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Exhibit: SN-03-E-CR-01, p. 11, lines 7-10.

Please provide any scientific analysis available that quantifies the biological impacts of the described failure to meet Biological Opinion flow objectives 11 times out of 28 measurements from 1995 through 2001.

Following is the relevant text string:  “The NMFS analysis shows that the hydroelectric system failed to meet the Biological Opinion flow objectives 11 times out the 28 measurements from 1995 through 2001”

Response:
The scientific analysis that describes the biological benefits to anadromous salmon, from at minimum, meeting the biological opinion target flows was developed by the NMFS in 1995 as a supplement to the 1995 Biological Opinion for the Federal Columbia River Power System as well as in the 1998 Supplemental Biological Opinion for the Federal Columbia River hydrosystem.  The 1995 paper, entitled, “Basis for flow objectives for operation of the Federal Columbia River Power System” notes that salmon evolved under peak flows from 80 kcfs to 210 kcfs in the Snake River and from 350 kcfs to 725 kcfs in the Columbia River.  The paper notes that salmon travel time has slowed considerably from construction of large reservoirs, but that salmon must travel to saltwater within a specified period, otherwise their survival is greatly compromised due to, among other things, increases in water temperature, disease and predation.  The flow-travel time-salmon productivity relationship has since been further quantified (Connor et al. 2002; SFTAFM 2003).  Through review of the scientific literature, the NMFS 1995 paper further quantified the relationship between smolt-to-adult survival and smolt travel time through the Snake River. The 1995 paper and 1998 Supplement to the Biological Opinion conclude that the target flows of 85-100 kcfs in the spring and 50-55 kcfs in the summer in the Lower Snake River and target flows of 220-260 kcfs in the spring and 200 kcfs in the summer in the Lower Columbia and 135 kcfs in the spring at Priest Rapids Dam are the, …”[l]ow estimates of the flow that is likely to avoid high mortality”  and,  with respect to the summer 200 kcfs flow target, ..”[i]t is prudent to consider that all flows below approximately 200 kcfs are likely to be associated with reduced survival.” Thus, the target flows are the minimum necessary to avoid high levels of salmon mortality.  The fact that these flows were not provided 11 of 28 times (almost 40%) indicates that high levels of mortality were incurred to anadromous fish populations as they attempted to reach saltwater, or probably from indirect mortality from hydrosystem passage during their first year in the ocean.

While the Biological Opinion target flows are stated to be the minimum, CRITFC, through its member tribes’ anadromous fish recovery plan and through its annual river operations plans has advocated a naturally peaking or normative hydrograph instead of flat target flows.  This hydrograph incorporates flushing flows in the river, estuary and near ocean environment for salmon, creates the physical and chemical foundation necessary for salmon recovery as noted by Bunn and Arthington (2002) and was recommended by the Northwest Power Planning Councils’ Independent Scientific Group in Return to the River.
Bunn, S.E. and A.H. Arthington.  2002.  Basic principles and ecological consequences of altered flow regimes for aquatic biodiversity.  Environmental Management. Vol 30, No. 4.  pp 492-507.

NMFS.  1995.  Basis for Flow Objectives for Operation of the Federal Columbia River Power System.  Supplement to the 1995 Biological Opinion for the Federal Columbia River Power System.

NMFS.  1998.  Endangered Species Act Section 7 Supplemental Biological Opinion on the Operation of the Federal Columbia River Power System Including the Smolt Monitoring Program and Juvenile Transportation Program: A supplement to the Biological Opinion Signed on March 2, 1995 for the Same Projects. 

SFTAF (State, Federal and Tribal Anadromous Fish Managers). 2003. Comments on the Northwest Power Planning Council draft Mainstem Amendments as they relate to flow/survival relationships for salmon and steelhead.  Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority.  Portland, Oregon.

Williams, R. and eleven co-authors.  Return to the River.  Restoration of salmonid fishes in the Columbia River Ecosystem.  Report 96-6.  Northwest Power Planning Council.  Portland, Oregon.
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Exhibit: SN-03-E-CR-01, p. 12, lines 4-7.

Please provide a listing of the $100 million of “new, scientifically supported projects”, including references to such scientific support.

Following is the relevant text string:  “In fact, more than $100 million of new, scientifically supported projects have been deferred in the latest round of the Council's project selection process due to lack of Bonneville funding.”

Response:
The “more than $100 million” in projects represents the difference between the cumulative total of projects recommended for FY 2003 funding compared to the amount that BPA will actually fund.  CBFWA carefully reviewed and recommended the $248 million in projects to the Council during the Provincial Review.  These projects were also recommended for funding by the Independent Scientific Review Panel (ISRP) established under Senator Gorton’s amendments to the NW Power Act. BPA has indicated that it would make $139 million available to fund fish and wildlife direct expenses in FY 2003.  Because the Council and BPA have not yet decided which projects to fund in FY 2003, those specific projects which will not be funded cannot yet be identified.  The statement that these are “scientifically supported” projects refers to the detailed evaluation and resulting recommendation that the ISRP made of each of the projects making up the $248 million.  The ISRP detailed comments and recommendations are available on the CBFWA web site (www.cbfwa.org).
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Exhibit: SN-03-E-CR-01VV 

Please provide all documentation in support of the conclusion that the “market rate” is $40/MWH, including the definition of the product available at that price, and evidence that such a price is valid for FY04-06.

Response:
Please see the responses to data requests SA-CR-001, SA-CR-002, and IN/CR&YA:1.
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