DATA REQUEST
Exhibit: SN-03-E-CR/YA-01, Testimony of Sheets, et al., page 47, line 25 to page 48, line 9.

Please provide all analysis that supports CR/YA’s claim that BPA has not adequately budgeted for implementation of the Biological Opinions and the Fish and Wildlife Program.  More specifically, please provide, for the uncertainties CR/YA identified, the operating (hydro generation) impacts and non-operating expense impacts, timing of implementation, and probability of adoption during FY 2003- FY 2006.

Response:

For the SNCRAC Analysis, BPA assumes certain flow and spill operations, none of which have been presented for discussion among the state and federal fish and wildlife and water quality agencies or the tribes.  For example, BPA’s assumed operation of 125 kcfs flow at Bonneville during the lowest seven years could greatly affect refill, flow and spill for both the spring and summer anadromous fish migrations.  Flows during the winter and early spring should be flexible depending on runoff, and regional in-season decisions must determine the balance of fish and other needs for the water available for any given runoff year and the final decision must be acceptable to the all of the regional sovereigns.  Similarly, BPA assumption that flows in spring will be reduced by 16 kcfs will impact both listed an non-listed anadromous salmon stocks by increasing the probability that spring flow targets at Priest Rapids, McNary and Lower Granite are not met.  Reduction of spring flow will also reduce the peaking hydrograph that anadromous fish depend upon to survive in the river and estuary resulting from a reduction of their travel time and energy expenditures.  

With respect to assumptions about reducing spill, the Lower Granite value of 60 kcfs used in the SNCRAC analysis table is different from the value used in the 03SN65-04-study table in the section “Juvenile Bypass Spill and Dissolved Gas Caps”.  The 03SN65-04-study uses the 18,000 cfs value as a modeling spill cap at LWG while the SNCRAC Analysis table uses the Biological opinion cap.  The 03SN65-04-study assumes that the Removable Spillway Weir (RSW), will be successful in 2003 and will continue to be used in future years, which is highly uncertain.  Further the BPA spill assumption minimizes training spill for the removeable spillway weir (RSW) at 12,000 cfs instead of the optimum level for tailrace egress of 16,000 cfs. This is not biologically justified, as the fish need good tailrace egress conditions. The performance of the RSW is still under study and final results are highly with no survival data existing.  

The Lower Monumental value of 40 kcfs as a modeling cap for gas is less than the estimated range of 45 – 50 kcfs from the physical models used by the Corps of Engineers.  No near field or in-season information is available, due to the fact that the new flow deflectors and stilling basin were completed in the winter of 2002-2003.  2003 will be the first year of operation.  Further a discrepancy exists between 03SN65-04-study table and the SNCRAC table.  The 03SN65-04-study has the modeling cap set at 40 kcfs, while the SNCRAC table has a value of 70 kcfs, which is extremely unlikely.  Further the SNCRAC table estimated the installation of a RSW in 2006, which is highly uncertain and at this point not biologically justified.  The RSW concept is being tested at LWG currently, and is next being investigated for installation at Ice Harbor in 2005, which is very unlikely, due to Corps’ capital budget constraints and biological uncertainty.  The estimated RSW flow of 19 kcfs is highly uncertain, due in part to the lack of data for LMN at the current 24-hour spill level, let alone what effect a RSW might have.  The 19 kcfs assumes a training spill level of 12 kcfs, which is purely speculation.  No model work has been accomplised in the LNM stilling basin to determine what level of training spill is appropriate.  Further, the final operation of the RSW would need to be tested for several years, so even if everything proceeded as outlined in the table; the spill percentage would vary during the testing period to determine the effect and optimal performance for the RSW.

The 03SN65-04-study has a value of 40% spill for Ice Harbor, which is in error.  The 40% level is being studied in 2003.  Currently, one out of two years of biological data has indicated a potential problem with fish survival at Ice Harbor.  The 2003 study will probe this issue further and try to determine what are the casual mechanisms for the potential lower than expected survival.

The 03SN65-04-study modeling spill cap for Ice Harbor is also incorrect.  The table has 72.5 kcfs as the cap, however the project has been able to spill well over 90 kcfs in the past and remain under the Total Dissolved Cap level of 120%.  There is also a discrepancy between the 03SN65-04-study and the SNCRAC study.  The 03SN65-04-study table has a value of 40% spill while the SNCRAC study has a value of 45% spill.  Further, the SNCRAC study indicates the present of an RSW in 2005, which is highly speculative and not likely.  The 2003 study needs to first identify what if any survival problem exists in the Ice Harbor spillway.  The next step will be to determine what is the appropriate remedy, and a RSW may, or may not be an appropriate option.  Further, the potential biological benefit of a RSW at Ice Harbor needs to be determined.  A RSW needs to be applied at an appropriate site for respecting both economic and biological justifications. This is because the construction and installation of a RSW will affect the region’s ability to complete work at other projects in the basin that may pose a greater biological benefit than at Ice Harbor.  Further, the final operation of the RSW would need to be tested for several years, so even if everything proceeded as outlined in the table; the spill percentage would vary during the testing period to determine the effect and optimal performance for the RSW. 

The 03SN65-04-study has an outdated value for the modeling spill cap at McNary.  With the installation of new deflectors in the endbays and a new spill pattern the spill cap is estimated to be in the 165 – 180 kcfs range from the performance in 2002 at McNary Dam.  

Both the 03SN65-04-study and the SNCRAC studies have a value of 45% for the spill values at John Day, which is not likely adequate to protect migrating salmon past the dam.  While the SNCRAC has the 45% compared with the current 60% spill level, designated in the 2000 Biological Opinion, there is still much biological debate about this operation.  Data from the current studies are unclear on what the best operation at John Day should be.  The 2002 study compared a 30% of daily average flow over 24 hr spill to the Biological Opinion spill level of 60% of daily average flow at night.  Another study is ongoing to compare a spill of 45% to 60% of daily average flows.  Depending on the outcome of this study, a combination of daytime and nighttime flow is probably reasonable to best protect salmon, but this scenario is not included in BPA’s SNCRAC assumptions.  

The SNCRAC table has a value of 30% for The Dalles in 2006 with the addition of a Behavior Guidance System (BGS).  This very since no hydraulic testing or fish behavioral information for The Dalles forebay with a BGS exists.  Further the Corps of Engineers is only at the conceptual stage of a BGS at The Dalles to determine if it is feasible let alone a worthwhile expense.  The Dallas Dam is currently undergoing extensive testing and evaluation for the possible construction of a spillway training wall to reduce lateral flow to improve hydraulics for juveniles in the spillway.  The construction is proposed for 2004 depending on results from 2003.  The outcome of this will greatly impact any decision regarding a BGS.  Thus it is highly speculative for the installation and reduction of spill to 30% at The Dalles Dam.  Further, this concept would need to be tested for several years, so even if everything proceeded as outlined in the table; the spill percentage would vary during the testing period to determine the affect of the BGS.  

Both the 03SN65-04-study depicts a significantly lower value of spill at Bonneville than the current operation or potential future operations.  The daytime spill cap of 75 kcfs has been evaluated for several years.  2003 is schedule to be that last year of this evaluation, and unless 2003 varies greatly from past years the 75 kcfs daytime cap to reduce adult fallback will be unnecessary, since previous years of study have shown little to no correlation between the day time cap and the dissolved gas cap level with regard to adult fallback.  Further the gas cap level estimate in the 03SN65-04-study of 93.75 kcfs is well below the current value.  The current value is well over 125 kcfs, and closer to the 140 – 150kcfs level depending on river conditions.  The SNCRAC spill limit at Bonneville is not biologically justifiable.

A point of concern should be noted with the summer spill test outlined in the SNCRAC.  The test is scheduled upon the assumption that the infrastructure for the transmission lines will be competed by 2005.  This is a potentially optimistic assumption given BPA’s current economic condition and other barriers.

The BPA did not assume any more March spill at Bonneville Dam for Spring Creek migrants, a stock of international importance.  No spill for these migrants would force them through turbines or uncertain powerhouse passage routes, which would significantly reduce survival of this stock and is biologically unjustifiable.  

