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Mr. Mark Walker

Director of Public Affairs

Northwest Power Planning Council

851 S.W. Sixth Avenue, Suite 1100 e-mail: recommendations@nwppc.org
Portland, Oregon 97204

RE: Recommendations for Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
Dear Mr. Walker:

Enclosed arc recommendations on amendments to the Columbia River Basin Fish and
Wildlife Program submitted on behalf of a large number of Idaho water users. We
encourage the Council to take this opportunity to provide a greater balance between the
biological and economic needs of the Columbia River Basin and to incorporate new
scientific information into the Program. In particular, Idaho water users recommend that
flow augmentation from southern Idaho be omitted from the revised Program because it
is 2 management measure having high social and economic cost but no significant
biological benefit.

W appreciate this opportunity to provide comments to the Council on the amendments
to the Fish and Wildlife Program.

Respectfully submitted by,

4/v~/7v§/

‘ e I IR
Norm Semanko’ Sherl Chapman, Executixe Dire:ct“o¥r7q
Rosholt, Robertson & Tucker Idaho Water Users Association
P.0O. Box 1906 410 South Orchard, Suite 144

Twin Falls, [D 83303 Boise, ID 83705
On behalf of the Committee of Nine

Via e-mail and mail
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Idaho Water User Recommendations on
Amendments to the
Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program

These recommendations are submitted on behalf of the Committee of Nine and the Idaho Water Users Association (hereinafter “Idaho water users”).  The Committee of Nine is the official advisory committee for Water District 1, the largest water district in the State of Idaho.  Water District 1 is responsible for the distribution of water among appropriators within the water district from the natural flow of the Snake River and storage from U.S. Bureau of Reclamation reservoirs on the Snake River above Milner Dam.  The Committee of Nine is also a designated rental pool committee that has facilitated the rental of stored water to the Bureau of Reclamation to provide water for flow augmentation pursuant to the 1995 Biological Opinion.  The Idaho Water Users Association was formed in 1938 and represents about 300 canal companies, irrigation districts, water districts, agri-business and professional organizations, municipal and public water suppliers, and others.  These recommendations have been prepared with the assistance of the scientists, biologists, and engineers who have been retained by the Idaho water users to address Snake River ESA issues.

Summary of Recommendations

Amendment of the Northwest Power Planning Council’s Columbia River Fish and Wildlife Program (“Program”) is an opportunity to make substantial changes to the existing Program.  These changes should reflect new scientific information as well as the biological, physical, economic, legal and political realities in the region.
  This document sets forth the Idaho water user’s recommendations on a number of components of the framework being suggested for amending the Program.  The focus of these recommendations is on issues related to flow augmentation from the Upper Snake River.

While we recognize that the Strawman reflects the views of staff and not of the Council, it does provide some useful examples of what to include and what to omit in the draft amendments.  For example, the framework contained in the Strawman relies too heavily on the platitude of a “normative river.”  While the concept of a more normal river is appealing in the abstract, it does not reflect the complex reality of the Columbia River system.  Some tributaries, like the Salmon River, have very little development, yet populations of listed species continue to decline.  Other sections of the river, like the Hanford Reach, are in the midst of a highly-altered system but listed species from that reach have better survival.  Moreover, within highly-regulated sections of the river, it is impossible to make all the changes necessary to restore or even approach pre-development ecological conditions.  For the most part, management actions aimed at “normative river conditions” will not have a significant effect on the hydrology of the existing system and are really just another set of management alternatives that should be evaluated against the standards of biological effectiveness and cost effectiveness, just like less “natural” options such as fish transportation improvements.

The Idaho water users’ principal recommendations are:

· The concept and foundation underlying the framework of the Fish and Wildlife Program need to be developed and then circulated for review.  The principles guiding the analysis of human effects and socioeconomics should include cost-effectiveness and minimization of social and economic impacts.

· A balance of ecological and economic elements should be included at all levels of the Program ( from basin-wide vision to subbasin plans.

· “Enhancement” (rather than “restoration”) of biological communities and habitats should be the goal of the Program.

· Systemwide water management should balance the needs of resident and anadromous species.

· Population-specific harvest rates should be developed to protect and recover listed species.

· Flow concepts should reflect historical patterns of flow and viable management options.

· The Blue Mountain, Middle Snake and Upper Snake provinces need to include a water supply component for human uses.  The biological objectives and strategies for the Middle and Upper Snake Provinces should be confined to resident biological communities.  The biological objectives and strategies for the Blue Mountain province should focus on maintenance of historical flow patterns.

· Flow augmentation from the Upper Snake River should not be a component of the amended Fish and Wildlife Program.

With respect to the last recommendation – that flow augmentation from the Upper Snake River should be discontinued and should not be expanded ( the Corps of Engineers, Bureau of Reclamation, Bonneville Power Administration, and Environmental Protection Agency recently eliminated the additional 1 MAF alternative from the Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”) for the Lower Snake River Juvenile Salmon Migration Study for a variety of reasons: 1) insufficient biological benefits; 2) high costs and impacts; 3) numerous implementation issues; 4) legal and water supply uncertainties; 5) inadequacy of study; and 6) lack of public acceptability (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers et al., 1999; pp. 3-15 and -16, 5.16-3 and -4).  As discussed at the end of these recommendations and in Appendix 3, the impacts of providing an additional 1 MAF of flow augmentation from the Upper Snake River are actually much greater than estimated by the Bureau of Reclamation:

· More than 570,000 acres would be affected in dry water years.

· The average annual loss in the value of agricultural production would exceed $100 million, with a present value in excess of $1.2 billion.

· In addition, recreation and municipal water uses would suffer net costs of tens of millions of dollars annually and there would be qualitative impacts on water quality, recreation, and resident fish populations.


Three appendices are attached to these recommendations: 1) Idaho water user comments on the All-H Paper; 2) Idaho water user comments on the Draft Feasibility Report/Environmental Impact Statement; and 3) an Evaluation of Flow Augmentation Proposals for the Snake River above Lower Granite Dam.  These appendices are incorporated herein by reference as though they are set forth in full.

Framework Concept and Foundation

Recommendations

1. A preliminary draft of Parts 1 and 2, the Framework Concept and Foundation, should be distributed for review and comment as soon as possible so that comments can be reflected in the draft amendments to be prepared later this year.

2. The introductory material should contain an explanation that general statements of vision, ecosystem characteristics, strategies, and principles set forth at the basin level will be adapted to each ecological province as appropriate.  (For example, although flow augmentation may be appropriate in select provinces, it will not be appropriate in all provinces.)

3. The section on human effects and socioeconomics should be presented in the same level of detail as the scientific foundation and specifically include the following principles:

· Social and economic impacts will be minimized.

· Strategies, policies and projects will be subjected to an evaluation of cost-effectiveness relative to other options in order to assess the incremental biological benefit for a given cost.

Discussion

The Proposed Outline of the revised Program, attached to the Request, contains two introductory parts:

Part 1 ( Framework concept

A.
Power Act requirements/Fish and Wildlife Program

B. 
New approach and organization ( Fish and Wildlife Program as a framework of goals and objectives

C. 
Framework concept and elements ( vision/objectives/strategies and principles/scientific foundation, at the basin, ecological province, and subbasin levels

Part 2 ( Framework foundation

A.
Scientific foundation

(1)
Role and organization of the scientific foundation

(2) General ecosystem science principles

(3) Ecological structure ( ecosystem/basin/ecological provinces/subbasins

(4) Information structure

B. 
Human effects foundation/social-economic concepts and principles

C. 
Legal foundation

The general content of these two parts is not well developed in the Request or Strawman.  Much more detail on these two parts needs to be provided by the Council so that people in the Pacific Northwest can adequately review and comment on the concepts and foundation of the Program amendments.  In particular, the section on human effects and socioeconomics needs elaboration.  In order to achieve a balance of economic and ecological factors as discussed below, two key principles need to be included: 

· Social and economic impacts will be minimized.

· Strategies, policies and projects will be subjected to an evaluation of cost-effectiveness relative to other options in order to assess the incremental biological benefit for a given cost.

Basin/Systemwide Level

Recommendations are provided below for the basin-wide Vision, Planning Assumptions, Biological Objectives/Ecosystem Characteristics, Strategies/Standards for Mainstem Passage, and Water and Hydrosystem Management Standards.

Vision

Recommendation:  The basin-wide vision should include a balance of ecological and economic elements.  Also, it should express an intent to “enhance” rather than “restore” the abundance, productivity, and diversity of biological communities and habitats in the basin.  Finally, the “normative river” concept, to the extent that it is relevant, should be confined to critical habitat for listed anadromous species and the resources under the control of the FCRPS.
 
Discussion:  The first portion of the Strawman vision is an example of a relatively well-balanced mix of ecological and economic elements:

The vision of the Program is a Columbia River ecosystem that restores [enhances] the abundance, productivity and diversity of biological communities and habitats that have historically contributed to the environmental, social, cultural, and economic well being of the Columbia River Basin.  The vision also includes an adequate, efficient, economical and reliable electrical power supply for the region.  This substantially preserves the hydroelectric potential of the Columbia River within the constraints imposed by the obligation to protect, mitigate and enhance fish and wildlife as affected by the hydroelectric system. It provides ecological conditions that recover species listed under the Endangered Species Act and biological abundance and productivity to support tribal harvest guaranteed by law and treaty.  This vision requires restoration [enhancement] of ecosystem functions and habitats that have been altered or lost [due to the development and operation of the FCRPS].  The ecosystem needs to be more ecologically resilient and able to maintain its characteristics in the face of environmental variation.  It needs to retain and increase the abundance of wildlife, resident and anadromous fish and associated habitats that define the character of the Columbia River Basin. (Strawman, p. 6; suggested [additions] and deletions noted).  

In contrast, the goal statement in the existing Program (Request, p. 4) is not appropriate as a vision statement because it only includes biological objectives, not broader ecological and economic goals.

The “normative river” concept has been developed in the context of the regional debate over the recovery of listed species within the FCRPS where a number of hydroelectric dams have altered the natural river.  As discussed in the Summary at the outset of these recommendations, the abstract concept of a “normative river” does not reflect the realities and complexity of the Columbia River system, both within and outside of the FCRPS.  Moreover, the idea of a “normative river” (whether it encompasses the removal of FCRPS dams or alternatives to dam removal) should be restricted to activities under control of the FCRPS.  The Council should recognize Upper Snake River flow augmentation for what it is – attempted mitigation of passage problems created by the FCRPS.  It is the FCRPS facilities that have altered the flow regime in the lower Snake and Columbia Rivers; Upper Snake River activities have not significantly altered the inflow into the FCRPS at Lower Granite Reservoir.  Robbing Peter to pay Paul is not a solution to the passage issues, especially because there is no significant benefit to the listed species (see discussion below).

Specific Planning Assumptions

Recommendation:  Specifically include the following assumptions from the Strawman (p. 7):

· Systemwide water management, including flow augmentation from storage reservoirs, should balance the needs of anadromous species with those of resident fish species in upstream storage reservoirs.

· Harvest rates should be based on population-specific adult escapement objectives designed to protect and recover natural spawning populations.

The assumption from the Strawman that “spill should be the baseline against which to measure the effectiveness of other passage methods” should not be included in the draft Program.

Discussion:  Idaho water users strongly agree that needs of resident and anadromous species should be balanced when considering flow augmentation.  Resident species, including listed species, were not adequately considered in development of the current Program, especially with respect to the call for 1.427 million acre-feet (MAF) from the Upper Snake River.  Flow augmentation using 1.427 MAF from the Upper Snake River would have adverse impacts on some resident species and habitats (USBR, 1999).  In contrast, as discussed in Appendix 1, flow augmentation from the upper Snake River does not significantly benefit listed anadromous species and may actually harm fall chinook.

Idaho water users strongly support aggressive harvest strategies, options, and actions especially with respect to fall chinook.  Harvest of substantial numbers of listed fish is a perverse policy, particularly as to adults that are killed on their way upstream to spawn.  These fish have survived the two life stages with the highest incidence of mortality ( incubation/rearing and ocean feeding ( only to be taken a short time before spawning.  Minimizing harvest until the populations of listed species have recovered is extremely cost-effective relative to the enormous investments and tremendous uncertainties associated with the hydropower (flow augmentation or breaching), habitat, and hatchery options.  With respect to tribal fisheries, Idaho water users strongly support pursuit of “additional tributary and other selective harvest opportunities for tribes” (Federal Caucus, 1999, p. 51).  We also agree that “selective fishing gear is a promising tool” (Id.).

Spill is suggested as the benchmark for passage options (Strawman, p. 7).  However, spill is a problematic benchmark due to dissolved gas issues, direct mortality from spill, lack of a way to measure success, and potentially reduced transport effectiveness.  Spill below a total dissolved gas (TDG) cap of 110% may be beneficial for juvenile fish but there have been water quality variances issued for up to 115% on a daily average and 120% on an instantaneous basis.  Above 110%, gas levels are dangerously high because unscheduled inflows may occur, which force higher spills, higher TDG levels, and the death of fish through gas bubble disease.  The impact of high TDG on adult fish is even greater since adults are more susceptible to the effects of TDG than juvenile fish.  In addition to gas bubble mortality, spills at higher levels can produce direct mortality at the dams.  For example, at The Dalles, higher survivals are obtained with lower spills.  Additionally, using spill as a benchmark is only a theoretical measure.  The survival of spilled fish cannot be measured since they are not detected at dams.  Finally, current proposals by NMFS to spill a maximum of 115% TDG at the transport dams will cut the number of fish transported and thus, will decrease overall passage survival. 
Biological Objectives/Ecosystem Characteristics

Recommendation:  Flow concepts need to be placed in context with historical patterns of flow and viable management options that benefit listed species.
Discussion:  Rather than focusing on a “natural hydrographic pattern in terms of quantity, quality and fluctuation” (Strawman, pp. 9, 27), the amended Program should concentrate on management of human activities (e.g., harvest) that have a demonstrated benefit to listed species while realizing the practical limits of the system, balanced with resident species, and human impacts.  In most of the Columbia River tributaries, hydrographic characteristics are driven primarily by natural patterns.  This is especially true of the Upper Snake River where there has been no significant change in the total amount or seasonality of flow (Appendix 1, pp. 10-14).  Moreover, flow augmentation from portions of the basin such as the Upper Snake River are futile attempts to change the velocity, temperature and turbidity down river or in the estuary (Appendix 1, pp. 17-22; Appendix 2, p. 5).

Strategies/Standards for Mainstem Passage

Recommendation:  Passage solutions should be designed to: 1) protect biodiversity; 2) be cost-effective; and 3) significantly benefit listed species.
Discussion:  Again, the Strawman focuses too heavily on trying to “favor passage solutions that best fit natural behavior patterns and river processes” (Strawman, p. 12).  The goal of passage solutions should be to maximize the survival of emigrating salmonids, not to simply pursue the most “natural” approach.  For example, improved transportation should be considered as a major management option.  Studies have shown that the smolt-to-adult return (SAR) of transported fish is higher than the SAR of in-river migrants (NMFS, 1999).  Also, there may be opportunities to further improve transportation success such as with the use of towed net pens (McNeil et al., 1991).  Transportation improvements should be considered, fairly and fully, as a passage solution even though they may be antithetical to the “normative river” concept.  Transportation is much more cost-effective than the alternative approaches of flow augmentation or dam removal.

While the principle of “favor[ing] passage solutions that best fit natural behavior patterns and river processes” sounds good, it is unrealistic given the existing hydrosystem configuration.  The ecosystem created by the four lower Snake reservoirs is much different than pre-dam conditions.  For example, velocity has been reduced by an order of magnitude, the reservoirs favor a different set of predators, and temperature dynamics have changed (Appendix 2, p.5; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1999, pp. 4.4-5, 4.4-8, 4.5-26 to 4.5-32).

Water and Hydrosystem Management Standards

Recommendation:  Flow augmentation should only be included where a cost-effective, significant biological benefit is evident.
Discussion:  Water management must be consistent with the goals and objectives described in the Vision, Specific Planning Assumptions, Biological Objectives/
Ecosystem Characteristics, and Strategies.  As discussed above, the goals and objectives must reflect a balance of economics and ecology in a manner consistent with the physical, legal and political realities.  Balance and consistency with reality can be achieved by applying standards of cost effectiveness and biological effectiveness to management options.  For example, as discussed in Appendix 1, Upper Snake River flow augmentation entails high cost with little or no biological benefit and even potential biological harm.  In such a situation, arguments for additional flow would violate a standard that requires cost-effective biological benefit even if flow augmentation were to be viewed as a “normative” measure.

The fact that Upper Snake River flow augmentation is costly and ineffectual is further supported in the NPPC’s own Multi-Species Framework Project (Project).  Even though we understand that the plan amendment process and the Project are separate processes, the Request notes the results of the Project “…will be useful planning guidance for the Council .…”  Specifically, the Project’s results show that Upper Snake River flow augmentation is not a cost-effective strategy (NPPC, 2000).  These results should be used to shape the Water and Hydrosystem Management Standards and focus the plan development on options other than Upper Snake River flow augmentation.

Ecological Provinces

The following Vision, Biological Objectives/Ecosystem Characteristics and Strategies are recommended for three of the ecological provinces specified by the Council:  the Blue Mountain, Middle Snake and Upper Snake provinces.  These three provinces encompass the area defined as the Upper Snake River
 throughout these recommendations.

Vision

Recommendation:  The basin-wide vision should be adapted to include a water supply component for human uses within the Blue Mountain, Middle Snake and Upper Snake provinces.
Discussion:  In the Upper Snake River basin, water use for irrigation, municipal and related purposes, and recreation, in addition to hydropower generation, are critical to the economy and social structure of Idaho.  Although the Council is not charged with assuring water supply for irrigation, municipal, and recreation uses, the resources that the Council is required to protect (fish, wildlife, and hydropower) must be balanced with these other water uses, particularly in southern Idaho where water is the backbone of the economy.  The basin-wide vision recommended above can be adapted for these three ecological provinces in order to reflect these broader water needs as follows:

The vision of the Program is an [Upper Snake] River ecosystem that [enhances] the abundance, productivity and diversity of biological communities and habitats that have historically contributed to the environmental, social, cultural, and economic well being of the [Upper Snake River basin].  The vision also includes [an adequate and reliable water supply for irrigation, municipal, and recreation uses as well as] an adequate, efficient, economical and reliable electrical power supply for the region.  This substantially preserves the [water supply and] hydroelectric potential of the [Upper Snake] River  within the constraints imposed by the obligation to protect, mitigate and enhance fish and wildlife as affected by the [FCRPS] in the Columbia River Basin.  (Suggested [additions] and deletions noted).

Biological Objectives/Ecosystem Characteristics

Recommendation:  For the Upper and Middle Snake provinces, the sole focus of the Program should be resident biological communities, including listed resident species.  For the Blue Mountain province, which includes the mainstem Snake River from Lewiston to Hells Canyon Dam, historical flow patterns should be maintained, including Idaho Power’s fall chinook Program, but flow augmentation from the Upper Snake River should not be included in the objectives.

Discussion:  As discussed in the next section on Strategies and in Appendix 1, Upper Snake River flow augmentation does not provide significant biological or physical benefits and has high cost and impact.

Notably, four of the Federal Caucus members (Corps of Engineers, Bureau of Reclamation, Bonneville Power Administration, and Environmental Protection Agency) recently eliminated the additional 1 MAF alternative from the Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”) for the Lower Snake River Juvenile Salmon Migration Study for a variety of reasons: 1) insufficient biological benefits; 2) high costs and impacts; 3) numerous implementation issues; 4) legal and water supply uncertainties; 5) inadequacy of study; and 6) lack of public acceptability (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers et al., 1999; pp. 3-15 and -16, 5.16-3 and -4).  The reasons for elimination of the MAF alternative and additional supporting information are contained in Appendix 2.

Strategies

Recommendation:  The Council should only adopt strategies in the Upper and Middle Snake provinces that benefit resident biological communities.  Strategies in the Blue Mountain province should focus on enhancing fall chinook populations but should not include flow augmentation from the Upper Snake River.
Discussion:  This discussion is a summary of information contained in Appendices 1 and 2.  Upper Snake River flow augmentation is not a necessary or viable component of an amended Program because it does not reflect and balance the realities of the region.  Flow augmentation:

· Does not provide significant biological or physical benefits;

· Has high economic cost and impact; and

· Must overcome huge political and legal hurdles.

The Upper Snake River basin has supplied over 3.5 MAF of water for flow augmentation over the past 10 years.  Another 15 MAF have been provided from Brownlee and Dworshak Reservoirs.  In spite of the enormous volume of water that has been released for flow augmentation, there is no evidence that this added water has significantly benefited Snake River spring and summer chinook, steelhead, or sockeye populations or contributed to their survival.  Studies of fall chinook survival above Lower Granite Reservoir show a relationship to migration timing, temperature, turbidity, flow, and travel time (in that order), but the relationship between flow and adult survival is not statistically or biologically significant.

The existing level of flow augmentation from the Upper Snake River (427,000 AF/yr) should be discontinued since it provides no significant benefit to listed species or their habitat and impacts will occur on water users and local resources in dry years.  In other words, there is no significant difference in adult survival between no flow augmentation and 427,000 af of augmentation.  Likewise, an aggressive Program of additional flow augmentation, such as the component in the current Program to take out an additional 
1 MAF from the Upper Snake River, should be eliminated from further consideration.  As discussed in the next section, such a Program would have devastating impacts on southern Idaho by drying up hundreds of thousands of acres of productive farmland, creating impacts of hundreds of millions of dollars per year, causing thousands of lost jobs, and severely impacting local fisheries, wildlife habitat, recreation, and water quality in the Upper Snake River.  There is no evidence that flow augmentation from the Upper Snake River provides a significant biological benefit to listed anadromous species.  In fact, there is a strong possibility that additional flow augmentation from the Upper Snake River delivered through Brownlee Reservoir would decrease survival of fall Chinook (Appendix 1, Attachment 3, p. 58).  Moreover, hydrological data does not support the premise that “natural” river conditions can be restored with flow augmentation (Appendix 2, pp. 3-6).  Summer flows have been trending upward since the early 1900s, augmented releases do not significantly affect velocities through the reservoirs on the lower Snake and Columbia Rivers, and the effect on the estuary is negligible.

USBR MAF Study Underestimates Impacts

Although the magnitude of impacts reported by the Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) was a major reason for elimination of the MAF alternative from the Corps’ FR/EIS, Idaho water users believe that the impacts of providing an additional 1 MAF of flow augmentation to Lower Granite Reservoir will actually be much greater than estimated by the USBR.

Background of MAF Proposal

Flow augmentation from the Upper Snake River was originally requested by various entities as an “experiment” or an “interim” measure.  The Northwest Power Planning Council suggested flow augmentation as an “experiment” to test the hypothesis that there is a “relationship between spring and summer flow, velocity and fish survival” in an adaptive management framework (NPPC, 1994, p. 5-13).  The National Marine Fisheries Service called for “interim target flows” ( and thus, flow augmentation ( on the basis of a finding that “… a general relationship of increasing survival of Columbia River basin salmon and steelhead with increasing flow is reasonable” (NMFS, 1995, pp. 1, 2).  Despite the lack of scientific evidence or legal basis for flow augmentation, Idaho water users acquiesced in the experimental Program and helped pass state legislation to authorize the use of water for flow augmentation.  Several years of research were conducted to assess the effects of flow on the survival of listed species.  As discussed in Appendix 1, no significant benefit from Upper Snake River flow augmentation is evident from research.  Thus, the basis for the NMFS interim target flows has been dispelled.  Moreover, state authority to take water from the Upper Snake River to attempt to meet target flows ceases at the end of 2000.  

USBR Analysis

The USBR study of the MAF proposal was developed as part of the Lower Snake River Juvenile Salmon Migration Study (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers et al., 1999).  At the request of the Corps of Engineers, the USBR analyzed the effects of supplying an additional 1 MAF of flow augmentation to Lower Granite Reservoir (USBR, 1999).  This augmentation is in addition to the 427,000 AF/yr that has been provided from the Upper Snake River since 1993 (Id., p. 5-9).  Depending on whether storage reservoirs are operated to minimize the impact on irrigation (1427i) or recreation (1427r), the USBR estimates the impacts shown in Table 1.

Table 1.  USBR Impacts, Million Acre Feet Study.

National Effects
1427i
1427r

Decrease in irrigated acres in average water-year
243,000
360,000

Decrease in irrigated acres in dry water-year
376,000
643,000

Decrease in value of production in average water-year
$90,204,000
$136,433,000

Decrease in value of production in dry water-year
$141,202,000
$243,737,000

Loss of proprietors income and other property income (annual)
$46,691,000
$81,357,000

Annual water acquisition cost



Low estimate
$10,414,000
$31,128,000

High estimate
$31,243,000
$87,157,000

Regional Effects
1427i
1427r

Employment- annual jobs lost
2,543
3,612

Annual income lost
$44,700,000
$51,976,000

Annual sales lost
$95,200,000
$130,400,000

Additional direct costs would be incurred by hydropower, recreation, and municipal interests.  Although the USBR determined that detailed estimates of the economic impact to these sectors are difficult to make due to uncertainties in the location, frequency and amount of water shortage from flow augmentation, indications are that the direct net costs may be tens of millions of dollars per year (USBR, 1999, pp. 6-27 to 6-52, 9-4).  Moreover, as with irrigation, the USBR found that there would be additional secondary impacts resulting from the costs incurred in these sectors.

Water User Analysis of MAF Proposal

Questions about the accuracy and reliability of the USBR’s “black box” model (network-based MODSIM) led the Idaho water users to seek an independent analysis using the Snake River Planning Model developed by the Idaho Department of Water Resources.  Idaho water users commissioned Brockway Engineering to evaluate the USBR MAF study and to independently model the hydrologic impacts of flow augmentation using 1.427 MAF.
  The report prepared by Brockway Engineering, Evaluation of Flow Augmentation Proposals on the Snake River above Lower Granite Dam, is contained in Appendix 3.

Brockway Engineering found that the USBR study overestimates the ability to meet the goal of providing 1.427 MAF or the NMFS target flows, whichever is less.  Average contents of the many large reservoirs used for flow augmentation will decrease by 9 to 36%.  As discussed in Appendix 3, the “best” case results with respect to irrigation impacts are similar to the worst case scenario (1427r) in the USBR study.  On average, attempts to minimize recreation impacts (Case 5) cause even more severe shortages to irrigation.  Table 2 summarizes the results of the Brockway Engineering analysis.

Table 2.  Water User Analysis ( Million Acre Feet Study.

Effect
Case 3*
Case 4
Case 5

Decrease in irrigated acres in average water year
282,100
284,500
314,010

Decrease in irrigated acres in dry water year
574,000
696,200
618,700

Average Reduction in Content of Major Reservoirs 

Jackson Lake
26.4%
26.9%
14.2%

Palisades Reservoir
31.3%
32.0%
28.5%

American Falls Reservoir
21.1%
21.5%
15.1%

Anderson Ranch Reservoir
35.1%
36.1%
31.8%

Arrowrock Reservoir
23.8%
24.5%
8.7%

Lucky Peak Reservoir
26.9%
27.6%
21.9%

Cascade Reservoir
33.1%
34.0%
30.8%

*Case 3 = Flow demand at Lower Granite with current irrigation priorities (existing conditions).

Case 4 = Flow demand at Lower Granite with increased irrigation priorities.

Case 5 = Flow demand at Lower Granite with reduced irrigation priorities.

Economic impacts correspond directly to the magnitude of hydrologic impacts.  Using the USBR estimates of economic impacts per acre, the decreases in value of agricultural production based on the water user analysis are shown in Table 3.

Table 3.  Water user estimates of agricultural production impacts.


Case 3
Case 4
Case 5

Decrease in value of production in average water-year
$105,800,000
$106,700,000
$117,800,000

Decrease in value of production in dry water-year
$215,300,000
$261,100,000
$232,000,000

Based on Table 3, the present value (8%, 100 years) of the average annual loss in agricultural production exceeds $1.2 billion.  Additionally, there would be large indirect or secondary impacts as the change in agricultural production ripples through the state’s economy.  The multiplier to estimate these indirect impacts in other sectors of Idaho’s economy ranges from 2 to 2.5 or more (Olsen, 1998; Aillery, 1996).  Thus, the annual impact on all sectors of the Idaho economy could exceed $650 million.  The impact also can be expressed in terms of elimination of thousands of farms or tens of thousands of jobs in agriculture, food processing, and related sectors of the economy.  Also, local tax revenues in agricultural areas would be severely reduced.  

Drying up hundreds of thousands of acres with the MAF proposal also would cause numerous other impacts that would result in costs being borne by third parties or compensation being required.  The USBR Identifies a number of impacts including, but not limited to:

 “(1) water right identification, change of use, and monitoring;

(2) negotiation, contracting, and legal costs for purchases and leases of water; 

(3) revegetation costs for lands no longer irrigated; 

(4) in lieu irrigation district operation and maintenance charges and property taxes; 

(5) erosion, weed, and insect control on idled lands;

(6) environmental compliance requirements prior to water sale and lease; 

(7) mitigation costs for environmental impacts; [and]
(8) new water measurement/control facilities.” 

(USBR, 1999, p. 6-25).

Impacts on Recreation, Resident Fish and Wildlife, and Other Non-Agricultural Values

The USBR MAF study qualitatively evaluated a number of impacts in addition to changes in agricultural production.  The USBR identified impacts to water quality, resident fish populations, recreation, and social well being (USBR 1999).  As discussed below, the impacts to water quality, fish and recreation are likely to be greater than described by the USBR.

Due to time limitations, the USBR study only included 11 reservoirs and river reaches (Id., p. 7-87).
  The USBR found significant adverse effects to recreation from flow augmentation (Id., Summary ( 12, 13).  Given the significantly lower average content of major reservoirs under the water users analysis as shown in Table 4, the USBR recreation impacts are greatly understated.  Similarly, USBR assessments of river-based losses in recreation (especially in the Boise River) are likely underestimated due to more variable flow (Appendix 1, p. 48).

Table 4.  Average Reduction in Content of Major Reservoirs.

Effect
Water User Analysis
USBR Analysis


Case 3*
Case 4
Case 5
1427i
1427r

Jackson Lake
26.4%
26.9%
14.2%
8%
2%

Palisades Reservoir
31.3%
32.0%
28.5%
1%
(2%)**

American Falls Reservoir
21.1%
21.5%
15.1%
14%
3%

Anderson Ranch Reservoir
35.1%
36.1%
31.8%
12%
4%

Arrowrock Reservoir
23.8%
24.5%
8.7%
34%
(21%)

Lucky Peak Reservoir
26.9%
27.6%
21.9%
13%
(5%)

Cascade Reservoir
33.1%
34.0%
30.8%
20%
4%

*Case 3 = Flow demand at Lower Granite with current irrigation priorities (existing conditions).

Case 4 = Flow demand at Lower Granite with increased irrigation priorities.

Case 5 = Flow demand at Lower Granite with reduced irrigation priorities.

**(2%) means that the USBR study reports an increase in average reservoir content, not a reduction.

In addition to the qualitative impacts on non-agricultural resources, direct economic costs would be incurred by recreation and municipal interests.  Although detailed estimates of the economic impact to these sectors are difficult to make due to uncertainties in the location, frequency and amount of water shortage from flow augmentation, indications are that the direct net costs may be tens of millions of dollars per year (USBR, 1999, pp. 6-27 to 6-52, 9-4; Sommers, 1992).  Moreover, as with irrigation, there would be additional secondary impacts resulting from the costs incurred in these sectors.

Idaho Water User Position on Upper Snake River Flow Augmentation

As discussed above and in Appendices 1 and 2, Idaho water users oppose continued Upper Snake River flow augmentation because there is no evidence that the release of enormous volumes of water has significantly benefited Snake River spring and summer chinook, steelhead, or sockeye populations or contributed to their survival.  As thoroughly described in Appendix 1, studies of fall chinook survival above Lower Granite Reservoir show a relationship to migration timing, temperature, turbidity, flow, and travel time (in that order), but the relationship between flow and adult survival is not statistically or biologically significant.  Development of water resources in the Upper Snake River basin did not cause the decline of fish populations and has not resulted in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat.  Continuing to reduce Upper Snake River water uses to provide flow augmentation will not reverse the fish population decline, recover the populations, or mitigate the adverse modification of critical habitat caused by activities in the lower Snake and Columbia Rivers.

Additionally, there is no legal basis to look to the Upper Snake River basin for a solution to conditions resulting from the construction and operation of the FCRPS.  In particular, flow augmentation from USBR facilities in the Upper Snake River basin is inconsistent with the primary purpose of irrigation for those projects.  Any strategy that recommends water from the Upper Snake River basin for flow augmentation in the future must recognize water can only be provided if state authority is renewed and water is made available through voluntary leases.  Renewal of state authority for large blocks of flow augmentation is highly unlikely.  Any attempt to force water to be released from the Upper Snake River basin involuntarily will be vigorously opposed.

Recommended Alternatives

Maximum transport of juvenile salmon, without Upper Snake River flow augmentation, is a preferred approach for Idaho water users.  In combination with other measures,
 transportation improvements are cost-effective and biologically-effective measures to prevent jeopardy and enhance the recovery of listed species.  Major system improvements, without Upper Snake River flow augmentation, is also an acceptable approach; however, it is not clear that the incremental biological and ecological benefits justify the significant increase in costs.  Dam breaching is not a viable option when all of the biological, physical, economic, legal, and political realities are considered.  In any event, Upper Snake River flow augmentation in addition to dam breaching is unnecessary and strongly opposed by Idaho water users.
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An Evaluation of Flow Augmentation Proposals for the
Snake River above Lower Granite Dam

�These recommendations are provided in response to the Notice of Request for Recommendations (“Request”) issued in Council Document 2000-1; the Fish and Wildlife Program/Framework Concept: Strawman (“Strawman”) available as of February 29, 2000; and the letter and attachments sent on April 11, 2000 by the Council to interested parties.


�Throughout these comments, the Upper Snake River means the portion of the basin above Brownlee Reservoir.


� Throughout these comments, the FCRPS does not include the mainstem Snake River or any of its tributaries upstream from Lower Granite Reservoir.


� In the discussion of Provinces, Upper Snake River also includes the basin for the reach of the Snake River from Brownlee Reservoir to Lewiston.


�The senior investigator for the Brockway report is Charles E. Brockway, Ph.D., P.E.  Dr. Brockway served for 32 years on the faculty of the University of Idaho at the Water Resources Research Institute specializing in hydrologic modeling and irrigation.  Charles G. Brockway, Ph.D., P.E., specializing in modeling and statistical analysis, completed major portions of this research and report.


�The USBR states that similar results are expected for other reservoirs and stream reaches affected by flow augmentation.


�Other measures supported by Idaho water users include predator control, and harvest reductions as discussed in Appendices 1 and 2.





