those living in the affected area should be given special consideration for the pros
and cons the changes will have on their lives thanks.” (Page C-67)

. “I live in Fernley, NV; not sure this survey is relative to my location (i.e. gov't waste)”
(Page C-68)

. “I read the information thoroughly, but do not think people can knowledgably answer
questions here without studying more and asking other questions , for e.g. I've never
heard of these sucker fish--do people eat them . ..” (Page C-69)

. “l think | live too far from Klamath to survey.” (Page C-76)

These are comments from people in the rest of the United States about who should be
taking partin the survey. Also tellingly, many folks were of the mind that they were excited
about getting a $2 bill in the survey, while others expressed disappointment on the waste
of tax dollars and the fact that many of them would be throw away.

. “Thanks for the $2 bill . . .” (Page C-67)

. “Extremely annoyed that an actual $2 bill was sent with this survey as most people
just threw the survey unopened. Typical waste of government money.” (Page C-
64)

After various comments about the $2 bill, the wastefulness of the study, and other such
issues, the survey also was sent to folks in other places in the United States who
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apparently have a deep affection for fish in that they stated:
. “I would like to save the fish. | love fish.” (Page C-60)
Of course, it is this type of well informed, learned analysis this type of survey elicits.

There are many other comments and with respect to the integrity of the survey, a significant
portion of them thought the survey was heavily slanted toward fish restoration and dam
removal.

. “This survey is very one sided favoring the environmentalist views. It does not
consider how it will effect the people living in the Klamath Basin region.” (Page C-3)

. ‘I think this survey was heavily slanted toward fish restoration and dam removal.”
(Page C-6)

While there are many other such instances in the comments, tellingly, the overwhelming
nature of the comments show that both in the region and throughout the United States, the
opinions of most folks is thatitis a bad idea. Itis difficult to see how this nonuse valuation,
when the comments are reviewed, indicates anything other than the people of the United
States and the region feel that this is not a good idea, not a good use of taxpayer dollars,
in many cases is a waste of taxpayer dollars, and overwhelmingly, except for the individual
who “likes fish”, appear not to support this endeavor.

Many good questions were asked by the people receiving the slanted survey, in spite of the
effort to skew it in favor of dam removal. They asked for more information, they asked why
fish passage was not studied, they questioned the utility of removing hydroelectric power
facilities and why the corresponding harm to the environment is not addressed. While the
colored in circles of the survey may have led to a statistical result that, of course, was
predetermined to be in favor of dam removal (stated to be so by some of the commenters),
it is clear that when the comments are reviewed, no matter where they live, people really
don’t think it is a good idea.

While | understand that my letter is somewhat lengthy and that your Peer Review Panel
may treat it with equal disregard as those drafting the Overview Report did with our EIS/EIR
comments, | am providing some specific observations, along with the request that the Peer
Review Panel actually read the County’s EIS/EIR comments in peer reviewing this
Overview Report. Addressing our comments in the Report can lead to no other conclusion
that the Secretarial Determination in favor of dam removal will be a failure.
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| believe that NEPA and CEQA require that there be a hard look at the environmental and
economic effects of your proposed action. The underlying EIS/EIR is not fairly examined
in the Overview Report. The Report proposed to be presented to you fails to take the
requisite hard look that NEPA and CEQA require, ignores key issues, uses incorrect facts,
misstates the conclusions of expert Review Panels established by the Department of the
Interior, and glosses over adverse environmental and economic effects or outright refuses
to acknowledge them. This Overview Report is nothing more than a subterfuge designed
to rationalize a decision that has already been made. We provide the following specific
observations that we provided in the EIR/EIS that we believe the Peer Review Panel should
address specifically:

+ The EIS/EIR states the need for the Proposed Action is to advance the
restoration of salmonid fisheries. DOI established four Expert Panels to
study the likelihood of the Proposed Action achieving that goal. After
reviewing the data, the Expert Panels called the results of the Proposed
Action “small,” “remotely possible,” “uncertain,” “unlikely,” and “not feasible.”
In short, there is a very low likelihood the Proposed Action will achieve its
goal.

* Arecurring theme in the Expert Panel Reports is that the data and analyses
necessary to support the conclusions in the EIS/EIR have not been done.
The actual effects of the Proposed Action are simply not known despite
claims to the contrary in the EIS/EIR. Because of the absence of data and
analyses, one Expert Panel termed the Proposed Action an “experiment.”
Spending hundreds of millions of dollars on an “experiment” that will, at best,
achieve “small” results is highly questionable.

» To justify the Proposed Action, the EIS/EIR makes fundamental errors of
analysis. For example, the EIS/EIR examines the effects of the Proposed
Action on fish as if each individual species is the only occupant of the
ecosystem. However, these species share the same habitat, compete for the
same space and food, and prey on each other. Failing to examine
interspecies ecosystem relationships is a conspicuous and glaring omission
in the EIS/EIR. This is especially true when one Expert Panel determined
that interspecies conflicts, including predation on salmon by an expanded
redband trout population, could result in “cancelling” the benefits to salmon
claimed to result from the Proposed Action. Increased predation resulting
from the Proposed Action also poses real threats to the bull trout, a species
protected under the Endangered Species Act.
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The benefits claimed for the Proposed Action in the EIS/EIR are illusory or
negative. For example, an Expert Panel judged the net benefits of the
Proposed Action for salmon to be “small.” Among many other things, the
Panel noted that salmon need spawning beds that are relatively free of silt
and sediment. In concluding that the benefits to salmon would be “small,” the
Expert Panels based their analysis on an assumed sediment release of
200,000-400,000 tons after dam removal. The actual number, using data in
the EIS/EIR, is 3,540,000 tons.

An Expert Panel found 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. If temperatures rise above a certain
level, notwithstanding the average, fish are adversely affected. An Expert
Panel concluded that dam removal will increase the highest temperatures
experienced by fish.

A key water quality problem in the Klamath River Basin is high nutrient loads
that cause low dissoived oxygen and algae blooms. The EIS/EIR admits the
Proposed Action will increase nutrient loads and, therefore, make water
quality worse.

Another key water quality problem is algae growth. The EIS/EIR admits the
Proposed Action will make this problem worse.

Water quality is adversely affected by elevated pH levels. The EIS/EIR
admits the Proposed Action will make this problem worse.

Low dissolved oxygen levels are yet another water quality problem. The
EIS/EIR concedes this problem is likely to be worse because of the Proposed
Action.

Disease is a major problem affecting fish populations. Because increased
river algae biomass provides improved habitat for disease carrying worms,
the Proposed Action will make the fish disease problem worse.

According to the EIS/EIR, freshwater mussels, an important subsistence and
cultural species for tribal people, experience “substantial” mortality when
buried for more than four-five days. The EIS/EIR admits freshwater mussels,
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and all other filter feeders, will be buried under up to two feet of sediment for
three-four months.

The EIS/EIR is also riven with inconsistent statements and inadequate or
non-existent analysis. For example, in atleast four places the EIS/EIR states
it need not examine the effects of dam removal on estuarine habitat,
including the essential fish habitat in the Klamath River estuary, because
sediment will not reach the estuary. In an equal number of places, the
EIS/EIR says sediment will reach the estuary. Both assertions cannot be
right. If sediment will reach the estuary, the EIS/EIR has failed to examine
the effects of increased sedimentation. If sediment will not reach the estuary,
the EIS/EIR has understated the effect of adding 3.5 million tons of sediment
to salmon spawning beds and other river habitat. And nowhere does the
EIS/EIR discuss the impacts on the ocean environment.

The EIS/EIR admits that dioxin and other chemicals are presentin 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. The EIS/EIR ignores the habitat between the J.C. Boyle Dam and
the next dams. The EIS/EIR also ignores the issue of whether these
substances, even if diluted, remain harmful.

After admitting there are special status invertebrates in the project area, one
of which could be listed under the Endangered Species Act, the EIS/EIR
completes its “hard look” analysis of the impacts of dam removal on
invertebrates in just five lines.

The EIS/EIR notes the presence of 174 bird species in the project area
stating that buffer zones will be needed to protect many of them from
activities undertaken as part of dam removal. There is no discussion of
whether the size of the buffer zones are adequate or why.

The EIS/EIR admits dam removal will increase the risk of flooding and
decrease the time people have to respond before the flood hits. There is no
analysis of the effects of those increased risks.
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All the towns in the County of Siskiyou are “at risk” communities for wildfires.
Dam removal will remove reservoirs that provide water to fight such fires.
The EIS/EIR fails to properly examine the effects of this decreased fire
fighting ability.

The EIS/EIR first states that the concrete, earth, and other waste from dam
removal will be disposed of on-site. Later, the EIS/EIR states this waste will
be taken to local landfills. Both statements cannot be right. If the waste is
disposed of on-site, the EIS/EIR says it will be placed in areas that are now
protected open space and conservation areas. The EIS/EIR does not
examine the impact on these areas of disposing of approximately 1.4 million
cubic yards of waste. If the waste is sent to local landfills, the EIS/EIR does
not examine the impact on the counties of using up almost one-third of the
capacity remaining at two landfills.

The EIS/EIR acknowledges that roads and bridges in the project area were
not designed to sustain the heavy loads associated with dam removal and
could be incapable of supporting this weight. After these admissions, the
EIS/EIR says an in-depth analysis will be done later.

The EIS/EIR admits tax revenues to the County of Siskiyou will decline,
perhaps indefinitely. There is no analysis of the effects of reduced revenues
on the County’s ability to serve its citizens.

The EIS/EIR admits land use changes will occur as a result of dam removal
but decides it will “not describe potential changes in land use that would
occur if the dams were removed.”

The dams provide energy sufficient to power 65,000 homes for a year. The
County of Siskiyou has approximately 23,500 homes. Every household in
this and other counties will be affected. The EIS/EIR 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 uses incomplete data as to water supplies, rights, and facilities.
While the EIS/EIR makes a limited effort to identify exiting water rights, it fails
to consider the specific circumstances and physical facilities associated with
those water rights and diversions and, therefore, how these water rights will
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be affected by the Proposed Action.

The deconstruction and relocation of the City of Yreka municipal water supply
pipeline will have significant effects on the short-term and long-term reliability
of the water rights granted to the City. These effects are not analyzed.

The EIS/EIR admits there are significant cultural and historic resources in the
project area. The impacts “analysis” in the EIS/EIR is confined to stating DOI
will identify affected cultural and historic resources later.

The EIS/EIR inappropriately attempts to analyze noise impacts on County
residents by applying standards used for noisy urban settings to rural
Siskiyou County. The EIS/EIR compounds its error by failing to take actual
measurements of existing noise levels or of noise levels expected from dam
deconstruction.

The EIS/EIR admits the loss of tax revenue to the affected counties raises
significant environmental justice issues because the impacts of lost tax
revenue will “disproportionately affect” low income, minority, and tribal
people. The EIS/EIR then fails to examine those effects.

The EIS states the KBRA and its planned actions are part of the Proposed
Action. There are 112 such measures, virtually all of which have
environmental effects. Virtually none are analyzed in the EIS/EIR. Curiously,
among those projects are habitat and aquatic restoration actions on six
tributaries of the Klamath River. Valued at over $177 million, these projects
will have some effects on the Klamath River. One searches the EIS/EIR in
vain for any analysis.

The EIS/EIR fails to comply with the legal requirement to identify and analyze
the mitigation measures that would be associated with alternatives to the
Proposed Action. There is simply no way to examine and compare the
environmental effects of the Proposed Action with that of various alternatives
without an analysis of the mitigation plan associated with the alternatives.

As to the mitigation for the Proposed Action, the EIS/EIR inappropriately
leaves the bulk of that analysis for a later day. Virtually all the mitigation
measures for dam removal are in the KBRA. But the EIS/EIR admits those
measures cannot be analyzed because “[wlhile the general goals of the
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KBRA actions and programs are known, the specific actions that would occur
are not yet defined....” Where some definition does exist, the Expert Panels
formed by DOI generally characterized the KBRA actions as “infeasible” and
“not likely” to succeed.

The heart of an EIS/EIR is a rigorous analysis of alternatives. Consistently,
the EIS/EIR fails to meet this analytical requirement. The EIS/EIR examines
its favored Proposed Action in dozens of pages while often confining the
analysis of alternatives to mere paragraphs. A glaring example of this biased
and incomplete analysis is that the four Expert Panels created to examine the
effect of the Proposed Action on fish were instructed by DOI to limit their
analysis to the Proposed Action and the status quo. They were told to ignore
the other three alternatives in the EIS/EIR. Given that the stated need for
dam removal is to restore salmon fisheries, and given that the EIS/EIR relies
on the Expert Panels to justify its favorable view of dam removal regarding
fish resources, this is a singular failure of NEPA and CEQA compliance.

The EIS/EIR violates the fundamental requirements of NEPA and CEQA to
fairly and objectively compare alternatives. The EIS/EIR attributes all of the
alleged environmental benefits of implementing the KBRA to the Proposed
Action. This ignores the fact that many of the KBRA actions will proceed
even if the dams are not removed. Therefore, the benefits of these KBRA
actions, if any, must be included in the No Action and other Alternatives,
including Alternative 4. The EIS/EIR violates applicable law by not doing so.
In evaluating alternatives, the EIS/EIR fails to examine whether the adverse
environmental effects of dam removal will inhibit or prevent achieving the
benefits that are alleged to come from those KBRA actions that will be
implemented even if the dams are not removed.

The bias against any alternative except dam removal is amply demonstrated
by the fact that the same pollutant releases considered to have an
insignificant effect under the Proposed Action are considered to have a
significant effect under the No Action Alternative.

The EIS/EIR is devoid of any discussion of how the Proposed Action
proposes to comply with the applicable Ordinances of the County of Siskiyou.
Many of these Ordinances are never even mentioned. Equally important, in
many cases, the Proposed Action violates, or is inconsistent with, the
County’s Ordinances. Conspicuously absent from the EIS/EIR is any
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discussion regarding how to address these issues.

[document 6]

The preceding is only a sampling of the myriad problems, failings, and issues associated

with the EIS/EIR and with its conclusions.

In closing, | would ask you not to fail to uphold the oath of office that you took and your
obligation to uphold the laws of the United States and not fail to put an end to this
boondoggle.

Very truly yours,

Grace Bennett, Chair
Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors

CC:

CccC:

E-mail to ksdor@atkinsglobal.com

Hard copy to: Atkins North America Inc.
c/o Tamara Mayer
7406 Fullerton Street, Suite 350
Jacksonville, FL 32256

Senator Dianne Feinstein
Senator Barbara Boxer
Congressman Wally Herger
Congressman Mike Thompson
Congressman Greg Walden
Congressman Tom McClintock
Senator Doug LaMalfa
Assemblyman Jim Nielsen
Senator Ron Wyden

Senator Jeff Merkley
Governor Jerry Brown
Governor John Kitzhaber
Secretary John Laird

Director Charlton Bonham, California Dept. of Fish and Game
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John Bezdek, Solicitor to Secretary Salazar
Greg Norton, President, RCRC

Mike McGowan, President, CSAC

Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors
Klamath County Commissioners

Humboldt County Board of Supervisors

Del Norte County Board of Supervisors
Trinity County Board of Supervisors

Modoc County Board of Supervisors

Dean Brockbank, PacifiCorp

G:\Share\FERC_Draft EIR_EIS September 2011\Draft Klamath Dam Removal Overview Report for Secretary of the interior Jan 23
2012\Salazar_Comments to Overview Report 01_31_12 FINAL LTR.wpd
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COUNTY OF SISKIYOU

Board of Supervisors

P.O. Box 750 e 201 Fourth Street (530) 842-8005

Yreka, California 96097 FAX (530) 842-8013

www.co.siskiyou.ca.us Toll Free: 1-888-854-2000, ext. 8005
July 12, 2011

The Honorable Ken Salazar
Secretary of the Interior

U. S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20240

Re: Continued Billion Dollar Funding of KBRA and KHSA
Breaks Promise to County of Siskiyou

Dear Secretary Salazar:

This letter is to request that you direct the cessation of activities related to the Klamath
Basin Restoration Agreement (KBRA) and the Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement
Agreement (KHSA). This request is made in light of the fact that the recent Expert Panel
Reports on Chinook Salmon and Coho and Steelhead Salmon conclusively shows that
there is little likelihood of success and substantial scientific data gaps which demonstrate
that moving forward in the current manner would not result in the speculated restoration of
these species. To continue to spend millions, tax ratepayers over $400 Million, and seek
funding in excess of a Billion Dollars on a program that lacks the science to support
success is incomprehensible in this economic environment.

Your representatives have on numerous occasions expressed your commitment and
promise to do a “robust” and complete scientific analysis before any Secretarial
Determination. To move forward as currently proposed is not honoring this promise.

What has been validated by these reports is the County of Siskiyou’s concerns with the
underlying science being utilized. The County’s insistence that President Obama’s
Standards for Scientific Integrity be utilized in reviewing the underlying science has been
shown to be prudent. The federal government’s own experts have expressed concerns
that the science is not in place to support a conclusion that removal of the hydroelectric
facilities would result in the restoration of the species at issue. What is clear from these

Jim Cook Ed Valenzuela Michael Kobseff Grace Bennett Marcia H. Armstrong
District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5
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reports is that somewhere in the neighborhood of a forty percent (40%) reduction in
agricultural land use would have to be achieved just to address one aspect of water quality
concerns in the Klamath Basin. The destruction of productive agriculture in Siskiyou
County would remove the significant remaining economic sector of this County. The
federal government, through its flawed forestry programs, has devastated the timber
industry in this County, and in the very near future seeks to abandon its commitment to
replace those lost revenues from that industry. The federal government, in concert with the
state government, has banned mining in the County. Siskiyou County has been identified
as one of the most stressed counties in the United States, with unemployment in excess
of 18 percent. Even as we write this letter, the Department of the Interior continues to
expend millions of dollars to fund and support the efforts on the KBRA, KHSA, and KBCC
to remove perfectly good hydroelectric facilities based upon what your own Expert Panels
indicate is, at best, speculation.

As we are all aware, the economic situation in the State of California and unemployment
in the State of California and the United States are such that continued spending on such
a speculative endeavor is an irresponsible expenditure of the taxpayer monies. Pacific
Power has increased power rates to provide a fund to remove dams and increased power
rates for other reasons, while your Department and others in the federal government
expended millions on this particular endeavor, including most recently renting a room for
the Klamath Basin Coordinating Committee under the KBRA in Ashland, Oregon, so that
they could meet to move forward with implementing aspects of the KBRA before federal
legislation has even been passed authorizing your support. We believe that such actions
are unconscionable.

Provided with this correspondence are two bullet point lists of specific references to your
Expert Panels identifying many of the flaws and deficiencies in not only the KBRA, but also
the underlying science upon which your desire to remove these hydroelectric facilities is
based. Continued support of efforts to remove this clean source of renewable energy is
not merited.
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Honorable Ken Salazar
July 12, 2011
Page 3

Accordingly, the Board of Supervisors of Siskiyou County respectfully demands that you
immediately order the cessation of activities by the federal participants in support of the
KBRA and KHSA.

Very truly yours,

_

Jim Cook, Chair
Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors

Attachments: Board report--KBCC Meeting June 17, 2011 Ashland Oregon
dated June 20, 2011
Bullet point lists--Chinook Salmon Report and
Coho/Steelhead Report

cc.  Senator Barbara Boxer
Senator Dianne Feinstein
Congressman Wally Herger
Congressman Tom McClintock
Congressman Jeff Denham
Governor Jerry Brown
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EXCERPTS FROM KLAMATH RIVER EXPERT PANEL FINAL REPORT:

SCIENTIFIC ASSESSMENT OF TWO DAM REMOVAL ALTERNATIVES ON

CHINOOK SALMON OF JUNE 13, 2011

The comments below are from the report produced by the Atkins Company. This report
was prepared by Dr. Daniel Goodman, Dr. Mike Harvey, Dr. Robert Hughes, Dr. Wim
Kimmerer, Dr. Kenneth Rose, and Dr. Greg Ruggerone, who are all experts retained by
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service to give expert opinions.

“The principal uncertainties fall into four classes: The wide range in variability in
salmon runs in near-pristine systems, lack of detail and specificity about KBRA,
uncertainty about an institutional framework for implementing the 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.” (Page i)

It appears the Panel was given insufficient time for its task. “The scope of the
Panel's task was a week of reading before a one week workshop consisting of
two days of presentations and four days of writing and editing which was followed
by about one month of e-mail correspondence, further reading and editing. The
Panel was provided nearly 800 documents and web-links which would have taken
many months of full-time work to read, digest and synthesize. The effort by the
Panel was considerably greater than budgeted time, which was less than two
weeks.” (Page 5)

“The Panel did not have the time or resources to examine original data or re-do
analyses, even when such actions seemed straightforward and appropriate for
the assigned task.” (Page 5)

In discussing the potential for increase in Chinook Salmon, the Panel stated:
“. .. the nature of the uncertainties precludes attaching a probability to the
prediction by the methods and information available to the Panel.” (Page 7)

In commenting about the necessity for further investigations, the Panel stated:
“ ... The large uncertainties about the prospects for improving water quality
have been acknowledged by a call for substantial funding for further
investigations.” (Page 10)

The Expert Panel expressed its concern that “the“magnitude of the proposed
solutions may not match the scope and extent of the water quality problem.”
(Page 10)
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The Expert Panel had concerns that the TMDLs would not be sufficient, stating:
“It appears that the TMDLs may be insufficient to provide water quality conditions
conductive to fish passage in all years.” (Page 10)

The Panel also had “serious reservations that the required waste load allocations
will be achieved.” (Page 12)

“Although several aspects of the Proposed Action could lead to a reduction in
disease-related mortality, uncertainty about these aspects is very high.” (Page
13)

In reviewing the KBRA'’s proposed actions for nutrient control, the Panel
commented that to do so would “require . . . . about 78 percent of the area of the
UKL or about 40 percent of the area of irrigated agriculture in the UKL Basin.
This does not seem like a feasible level of effort for KBRA.” (Page 11,
emphasis added)

“Control of high temperatures in UKL and KR also seems infeasible.” (Page 11)

The Experts also identified that the “UKL and KR will remain warm with June-
September temperatures . . . meeting the proposed water quality criteria, but not
protective of salmon.” (Page 11)

The Panel also notes that it is “concerned by what may be an unrealistically
optimistic view of the prospects for remediation of hyper-eutrophication, echoing
the conclusions of the NRC (2004).” (Page 12)

It appears that the Panel also believes that an additional dam, the Keno dam and
reservoir, need to be removed, which is not something contemplated by the
KBRA or the KHSA. (Page 12)

“Although several aspects of the proposed action could lead to a reduction in
disease-related mortality, uncertainty about these aspects is very high.” (Page
13)

In addressing disease-related mortality in Chinook Salmon, the Panel indicated
that the proposed action creates a risk of “simply moving the problem.” (Page
13)

The Panel indicates that the “fraction of Chinook Salmon that may successfully
complete the portion of their life cycle in the upper basin is a key uncertainty.”
(Page 15) Further studies are recommended.
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Apparently even the Panel Experts contemplate a positive Secretarial
Determination but then go on to recommend “appropriate investigation in the
approximately 8 years prior to dam removal.” (Page 15) This statement is
evidence of how the political objective has permeated the science.

in the Draft Report issued May 2, 2011, at page 25, the section on Dam Removal
was entitled: “Condition 10. Dam removal must not kill more than one brood
and must not have a substantial multi-year adverse impact on mainstream
Chinook salmon.”

In the Final Report at page 20, the section on Dam Removal states: “Factor 9.
Dam removal does not have a substantial multi-year adverse impact on
mainstream Chinook salmon.”

When the substance of the section is examined, at pages 20-21, in the Final
Report, the information remains essentially the same and the Panel notes such
things that it is “likely to take more than a decade for bed fining caused by dam
removal to be reversed” and that “sand storage and transport may degrade some
spawning gravels in the mainstem for several years,” and that the degree to
which the persistent sands will reduce Chinook salmon spawning success is
‘unknown.”  There is a specific discussion about the effects on retumning broods
and a notation that if more than one consecutive run or brood is lost, there could
be significant effects on the survival of the run. The County has seen other
studies that predict a total destruction of several runs.

In commenting on the Proposed Action, the Panel indicated: “As pointed out
elsewhere in this Report, uncertainty about the likely outcomes of the proposed
action is large and not all the individual elements are likely to be effective.”
(Page 21)

“The Proposed Action is an experiment in that many of the outcomes are difficult
to predict, particularly those of greatest interest to stakeholders . . . however, as it
is described, the Proposed Action lacks a clear program for scientific governance
and therefore is not set up in an experimental adaptive framework.” (Page 22)
The County of Siskiyou has raised the issue of this being an experiment on many
occasions with an unpredictable outcome.

in commenting on the approach of the Proposed Action, the Panel Experts noted
their considerable experience working with large rehabilitation programs,
commenting that those that have taken the type of approach proposed have been
ineffective. “It is no surprise that many of the actions taken under these
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programs have, in fact, been ineffective and program adjustment has been slow.”
(Page 22)

“The description of AM in the KBRA reflects this watered-down version in which
the scientific activities are seen as external to the rehabilitation, and the KBRA as
written has no provisions for the feedback necessary for adaptation of the
program.” (Page 22) It should be noted that in the attached comments on
the recent KBCC meeting, it is clear that even the inadequate funding under the
KBRA is going to be reduced in order to get a more politically palatable proposal.

The Panel commented that the current biological opinion may require more water
for suckers than is offered under the KBRA. (Page 26)

The Panel also commented that the uncertainty about the biological opinions
complicated the comparison of the amount of water available in the system
between the Proposed Action and Current Conditions. (Page 26)

Addressing questions raised about the feasability of the current Biological Opinion
Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives under various climate scenarios, the Panel
had concerns that the Biological Opinion Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives
could constitute a different interpretation of what “current conditions” were and
thus, in turn, lead to different interpretations of the KBRA's proposed
implementation and different conclusions about the probable magnitude of any
benefit of the Proposed Action. (Page 26)

The Expert Panel identified that the analysis of the likely composition of the
KBRA was insufficient to determine if the KBRA could “adequately address the
listed factors” and expressed “strong reservations” that the KBRA could achieve
its stated goals. (Page 26-27)

The Panel also identified that the Keno and Link Dams, Trinity and Dwinnell
Dams, as well as water diversions from the Klamath, Trinity, and Salmon Rivers,
farming and drainage of the Tulelake and Lower Klamath National Wildlife
Refuges, and proposed increases in water pumping, are all limiting factors on the
possibility of success of any restoration activity. None of these issues are
contemplated by the KBRA or KHSA. (Page 27)

The Panel noted its encouragement with respect to the “framework” for life cycle
population modeling, noting that there is a “long way to go” to have a calibrated
and functioning model. They further recommend that such efforts be continued
“regardless of whether the modeling is sufficiently completed in time to inform the
Secretarial decision.” They then go on to identify the approximately 14 specific
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items should be included in the modeling. (Pages 29-30) Siskiyou County has
on several occasions raised the issues of deficiency in the modeling and, in fact,
the Secretarial Determination prior to valid and complete monitoring is not the
commitment that was made to the County. Commitments were made that
“robust” and sufficient scientific studies would be done prior to the Secretarial
Determination.

i
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EXCERPTS FROM KLAMATH RIVER EXPERT PANEL FINAL REPORT:

SCIENTIFIC ASSESSMENT OF TWO DAM REMOVAL ALTERNATIVES ON COHO

SALMON AND STEELHEAD OF APRIL 25, 2011

This Final Report was prepared by the same panel of experts as the Chinook Report
and issued by the Atkins Company. The funding source is the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service.

The Panel noted that it “faced a difficult challenge.” The Panel commented that
it was presented with an enormous amount of material and funded to meet for
only five days. The Panel noted that such limited time “exacts a cost in limiting
the depth of the review.” It also limited the ability of the Panel to “follow a trail of
scientific evidence back to its source in the original data and to resolve conflicting
sources of information.” The Panel cautioned that its review is “based on a
careful review of the material and group discussion”, but that its statements
were no substitute for further scientific investigation.” The Panel specifically
recommended that its statements “not be used in lieu of doing the necessary and
feasible data collection, analysis and modeling that is recommended . . . . “

(Page i) These comments validate the concerns of Siskiyou County about the
process being utilized to create a review for the Secretarial Determination. The
County has been repeatedly promised that a “robust” review would be undertaken
and it is apparent that the Panel was not provided the ability to conduct the level
of scientific review that would comport with President Obama’s Statement on
Scientific Integrity.

The Panel noted that “missing from the information provided to the Panel are a
detailed plan of implementation of the KBRA; an integrated view of how two
alternatives might affect specific life stages of each species; and stage-specific or
life-cycle models.” (Page i)

With respect to Coho Salmon, the Panel indicated that “the difference between
the Proposed Action and Current Conditions is expected to be small.”  (Page ii)

The Panel noted that the questions posed to it were “not answerable in
quantitative terms.” The Panel was concerned that it was provided with
qualitative information but asked to respond to questions requiring quantitative
answers. The Panel further identified six obstacles to drawing “convincing
conclusions” between the two alternatives, including insufficient specificity of the
KBRA, uncertainties about fish passage through Keno Reservoir and Upper
Klamath Lake, hatchery effects, disease, water demand responses to the KBRA,
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and the limited understanding about Coho and Steelhead abundances, migration
patterns, and factors affecting survival at each life stage. The Panel noted that it
“‘guardedly gave partial answers” to the questions, with “some misgivings”
because of a potential for misinterpretation of the Panel’s responses. The Panel
again noted that its “opinion” should not be used as a “substitute for scientific
analysis of solid data.” (Page iii) Siskiyou County was promised the necessary
science would be done.

° The Panel had several similar comments about much of the underlying effort in
the Coho Salmon and Steelhead Report as it did in the Chinook Salmon Report,
which will not be repeated in this list. However, the following are a few notable
excerpts.

“The Panel could not confirm the statements about potential habitat which
are at odds with the field surveys from 40 years ago by Fortune et al
(1966), who reported that only a small portion of accessible streams of
suitable spawning and rearable habitat for salmonids.” (Page 23) This
comment was made in response that there would be somewhere between
60-235 miles of potential habitat in the Upper Basin.

. In reviewing the quantity of water delivered from Upper Klamath Lake and
the Klamath River for the Klamath Irrigation Project, the Panel noted that it
“understands that the planning of such limitations is still at the conceptual
stage with neither the sellers nor their locations identified.” (Page 26)

In short, they do not know where they are going to get the water.

. The Panel also commented that the amounts of money that were
envisioned in the ICP Interim Plan for gravel augmentation were sufficient
to provide only several thousand cubic yards of gravel per year, which was
a relatively small amount compared to the river's transport capacity and
the extent of the valley floor. (Page 29)

. In addressing the extent of new habitat for Coho and Steelhead upstream
of the Upper Klamath Lake, the Panel noted that “it was not yet clear” from
the planning for KBRA what proportion of the potential is likely to be
realized. (Page 29)

. The Panel noted that the net effects of temperature changes on Coho and
Steelhead under the Proposed Action is not known. (Page 30) In
reviewing the modeling utilized to simulate flows and temperature, the
Panel noted that the calibration and validation were conducted separately
for the two models, that the reported validation error for the flow model
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appeared to be on the order of one percent of the monthly means, but that
the analysis did not seem to include an error rate at the level of daily flow
values that were transmitted to the temperature model and that the
analysis did not report a validation of the integrated system in which the
errors of the flow model propagated through the temperature model. The
Panel further observed that the Report was all internal to selected years
with the dams in place so that it “did not address reliability of prediction
with dams removed.” The Panel further noted that the future scenario did
not address transient climate change, scenarios of demand for water or
KBRA actions that might affect the water budget or temperature of inflows
over the next 50 years. The Panel stated that for those reasons, the
model prediction of an 18 day “phase shift” in the annual thermograph is
not a sure thing and probably should not be taken literally. (Pages 30-
31)

. The Panel noted that the Proposed Action would “require more detailed
information about the movement patterns of the fish and more detailed
(and reliable) predictions of location-by-location and hour-by-hour thermal
exposure of affected fish.” (Page 32) This issue with respect to the
modeling and information about water temperature and the actual activities
of the fish has been an issue raised by Siskiyou County on many
occasions. As the Panel noted, fish do not directly experience mean
temperatures, they experience the hour-by-hour temperatures each day.
Concermn is that there are circumstances that while the mean daily
temperature for a period in the fall could be decreased by dam removal,
the highest temperatures experienced by fish could increase. (Page 31-
32)

. Often the issue has been raised that human settlement in the Basin has
increased nutrient loading to Upper Klamath Lake. The Panel noted that
in its review of the information, it was shown that “the lake was eutrophic
before European settlement, presumably as a result of high levels of
nutrients naturally occurring in the watershed. (Page 33)

. In addressing measures proposed in the KBRA dealing with
hypereutrophication and blooms, the Panel noted that such measures
were “inadequately described for quantitative evaluation by the Panel” and
pointed out that the “appropriate studies necessary to determine the
magnitude and cost” and most important, the “likely effectiveness of this
group of actions have not been done.” The Panel specifically stated:

“. .. it would be premature to conclude that any problems caused by
these blooms, including low dissolved oxygen, will be substantially
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reduced by KBRA.” (Pages 33-34)

. The Panel noted in commenting on the Proposed Action and adult and
juvenile movement and migration of Coho Salmon that both the positive
and negative effects associated with the Proposed Action prevent the
Panel from determining the net beneficial effects. (Page 34)

. In its discussion of adult Coho Salmon, the Panel indicated that the data
suggested that a relatively small portion of natural spawning Coho Salmon
would occur in the mainstem and that only a small proportion of total
spawners and embryos would be directly influenced by dam removal under
the Proposed Action. (Page 34)

. The Stillwater Sciences (2010) suggested mainstem flows following dam
removal would be greater during the adult Coho migration period and lower
flows during October through December. The Panel noted that the
potentially lower flows “during the fall under the Proposed Action
alternative may reduce the ability of Coho to migrate through the mainstem
in order to reach spawning areas in tributaries . . . .” In reviewing the
KBRA Proposed Actions, the Panel noted that it “is not possible to fully
evaluate the effectiveness of these potential actions at this time because
the degree to which these factors currently reduce reproductive success of
Coho Salmon is unknown.” (Page 35)

. In looking at issues of water temperature after dam removal and aduit
Coho migration, the Panel was unable to estimate to what extent cooler
water would enhance migration and spawning success of Coho Salmon.
(Pages 35-36)

. The Panel examined habitat restoration and the KBRA, as well as ongoing
non-KBRA restoration activities. In commenting on the KBRA, the Panel
stated: “The KBRA is a list of possible actions without sufficient
detail to estimate quantitatively their effects on habitat and the data
and modeling needed to quantify the response of Steelhead to these
changes in habitat are lacking.” The Panel noted that the specific
locations, implementation details, and combined effects of the KBRA
would be major factors in determining effectiveness with respect to
Steelhead reproduction, survival and growth. The Panel noted that the
lack of detail with respect to the KBRA is the uncertainty about the
differences in water quality that would be achieved through the two
alternatives. (Pages 48-49)
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. In reviewing the ecosystem function and the issue of whether the
alternatives differ in the extent of the natural ecosystem function with
respect to physical habitat and food, the Panel indicated that the
information available was “insufficient to answer the question.” (Page 49)

. The Panel indicated that additional information was necessary to
determine the ability of the food base to support additional fish and that
this matter needed to be addressed. (Page 51)

. The Panel reviewed the issue of the two alternatives and the incident and
impact of disease with respect to Coho and Steelhead Salmon. One of the
consequences identified “is that dam removal under the Proposed Action
can possibly spread infection upstream of the dams because the removal
of dams would allow range expansion of Chinook, coho and steelhead.”

It was also uncertain about the different strains of C. shasta and the
potential for high infection rates for saimon that could spread
throughout the system. (Pages 53-54)

. In the section of the Report titied “Notes on Modeling and Uncertainty”, the
Panel observed that “there is no coho population dynamics model under
active consideration at present, though one was developed for this project
and then removed from Panel consideration due to review issues. There
is no steelhead model for this system that we are aware of. The NMFS,
so far, has assessed “viability” of salmon populations in the Klamath with a
qualitative scheme called VSP, which is not an explicit population model
and does not contain formal representation of population dynamics.”
(Page 66)

. The Panel observed that it “did not see mention of useful water
temperature data predating construction of the four lower dams.” The
Panel further observed that the issues related to calibration in the models
presented a basic difficulty calibrating and validating the modeling of the
Proposed Action scenario because the exact river conditions without the
dams is unknown. (Page 67)

. The Panel noted that “higher resolution modeling of critical areas during
important biological time periods under low flow conditions with climate
change is feasible and would provide useful information on possible fish
responses into the future.” (Page 67)

. The Panel indicated that it would have been useful to have models on the
steelhead and coho life cycle and that it was “frustrated” that the life
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cycle model for coho, which had been provided initially to the Panel, had
been withdrawn just before the Panel meeting. (Page 68)

. The Panel included a section entitled “Caveats and recommendations.”
The Panel stated: “The task of the coho and steelhead Panel occurs at a
very early stage in the decade-long process of evaluation, planning,
decision-making, and design leading up to a potential 2020 initiation of
dam removal. Nevertheless, the decision whether to commit to that
schedule is slated to be made fairly soon (the Secretarial Decision 2012).
The Panel has been asked to make a scientific assessment of the impact
of two strategies for river management (Current Conditions versus the
Proposed Action) on coho and steelhead populations of the Klamath River
Basin.

The questions posed to the Panel are very wide-ranging, overlapping, and
not amenable to simple or exact answers. Providing such answers would
require years of field investigations, which the agencies have not yet had
the resources to conduct. The Panel members have been able to
respond only through qualitative estimates based on evaluation of the
fragmentary, conflicting evidence provided and their own scientific
understanding and experience in other river systems.” (Page 69)

This is exactly the issue that the County of Siskiyou has raised throughout
the process--insufficient resources and insufficient information to reach
any conclusion with respect to the merits of dam removal.

. The Panel has identified six specific obstacles that would “facilitate a more
effective design of the KBRA.” The obstacles they identified were as
follows:

(1) Insufficient specificity in the current substances of the KBRA and
the decision rules for its implementation.

(2) Serious uncertainty about fish passage and colonization.

(3)  Serious uncertainty about the effects of hatchery fish introgression.

(4) Uncertainty about the potential to control mortality of coho due to
parasites in the Klamath River mainstem.

(5) Uncertainty about how land owners will accommodate to KBRA.

(6) Lack of comprehensive understanding of the natural-origin saimon
stocks of interest. (Pages 70-71)
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The Panel’'s characterization of the Secretarial Determination is particularly
telling and supportive of the County of Siskiyou’s concerns that this matter
should not move forward. The Panel stated: “A decision to proceed with
the projects should be understood as a decision to pursue a hypothesis of
increased fish production, for which there is evidentiary support for
qualitative responses, but whose quantitative outcome is largely unknown.”

The question is why should millions and possibly billions of dollars be
spent to pursue a hypothesis based on such inadequate information.
Rather, the information should be gathered first to determine whether the
alternative is in fact viable.

Final observation by the Panel involved the effective use of peer review.
This is something that the County of Siskiyou has advocated for
throughout the process. The Panel noted that several times during its
briefing, they had heard that a report had been “peer reviewed.” The
Panel noted that there were several definitions of “peer review” and that
they vary greatly in rigor. The Panel noted that “an essential element of
peer review is the response to the reviews and the subsequent changes
that were made.” The Panel noted that peer review should include the
disclosure of review comments, the responses to the comments and a
subsequent evaluation of the adequacy of the responses by an impartial
intermediary. (Page 73) Siskiyou County has noted repeatedly
throughout the process that much of the information furnished to the Panel
Experts did not meet the level of peer review that they described, nor the
ievel of peer review in the opinion of the County that would be consistent
with President Obama’s Statement on Scientific Integrity.

i
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KBCC MEETING ON JUNE 17, 2011
ASHLAND, OREGON

This memorandum is to briefly update and memorialize for the Board's information the
information obtained at this KBCC meeting. The meeting was held at the Ashland

Springs Hotel in a room reserved by National Marine Fisheries.

| attended this meeting

and observed the process and spoke during the “general public” time during the

meeting.

Provided with this memo is a copy of Agenda Item 6(a) from the meeting which
discusses intended revisions to the Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement (KBRA).
Notabie in these revisions is the fact that the KBCC is undertaking to restructure the
budget for the KBRA to make it more politicaily palatable when legislation is introduced.
Overall, the KBCC has revised the estimates from the approximately $1.2 Billion in
costs to be $798.5 Million for the years 2012 - 2026. These revised costs now include
$53 Million per year for federal funding for the KBRA and $61 Million per year in non-
federal funding for the KBRA and KHSA. However, it appears that part of this reduction
is achieved through the utilization of funding outside of the KBRA which they are

identifying as federal “base funding.”

KBCC Meeting on June 17, 2011

The intent is to use approximately $262 Million of
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existing federal funding to move projects forward that are connected to the KBRA.

According to the discussions undertaken by the KBCC, the federal government is
apparently doing a legal analysis on implementing certain aspects of the KBRA under
existing authority. ~ Apparently there is an item to be generated and placed on Mr.
Sheets’ website at edsheets.com regarding the implementation report.

Taken together, it appears that the federal government is looking to move forward with
aspects of the KBRA with or without Secretarial approval.

Another issue of interest to the Board of Supervisors has been how the process works
without the formation of FACA Committees. Apparently two committees are in the
process of being chartered and the charters have been distributed to the KBCC
members for their review and comment. It is unclear whether these were publicly
provided at the KBCC meetings or otherwise made available, but it does appear that
they can or should be considered public documents. Accordingly, the request was
made of the attorney who was present on behalf of the Solicitor’s Office for a copy of
the two charters. She reported to the KBCC that both charters are currently in the
Division of General Law where the FACA experts are reviewing the charters. There is
apparently some question on the mechanics of how these committees are to work as
ordinarily it would be unusual for the office of the Secretary of the Interior to be the host
of the FACA committee. Rather, they would be assigned to one of the bureaus of the
agency. The attorney indicated that there is apparently a “good relationship” between
the person doing the FACA review and the General Services Administration, who will
ultimately review and approve the committees. It was represented that this relationship
should aid in moving the reports forward in an expeditious manner.

One of the concerns that comes to mind from reviewing the reductions in funding for the
KBRA is the fact that the Fish Panels, including the report on the Coho Salmon and
Steelhead, as well as the report on the Chinook Salmon, indicate skepticism that the
KBRA will be effective to achieve its goals." It is therefore unclear how reducing
funding in the KBRA is going to address the concerns that there is insufficient funding
as it is to provide for the studies necessary for a competent NEPA/CEQA document and
to then mitigate the harms of the proposed dam removal.

“The panel has strong reservations that the KBRA will be implemented with sufficient effectiveness
to achieve its stated goals.” Draft Report, May 2, 2011, Klamath River Expert Panel Chinook Saimon at pg.
28. See also by way of example the Final Report of April 25, 2011, Klamath River Expert Panel
Coho/Steelhead at pg. 29 discussing the insufficiency of the amounts of money envisioned in the ICP interim
Plan for Gravel. See also page 48, “The KBRA is a list of possible actions without sufficient detail to estimate
quantitatively their effects on habitat, and the data and the modeling needed to quantify the response of
Steelhead to these changes in habitat are lacking.”
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It also appears but is unclear from the materials made available that the State of
California may also be looking to redirect some existing funding in an attempt to
undertake some of the proposals under the KBRA before the final environmental work is
completed. It further appears that certain schedules and appendixes to the KBRA are
under review and revision with the primary intent of reducing those dollars that will need
to be identified as attributable to the KBRA in any proposed legislation. In addition to
the funding in any proposed legislation, there also appear to be considerable funds (at
least $262 Million of federal funds) that are either going to be redirected or utilized to
accomplish provisions of the KBRA before federal participation is legislatively approved.

As the representative for the Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors and the Siskiyou
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, a specific request was made for
a response to the correspondence that has been sent inquiring how certain activities are
being undertaken, including the fact that no entity has worked with the County or the
Fiood Control and Water Conservation District on the proposed Drought Plan. After the
request was made, no response was received from the Committee while | was in

attendance.

In addition to the other materials provided, the KBCC was given a report from
PacifiCorp regarding the Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement (KHSA) and
implementation efforts. This is a published document and apparently also appears on-
line. In the printed version issued at the meeting, both Siskiyou County and Del Norte
County were listed as signatories to the KHSA. PacifiCorp’s representative,
immediately upon being advised, removed or indicated that he was undertaking efforts
to remove Siskiyou County from the on-line version, although Siskiyou County remains
identified in the printed version. It was pointed out to the KBCC that it would be
inappropriate for them to make such representations.

My last observation from the meeting is that there was a representation that the KBCC
is not providing any advice to the federal government at this time. It appears that this
is out of concern over the FACA issue. However, federal agencies were present and
_participated in supplying information on the ongoing proceedings and exchanging
information and it appears as if the individual members of the KBRA/KBCC are
participating in advising the Department of the Interior and providing advice and
influence on the processes for the Secretarial Determination.
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Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement Cost Estimates

This document provides an overview of the cost estimales for the Klamath Basin
Restoration Agreement. It describes recent updates to the original costs estimates and the

basis for those changes.
The Klamath Agreements

The Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement (KBRA) and the Klamath Hydroelectric
Settlement Agreement (KHSA) (collectively “The Klamath Agreements™) address myriad
issues and actions planned to restore one of most economically important rivers of the
West Coast. The Klamath River provides for a significant farm economy in southem
Oregon and northern California, and makes the United States’ west coast commercial
salmon industry viable. The Klamath River basin has significant potential for aquatic
habitat restoration and improvements for salmonid fisheries. Together, The Klamath
Agreements address the aquatic habitat and fisheries issues over time and provide more
immediate certainty and predictability for water deliveries to the Klamath Reclamation
Project and other farmers and ranchers. In addition:

* The Klamath Agreements provide for the resolution of decades-old conflicts over
water allocation, restoration of the fisheries in the Klamath River and Upper
Klamath Lake, improvement of water quality, a reliable water supply for
irrigators and communities, economic stability, and restoration of Tribal
economies and resources.

e With the execution of The Klamath Agreements on February 18, 2010, the
representatives of over 40 organizations including the States of Oregon and
California, counties, three Tribes, Basin irrigators, and conservation groups
agreed to this comprehensive solution, to stop fighting, and to solve water crises
in the Klamath Basin through future collaboration and cooperation.

o The Klamath Agreements will guide the parties” cooperative efforts to restore the
basin, its fishery, and secure its economic future.

Federal Nexus

The Federal government has a significant interest in the Klamath River Basin, including:
the protection and restoration of fish species listed under the Endangered Species Act
(ESA); improving aquatic habitat and water quality for salmonid and resident fish
populations important to Native American tribes; and restoring the economic viability of
the commercial and sport fishing industries. The Klamath Basin historically supported
one of the most abundant salmon fisheries in the nation, with an estimated pre-
development run size of up to a million salmon per year. As a result of multiple
stressors, these fisheries have declined steeply in the Klamath Basin, Fall-run Chinook
salmon are now estimated to be 14 percent of their highest historic estimated abundance;
and coho salmon abundance is at an estimated 2 percent. Two species of suckers that
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reside in and around Upper Klamath Lake are listed as endangered under the ESA and
coho salmon in the Klamath River are listed as threatened.

The U.S. Department of the Interior’s (Interior) Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation)
manages the Klamath Reclamation Project (authorized in 1905) that diverts water from
the Klamath River for irrigated agriculture. Interior’s U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) manages six National Wildlife Refuges in the Klamath Basin that depend on
diversions of water from the Klamath River. The U.S. Department of Agriculture’s U.S.
Forest Service and Interior’s Bureau of Land Management (BLM) manage other public
and Federal lands along the Klamath River and on tributaries to the river. The United
States has trust obligations for the Federally-recognized tribes that use the river. The
Yurok, Karuk, and Klamath Tribes are parties to the KBRA as well as KHSA. The U.S.
Department of Commerce’s NOAA Fisheries Service manages the west coast commercial
salmon fishery under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
wiich relies on healthy Chinook stocks from the Kiamath River.

The Non-Federal Parties to the KBRA estimate that agricultural production in the Upper
tllumatl Basin contributes 5600 million per year in farm-gate and other commercial
revenues. Farming is one of the leading sustainable businesses within this region and is
relied upon for household income, property and other taxes, and 4,500 jobs. Salmon
fisheries reliant on fish from the Klamath River result in more than $150 million per year
in economic benefits in Oregon and California. In addition, six National Wildlife
Refuges provide habitat for most of the migratory waterfowl on the Pacific Flyway.
Representatives of Interior, including the Secretary’s office, the Solicitor’s office, the
Bureau of Indian Affairs, BLM, Reclamation, and FWS, the NOAA Fisheries Service and
the Forest Service worked with 44 State, Tribal, irrigation, commercial fishing,
conservation organizations and business entities to develop the Klamath Agreements.

Implementation of The Klamath Agreements would generate significant economic
benefits in the four counties in the Basin. The KBRA Non-Federal Parties estimate that
these measures would provide an estimated 707 jobs in Oregon, increase business
revenues by $40 million per year, and increase personal income by $29 million per year,
In California, these measures would provide 465 jobs, increase business revenues by $30
million per year, and increase personal income by $24 million per year. In addition,
improved Klamath salmon runs would support an additional 4,300 jobs in the ocean
fishing industry.

Summary of Changes to KBRA Appendix C-2 (the cost estimates):

As of May 2011, the KBRA Non-Federal Parties have revised the estimated costs for
these activities that were originally set forth in the 2010 KBRA. The revised total cost
estimate for implementing the KBRA is $798.5 million for 2012 through 2026; this is an
18 percent reduction from the cost estimates in the 2010 KBRA. The revised estimated
costs now average $53 million per year for Federal funding for the KBRA and $61
million per year through 2020 in non-federal funding of the KBRA and KHSA
(addressing the removal of four dams on the Kilamath River). The Parties believe that
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once the KBRA and KHSA are fully implemented, the costs in the Basin will go down
and the fish populations will rebuild to sustainable, harvestable levels.

In 2011, the Non-Federal Parties 1o The Klamath Agreements pursued such cost estimate
revisions in part to update the preliminary estimates created in 2007, and in part based on
the desire 1o ensure cost efficiencies, budget feasibility, and consistency with current
circumstances.

KBRA Section 4.1.2.B provides a process 1o amend Appendix C-2, which contains
budgel estimates, based on changed circumstances:

The KBAC or KBCC, as applicable, shall amend estimated funding in Appendix
C-2 or any successor as appropriate if any event occurs that materially affects the
cost, feasibility, or benefits of performance of an obligation under this Agreement,
including adaptive management pursuant to Section 5.4.].

The KBCC is the Klamath Basin Coordinating Council, formed by the parties to guide
KBRA implementation. A broadly representative workgroup has been meeting since
January to review the cost estimates made in 2007 and recommend changes in the
schedule, funding reductions, and in some cases, the elimination of funding for some
measures. The Revised Appendix C-2 has been approved by the KBCC.

The budget revisions are based on various factors. First, the KBRA Appendix C-2 line-
by-line cost estimates no Jonger include all funding called for by KBRA, but only Federal
funding through the Federal entities that would be Parties to the agreement if approved by
Congress (sec KBRA Section 1.1.2). As a result, items that were previously shown in
Appendix C-2 that would be funded by states have been removed. This change does not,
for example, change the state funding commitments to Counties that other parties will
support. Similarly, items currently fully funded by Non-Party Federal agencies (such as
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency) are excluded in the revised Appendix C-2 on
the assumption that this funding would continue. If funding changes in the future, the
Non-Federal Parties may adjust Appendix C-2 again.

Second, the KBRA cost estimates have been revised to reflect a 15-year implementation
plan (rather than the 10 years assumed in the original KBRA Appendix C-2). This
change harmonizes the KBRA implementation with the companion KHSA and results in
a more focused and realistic schedule for implementing habitat restoration.

Third, the Non-Federal Parties refined prior estimates to create a more focused and
tighter budget. For example, a thorough cost estimate review produced changes in the
assumptions about the quantity of aquatic habitat that would be restored and the costs of
those actions and resulted in savings. This review also resulted in cost savings by
removing overlaps between proposed KBRA programs and expenditures for interim
measures in the KHSA that are being funded by PacifiCorp. Additional savings since the
execution of KBRA in February 2010 were also identified,
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Fourth, consistent with the terms of the KBRA and letters of support received from the
Secretaries of the Interior, Agriculture, and NOAA, a limited number of existing
authorities have been redirected or reprogrammed to enhance the efficiency of the
existing Federal effort in the basin and resulted in savings.

The KBRA Parties are developing an extensive monitoring and evaluation program. The
results of the monitoring information will be used to adaptively manage the
implementation of the program. If changes in the program are needed or if there is new
information that affects costs, feasibility, or benefits of actions under the KBRA, the
KBCC would revise the agreement or amend the estimated funding in Appendix C-2 in
the future.

May 18, 2011 4
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2 Parties to the Klamath
Settlement Agreement

The parties to the KHSA are listed below.

United States
National Marine Fisheries Service
The United States Forest Service
The United States Department of the Interior,
including:
Bureau of indian Affairs
Bureau of Land Management
Bureau of Reclamation
Fish and Wildlife Service

State of California
California Department of Fish and Game
California Natural Resources Agency

State of Oregon

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Oregon Water Resources Department

PacifiCorp

Tribes

Karuk Tribe
Klamath Tribes
Yurok Tribe

Counties

Del Norte County, California
Humboldt County, California
Klamath County, Oregon
Siskiyou County, California

Parties Reiated to Klamath Reclamation

Project

Ady District Improvement Company

Collins Products, LLC

Enterprise Irrigation District

Don Johnston & Son

Inter-County Properties Co, which acquired title
as Inter-County Title Company

Klamath Irrigation District

Klamath Drainage District

Klamath Basin Improvement District

Klamath Water Users Association
Klamath Water and Power Agency
Bradley S. Luscombe

Malin irrigation District

Midland District improvement Company
Pine Grove irrigation District

Pioneer District Improvement Company
Plevna District Improvement Company
Poe Valley improvement District
Reames Golf and Country Club

Shasta View Irrigation District
Sunnyside Irrigation District

Tulelake Irrigation District

Van Brimmer Ditch Company

Randolph and Jane Walthall 1995 Trust
Westside Improvement District #4
Winema Hunting Lodge, Inc.

Upper Klamath Irrigators
Upper Klamath Water Users Association

Non-Governmental Organizations

American Rivers

California Trout

Institute for Fisheries Resources

Northern California/Nevada Council Federation
of Fly Fishers

Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s
Associations

Salmon River Restoration Council

Trout Unlimited

Implementation Report — June 2011
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Science Advisor
SL-1301

INTRODUCTION

The incumbent serves as Reclamation’s Science Advisor reporting directly to the Deputy
Commissioner, External and Intergovernmental A ffairs in Washington, D.C. In this
capacity, the incumbent exercises authority in the strategic planning, implementation and
evaluation of Reclamation’s science program and related activities, '

MAJOR DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIE
=Sy D255 AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The position reports directly to the Deputy Commissioner, External and
Intergovernmental A ffairs (EIA) and is located in Washington, D.C. The incumbent

The position will guide Reclamation’s development of appropriate science for developing
strategies and techniques to address our Wwater and power issues; and will work with the
various Directorates within Reclamation to coordinate activities associated with various
science issues including climate change adaptation, advanced water treatment, invasive
species, renewable energy, and data management including scientific integrity and peer

review,

The SA will draw from, and interact with, staff who Possess expertise already established
throughout Reclamation offices, These offices include; Regional Offices, Technical
Resources, Research and Development Office, Power Resources Office, Policy and

Administration Office; and others as needed.

He/she is responsible for coordinating partnership efforts involving Reclamation’s
scientific initiatives in support of the Commissioner’s and Department of the Interior’s
(DOD) goals and objectives in collaboration with regional and Denver officials, scientists
from other Federa] agencies, scientists from around the country, as well as Members of

Congress and their staff
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Coordinates with the Department’s Science Advisor and other federal agencies including
the efforts of the National Marine Fisheries Service, the Environmental Protection
Agency, universities and other science resources. Represents Reclamation on the
Departmental Science Board and other national science-focused efforts.

Develops Reclamation Manual and guidance documents as well as provides expert advice
on data management, peer review and scientific integrity. Provides science scrutiny to
examine sufficiency and institutionalize science roles.

science and policy working groups, federal science, resources agencies, and executive
offices inside and outside the Department, as well as with external stakeholders, western
states, science organizations, universities, and non-governmental organizations.

Serves as the primary point of contact with the Department and other agencies.
Maintains current knowledge of the state of science as it relates primarily to management

of water and power resources in the western U.S, :

In addition, he/she must maintain current knowledge of all significant Reclamation
activities and Administration priorities and facilitate communication with the
Reclamation offices working on related issues to ensure that they receive timely
information about these activities including consultation on how this information should

be incorporated.

SUPERVISION RECEIVED

The incumbent reports directly to the Deputy Commissioner, EIA and receives broad
policy guidance as to the goals to be achieved. Incumbent develops appropriate courses
of action to accomplish objectives. Work is reviewed in terms of the effectiveness of
Reclamation and Department natura] resources activities and conformance to the
expressed policies of the Deputy Commissioners/Commissioner.
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Evaluation Statement for
Science Advisor, SL-1301

Series Determination

The series of this position is clearly designated to the 1301 series. Positions classified in
the GS-1301 series involve professional work in the physical sciences when there is no
other more appropriate series, that is, the positions are not classifiable elsewhere. The
work provides an advisory role on technical and policy issues related to Western water
supplies and water use including climate change mitigation and adaptation, water and
energy efficiency, and renewable energy. The work involves some functions associjated
with the GS-1315 series, Hydrology, as well as climate change mitigation and adaptation,
energy efficiency, and renewable energy. Therefore it is determined that the position is
properly placed in the GS-1301 series and titled Science Advisor.

The work requires a broad professional/scientific ability to analyze both strategic policy
and complex technical matters involving the full range of Reclamation’s functions and
activities in support of Departmental goals and interagency objectives on climate change
mitigation and adaptation, energy efficiency, and renewable energy.

Grade Determination

No grades are assigned to SL positions. A review of the demands of this position clearly
indicates that it exceeds the GS-15 level, as delineated in the Primary Standard and is
fully justified at the Senior Level as outlined in guidance from the Office of Personnel
Management. The complex set of historical, demographic, and political factors involved
in this Science Advisor to the Deputy Commissioner, External and Intergovernmental
Affairs raise Complexity and Purpose of Contacts above the highest level provided in the

Primary Standard.

The incumbent provides leadership throughout Reclamation — both in headquarters and
the field for initiatives affecting water and power for Reclamation.

The incumbent will provide senior level technical assistance and coordination, applying a
broad and extensive range of knowledge and scientific skills of the laws, rules,
regulations, administrative and program principles of Western water supplies and water
use including climate change mitigation and adaptation, water and energy efficiency, and

renewable energy.

The incumbent will guide Reclamation’s development of appropriate science for
developing strategies and techniques to address our water and power issues for adapting
to change; and will work with the various Directorates within Reclamation to coordinate
activities associated with various science issues including climate change adaptation,
advanced water treatment, invasive species, renewable energy, and data management

including scientific integrity and peer review.
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The incumbent will represent Reclamation on a variety of inter-Departmental
Committees composed of high level Departmental officials, scientists and engineers
concerned with research and development programs. In addition, incumbent will
represent Reclamation on ad hoc science and policy working groups, federal science,
resources agencies, and executive offices inside and outside the Department, as well as
with external stakeholders, western states, science organizations, universities, and non-
governmental organizations.

The incumbent must have superior interpersonal skills, communication skills, and the
ability to exercise tact, discretion, and sensitivity in the utilization of these skills are
critical to success in this position. The incumbent must be able to represent Reclamation
and speak with authority to command the attention of people with varying agendas and

interests.
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Part V: Performance Elements
Element 1: Mandatory Departmentwide Element (Fully Successful Standard)

All Interior employees share certain critical responsibilities that are instrumental for achieving results. These responsibilities reflect those that are shared by all Department
of the Interiorem lo ees. The em lo ee and immediate su rvisor ‘ointl review these res nsibilities to ensure mutual understandin .

Employee, Customer and/or Citizen Feedback:

Listens to stakeholders (employees, when applicable, colleagues and customers) to identify needs and expectations. Builds
strong alliances, involves stakeholders in making decisions, and gains cooperation to achieve mutually satisfying solutions.
Understands and uses organizational realities, networks, and accepted practices to achieve desired business results. Uses
collaborative techniques and tools, such as adaptive management or structured decision making, to foster partnering and
collaboration. Where appropriate, communicates to employees the importance of results and customer focus as a critical
component of the organization’s mission. Builds trust and cooperative working relationships with stakeho ders both within
and outside of the organization, as appropriate.

Ethics and Conduct:

For Supervisory officials: Creates and sustains a positive workplace that inspires others to support the organization’s
mission and goals. Uses sound judgment to make effective and timely decisions. Demonstrates integrity and high ethical
standards of public service. Exhibits a leadership style that demonstrates integrity, sound judgment and high ethical
standards of public service. Motivates others to achieve high performance through open and honest communication

For Non-supervisory officials: Contributes to a positive workplace that supports the organization’s mission and goals.

Uses sound judgment to make effective and timely decisions. Demonstrates integrity and high ethical standards of public
service. Models the Department’s core values statement: “Stewardship for America with Integrity and Excellence.” Fosters
open and honest communications, trust and teamwork among peers.

If the employee encumbers a position with subordinates, the following apply:
Internal Controls:

Pursues business excellence through effective process management and the application of balanced measures. Develops and
executes plans to achieve organizational goals, leveraging resources (human, financial, etc.) to maximize effic'e cy and
produce high quality results. Ensures effective internal and management controls and takes appropriate action to strengthen
controls or correct identified weaknesses. Responds appropriately to GAO, IG or other internal or externa audit reports
Ensures that corrective action plans that fix the identified weaknesses are implemented. Advocates organizational integrity
by maintaining personal knowledge of acceptable business practices and procedures. Identifies and reports waste, fraud, and
abuse. Leamns about current and emerging issues/developments in own field of expertise and applies knowledge to make
technically sound operational decisions. Identifies and utilizes policies and economic, political, and social trends in an effort
to improve organizational performance. Initiates actions and manages risks to develop new products and services within or
outside the organization. Acts to continuously improve products and services.

Strategic Management of Human Capital:

Sets effective performance standards aligned with organizational goals and engages in rigorous and realistic performance
management of subordinates. Effectively uses feedback, coaching and timely evaluations of performance to promote
cooperation, teamwork, knowledge sharing, and goal accomplishment. Ensures that performance ratings provide for
meaningful distinctions in performance. Appropriately recognizes and rewards performance. Demonstrates an
understanding of and commitment to equal employment opportunity and associated goals established by the bureau or office.
Ensures subordinate supervisors have effective managerial communication and interpersonal skills to supervise and develop
a diverse workforce.
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Mandatory Departmentwide Element (Cont’d)

Optional Organizational Performance Standards (Fully Successful) - use this space to clarify or tailor standards to
specific bureau needs.

Position-Specific Elements

In the space below, the employee and his or her immediate supervisor must describe at least two. but no more than six
critical actions, objectives, and/or results that the incumbent will be expected to accomplish during the performance rating
period. These elements must be derived from and directly contribute to the program priorities and objectives established by
the organization's Strategic Plan, Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA), Program Assessment and Reporting
Tool (PART), President’s Management Agenda, or other strategic planning document. These elements may be modified
during the evaluation period if circumstances warrant. Changes must be made at least 90 days before the end of the
evaluation eriodto revent havin to extend the evaluation eriod.

Element 2: (Mandatory) Link to Strategic Plan/Organizational Goa s:

Peer Review and Scientific Integrity DOI Strat Plan FY 2011-16 Mission Area 1 Provide Nat & Cultura Resource
Protection & Experiences & Mission Area 2-Sustainab y Manage Nat Res

Performance Commitments (written at the Fully Successful level)

By the end of FY 2011, | will develop a plan and form a Reclamation-wide team to implement Reclamation's Peer Review, Data Stewardsh p, and Scientific
Integrity policies and procedures. | will determine whether Directives and Standards are necessary to faci itate imp ementation of Reclamation’s Peer Review
Policy, and if so, establish a timeline for developing such documents.

Element 3: (Mandatory) Link to St ategic Plan/Organizational Goa s:

Climate Change Science DOI Strat P an FY 2011-2016 Mission Area 1- Goal 1 Protect America's
Landscapes - Priority Goal for Climate Change

Performance Commitments (written at the Fully Successful level)

| will attend intergovernmental and Departmental meetings for agency science advisors, synthesizing information and identifying appropriate action items for
follow-up within Reclamation. | will review implementation plans and other Reclamation documents to identify gaps and ook for opportunities to integrate
climate change into Reclamation's current processes and procedures to meet the objectives of the Administration.

Element 4: Link to Strategic Plan/Organizational Goals:

Climate Change and Renewable Energy Goals DOl Strat Plan Mission Area 1 Goa 1 Protect America's Landscapes Priority
Goal for Climate Change; and Rec amation Goal #3 Address ¢ mate change

Performance Commitments (written at the Fully Successful level)

| will work to ensure that Rec amation’s ¢ imate change activities are appropriate y captured under the Climate Change Priority Goal. By the end of Q4, | wi
develop strategies for incorporating wind and solar technolog es 'nto the Deputy Commissioner of Operations' renewable energy implementation plan for
Reclamation.
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Element 5:
Partnerships and Communications

Link to Strategic Plan/Organizational Goals:
DOI Strat Plan FY 2011-2016 Mission Area 1- Goal 1 Protect America's

Landscapes - Priority Goal for Climate Change; Collaboration Capacity

address such challenges.

Performance Commitments (written at the Fully Successful level)

| will seek new opportunities to establish partnerships and enhance existing partnerships with stakeholders and other federal agencies. Similarly, | will seek
out venues to communicate the challenges Reclamation faces regarding issues such as climate change as well as the agency's plans and actions to

Element 6:

Link to Strategic Plan/Organizational Goals:

Performance Commitments (written at the Fully Successful level)

Element 7:

Link to Strategic Plan/Organizational Goals:

Performance Commitments (written at the Fully Successful level)
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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 —

| just wanted to update you on a press release review | did for Nell. She asked me to look at the attached press release,
and it raised some red flags with me. | 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:

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

e 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.

e 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.”.

| brought my concerns to Nell and Pete Lucero. Pete agreed with my concern and suggested contacting the solicitors
office, so Nell and | 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,

| 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
(0) 541.880.2555

(C) 541.281.2582

(F) 541.884.9053
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Performance Agreement and Appraisal
Department of the Interior
Senior Professionals (SL/ST)

%

Employee’s Name: Bureau/Office:

Houser, Paul Bureau of Reclamation
Title: Location: Rating Period:

Science Advisor Washington, DC 4/10/2011 - 9/31/2011

Senior professionals in the Department of the Interior are accountable for supporting Departmentwide and Bureau Strategic Plans, missions, and
organizational objectives. This Agreement identifies critical job elements and establishes performance requirements for each element. As described
below, senior professional s will be appraised on critical elements in two categories: 1) The Departmentwide Element, which includes responsibilities
shared by all senior employees, and 2) Position-specific elements, which are specific to individual employees and are linked to organizational goals and
| objectives. Each employee’s performance must be appraised against these performance requirements (set at the beginning of each appraisal period).

Part I: Consultation

The signatures below certify that the supervisor has developed the performance agreement in consultation with the employee, discussed the agreement
with the employee, and provided examples of behaviors that would/would not mest the performance standards. The discussion occurs at the beginning
of the performance rating period. The employee is given a copy of the agreement.

Employee’s Signature: %f %\/ W /Z_s }%LUV Date: ﬁ //7 / '/

Rating Oﬂicigl’s e: ’ Signature: Date:
y Kira Fingler— & /7/’!
Review;ng Offidfal’s Signature (Optional): Date: ¢ .

Part 11: Progress Review

Employee’s Signature: Date:
Rating Official’s Signature: Date:
Reviewing Official’s Signature (Optional): Date:

Part I1I: Annual Summary Rating

Rating Official: [] Exceptional [ Supenor’ 3 Fully Successful [ 'Minimally Successful [] Unsatisfactory

Rating Official’s Signature: (é W\, i / p/ 21 / l ’

Reviewing Official’s Signature (Oplional):v Date: /

This evaluation has been discussed with me and I have been given a copy. Iam aware that if I decide to submit a narrative response and/or request a
higher level review, one o%th must be submitted in writing within 10 workdays of receipt of my evaluation (see instructions).

Employee's Signature: %&t/ ﬁ %é e / 0/ z 7/ //

Check if applicable: [ I'request a higher level review.

Performance Review Board Recommendation:
[J Exceptional [ Superior [ Fully Successful [J Minimally Successful [ Unsatisfactory

If recommended rating differs from initial summary rating, the Board must identify specific elements where there is disagreement and
rationale for recommendation.

PRB Chairperson’s Signature: Date:

Final Rating: [(J Exceptional [J Superior [] Fully Successful [] Minimally Successful [] Unsatisfactory
Recognition: % Pay Increase $ Special Act Award Hours Time Off

Appointing Authority (or Designee) Signature: Date:
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Element Rating Definitions

Exceptional - Consistently delivered on assignments and commitments; displayed outstanding leadership in promoting the organization’s
strategic goals and initiatives; demonstrated the highest level of integrity and accountability in achieving program and management goals.
Contributions had an impact beyond his or her immediate purview. Employee exerted a major positive influence on management
practices, operating procedures or program implementation, which contributed substantially to organizational change, growth and
recognition. This employee’s expertise, advice and opinions are sought and respected by peers.

Superior - Performance is between the levels described for Exceptional and Fully Successful. Performance outcomes and results of the
employee’s leadership surpassed expectations by exceeding the majority of performance requirements. Effectiveness and contributions
may have had an impact beyond the employee’s purview and performance is well beyond what is expected or required for the position.
Consistently demonstrated the highest level of integrity and accountability in achieving program and management goals. Served as a
source of leadership and motivation for peers and subordinates.

Fully Successful - Performance demonstrates the Fully Successful level of accomplishment through observable outcomes or
achievement of or substantial progress toward agreed-upon critical action, objective, and/or desired result. Expectations were
consistently met with solid, dependable performance. Performance reflects notable achievements and the employee regularly
demonstrated the ability to meet the difficult and complex requirements inherent in senior professional positions, while consistently
demonstrating the highest level of integrity and accountability in achieving all program objectives and management goals; no areas of
performance are deficient.

Minimally Successful - Performance is between the levels described for Fully Successful and Unsatisfactory. Overall performance was
marginally acceptable. Assignments often required extra assistance or revision from supervisor or peers. Organizational goals were met
only as a result of close supervision.

Unsatisfactory - Performance fails to meet established performance standards. The quality and quantity of work were not adequate for
the position. Work products did not meet the minimum requirements expected, or the employee’s work otherwise failed to contribute
adequately to organizational goals.

Part IV: Rating Calculation

Reason for Rating [ Annual Rating [J Departure Rating [] Other

Mandatory Departmentwide Element

Element 1 L] Exceptional ~ [] Superior ~ [] Fully Successful [ Minimally Successful [ ] Unsatisfactory

Position-specific Elements

Element 2 (] Exceptional ~ [] Superior [ Fully Successful ~ [] Minimally Successful  |_] Unsatisfactory

Element 3 [] Exceptional ~ [] Superior |~ Fully Successful ~ [_] Minimally Successful ] Unsatisfactory

Element 4 L] Exceptional ~ [] Superior |~ Fully Successful ~ [] Minimally Successful [ ] Unsatisfactory

Element 5 L] Exceptional ~ [] Superior  [A Fully Successful [ ] Minimally Successful ] Unsatisfactory

Element 6 [] Exceptional  [] Superior ~ [] Fully Successful ~ [_] Minimally Successful ] Unsatisfactory

Element 7 [ Exceptional ~ [] Superior ~ [] Fully Successful [ ] Minimally Successful ] Unsatisfactory

Conversion to Initial Summary Rating:

The employee’s rating is determined by using the formula below, taking into consideration the ratings for the
Departmentwide element and each Position-specific element. The definitions below describe the minimums for each rating
level. If the individual ratings on the elements meet the definition for a higher summary rating level, the higher summary
rating level applies.

] L] L] Va| L
Exceptional Superior Fully Successful Minimally Successful Unsatisfactory
Rated Exceptional on  Rated Superior on Rated Fully Successful Rated Minimally Rated Unsatisfactory
75% or more of the 75% or more of the or higher on all Successful on one or on any element.
elements; no elements  elements; no elements  elements. more elements, no
rated below Superior.  rated below Fully elements are rated
Successful. Unsatisfactory.

If plan has 7 elements total, 75% = 6 elements; If plan has 6 elements total, 75% = 5 elements
If plan has 5 elements total, 75% = 4 elements; If plan has 4 elements total, 75% = 3 elements
If plan has 3 elements total, 75% = 3 elements

DI-2002 2
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Part V: Performance Elements

Element 1: Mandatory Departmentwide Element (Fully Successful Standard)

All Interior employees share certain critical responsibilities that are instrumental for achieving results. These responsibilities reflect those that are shared by all Department
of the Interior employees. The employee and immediate supervisor jointly review these responsibilities to ensure mutual understanding.

Employee, Customer and/or Citizen Feedback:

Listens to stakeholders (employees, when applicable, colleagues and customers) to identify needs and expectations. Builds
strong alliances, involves stakeholders in making decisions, and gains cooperation to achieve mutually satisfying solutions.
Understands and uses organizational realities, networks, and accepted practices to achieve desired business results. Uses
collaborative techniques and tools, such as adaptive management or structured decision making, to foster partnering and
collaboration. Where appropriate, communicates to employees the importance of results and customer focus as a critical
component of the organization’s mission. Builds trust and cooperative working relationships with stakeholders both within
and outside of the organization, as appropriate.

Ethics and Conduct:

For Supervisory officials: Creates and sustains a positive workplace that inspires others to support the organization’s
mission and goals. Uses sound judgment to make effective and timely decisions. Demonstrates integrity and high ethical
standards of public service. Exhibits a leadership style that demonstrates integrity, sound judgment and high ethical
standards of public service. Motivates others to achieve high performance through open and honest communication

For Non-supervisory officials: Contributes to a positive workplace that supports the organization’s mission and goals.

Uses sound judgment to make effective and timely decisions. Demonstrates integrity and high ethical standards of public
service. Models the Department’s core values statement: “Stewardship for America with Integrity and Excellence.” Fosters
open and honest communications, trust and teamwork among peers.

If the employee encumbers a position with subordinates, the following apply:
Internal Controls:

Pursues business excellence through effective process management and the application of balanced measures. Develops and
executes plans to achieve organizational goals, leveraging resources (human, financial, etc.) to maximize efficiency and
produce high quality results. Ensures effective internal and management controls and takes appropriate action to strengthen
controls or correct identified weaknesses. Responds appropriately to GAO, IG or other internal or external audit reports.
Ensures that corrective action plans that fix the identified weaknesses are implemented. Advocates organizational integrity
by maintaining personal knowledge of acceptable business practices and procedures. Identifies and reports waste, fraud, and
abuse. Leamns about current and emerging issues/developments in own field of expertise and applies knowledge to make
technically sound operational decisions. Identifies and utilizes policies and economic, political, and social trends in an effort
to improve organizational performance. Initiates actions and manages risks to develop new products and services within or
outside the organization. Acts to continuously improve products and services.

Strategic Management of Human Capital:

Sets effective performance standards aligned with organizational goals and engages in rigorous and realistic performance
management of subordinates. Effectively uses feedback, coaching and timely evaluations of performance to promote
cooperation, teamwork, knowledge sharing, and goal accomplishment. Ensures that performance ratings provide for
meaningful distinctions in performance. Appropriately recognizes and rewards performance. Demonstrates an
understanding of and commitment to equal employment opportunity and associated goals established by the bureau or office.
Ensures subordinate supervisors have effective managerial communication and interpersonal skills to supervise and develop
a diverse workforce.

DI-2002 3
2007
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Mandatory Departmentwide Element (Cont’d)

Optional Organizational Performance Standards (Fully Successful) - use this space to clarify or tailor standards to
specific bureau needs.

Position-Specific Elements

In the space below, the employee and his or her immediate supervisor must describe at least two. but no more than six
critical actions, objectives, and/or results that the incumbent will be expected to accomplish during the performance rating
period. These elements must be derived from and directly contribute to the program priorities and objectives established by
the organization's Strategic Plan, Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA), Program Assessment and Reporting
Tool (PART), President’s Management Agenda, or other strategic planning document. These elements may be modified
during the evaluation period if circumstances warrant. Changes must be made at least 90 days before the end of the
evaluation period to prevent having to extend the evaluation period.

Element 2: (Mandatory) Link to Strategic Plan/Organizational Goals:

Peer Review and Scientific Integrity DOI Strat Plan FY 2011-16 Mission Area 1-Provide Nat & Cultural Resource
Protection & Experiences & Mission Area 2-Sustainably Manage Nat Res

Performance Commitments (written at the Fully Successful level)

By the end of FY 2011, | will develop a plan and form a Reclamation-wide team to implement Reclamation's Peer Review, Data Stewardship, and Scientific
Integrity policies and procedures. | will determine whether Directives and Standards are necessary to facilitate implementation of Reclamation’s Peer Review
Policy, and if so, establish a timeline for developing such documents.

Element 3: (Mandatory) Link to Strategic Plan/Organizational Goals:

Climate Change Science DOI Strat Plan FY 2011-2016 Mission Area 1- Goal 1 Protect America's
Landscapes - Priority Goal for Climate Change

Performance Commitments (written at the Fully Successful level)

| will attend intergovernmental and Departmental meetings for agency science advisors, synthesizing information and identifying appropriate action items for
follow-up within Reclamation. | will review implementation plans and other Reclamation documents to identify gaps and look for opportunities to integrate
climate change into Reclamation's current processes and procedures to meet the objectives of the Administration.

Element 4: Link to Strategic Plan/Organizational Goals:

Climate Change and Renewable Energy Goals DOl Strat Plan Mission Area 1- Goal 1 Protect America's Landscapes - Priority
Goal for Climate Change; and Reclamation Goal #3 Address climate change

Performance Commitments (written at the Fully Successful level)

I will work to ensure that Reclamation’s climate change activities are appropriately captured under the Climate Change Priority Goal. By the end of Q4, | will
develop strategies for incorporating wind and solar technologies into the Deputy Commissioner of Operations' renewable energy implementation plan for
Reclamation.

DI-2002 4
2007
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Element 5:
Partnerships and Communications

Link to Strategic Plan/Organizational Goals:
DOI Strat Plan FY 2011-2016 Mission Area 1- Goal 1 Protect America's

Landscapes - Priority Goal for Climate Change; Collaboration Capacity

address such challenges.

Performance Commitments (written at the Fully Successful level)

| will seek new opportunities to establish partnerships and enhance existing partnerships with stakeholders and other federal agencies. Similarly, | will seek
out venues to communicate the challenges Reclamation faces regarding issues such as climate change as well as the agency's plans and actions to

Element 6:

Link to Strategic Plan/Organizational Goals:

Performance Commitments (written at the Fully Successful level)

Element 7:

Link to Strategic Plan/Organizational Goals:

Performance Commitments (written at the Fully Successful level)

DI-2002
2007
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Part VI: Accomplishments and Element Rating Justifications

For each element, the employee provides key accomplishments; the supervisor selects the element rating, and provides a
justification for that rating.

Element 1: Mandatory Departmentwide Element

Employee’s Summary of Accomplishments:

By initiating, participating, or leading in numerous community and stakeholder meetings, | was able to acquire information and contacts, identify unknown
resources, and recommend improvements for the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), including partnerships with National Aeronautical and Space
Administration (NASA), interagency water-cycle research teams, and the Terrestrial Regional North American Hydroclimate Experiment research program to
improve Reclamation’s water management science, recommend approaches to better advise the Commissioner on Califomia water issues and to help
restore the public’s trust in government science efforts, and develop plans for making Reclamation’s water management mission more visible in the science
community. | also helped to inform Reclamation employees, stakeholders, partners and the public about Reclamation science efforts by developing and
delivering several formal oral presentations at stakeholder and agency workshops, and by writing articles and memos. | received positive feedback that
these oral and written communlcations were exceptionally clear and effective, that | was able to present complicated or controversial scientific subjects
effectively to a variety of audiences in a “word frugal” manner attaining the desired outcomes, and my materials have had many subsequent requests for
wider dissemination. Further, by serving on the Reclamation Leadership Team, participating in two Congressional briefings, a Landscape Conservation
Cooperative - Watershed Management Program integration meeting, the Climate Change and Water Working Group briefing to the Council on
Environmental Quality, a review of applications for the information technology manager position, and by acting as Deputy Commissioner for several days |
was able to provide leadership throughout Reclamation. Through numerous written edits and reviews | was able to directly influence Reclamation,
Department of the Interior, and interagency planning efforts and improve planning for future water management and climate change investments. Finally |
was able to bring to bear my extensive scientific experience on developing a thorough understanding of Reclamation’s mission and providing in-field
scientific advice that exerts a major positive influence on management practices, operating procedures and program implementation, and which contribute
substantially to Reclamation growth and recognition.

Element 1 Rating: [ ] Exceptional  [] Superior ~ [] Fully Successful [ ] Minimally Successful [ ] Unsatisfactory

Supervisor’s Justification for Rating:

Paul participates in both internal and external meetings, including giving presentations. He has reviewed several documents and provided comments. He
has sought to leam about Reclamation. Areas below Fully Successful: Paul needs to pay closer attention to detail when submitting a written product. For
example, he submitted a memo to the Commissioner that still was labeled "draft” and had no date on it. He also needs to work on his writing - he needs to
take the time to review the substance of hls written products more carefully, organize information in a logical way and make the final product easy to read.
Paul also needs to make sure he responds in a timely way to requests from me and follows directions. Paul needs to work on contributing to a positive
workplace that supports the organization's missions and goals. He also needs to better engage in strategic planning, for example, he needs to proactively
suggest ways he can add value to various priorities rather than waiting for instructions. Paul needs to work on using sound judgment to make effective
decisions, for example, he should not assume, and take action on such assumption, that his input has been ignored prior to knowing the final decision.

Element 2: (Mandatory)

Employee’s Summary of Accomplishments:

During the performance period, | served as Reclamation’s Scientific Integrity Officer, where | developed a Bureau science integrity team, developed a
Reclamation scientific integrity policy, and kept the Reclamation Leadership Team informed on the status of the policy. 1 also responded to an allegation,
and coordinated with the Department of the Interior (DOI) Scientific Integrity Officer to ensure integrity and conslstency of the process across DOI. Through
my leadership of the Reclamation scientific integrity mission, | have exerted a major positive influence on management practices, operating procedures and
program implementation, which have already contributed substantially to organizational scientific integrity awareness and public recognition. | have been
able to handle difficult scientific integrity issues intelligently and effectively, and have produced the policy ahead of established schedules and with little
supervision. | also developed and coordinated a review of Reclamation’s Scientific Integrity contracting language, which will have a fundamental positive
impact on science contracting done at Reclamation. | performed scientific integrity education and outreach, including presentations at the Reclamation
Leadership Team meeting, Managers Meeting, Environmental Impact Assessment-National Environmental Policy Act team meeting, and produced a
scientific integrity video, all of which will have bureau-wide impact. Further, | helped to develop Reclamation Data Stewardship Policy and Peer Review
Palicy teams, and serve as their Reclamation Leadership Team sponsor. These teams have also put forward draft policies for Reclamation Leadership
Team review, and final policies are expected within the next performance period. Further, through leadership at interagency data stewardship meetings |
provided guidance on Reclamation’s role in national water information endeavors. Finally, | advised Reclamation leadership on the development of a
reclamation-wide managing-for-excellence-style science advisor team, public data provision and participation in a national water data system, participation
in United States Geological Survey-National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration-United States Army Corps of Engineers water tools and data
management Memorandum of Understanding, peer-review publication incentive program, and development of Reclamation science advisor web site.

Element 2 Rating: [ ] Exceptional [] Superior ] Fully Successful [J Minimally Successful [ Unsatisfactory

Supervisor’s Justification for Rating:

Paul has diligently served as Reclamation's scientific integrity officer. He has given presentations to intemal audiences and made progress on completing
the Bureau's scientific integrity policy. In additlon, Paul has supported the peer review policy team who have determined Reclamation needs to establish a
permanent peer review policy prior to establishing Directives and Standards, and a timeline has been established for this task. He has participated on a
team to develop a data stewardship policy for Reclamation and submitted a draft data stewardship policy for the leadership to review.
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Element 3: (Mandatory)

Employee’s Summary of Accomplishments:

During the performance period | led Reclamation's participation in the CEQ Climate Adaptation Workshops, coordinated Reclamation's response to DOI's
Climate Change High Priority Performance Goal Case Studies, coordinated Reclamation-NASA drought proposal submissions, and coordinated comments
on the draft United States Global Change Research Program 2012-2021 Strategic Plan. Through these interagency interactions | was able to make valuable
strategy, information, and collaborative connections that will help develop Reclamation and DOI plans to adapt to a changing climate. In addition, | provided
reviews and edits of the Secure Water Act Report basin fact sheets and press release, DOI's response to CEQ climate adaptation questions, the Colorado
Basin Study Interim Report, the draft CEQ Climate Change Adaptation Task Force 2011 Progress Report, the Department of Energy Quadrennial
Technology Review, the Pew Center on Global Climate Change report, and the Klamath dam removal press release, all of which have bureau-wide and
public-trust implications. Finally, | helped to represent Reclamation's climate change needs, and identified interagency resources to address those needs, by
participating as the official Reclamation representative to the following interagency and departmental climate change working groups: National Fish Wildlife
and Plant Climate Adaptation Strategy, CEQ's Water Resources and Climate Adaptation Workgroup, National Climate Assessment Water Sector Team,
Interagency Working Group on Climate Change Impacts, and Interagency Climate Change Forum.

Element 3 Rating: [ ] Exceptional ] Superior [] Fully Successful ] Minimally Successful [] Unsatisfactory

Supervisor’s Justification for Rating:

Paul has established good working relatlonships with other science advisors within the Department. He has successfully coordinated Reclamation input on
various climate change related draft documents. He has represented Reclamation on a few interagency groups related to climate change adaptation and
impacts.

Element 4:
Employee’s Summary of Accomplishments:

To advise the Deputy Commissioner on creating a formal Reclamation wind and solar renewable energy strategy, during the performance period | have
initiated numerous Reclamation briefings and discussions, including discussions with National Renewable Energy Laboratory, Reclamation Phoenix area
office Geographic Information Systems solar mappling project, Denver Power Office, and solar pre-heating options for Navajo Generating Station. | have led
discussions and sought out resources to develop a science advisement strategy for the Navajo Generating Station, Environmental Protection Agency
clean-air regulations by participating in a Navajo Generating Station tour, studying the Navajo Generating Station issues, engaging stakeholders, interacting
with National Renewable Energy Laboratory, and studying renewable options for eventual Navajo Generating Station transition. Further, | have helped make
interagency links with Department of Energy by identifying resources available from Department of Energy to help Reclamation address future small
hydropower, wind, and solar renewable energy opportunities. By reviewing and editing Department of Energy's hydropower report and the Department of
Energy Quadrennial Technology Review, | was able to help Department of Energy understand Reclamation’s clean energy and smartgrid technology and
research needs, and to help route Department of Energy’s planning to address those needs in the future. Further, | briefed Deputy Commissioner Finkler
and Murrillo on Department of Energy’s Quadrennial Technology Review and began to develop a Reclamation strategy to engage the recommended
Quadrennial Energy Review. | also advised Reclamation leadership that based on recent large market shifts in renewable technology, the Department’s
renewable energy goals may need to be revisited or refined.

Element 4 Rating: [ ] Exceptional ~ [] Superior  [] Fully Successful ~ [] Minimally Successful [ ] Unsatisfactory

Supervisor’s Justification for Rating:

Paul has spent time getting up to speed on energy-related issues facing Reclamation, such as integrating renewable energy into our facilities and the Navajo
Generating Station. He has provided useful comments to Department of Energy draft reports and successfully completed briefings on one. Paul needs to
work on presenting himself professionally when on work-time.

DI-2002 7
2007
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Element 5:

Employee’s Summary of Accomplishments:

During the performance period | have established and led several interagency partnerships, including a workshop on the Terrestrial Regional North American
Hydroclimate Experiment, and exploring Reclamation’s participation in the United States Geological Survey - United States Army Corps of Engineers -
National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration Memorandum of Understanding on “Collaborative Science, Services and Tools to Support
Integrated and Adaptive Water Resources Management”. These partnerships have significant implications for improving Reclamation's access to
interagency water management science, data, and tools and will help to optimize the development of those interagency resources for Reclamation’s use.

| provided leadership and Reclamation representation at a number of high-level interagency planning efforts and working groups, including: representative
to the National Fish Wildlife and Plant Climate Adaptation Strategy Steering Committee, representative to CEQ's Water Resources and Climate Adaptation
Workgroup, representative to the Natlonal Research Council Water Science and Technology Board, Reclamation lead for the United States Geological
Survey - United States Army Corps of Engineers - National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration water management Memorandum of
Understanding, representative to the Water Sector Team Planning for the National Climate Assessment, participant in WestFAST, participant in the
Committee on Environment and Natural Resources Subcommittee on Water Availability and Quality, representative to the Interagency Working Group on
Climate Change Impacts, and participant in the Interagency Climate Change Forum. By establishing, leading, or participating in these partnerships, | was
able to communicate the challenges that Reclamation faces regarding issues such as climate change, invasive species, endangered species, habitat
restoration, data stewardship, balancing environmental versus human water use, and in-turn influenced the interagency plans and actions to address such
challenges.

Element 5 Rating: [] Exceptional  [] Superior ~ [] Fully Successful ~ [] Minimally Successful [ ] Unsatisfactory

Supervisor’s Justification for Rating:

Paul did a good job presenting to the Reclamation Leadership Team information about the USGA/ACOE/NOAA MOU and whether or not Reclamation should
seek to become a signatory. He has communicated Reclamation’s needs and positions whlle participating in various interagency groups. Paul needs to
work on expanding his efforts to establish and strengthen partnerships beyond science-focused organizations.

Element 6:

Employee’s Summary of Accomplishments:

Element 6 Rating: [] Exceptional  [] Superior = [] Fully Successful ~ [] Minimally Successful ~ [] Unsatisfactory

Supervisor’s Justification for Rating:

DI-2002 8
2007
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Element 7:

Employee’s Summary of Accomplishments:

Element 7 Rating: [ ] Exceptional ~ [[] Superior  [] Fully Successful [ ] Minimally Successful [ ] Unsatisfactory

Supervisor’s Justification for Rating:

Privacy Act Notice

This statement is provided pursuant to the Privacy Act of 1974, as amended, for individuals who have been requested to submit a statement of accomplishment/self-
assessment. The autherity to solicit this information is derived from 5 USC 4301, et seq., and 5 CFR Part 430, Performance Management. In order to allow you the
opportunity to provide input into the evaluation process, management may request this information from you. Your supervisory officials will consider the information you
furnish in preparing an evaluation of your performance or conducting periodic progress reviews.

The information contained in your performance evaluation may be disclosed to Department employees who have a need for the record in their official duties. Disclosures
may also be made under routine uses published in the Federal Register for Privacy Act system of records, OPM/GOVT-2, Employee Performance File System of Records.
Disclosures may be made to the Office of Personnel Management, the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, the Federal Labor Relations Authority and others,
when relevant and necessary to the performance of their authorized duties. Failure to furnish any or all of this information may result in your supervisors preparing your
evaluation, or conducting a progress review, without considering information you may feel is relevant or significant.

DI-2002
2007
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
P.O. Box 25007
Denver, Colorado 80225-0007

IN REPLY REFER TO

84-58200 MAR 0 1 201
PER-5.10

Dr. Paul R. Houser
5230 Tiyana Court
Ellicott City, MD 21043

Subject: Offer of Appointment
Dear Dr. Houser:

We are pleased to offer you the permanent, full-time position of Science Advisor, SL-1301, at a
salary of $165,300 per annum. This position is with the Bureau of Reclamation, External and
Intergovernmental Affairs, located in Washington D.C. You were selected for this position from
Vacancy Announcement BOR-SL-2010-04.

This position requires a Top Secret Clearance, therefore, upon acceptance you will be required to
complete paperwork to initiate that clearance as well as submit to a drug test. We have enclosed the
OF-306 form Declaration for Federal Employment along with a return envelope to start the process
should you accept this offer. This form may also be found at
hutp://www.opm.gov/forms/pdf_fill/of0306.pdf. Additionally, this position requires that you file a
financial disclosure. Questions regarding this requirement should be directed to Mr. Craig Clark,
Deputy Ethics Counselor at 303-445-2741.

As a Federal employee you will be eligible for health, life and retirement benefits as well as annual
and sick leave. Since you have prior Federal service your annual and sick leave and retirement
eligibility may be adjusted upon receipt of your Official Personnel Folder from the records center.

We look forward to having you as a member of the Bureau of Reclamation! If you have any
questions, please contact me at 303-445-2642.

Sincerely,

ISy 4
)
Ellie Hasse

Manager, Human Resources Division

Enclosures - 2
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FOM Supp, 296:33, Subeh 4 NOTIFICATION OF PERSONNEL ACTION
1. Name {Last, First, Middle} 2, Social Security Number 3. Date of Birth 4. Effactive Date
HOUSER, PAUL R. XXX-XX-8077 04/08/70 Lo4/10/11
FIRST ACTION SECOND ACTION
§-A. Code 5-B. Nature Of Action 6-A. Code | 6-B. Nature of Action
100 CAREER APPT
5-C. Code §-D. Legal Authority 6-C Code | 6-D. Legal Authority
BWA DOI-1, BOR-SL-10-04
5-E. Code 5-F. Legal Authority 6-E. Code | 6-F. Legal Authority
7. FROM: Position Title and Number 15. TO: Position Title and Number
SCIENCE ADVISOR
9200000 SL00108
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SL 1301 00 DO $165300 PA
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WASHINGTON, DC
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WITHIN 60 DAYS OF HIRE, YOU ARE ELIGIBLE TO ENROLL IN A FEDERAL HEALTH
BENEFITS PLAN AND APPLY FOR THE FEDERAL EMPLOYEE LONG TERM CARE INSURANCE
PROGRAM USING AN ABBREVIATED UNDERWRITING APPLICATION. WITHIN 60 DAYS OF
HIRE, YOU ARE ELIGIBLE TO ELECT OPTIONAL LIFE INSURANCE. YOU ARE ELIGIBLE
TO ELECT THE THRIFT SAVINGS PLAN AT ANY TIME.
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NOTIFICATION OF PERSONNEL ACTION

1. Name (Last, First, Middle)

HOUSER, PAUL R.
FIRST ACTION

3. Date of Birth 4. Effective Date

04/08/70

2. Sacial Security Number

XXX-XX-8077
SECOND ACTION

N4/10/11

§-A. Code §-B. Nature Of Action 6-A. Code | 6-B. Nature of Action
100 CAREER APPT

5-C. Code 5-D. Legal Authority 6-C Code | 6-D. Legal Authority
BWA DOI-1, BOR-SL-10-04

§-E. Code 6-F. Legal Authority 6-E. Code | 6-F. Legal Authority

7. FROM: Position Title and Number

15. TO: Position Title and Number
SCIENCE ADVISOR

9200000 SL.00108
8. Pay Plan| 9. Occ. Code | 10. Grade/Level | 11. Step/Rate | 12. Total Salary 13. Pay Basis J16.Pay Plan|17. Occ. Code |18. Grade/Level |19. Step/Rate |20. Total Salary/Award |21. Pay Basis
SL 1301 00 DO $165300 PA
12A. Basic Pay 12B. Locality Adj. 12C. Adj. Basic Pay 12D. Other Pay 20A. Basic Pay 208. Locality Adj. 20C. Ad). Basic Pay 20D. Other Pay
5165300 $ 0 [$165300 $ 0

14. Name and Lacation of Position's Organization

22. Name and Location of Position's Organization

COMMISSIONER'S OFFICE
EXTERNAL & INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

WASHINGTON, DC
23. Veterans Préference 24. Tenure 25. Agency Use 26. Vaterans Preference for RIF
1 - None 3 - 10-Point/Disability 5 - 10-Point Other 0 - None 2 - Conditionat
l 2 - 5-Point 4 - 10-Point Compensable 6 - 10-Point/Compensable/30% 1 I 1 - Permanent 3 - Indefinite l l YES m NO
27.Fe6Ll BASTC ONLY 28. Annuitant Indicator 29. Pay Rate Determinant
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9 NOT APPLICABLE
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30. Retirement Plan

K F

ERS & FICA

POSITION DATA

34. Position Occupied

1 ]

-
2-

Competitive Service
Excepted Service

3 - SES General
4 - SES Career Reserved

31. Service Comp. Date {Leave}

35. FLSA Category

]

03/31/97

| F [FULL-TIME

33. Part-Time Hours Per
—-—l Biweekly

Pay Period
37. Bargaining Unit Status

32. Work Schedule

36. Appropriation Code

E - Exempt
N - Nonexempt

8888

38. Duty Station Code

39. Duty Station (City - County - State or Overseas Location)

11-0010-001 WASHINGTON, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
40. Agency DataNC |41 VET-STAT [42 EDUC LVL 43 5UPV STAT |4 POSITION SENSITIVITY
CLS 32 X 21 8 CRITICAL-SENSITIVE
45. Remarks

REMARKS CONTINUED
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46. Employing Department or Agency
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47. Agency Code
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48. Personnel Office ID

1368

49. Approval Date

04/07/11

N
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GERRI A. WOLF 'QZ?QfZA“t&J C;

LEAD HUMAN RESOURCES SPECIALIST
110397712
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POSITION DESCRIPTION (Please Read Instructions on the Back) !.bArwS l _- Og’j OX’
4. Employing Office Location 5. Duty Station 8. OPM Certification No.,

7. Faason for Submission 3. Savice
tion E New 521 Hoatra D Ffed | Washington D.C. Washington D.C.
Other

7. Foir Labor Standards Act 8. Financisl Statements Required

IShow any pasitions repleced) Ex Executive Persennal and
X g 9 | 14d. Senartwity 13. Competitive Level Code
c ith 1-?0& m 3-Critest
Excepted (Specify in Remaerks) {|_I Mansgeries 14. Agency Use
D 2-Noncriticsd 4-Special
SES |Gen.) SES ICR) Neithes S Senstive
18, Classified/Graded by c tie of Position 8y Flan | Oceupstional Code | Grade | mitiss Date
a. c® o
sonned
Menagsment
b gspmm
Establishment Science Advisor SL 1301 DO Y 0/'4 /z g /D
c. Second Level
Review
d.First Lavel
Review
8. Rac
Supervisor or
Initisting Office
10. Organizational Title of Position (i# different from offiical title) 17. Name of Employes /i vacent, specity)

0. Third Subdivision
External and Intergovernmental Affairs

d. Fourth Subdivision

18. Department, Ageney, or Establishment
Department of Interior
8. First Subdivision

Bureau of Reclamation
b. Second Subdivision @, Fifth Subdivision
Commissioner's Office
Signature of Empioyes (optional)
rloyee Review-This is an accurate description of the major
s and responsibliities of my position, l
: . .
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sragamantr%f the major duties ang r,a):vpanslblllrln of this position appointment and payment of publie funds, an mgr alse or mlslaa%ln
statements may constitute " violatlons of such statutes or their

and its organizational relatlonships, and that the position s
necessary to carry out Government functions for which | am implementing regulations. j

—Lespansible. _ This certification Is made with the knowladge that_ T & —
—Ib. Typed Name and Titie of Higher-Level Supervisor or Mansger (optional)

3. Typed Name and Title of immediate Supervisor
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' |q/’9 19 | l
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I i fa LA

. CIass|UEBno oD Grading Carmecatiom, 37 ] 3
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Parsonnel Management or, if no published standsrds apply dirsct- JFS for Professional Work in the Physical
v, consistently with the most applicable published standards. Science Group dated 12/97; Primary Standard
Typed Name and Title of OWiclal Taking Action —~ — - - :
Jenny H. Mallios, Acting .
Information for Emrloyan. The standards, and information on their
Director, Office of Human Resources application, are availabie in the personnel office. The classification of the
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L
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a. Eﬂﬁ/:loyeo {optional)

b.Supervisor

|
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c. Classifier l I ’ | |
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i‘ 8 Risk Designation: High Drug Testing: Yes Top Secret Clearance Required
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Instructions for Completing Optional Form 8
POSITION DESCRIPTION

to comagy with the requirements of FPM Chapter 298,
ter 3, other provisions of the FPM, agencies must
ote the items marked by an asterisk. Agencies may dstermine
what other items are to be used,
*1. Enter position number used by the agency for control purposes.
See FPM Chapter 312, Subchapter 3,

*2. Check one.
“Redescription® means the duties and/or responasibilities of an
exisitng position are being changed.,

* "New" maeans the position has not aviously existed:
“Reestablishment® means the position previously existed, but
had been cancelied.

“"Othes* covers such things as change in title or occupational
serles without 8 change in duties or responsibliiities.

The "Explanation” section should be used to show the reason If
"Other” Is checked, as wel) as any position(s) repiaced by
positian numbey, titfe, pay plan, occupational code, and grade.

Chack one.

Enter geographical location by city and State (or if position Is in a
foreign country, by city and country).

Enter geographical location if different from that of #4,

6. To be compieted by OPM when certifying positions. (See item
15 for date of O certification.) For SES and GS-18/18
positions and equivalent, show the position number used an OPM

Form 1390 (e.g., DAES0012).

*7. Check one to show whether the Incumbent is axempt or
nonexempt from the minimum wage and overtime provisions of
the Falr Labor Standards Act. See FFM Chapter 551,

Chack box if statement is requirad.  See FPM Chapter 734 for

the Executive Personnel Financial Disciosure Report, SF 278,
8. FFM Chaptar 736, Subchapter 4, for the Empioyment and
nancial interests Statement.

Check one to show whether Identical Additional positions are
permitted. See FFM Chapter 312, Subchapter 4. Agencies may
show the number of such positions authorized and/or estabiished

after the "Yes” biock.

Check one, See FPM Chapter 212 for information on the
competitive service and FPM Chapter 213 for the excepted

W

7

10.

sarvice. For a postiion in the excepted service, enter authority -

for the exception, e.g., *Schedule A-213.3102(d)" for Attorney
positions  excepted under Scheduls A of ths Civil  Service
Regulations. SES (Gen) stands for a General position in the
Senlor Executive Service, and SES (CR) stands for a Career

Reserved position,
11. Check one,

* A "Supervisory® position Is one that meets the requirements
for a supervisory title as set forth in current OPM classification
and job-grading guidance. Agencies may designate- first-iaval
supervisory J:osltlons by placing "1" or “1st® after
"Supervisory.
A "Managerial® position Is one that meets the requirements for
such a designation as set forth in current OPM classification
guidance:

12, Check one to show whather the position is non-sensitive,

noncritical sensitive, critical sensitive, or special sensitive for
security purposes. If thig is an ADP position, write the letter “C"®

beside the sensitivity.

13.

14,

°18.

186,

17.

*18.

19.

*20.

*21.

22,

23,

24,

©28.

Enter competitiva level cods for use in reduction-in-force actiong,
See FPM Chapter 351.

Agenciss may use this block for any additions) coding
requirement.

Enter classification/job grading action.

* For “Officla) Title of Position,® sse the applicabie ciassification
or job grading standard. For positions not coversd by a
published standard, see the General Introduction to "Position
Classification Standards,” Section i, for GS positions, or FPM
Supplement 512-1, *Job Grading System for Trades and Labor
Occupstions,”® Part 1, Saction Iit.

For "Pay Plan code, sse FPM Supplement 292-1, "Parsonnel
Data Standards,” Book iil.

For “Occupational Code,” see the applicable standard; or,
where no standard has been published, see the "Handbook of
Occupstional Groups and Series of Classes® for GS positions,
or FPM Suppiement 512-1, Part 3, for trades and labor
positions.  For a# po In sclentifie and engineering
occupations, entsr the two-digit functional classification code
In parentheses immediatey following the occupational code,
e.g., “G8-1310(14)." The codes are listed and discussed in the
General introduction to “*Position Classification Standards,®

Section VI.

Enter the organizational, functlonel, or working title if it differs

from the officlal title.

Enter the name of the incumbent,
"vacaney.”

Enter the organizational location of the position, starting with the
name of the department or agency and working down from

there.

it the position is occupied, have the incumbent read the attached
description of duties and responsibliities. The employee's

signature is optionai.

This statement normally should be certified by the immediate
supervisor of the position. At its option, an agency may aiso
have a higher-ievel supervisor or manager certify the statemant.

This statement shouid be certified by the agency official wheo
makes the classification/job grading decision. Depending on
agency regulations, this official may be a personnel office
representative, or a manager or supervisor deisgated

classification/job grading authority,

Enter the orosldon classification/job grading standard(s) used and
the date of issuancs,; e.g., "Mall and File, GS-308, May 1977."

Agencles are encouraged to review periodically each estabiished
positlon to determine whether the position is stiil necessary and,
if so, whether the position description is adequate and
classification/job gradlng Is proper. Ses FPM Letter 538-1 {to be
Incorporated into FPM hapter 536). This ssction may be used
as part of the raview process. The am:loyao'u initlals are
optional. The Inititals by the supervisor and classifier represent
racertifications In items #20 and #21

respectively.

This section may be used by the agoncr for additional coding
requiremants or for any appropriate remarks.

Type the description on piain bond paper and attach to the form.
The agency position numbar should be shown on the attachmant.
See appropriate instructions for format of the description and
for any requirements for evaluation documentation, e. g.,
“instructions for the Factor Evaluation System,” in the General
Introduction to "Position Classification Standards,” Saction Vil

If there is no incumbent, enter

of the statements
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Science Advisor
SL-1301

INTRODUCTION

The incumbent serves as Reclamation’s Science Advisor reporting directly to the Deputy
Commissioner, External and Intergovernmental A ffairs in Washington, D.C. In this
capacity, the incumbent exercises authority in the strategic planning, implementation and
evaluation of Reclamation’s science program and related activities, '

MAJOR DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIE
=Sy D255 AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The position reports directly to the Deputy Commissioner, External and
Intergovernmental A ffairs (EIA) and is located in Washington, D.C. The incumbent

The position will guide Reclamation’s development of appropriate science for developing
strategies and techniques to address our Wwater and power issues; and will work with the
various Directorates within Reclamation to coordinate activities associated with various
science issues including climate change adaptation, advanced water treatment, invasive
species, renewable energy, and data management including scientific integrity and peer

review,

The SA will draw from, and interact with, staff who Possess expertise already established
throughout Reclamation offices, These offices include; Regional Offices, Technical
Resources, Research and Development Office, Power Resources Office, Policy and

Administration Office; and others as needed.

He/she is responsible for coordinating partnership efforts involving Reclamation’s
scientific initiatives in support of the Commissioner’s and Department of the Interior’s
(DOD) goals and objectives in collaboration with regional and Denver officials, scientists
from other Federa] agencies, scientists from around the country, as well as Members of

Congress and their staff
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Coordinates with the Department’s Science Advisor and other federal agencies including
the efforts of the National Marine Fisheries Service, the Environmental Protection
Agency, universities and other science resources. Represents Reclamation on the
Departmental Science Board and other national science-focused efforts.

Develops Reclamation Manual and guidance documents as well as provides expert advice
on data management, peer review and scientific integrity. Provides science scrutiny to
examine sufficiency and institutionalize science roles.

science and policy working groups, federal science, resources agencies, and executive
offices inside and outside the Department, as well as with external stakeholders, western
states, science organizations, universities, and non-governmental organizations.

Serves as the primary point of contact with the Department and other agencies.
Maintains current knowledge of the state of science as it relates primarily to management

of water and power resources in the western U.S, :

In addition, he/she must maintain current knowledge of all significant Reclamation
activities and Administration priorities and facilitate communication with the
Reclamation offices working on related issues to ensure that they receive timely
information about these activities including consultation on how this information should

be incorporated.

SUPERVISION RECEIVED

The incumbent reports directly to the Deputy Commissioner, EIA and receives broad
policy guidance as to the goals to be achieved. Incumbent develops appropriate courses
of action to accomplish objectives. Work is reviewed in terms of the effectiveness of
Reclamation and Department natura] resources activities and conformance to the
expressed policies of the Deputy Commissioners/Commissioner.
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Evaluation Statement for
Science Advisor, SL-1301

Series Determination

The series of this position is clearly designated to the 1301 series. Positions classified in
the GS-1301 series involve professional work in the physical sciences when there is no
other more appropriate series, that is, the positions are not classifiable elsewhere. The
work provides an advisory role on technical and policy issues related to Western water
supplies and water use including climate change mitigation and adaptation, water and
energy efficiency, and renewable energy. The work involves some functions associjated
with the GS-1315 series, Hydrology, as well as climate change mitigation and adaptation,
energy efficiency, and renewable energy. Therefore it is determined that the position is
properly placed in the GS-1301 series and titled Science Advisor.

The work requires a broad professional/scientific ability to analyze both strategic policy
and complex technical matters involving the full range of Reclamation’s functions and
activities in support of Departmental goals and interagency objectives on climate change
mitigation and adaptation, energy efficiency, and renewable energy.

Grade Determination

No grades are assigned to SL positions. A review of the demands of this position clearly
indicates that it exceeds the GS-15 level, as delineated in the Primary Standard and is
fully justified at the Senior Level as outlined in guidance from the Office of Personnel
Management. The complex set of historical, demographic, and political factors involved
in this Science Advisor to the Deputy Commissioner, External and Intergovernmental
Affairs raise Complexity and Purpose of Contacts above the highest level provided in the

Primary Standard.

The incumbent provides leadership throughout Reclamation — both in headquarters and
the field for initiatives affecting water and power for Reclamation.

The incumbent will provide senior level technical assistance and coordination, applying a
broad and extensive range of knowledge and scientific skills of the laws, rules,
regulations, administrative and program principles of Western water supplies and water
use including climate change mitigation and adaptation, water and energy efficiency, and

renewable energy.

The incumbent will guide Reclamation’s development of appropriate science for
developing strategies and techniques to address our water and power issues for adapting
to change; and will work with the various Directorates within Reclamation to coordinate
activities associated with various science issues including climate change adaptation,
advanced water treatment, invasive species, renewable energy, and data management

including scientific integrity and peer review.
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The incumbent will represent Reclamation on a variety of inter-Departmental
Committees composed of high level Departmental officials, scientists and engineers
concerned with research and development programs. In addition, incumbent will
represent Reclamation on ad hoc science and policy working groups, federal science,
resources agencies, and executive offices inside and outside the Department, as well as
with external stakeholders, western states, science organizations, universities, and non-
governmental organizations.

The incumbent must have superior interpersonal skills, communication skills, and the
ability to exercise tact, discretion, and sensitivity in the utilization of these skills are
critical to success in this position. The incumbent must be able to represent Reclamation
and speak with authority to command the attention of people with varying agendas and

interests.
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
Washington, DC 20240

IN REPLY REFER TO:

92-00000 NOV 10 2011

ADM-1.10

Mr. Paul Houser
Science Advisor

1849 C Street, NW
Washington DC 20240

Subject: Letter of Concern During Probationary Period
Dear Paul:

On April 10, 2011, you were appointed to the position of Science Advisor, SL, in Washington,
DC. As we have discussed, you are subject to a probationary period of one year starting from
the date of your appointment. The probationary period is an extension of the examination
process for a new Federal employee to meet both the conduct and performance requirements
of their job and to meet the expectations and standards for employees to be retained in
Government service.

As we discussed during your performance review on October 27, 2011, it is extremely
important that you understand your need to make marked improvement in your performance.
During your performance review, we discussed specific areas that need improvement.

On at least one previous occasion (prior to the November 3 incident cited below) you and |
discussed review of the strategy and the need that it be coordinated with our CEQ Task Force
liaison (who is the Deputy Secretary). | clearly informed you that we (i.e., Reclamation) work
with Liz Klein, Counselor to the Deputy Secretary. In addition, on October 28, | emailed Liz (and
copied you) mentioning to her the request about coordinating the review with the CEQ Task
Force liaison and suggesting it be discussed at the upcoming November 7th Climate Change
Working Group meeting (we also had discussed this verbally).

Despite these communications, on November 3, you directly emailed the Deputy Secretary
regarding review of the draft National Fish, Wildlife & Plants Climate Adaptation Strategy. You
told me you did so because the Climate Change Assistant at the Association of Fish and Wildlife
Agencies directed you to contact Deputy Secretary Hayes.
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It seems as though your actions indicate either poor judgment or failure to listen and follow
directions. This most recent event follows previous examples (discussed during your
performance review) that also seemed to indicate either poor judgment or failure to listen to
directions. It is critical that you ¢i€arly understand my expectations and perform accordingly.
Failure to do so again will result in your termination during your probationary period.

If | can provide you @iy assistance’which will befter enable you to meet the requirements of
@ 'this position, please contact me anytime. | truly hope that this memorandum of concern and

direction will curb any future performance issues.

Sincerely,

Kira L. Fihkler
Deputy Commissioner — External &
Intergovernmental Affairs










[attachment 18]

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.dog;

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, | 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. | have been asked to coordinate Reclamation’s response, and | will also coordinate with
the Department as needed. Please provide me with your comments by November 28, 2011, and | 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:
1
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e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

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

e 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 | received as well. | 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

Assaociation 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 | know, the Department of the Interior task force member is David Hayes. | 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 | 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. | 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. | will get you that name as soon
as | 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, | 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:





[attachment 19]
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 plantsin 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:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e Asappropriate, 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










Houser, Paul R
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From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Finkler, Kira L

Friday, October 28, 2011 12:04 PM

Klein, Elizabeth A

Houser, Paul R

possible agenda item for Nov 7th Climate Change Working Group meeting

Hi Liz — | will be out of the office on Nov 7%, 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 7" 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!

| thought you accepted the travel request because | 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 | 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. | thought it was OK because you approved the travel. | 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 — | would like to ask if | can attend the World Climate Research Program (WCRP) Open Science Conference, 24-28
October 2011 in Denver. | think this would be a good opportunity to stay in touch with the climate research community,
AR5, and links to applications. | 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.

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.

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

3
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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. Al 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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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

TMNOTIFY.LTR

09/21/11

PAUL RAYMOND HOUSER

GDOIBOR9

PHouser@usbr.gov

GovTrip.eTravel.System@etsproext01l.govtrip.com
Wednesday, September 21, 2011 10:22 AM
Houser, Paul R

GovTrip eTravel System

This letter is to notify you that your GovTrip System Authorization named PHDENVERDENVE102311_AO01 was just
stamped APPROVED by Kira L Finkler.

You may access GovTrip @ http://www.govtrip.com/govtrip/site/index.jsp
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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? FEIl 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?pageld=1226
30Jan 12 — 03 Feb 12
30 Apr 12 — 04 May 12
04 Jun 12 — 08 Jun 12
25Jun12 — 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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a. Name: b. Position Title: c: Office or Location /Office phone number:
Paul Houser Science Advisor MIB 7613-B /202-513-0594
Mandatory Training: Suggested Training Source Frequency Completed

OPM Interagency SES Orientation OPM — Washington DC One time/ 16 hours I N/A
Executive and Manager Safety and Health | Solicit recommendations from servicing Within 6 months of assignment or
Training safety and occupational health manager change of duties or assignment
Occupant Emergency Plan Orientation Receive orientation from local facility Upon entrance on duty and if work

manager or your servicing safety and conditions or locations change

occupational health manager
Ethics Guide BOR Ethics Guide Once — within 90 days of entrance on 3

duty

Maintaining a drug free workplace Drug-free Workplace Once — upon becoming a supervisor N/A
Hiring Reform Hiring Reform for Supervisors, Managers Once

and HR Professionals .
Telework 101 for managers Telework 101 for Managers Once if supervising teleworkers N/A
Telework 101 for employees Telework 101 for Employees Once if teleworking 0
EEO http://intra.usbr.gov/cro/ Each FY /4 hours
Diversity http://intra.usbr.gov/cro/ Each FY/ 4 hours
FISSA+ — computer security, records Federal Information Systems Security Annually/ 1.5 hours
management, privacy act. Awareness + Privacy and Records o

Management (FISSA +)
USERRA Uniformed Services Employment and Re- Annually % hour [

employment Rights Act (USERRA)
Veteran Employment Training for Hiring | Veteran Employment Training for Hiring Annually / 1 hour N/A
Managers Managers
Ethics Statutes, Regulations and Policies Training provided each year by BOR Annually (each CY) for Financial

Deputy Ethics Counselor; also see Ethics Disclosure Filers 0

Skits
Transit Subsidy Transit Benefit Integrity Awareness Annually — NLT 9/30 if accepting transit =

Training subsidy.
The Constitution Constitution Day Training Annual awareness training each 9/17
Discrimination and Whistle Blowing in 2011 Discrimination and Whistleblowing in | Bi-annually
the Workplace (No Fear) the Workplace (No FEAR Act)
Government Charge Card Business Line https://chargecardtraining.nbc.gov/s | Prior to applying for charge card and | N/A
Training then every 3 years
Government Charge Card Approving https://chargecardtraining.nbc.gov/ | Every 3 years N/A

Official Training

Note: Items shaded in gray are one time requirements.



https://gm2.geolearning.com/geonext/doi/coursesummary.CourseCatalog.geo?id=94505

https://gm2.geolearning.com/geonext/doi/coursesummary.CourseCatalog.geo?id=85946

https://gm2.geolearning.com/geonext/doi/login.geo?OriginalURL=%2fgeonext%2fdoi%2fcoursesummary.CourseCatalog.geo%3fid%3d96564

https://gm2.geolearning.com/geonext/doi/coursesummary.CourseCatalog.geo?id=103038

https://gm2.geolearning.com/geonext/doi/coursesummary.CourseCatalog.geo?id=103037

http://intra.usbr.gov/cro/

http://intra.usbr.gov/cro/

https://gm2.geolearning.com/geonext/doi/coursesummary.CourseCatalog.geo?id=99433

https://gm2.geolearning.com/geonext/doi/coursesummary.CourseCatalog.geo?id=96797

https://gm2.geolearning.com/geonext/doi/coursesummary.CourseCatalog.geo?id=104238

https://gm2.geolearning.com/geonext/doi/coursesummary.CourseCatalog.geo?id=103886

https://gm2.geolearning.com/geonext/doi/coursesummary.CourseCatalog.geo?id=105826

https://gm2.geolearning.com/geonext/doi/coursesummary.CourseCatalog.geo?id=101535

https://gm2.geolearning.com/geonext/doi/coursesummary.CourseCatalog.geo?id=105173

https://chargecardtraining.nbc.gov/
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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 . :
Strengthen writing skills for
greater communication
effectiveness

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

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

Work with various Bureau
staff on proofreading and
improving writing samples

2.
Contribute to a positive

workplace that supports
organization mission and goals

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

Developing High Performance
Work Teams (Jones and
Beyerlein)

Engage in personal
development through 360
degree feedback

3.
Establish and strengthen
partnerships

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

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

Increase participation in
non-science stakeholder
initiatives

4.
Use sound judgement to make
better decisions

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

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

Work with an executive coach
to develop innovative skills

5.
Better engage in strategic
planning; proactively suggest
value-added contributions

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

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

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
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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.





[attachment 24]

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:

e Enhanced water management climate projections: Including new downscaling,

hydrologic modeling and decision maker engagement.

e Data stewardship: Proposed river restoration and water storage and delivery pilot

projects, or more general data provision activities.

e 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.

e 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 FY 14, 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





[attachment 25]

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.

e 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.
e 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.
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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.

e 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.

o 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





[attachment 25]

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.

e 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.

o 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.

e 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.

o 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.
e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

o 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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e 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.

e 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.

e 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
CCAWWSG 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 CCAWWSG 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.

e 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.

o 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 CCAWWSG proposal.
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
Washington, DC 20240

February 8, 2012
N REPLY REFER TO:
92-00000
ADM-1.10
MEMORANDUM

To: Dr. Paul Houser

Science Advisor
From: Kira Finkler

Deputy Commissioner — External &

Intergovernmental Affairs

Subject: Termination — Probationary Period

On April 10, 2011, you were appointed to the position of Science Advisor, SL, in Washington,
DC. As you know, your appointment is subject to the completion of a one year initial
probationary period.

After careful consideration, it has become apparent that your expertise and skills is not a good
match with this position. Therefore, effective at the end of your duty day, your last day in the
office, February 10, 2012, you will be separated from Federal service. However, you will be
paid through administrative leave until February 24, 2012.

Receipt Acknowledged:

Dr. Paul Houser ' Date
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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: SlletterV2.doc

Laurie -

As we discussed yesterday, | had hoped that discussion with Ms. Finkler would result in a positive solution to restore my
position. However, | 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 | have not been able to present my ideas. So, | summarize them
here in hopes that the 1G might be willing to mediate. | 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 | have missed anything from our conversation, and please keep me posted on your progress today. |
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

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.

| was not able to talk with OIG investigations to meet your deadline of this afternoon and so | look forward to talking
with you upon your return.
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| 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. | will be out of town on a long-planned vacation with my wife until
Monday, so | will briefly relay my thoughts for “negotiating a solution” here. As we discussed last Wednesday and
Friday, | 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. | have a great background for
this work — otherwise you would not have hired me in the first place. And | 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. | 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 Ib (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






[attachment 28]

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.

0 Shall not compromise the integrity of the waterbody and does not impinge
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on unique or critical habitats.
0 Shall not cause acutely toxic conditions to aquatic life passing through the
dam removal area and sediment mixing zone
0 Shall not restrict the passage of aquatic life
0 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
0 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.
0 Shall not dominate the receiving water body
0 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

Enhancement of investment in the community
Enhancement of educational opportunities
Protection/improvement of human health

Protection of cultural and historic values
Enhancement of aesthetic and other non-market values
Reduction in property damage

Enhancement of property value

Improvement in economic activity

Enhancement of transportation and trade
Improvement to commercial fisheries and shellfisheries

O O0OO00O0O0O0OO0OO0O0
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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
0 Crops Production

Animal Production

Forest Products

Fishing, Hunting, Trapping

Ag and Forestry Support

Mining

Utilities

Residential Construction

Nonresidential Construction

Seafood Products

Other Food Products

Textiles

Sawmills

Plywood and Veneer

Other Wood Products

Pulp and Paper

Printing and Publishing

Concrete, Stone, Clay, Glass Mfg.

Metal Fabrication Mfg.

Ship and Boat Building

Wood Furniture and Fixtures

Sporting Goods Mfg

Other Manufacturing

Wholesale Trade

Tourism and Passenger Transport

Freight Transport and Warehousing

Other Transportation

Postal and Delivery Services

Motor Vehicles and Parts Stores

Household Goods

Food and Beverage Stores

Health and Personal Care Stores

Gas Stations and Carwashes

O 0000000000000 0DO0OO0ODODO0ODODODOODODODO0ODODOO0OO0OO
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Misc. Retail
Publishing
Communications and Software
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate (F.I.R.E.)
Rental Services
Business Services
Travel Services
Personal and Community Services
Education
Health Services
Social Services
Recreation Services
Hotels and Accommodations
Food and Beverage Services
Equipment Repair Services
Households
State and Local Government
Federal Government
0 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 (TTPU), Trade, Service, Government
Missing - Employment by industry and by tribe not incorporate in the EIS/EIR
0 Wage and salary employment
Proprietors employment
Farm proprietors employment
Nonfarm proprietors employment
Farm employment
Nonfarm employment
Private employment
Forestry
Fishing
Mining
Utilities
Construction
Manufacturing
Wholesale trade
Retail Trade
Transportation and warehousing
Information
Finance and Insurance
Real estate and rental and leasing
Professional and technical services
Management of companies and enterprises

O 000000000000 0OO0ODO0OO0OO

OO0OO0O0O0O0OO0O0O0OO0OO0ODO0OO0CCOO0OO0OO0OCO0OOO
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Administrative services

W aste services

Educational services

Health care and Social assistance

Art, entertainment, and recreation
Accommodation and food services

Other services, except public administration
Government and government enterprises
Federal, civilian

Military

State and local

State government

0 Local government

OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OOO0OO0COOO

Missing - Direct Travel Impact baseline and projections

Total direct travel spending

Visitor spending by type of traveler accommodation
Visitor spending by commodity purchased

Industry earnings generated by travel spending
Industry employment generated by travel spending
Tax receipts generated by travel spending

(o]

O Oo0OO0Oo

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,

10
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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

11
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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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THURSDAY, JULY 21, 2011

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
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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.

About Me

Felice Pace
Klamath Glen,
California

Felice was born on January 10th
1947 into the working class Italian
Community in South Philadelphia.
He holds a BA in Economics from
Yale U., a masters in Education
from Montclair State University
and a life-time California
teaching credential. He has
worked as a teacher/educator,
laborer, Outward Bound
instructor, social services
administrator and as a consultant
to Native American tribes. For
fifteen years Felice worked for
and led the Klamath Forest
Alliance as Program Coordinator,
Executive Director and Program
Director. He remains part of the
Alliance’s Core Group. Felice
lived in the Scott River Basin for
35 years; since 2002 he has
resided near the mouth of the
Klamath River at Klamath Glen.
The opinions expressed here are
his own.

View my complete profile

Links We Like

Adventures of the Klamath
Librarian

E.P.I.C.

Klamath Bird Observatory
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comments by KBRA promoters expressing displeasure with the Klamath Forest Alliance
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:

Michael Kauffman's Conifer
Country

Northcoast Environmental Center

Draft Report: On the Public Record

Osprey Steelhead News

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

Photographer Brett Cole -
Klamath Wildlife Refuges

YurokVoices.com

: : ) . Blog Archive
in Chinook salmon upstream of Keno Dam is less certain because of
the difficulties in satisfying all the conditions described below. The > 2012 (3)
Panel has strong reservations that KBRA, even if fully implemented, vV 2011 (28)
will address all these conditions to the extent required to meet the » December (2)
goals of the program. (emphasis added) > November (1)
Final Report: > October (3)
» September (3)
The principal uncertainties fall into four classes: the wide > August (3)
range of variability in salmon runs in near-pristine systems, lack
v July (1)

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

Science, Secrecy and Salmon
Restoration

system that appear not to have been resolved by the available > June (3)
studies to date. (emphasis added) > May (1)
The panel then appears to address unhappy KBRA promoters in an > April (3)
attempt to smooth ruffled feathers: » March (3)

» February (1)

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 » 2010 (35)
factors that temper its enthusiasm. Those factors and its position, > 2009 (44)
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 > 2007 (12)
resolved successfully will increase the likelihood of success resulting
from the Proposed Action.

» January (4)

> 2008 (41)

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.

e 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 [
Recommend this on Google

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)
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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 (fishlifr@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.

| 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. | 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...

| 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.

| 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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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
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Our Klamath Basin Water Crisis
Upholding rural Americans' rights to grow food,
own property, and caretake our wildlife and natural resources.

http://www.siskiyoudaily.com/news/x545134816/Klamath-dams-County-s-comments-in

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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