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Ms. JenniferAnders, Chair
Northwest Power and Conservation Council

851 SW SixthAvenue, Suite 1100
Portland, Oregon 97204
Dear Chair Anders,
The Bonneville Power Administration (Bonneville) appreciates this opportunity to provide
comments on the recommendations submitted to the Northwest Power and Conservation Council

(Council) for amendments to the ColumbiaRiver Basin Fish andWildlifeProgram (Program).
For your consideration, the enclosures contain Bonneville's comments on those
recommendations.

As an initial observation, Bonneville notes that manyrecommendations offered general support
for the 2014 iteration of the Program. In our recommendations last December, Bonneville
indicated agreement with the perspective that the existing Program offers a well-established

mitigation framework, and one that the regionhas looked to over nearly 40 years ofprotection
and improvements for fish and wildlife in the Columbia River Basin. Bonneville believes that,
when reviewing the recommendations, the Council should carefully consider and narrowly tailor

adoptionofany further changesor additionsto that framework.
The Program provides valuable guidance for fish and wildlife mitigation efforts throughout the
region. However, our enclosed comments note that recommendations on certain issues appear to

be beyondthe intended scope ofthe Program as establishedby the NorthwestPowerAct. With
Bonneville's mitigation budget already fully subscribed and in need of some realignment, there

would seem to be little need or support for amendments that could not reasonablybe expectedto
be implemented by any ofthe four agenciesgovernedby the Act's mitigationprovisions.
Bonneville's comments also acknowledge that certain recommendations concerning broad,

regional matters are not easilyconfinedto the Council's Program alone. Discussionsabout
passageandreintroduction ofanadromous fish in blocked areas, for example, wouldbenefit from
an organized fomm where the entities concerned can work through considerations not only
relating to the Program, but also to the necessary congressional authorizations, international

implications, private entity responsibilities andotherrelevant matters. Similarly,
recommendations that implicate regional planning processes currently underway, such as the
Columbia River System Operations Environmental Impact Statement, should be considered

carefully and any resulting amendments should be flexible enough so as not to impede robust

development offuture system operations through suchprocesses.
Finally, keepingwith one ofthe themes ofour initial recommendation- prioritizationwithinthe
Program as an essential means to address the challenges of limited funds - Bonneville offers

some comments on assessment andresearch, monitoring and evaluation (RM&E) focused
recommendations. In short, Bonneville's comments reflect a concern that the value of data and

analysis-basedcomponents ofthe Program canbe disproportionately small as compared to the
amount of investment, and therefore should be scaled and prioritized more appropriately within

the constraints oflimited mitigation funds.
Thank you for considering these comments on recommendations to amend the Program. I look

forwardto further discussionas the Council amends the Program. Pleasecontact DoneWelchat
503-230-5479if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

SCOTT G. ARMENTROUT
Executive Vice President, Environment Fish and Wildlife
3 Enclosures:
Bonneville Comments on Recommendations to Amend to the Council's Fish and Wildlife

Program
Memorandum Regarding Recommendations on Grand Coulee/Lake Roosevelt Fall Operations
2002 Wildlife Credit Letter to Council

Bonneville Power Administration
Comments on Recommendations to Amend the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program
February 8, 2019

Passage and Reintroduction
Many of the recommendations to the Council support the Program’s three-phase
approach to passage and reintroduction of anadromous fish above Chief Joseph and
Grand Coulee dams. Bonneville appreciates the importance of passage and
reintroduction to the region’s tribes and other fish and wildlife managers. We helped
fund the phase 1 habitat study and we look forward to analyzing the results and
discussing what next steps, if any, they warrant Bonneville taking. To help inform that
discussion, we offer several points.
•

•
•

•

Considerations of anadromous fish passage and reintroduction above Grand
Coulee and Chief Joseph dams affect two countries, four states, a dozen tribes,
and at least five Executive Branch departments. Long-term solutions will take
years to develop and require congressional approval. The scope of the issues
raised suggests that the Program may not have the necessary breadth to
accommodate the range of considerations necessary for the region to address
these issues. Therefore, Bonneville and its federal partners would like to work
with the region to identify a forum appropriate for considering the sensitive
cultural, political, economic, and legal issues raised by the passage and
reintroduction amendment recommendations.
Financial considerations and related tradeoffs should be discussed and clearly
understood before moving forward.
We need more information about how reintroduction may interact with the
existing and future activities of fish and wildlife managers. Clearly many
managers in the region support the initiative, but it is unclear how it
complements their plans to address northern pike in Lake Roosevelt, system
operations already agreed to for fish mitigation purposes, or some of the many
other priorities suggested for Bonneville funding in this amendment process.
Bonneville will look to the Council to evaluate the data and analysis supporting
the recommendations for passage and reintroduction above Grand Coulee and
Chief Joseph dams. We are interested in understanding the analysis supporting
some of the recommendations such as the “initial set of assumptions,”
“preliminary modeling,” and the unsupported affirmations that “prior studies
have been reviewed for relevance on this effort.”
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•

Related to bull trout passage at Albeni Falls dam, Bonneville does not believe
that the Northwest Power Act is an appropriate source of authority for pursuing
passage at Albeni Falls dam, in part because Congress has in the past provided
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers with appropriations to direct to this task.

Proposed Deletions of System Operations Provisions from the 2014 Program
A number of deletions in 2014 Program language regarding Columbia River System
operations were recommended. Bonneville suggests that the appropriate time to
update the system operations measures in the Program is after the Columbia River
System Operations Environmental Impact Statement (CRSO EIS), the most
comprehensive analysis of operations in a generation, is done and not before.
As the Council is aware, the Corps of Engineers, Bureau of Reclamation, and Bonneville
(Agencies) are two years into a NEPA process examining alternative operations of the
Columbia River System. Last month, in response to a Presidential Memorandum issued
in October, the Agencies announced that they would accelerate the schedule for
completing the CRSO EIS, which is now planned to be completed in September 2020.
System operations will also be analyzed in biological opinions issued by NOAA
Fisheries and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Agencies will update the Fish
Passage Plan with the Fish Operation Plan for detailed fish operations through the
Technical Management Team and Fish Passage Operations and Maintenance regional
forums, and with federal, state, and tribal review and feedback.
Given these ongoing processes, Bonneville discourages the Council from removing and
replacing substantial portions of the Program related to hydrosystem operations. The
basis for the proposed deletions regarding operations is unclear, and the proposed
changes are out of synch with regional planning efforts. To take advantage of the best
available science and resource regulators’ plans, the Council should postpone a major
update of this section of the Program until the ongoing analyses in the CRSO EIS and
related ESA consultations are completed.
Flexible Spill Operation Agreement
Bonneville agrees generally with Oregon’s recommendation for new Program language
regarding flexible spill operations, but would like to provide several clarifications. Any
new Program language should track the Flexible Spill Operation Agreement signed in
December 2018. The Agencies entered into the agreement to optimize three objectives:
(1) to test increasing spring spill operations on the lower Snake and Columbia rivers to
benefit juvenile spring fish passage; (2) to manage power costs of fish passage spill
2

operations at or below 2018 levels; and (3) to ensure that operations are feasible to
implement. Annual spring and summer fish passage operations will be developed by
the Agencies to encompass this agreement and continue to be coordinated with
Regional Implementation Oversight Group, a team of federal, state and tribal entities
that oversee policy and technical components of biological opinion implementation.
Because the operations in the new agreement will be iterative, and contingent on actions
by state regulators, Bonneville recommends limiting the specificity of these operations
in the Program.
Recommendation for Permanent Changes to Washington and Oregon Water Quality
Standards
One recommendation supported permanent changes to water quality standards to
eliminate any forebay Total Dissolved Gas (TDG) standard and allow TDG levels of up
to 125% in the tailrace of each dam on the lower Snake and lower Columbia rivers. The
Program is meant to guide four federal agencies’ fish and wildlife mitigation in the
Columbia River Basin, not state water quality regulators, which is what this
recommendation would do.
Recommendation on Grand Coulee Dam Fall Operations
The Spokane Tribe recommends late summer and fall operations of Grand Coulee Dam.
The presumptive need for these operations—tributary access for spawning kokanee—
has now been addressed through culvert replacement and habitat improvement
projects. These kokanee operations are expensive and difficult to implement.
Bonneville proposes instead the operations described and analyzed in Attachment A.
In the CRSO EIS the Agencies are evaluating increased flexibility in the management of
Lake Roosevelt to a minimum elevation of 1283 feet by the end of October, rather than
September 30. The analysis will include the effects of altered Grand Coulee operations
to fall reservoir levels and include spawning kokanee access. The results of the CRSO
EIS may be used to collaboratively pursue experimental operational changes, after the
completion of the NEPA process. Bonneville expects that with access to habitat
reestablished, the original biological objective of the fall operation at Grand Coulee
Dam has been met. Bonneville believes the Council should adopt a more flexible
approach to these fall operations, as described in Attachment A, which would save
ratepayers money at no cost to fish.
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Wildlife Mitigation
Bonneville and its partners have achieved significant mitigation results through the
Wildlife Program. Bonneville believes that it has met or is close to meeting its
mitigation responsibilities for construction and inundation (C&I) throughout the basin.
We observed that several parties raised crediting issues in their comments, including
crediting ratio questions. Bonneville believes its 2002 letter to the Council on the 2:1
ratio analyzed the facts and law underlying this crediting issue, and is attached for
reference.1 Instead of continuing to debate this issue, Bonneville has turned its attention
to negotiating agreements, such as the Willamette Wildlife Mitigation Agreement and
the recent northern and southern Idaho wildlife agreements, in order to address the
remaining C&I mitigation as well as operational impacts mitigation. Through these
agreements, the parties relied on acres as the mitigation currency, and Bonneville
continues to believe that this is an appropriate approach going forward.
Finally, with respect to operation and maintenance of existing wildlife mitigation, one
recommendation suggested that “adequate funding” should be provided and defined
as “annual funding approximating that of other tribes and wildlife mitigation projects”
under the Program. Maintaining past mitigation investments should be the top priority
for the amended Program, as explained in Bonneville’s initial recommendations.
However, maintenance funding levels should be tied to the needs of the mitigation
asset—not to proportional equity by region, entity, or resource—and then appropriately
prioritized within the Program.
Eulachon
We understand that eulachon are important to many of the fish and wildlife managers.
Today, the Cowlitz River comprises a large proportion of the overall Columbia River
abundance of eulachon.2 Bonneville believes the primary threats to eulachon are
climate change and ocean fisheries. While dams are also a threat, it has been noted in
the Eulachon Forum that eulachon in undammed rivers appear to have the same
In addition, with regard to the additional wildlife mitigation recommended for Grand Coulee and
Albeni Falls dams, Bonneville believes those issues were reevaluated and put to rest in the Regional HEP
Team’s 2015 Final Assessment and Analysis Upper Columbia Subregion, Table 5 page 7 (for Grand
Coulee), and Figure 2, page 19; Attachment I, Habitat Unit Stacking White Paper at 72-73 (for Albeni
Falls). http://www.streamnet.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/UpperColumbia_HEP_Discussion_Final_20150428.pdf . See also Bonneville, Administrator’s Record of Decision
for the Northern Idaho Wildlife Agreement, https://www.bpa.gov/news/pubs/RecordsofDecision/rod20180829-Northern-Idaho-Wildlife-Habitat-Stewardship-and-Restoration-MOA-Agreement.pdf.
2 Council, Summary of the NPCC’s State of the Science and Science to Policy Forum (Oct. 2015) Section 7.4
of Council report.
1
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temporal variation as those in the Columbia River. For example, the Forum
recommended that “[s]imilarities and differences between Columbia and Fraser river
trends should be evaluated further to inform overall dam effects.”3 Bonneville believes
that this would be fiscally prudent as extreme variations in eulachon returns date to the
1800s before any dams existed on the Columbia, and temporal variations between
Canadian and American populations of eulachon have not been correlated with federal
hydroelectric development in the Columbia River Basin.
Southern Resident Killer Whales
The Council received a recommendation calling for amendments to address the needs
of the endangered Southern Resident Killer Whales and one supporting the recovery of
Southern Resident Killer Whales including “the propagation of salmon stocks essential
for Southern Resident Killer Whale Diet. . . .” The section of the Northwest Power Act
pertaining to fish and wildlife mitigation is, however, “applicable solely to fish and
wildlife, including related spawning grounds and habitat, located on the Columbia
River and its tributaries.”4 Consequently, mitigation specifically for whales would
appear to extend beyond the authorized scope of the Program. That said, Bonneville
understands the importance of Southern Resident Killer Whales to the region and will
be engaged in various Washington processes related to the state’s Orca task-force.
Likewise, while it does not seem appropriate for the Program to focus directly on
whales, we do believe that the Program provides many indirect benefits for them that
result from efforts to improve Chinook productivity.
Recovery Plans
Some recommendations are framed in terms of “recovery” or “recovery goals.”
Recovery plans broadly address the adverse effects on listed species from many
sources, not just hydroelectric dams. To the extent recovery plans provide guidance for
mitigating hydroelectric dams in the region, Federal regulators and action agencies
currently incorporate appropriate elements from the plans into ESA compliance
documents. Recovery goals, however, apply to all sources of mortality limiting a listed
species—and to the region as a whole, not just the hydroelectric dams covered by the
Northwest Power Act. “Recovery” arises distinctly and uniquely as a goal of the ESA.
The Program should be carefully drafted to avoid conflating the broad goals of the ESA
with Northwest Power Act requirements.
Council, Summary of the NPCC’s State of the Science and Science to Policy Forum (Oct. 2015) Section 7.4
of Council report.
4 16 U.S.C. § 839b(h)(1)(B).
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Toxics Contamination
The recommendations calling for Bonneville to fund new toxics research and
remediation appear to misplace the responsibility for addressing toxics. Many of the
toxics studies recommended are needed, but they generally seek to address
fundamental scientific questions that in many cases arise outside the existence or
operation of the Columbia River System dams. The 2014 Program provisions regarding
toxics struggled in places with what is an appropriate role for a power marketing
agency. Revisiting those provisions would help clarify how toxic contaminants are
addressed in the Program.
Invasive and Aquatic Invasive Species
The Council once again received numerous requests to direct Bonneville to fund
initiatives related to the environmental problems posed by invasive species such as
zebra and quagga mussels. In the 2014 Program, the Council appropriately addressed
such requests and should do so similarly in this amendment process. In particular, the
“Regional Recommendation” portion of the invasive species section of the 2014
Program reflects both the seriousness of the invasive species problem and the regional
nature of the available solutions. With the release of Bonneville’s updated strategic
direction indicating that we will meet future fish and wildlife mitigation expenditures
at or below the rate of inflation, it is important that the Council maintain a similar
position that regional problems should have regional solutions. In addition, Bonneville
notes that while zebra and quagga mussel prevention has not been funded as part of the
Council’s Program, Bonneville’s power business line and technology and innovation
group have funded prevention efforts and research related to early detection and
response.
Predation
Several entities recommended that a common metric be developed to measure the
effects on salmonids of predation by fish, birds, and marine mammals. Bonneville
generally supports the goal of a common method to measure the impacts of predation
on salmonids. However, some of these recommendations advocated for equivalence
metrics, including adult equivalents analysis. Bonneville has concerns about
assumptions and cost-effectiveness associated with the development of an adult
equivalency metric.
There were also recommendations calling on funding for assessments of predator
control effectiveness. While such assessments could potentially provide a measure of
6

insight maximizing the return-on-investment for predator control actions, for a resource
management issue such as this, Bonneville suggests looking to the resource managers’
expertise to identify and guide the correct predation control actions.
Finally, the need to address predation by sea lions was a common theme across several
recommendations. Such recommendations called for federal action agency support of
Marine Mammal Protection Act section 120 permits for lethal removal, as well as
expansion of sea lion control from Bonneville Dam to elsewhere in the basin where
impacts occur. Bonneville does not question the benefit of controlling sea lion predation
for adult salmonids and is supportive of most measures that increase adult survival.
There is an on-going conversation about the role of Bonneville within this process, but
generally Bonneville believes that sea lion predation control is a wildlife management
responsibility that appropriately falls to the resource managers.
Research, Monitoring, and Evaluation
Several recommendations proposing new research, monitoring, and evaluation (RM&E)
measures raise related issues. Whether the recommendation is to evaluate progress
toward escapement goals, establish a quantitative baseline for measuring progress in
restoring fish populations, fund viable salmonid population (VSP) monitoring, develop
a juvenile salmonid recruits-per-spawner metric, or fund status and trend monitoring
similar issues are in play.
Underlying these recommendations is a common need: the region must advance the
use of data exchange standards with coordinated assessments so that mitigation entities
and regulatory agencies can compile and analyze collected data. To fulfill this need, all
data collected must be shared publicly, in its entirety, and be accessible in data
repositories. Only in this way can resource managers and policy leaders make
decisions based on the most accurate and up to date information. For example,
evaluating escapement levels or VSP parameters is difficult if not impossible to do with
incomplete data sets and in the absence of established data exchange standards. The
region urgently needs resource managers and regulators to agree on what data sets
establish the common base of analysis for coordinated assessment of Program
performance indicators.
All of the RM&E recommendations were for additional measures; none were for
prioritizing, reducing, or eliminating ongoing RM&E activities despite a broad
awareness of funding constraints and a failure to analyze or report on much of the
collected data. This calls the question: what are the Council’s Program priorities?
Bonneville believes the overarching priority is for RM&E related to Columbia River
7

System operations—after all, Congress expected that the Act’s anadromous fish
purposes could be substantially obtainable from the management and operation of the
mainstem river system. In addition, the recently executed flexible spill operation
agreement indicates that additional RM&E may be desirable to monitor effects of the
altered spill operation. As the agreement states, any Bonneville funding for such
research would need to come from within Bonneville’s existing fish and wildlife
budget.
Many recommendations did not offer current context or explain how their RM&E
proposals fit within the ongoing efforts under the Program. For example, the ongoing
Fish In/Fish Out monitoring that Bonneville currently supports already provides
funding for components of VSP monitoring and could be used in a summary of
information on anadromous fish or for developing habitat effectiveness metrics.
Bonneville currently supports anadromous fish monitoring of at least one ESA-listed
population per Major Population Group for each ESU/DPS throughout the interior
Columbia River Basin. In addition, Bonneville, the Council, and NOAA Fisheries are
working with co-managers on a basin-wide Habitat RM&E strategy that will provide
valuable guidance for habitat status and trend monitoring recommended for the
Program. Until these extensive ongoing efforts are fully coordinated with resource
managers and they are using common data exchange standards and reported data,
Bonneville is unsure of the benefit of expanded data collection efforts.
With regard to several specific RM&E recommendations, Bonneville offers a few
detailed comments.
• Some recommendations go beyond what can reasonably be viewed as a
hydroelectric system manager responsibility. Summarizing all information on
anadromous fish by subbasin, sub-watershed, and specific life-state would be an
encyclopedic undertaking with no clear nexus to Bonneville’s responsibilities.
• One recommendation discusses new research regarding coast-wide comparison
of SARs and stock-specific productivity. Bonneville believes that this new
research and the issues raised by the ISAB regarding SARs should be considered
as the Council reviews this element of its Program.
• The adequacy of VSP monitoring and status and trend monitoring are dependent
on resource managers providing the data they collect in a timely and reliable
fashion. Escapement goals and habitat effectiveness metrics cannot be developed
without this information. The Program does not need more measures for
additional RM&E—it needs a commitment to data exchange standards and data
access via a regional coordinated assessment process. RM&E funding needs to
be focused on obtaining information that translates into on-the-ground
management actions for physical or biological benefits. Funding millions of
8

•

•

•

•

dollars to collect data that is not analyzed or reported simply does not fit within
that sound business construct.
Several entities wanted additional funding for data stewards within each agency
and tribe. The importance of highly skilled technical analysts is irrefutable. As
such, Bonneville already provides considerable funding to support this capacity
for the states and tribes, for example through CRITFC and PSMFC, but also asks
biologists to adopt data exchange standards—which can streamline and make data
analysis easier—and not rely on data stewards alone.
Bonneville supports the need to document project relationships and roles to
essential functions that support the adaptive management portion of the Program;
however, we cannot support the recommendations that specific projects be newly
identified as permanent contractors in the Program. Establishing measures is the
Council’s business, contracting to mitigate consistent with that guidance is
Bonneville’s job. Through regional collaboration, these relationships and roles can
be documented and mapped in proposals or through the Council’s Regional
Coordination forums with subsequent Council endorsement and Bonneville
support.
Bonneville shares the concern expressed in many recommendations regarding
cold water refugia in the mainstem. The Environmental Protection Agency is
already working with state agencies surveying cold water refugia and is working
on a report to be issued this year.5
Before adopting a recommendation for new stock assessments, status and trend
monitoring, subbasin plan revisions, or other resource surveys Bonneville asks the
Council to consider two key questions.
1. Can the assessment be scaled to isolate hydroelectric dam impacts from
impacts caused by other factors?
2. If Bonneville does not increase its mitigation budget, how will additional
analysis advance Program objectives if the recommended measures are not
prioritized?

Tributary Habitat
Bonneville supports the recommendation that the Program move from opportunistic
tributary habitat actions to more strategic implementation and target new work based
on geography reflecting the limiting factors and biological needs to be
addressed. These recommendations anticipate the Council’s ongoing work to develop

5

See https://www.epa.gov/columbiariver/columbia-river-cold-water-refuges.
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strategy and criteria for habitat projects as part of the 2020 Habitat Geographic
Review.
As observed in NOAA’s and Bonneville’s recommendations, going forward the
Program needs to be more strategic—the specific life history requirements of target
species, especially threatened and endangered species, remain essential elements in
shaping the overall strategy for approaching tributary habitat improvements. To be
more strategic, all projects should be reviewed and prioritized on the basis of how
sponsors answer three questions: where to work, what to do, and when to do it? The
ATLAS process, which Bonneville has successfully implemented with its partners in
several parts of the basin, is a cornerstone of this strategic conservation approach. With
this approach, the Program can have a more integrated framework and adaptively
manage conservation priorities in light of accomplishments and new research findings
and matters such as climate change.
Climate Change and Program Planning
The Council has appropriately acknowledged “that global climate change is not directly
caused by the Federal Columbia River Power System.”6 Indeed, the Columbia River
System dams are not a significant contributor to climate change and hydropower does
not produce greenhouse gases. Bonneville’s fish and wildlife mitigation nevertheless
helps limit the impacts of climate change in the region. The habitat protection and
enhancement actions that ratepayers have funded for decades, such as creation of
riparian buffers, managing water withdrawals to increase tributary flows, and restoring
and connecting wetlands and floodplains to store water, help limit the adverse effects of
increasing temperatures and increase species resilience in the face of climate change.7
Some recommendations relating to climate change, however, attempt to avoid the
substantive legal parameters established in section 4 of the Northwest Power Act for the
Program beginning with its scope: it is to mitigate the impacts of hydroelectric projects
on fish and wildlife. Going forward, it is important that any specific recommendations
regarding climate change have a nexus to the adverse effects the region’s hydroelectric
dams have had on fish and wildlife.

2009 Program at pages 7-8, 51-52.
Independent Science Advisory Board, Climate Change Impacts on Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife at
pages vii, 85-89, 95-96, (May 11, 2007) http://www.nwcouncil.org/fw/isab/isab2007-2/.
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Deference to Resource Managers
The Council was advised in many of the recommendations to defer to the wishes of the
region’s fish and wildlife managers. The basis for this deference is established in
section 4(h)(7) of the Northwest Power Act. Bonneville understands the deference
provision as the Council itself described it in its definitive statement on the issue in its
Response to Comments for the 1994 Program, Appendix F.8 Congress limited the
applicability of this deference provision. A recommendation to amend the Program
must first clear the threshold for possible inclusion in the Program by meeting the
substantive criteria in sections 4(h)(3), (5), and (6). If the recommendation meets these
criteria and is inconsistent with one or more other recommendations, only then should
the Council give due weight to the expertise of resource management agencies and
tribes.
In addition to the matter of the Council’s deference to resource managers, several
recommendations suggested the Program should include provisions calling on
Bonneville to defer to the resource managers implementing Bonneville-funded projects.
In practice, Bonneville does look to the expertise of the resource managers to inform
development and implementation of projects. However, Bonneville also has an
independent responsibility as a federal agency operating under sound business
principles to ensure its compliance with federal law, including legal fish and wildlife
responsibilities under the Northwest Power Act and the Endangered Species Act. We
accomplish this using federal contracting practices to ensure that the mitigation being
funded yields the legal compliance and biological benefits that Bonneville is expecting
to achieve. Bonneville cannot, however, abdicate its legal responsibilities through
wholesale deference to the resource managers, and no provision of the Northwest
Power Act suggests that it would be appropriate to do so.
Projects as “measures”
Several recommendations suggested that a project sponsor’s full suite of projects be
adopted as “measures” in the Program. Bonneville finds this to be overly prescriptive.
While it is true that certain specific projects might be appropriate measures under the
Program, Bonneville believes that projects should generally be considered as
implementation tools for measures, not measures themselves. For example, several
unique projects may support a single measure or biological objective in the Program.
Thus, while Bonneville does not, as a general matter, take exception to sponsors’
advocacy for their specific projects, Bonneville does not believe that each of those
Council, Fish and Wildlife Program, Appendix F: Response to Comments pages F6-F8 (Dec. 1994)
https://www.nwcouncil.org/sites/default/files/apdxf_0.pdf.
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projects should be considered a measure under the Program without ensuring that
recommendations for specific projects adhere to the elements of sections 4(h)(3), (5), and
(6) of the Act.
Similarly, some recommendations called for the Program to incorporate the specific
plans of certain entities’ natural resource or fish and wildlife departments. While the
Northwest Power Act instructs the Council to include Program measures that
complement existing and future activities of resource managers, it is unclear how
wholesale adoption of entity-specific plans would satisfy the statutory criteria of the
Act, such as ensuring that recommendations are based on the best available science, and
using the least cost alternative when equally effective means of achieving a sound
biological objective are available.
Implementation of Bonneville’s Fish & Wildlife Program
Some parties asked for the Program to clarify of Bonneville’s relationships with states
and tribes contracted to perform mitigation work. These kinds of requests are outside
the scope of the amendment process and making them part of that process would
interfere with Bonneville’s independent responsibility to implement
mitigation. Likewise, a related recommendation suggested that the Council should
review any modification to funding levels in Bonneville contracts. Bonneville will
continue to ensure open communication with the Council about funding decisions, but
the Council does not have a statutory contracting or funding oversight role.
Analysis of an Adequate, Efficient, Economical, and Reliable Power Supply
The Council received one recommendation besides Bonneville’s regarding the required
analysis of whether the Program is consistent with the Act’s purpose of assuring the
Pacific Northwest region an adequate, efficient, economical, and reliable power supply
(AEERPS). Unfortunately, the recommendation misses the statutory mark for
consideration in several ways. It encourages the Council to become something that it
was never intended to be. Congress did not direct the Council to develop and amend
the Program by using the AEERPS analysis as an independent source of new measures
that are not based on the recommendations it receives from fish and wildlife resource
managers, Bonneville, utility customers, and the public. The recommendation also
encourages application of the AEERPS analysis to individual proposals, such as spill
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and dam removal. The AEERPS analysis of section 4(h)(5), however, goes to the
Program as a whole and not its individual components.9
Finally, the recommendation suggests that the analysis be used to “describe the
opportunities to mitigate power generation impacts” instead of testing whether the
proposed amendments would be consistent with the power purposes of the Act. This
argument has been heard before. The Ninth Circuit recently found there’s no merit in
the suggestion that the Council must “undertake any and every environmental
mitigation step until such point as the region’s economical and reliable power supply is
threatened.”10
Recommendations Conflicting with the In Lieu Funding Prohibition
Several recommendations called for Bonneville to fund actions that are authorized or
required of other entities, thus setting up a conflict with the Act’s in lieu funding
prohibition. For example, a number of habitat managers sought a new Program
mandate for Bonneville to fund fencing and noxious weed control, yet they noted that
these actions are the legal responsibility of land owners. It is important that each
amendment be gauged by the principles the Act says the Council shall consider, in
particular that consumers of electric power should pay only the costs to mitigate
adverse impacts caused by the development and operation of hydroelectric power
facilities.

Economic analysis of proposed individual measures is supposed to occur under section 4(h)(6)(C):
when two equally effective measures are meant to achieve the same sound biological objective the
Council should adopt the alternative with the least cost.
10 Nw. Res. Info. Ctr. v. Nw. Power & Conservation Council, No. 15-71482 (9th Cir. Jul. 19, 2017).
9
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Attachment A
Bonneville Power Administration
Memorandum Regarding Recommendations on Grand Coulee/Lake
Roosevelt Fall Operations
February 2019
Beginning with the 1995 NOAA Fisheries FCRPS Biological Opinion, the Bureau of
Reclamation committed to draft Grand Coulee Reservoir (Lake Roosevelt) to 1280 feet by the
end of August to support ESA-listed species. In NOAA’s 2000 FCRPS Biological Opinion, it
added a recommendation to draft to 1278 feet by the end of August in average or below water
years. In the 2003 Mainstem amendments, the Council recommended that “from September
through December, [reservoir managers should] attempt to maintain a minimum elevation of
1283 feet to maximize water retention times and protect kokanee access and spawning.”1 The
Action Agencies subsequently incorporated a minimum reservoir elevation of 1283 feet by the
end of September and maintenance of that elevation as a minimum through October, in
operations and planning, for kokanee to spawn in Barnaby Creek and aid in the collection of
brood stock.
Through the resident fish mitigation programs of the Colville and Spokane tribes, Bonneville and
Reclamation facilitated replacement of a culvert in July 2011 which improved access to Barnaby
Creek.2 The perched culvert was removed and replaced with two culverts which allow fish
passage down to elevation 1,256.5 feet along with surface passage to migrating fish. (See
Appendix A.) The culvert replacement mitigated the need for Grand Coulee Reservoir to be at
or above elevation 1283 feet on September 30 for kokanee access and spawning in Barnaby
Creek. (See bathymetric data from Reclamation in Appendix A that show no significant impact
to fish access to tributaries.) This flexibility would result in a shift in refill timing but overall
flow volume is unchanged between August 31 and November 1. The impact of simulated
residence time indicates a small shift from September to October when the end of September
refill is relaxed. (See Appendix B.)
Although fish can now swim freely through the culvert and enter the creek down to elevation
1257 feet, the Colville and the Spokane tribes have expressed concerns that the proposed change
in operations could potentially impact redband trout, potential shoreline spawning, and also
increase cultural site exposure.
In addition, with the change in operations to draft deeper than 1280 feet, Reclamation and
Bonneville face increasing difficulty in filling Grand Coulee during September to 1283 feet.
1
2

Council, 2003 Mainstem Amendments at (pages 26 and 27).
Chief Joseph Kokanee Habitat Enhancement Project #1995-011-00.
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This is particularly evident in years when the draft to 1278 feet is called for by the Biological
Opinion, and even more with the implementation of the Lake Roosevelt Incremental Storage
Release Project.3 This coupled with the recent trend towards drier summers and lower natural
runoff has made filling Grand Coulee Reservoir during September more costly. With the
reduced flows below Grand Coulee Dam resulting from filling the reservoir in September,
Bonneville has to purchase additional power to meet load or not make sales when prices spike.
In September 2018, purchases in the short-term markets were driven by the need to fill Grand
Coulee Reservoir during a time when prices spiked due to disruption in a gas supply pipeline.
Had Bonneville been able to spread the fill until the end of October with the proposed
operational flexibility, Bonneville would have been better able to respond to changes in market
and stream flow conditions and minimize costs associated with price spikes.
To spread impacts over a longer period, Bonneville recommends the 2019 Program include
provisions supporting an experiment to operate with greater flexibility to manage the Lake
Roosevelt to a minimum elevation of 1283 feet by the end of October rather than September 30.

3

Washington State Legislation bill the Columbia River Water Management Act.
2
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Appendix A: Culvert Replacement Photos and Bathymetric data from Lake Roosevelt

Figure 1: Photograph depicting the original Barnaby Creek culvert perched above the lake surface in 2008 (Barnaby Creek Culvert
Replacement Project, 2012, p. 6)
3
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Figure 2: Installation of the 12 ft. surface culvert with lake surface elevation at the outlet toe of 22 ft. culvert (Barnaby Creek Culvert
Replacement Project, 2012, p. 13)
4
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Appendix B: Simulated Residence Time of Water in Lake Roosevelt
Bonneville and Reclamation are proposing to test additional operational flexibility at Lake
Roosevelt to achieve 1,283 feet elevation by October 31. This flexibility would result in a shift
in refill timing but overall volume is unchanged between August 31 and November 1. Two
different water years were selected to simulate an alternative Grand Coulee operation. The years
2009 and 2014 were selected because they both met the 1,283 feet elevation objective at the end
of September and not prior. The year 2009 was selected due to Biological Opinion guidance
which called for an August 31 draft below 1,278 feet and 2014 was a year where Lake Roosevelt
was drafted to 1,280 feet elevation.
The simulation was defined to achieve the following: achieve a Lake Roosevelt elevation of
1,283 feet after September 30 and prior to October 31; match actual year elevation by November
1 for downstream flow requirements; show the impact on Grand Coulee and Bonneville flows;
smooth out flows early September in the Lower Columbia; and calculate impacts to residence
time at Lake Roosevelt. For 2009 simulation between September 13 and October 15, daily
average flows at Bonneville that were below 85 kcfs were raised to between 87 and 89 kcfs by
slowing the refill of Grand Coulee Reservoir. Between October 16 and November 1, daily
average flows at Bonneville that were above 95 kcfs were lowered to between 85 and 88 kcfs by
increasing refill of Grand Coulee Reservoir.
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Historical GCL Elevation for 1278 ft draft years
and Simulated Year
1292
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8/1
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Figure 1: Historical years where Biological Opinion thresholds were met to require Lake
Roosevelt to draft below 1,278’ and the simulated changes to 2009 shown as a dashed black line.
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Figure 2: Lake Roosevelt elevations during 2009 are shown in blue with red showing the
elevation results of the simulated 2009 operation that does not fill to 1,283 feet by September 30.
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Historical GCL Elevation for 1280 ft draft years
and Simulated year
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Figure 3: Historical years where Biological Opinion thresholds were met to require Lake
Roosevelt to draft below 1,280 feet and the simulated changes to 2014 shown as a dashed black
line.
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Figure 4: Lake Roosevelt elevations during 2014 are shown in blue with red showing the
elevation results of the simulated 2014 operation that does not fill to 1,283 feet by September 30.
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Table 1: Residence time was calculated on a monthly time-step, using the storage difference
over the month, with the average discharge through the month. Modeling results indicate a shift
of resident time from September to October when the end of September refill elevation is
relaxed.

Example
Year

Lake
Rooseve
lt End of
August
Draft
Point
(feet)

Lake
Roosevelt
End of
September
Elevation
(feet)

Date when
Lake
Roosevelt
Elevation
exceeded
1283 feet.

Lake
Roosevelt
Residence
Time in
September
(days)

Lake
Roosevelt
Residence
Time in
October
(days)

Lake
Roosevelt
End of
October
Elevation
(feet)

2009
(dry)

1277.1

1283.5

Sep 29

81

75

1288.1

2009
with
adjusted
end of
Septemb
er Refill

1277.1

1280.6

Oct 15

79

83

1288.1

2014
(wet)

1279.85

1282.9

Sep 30

68

65

1287.1

2014
with
Adjusted
End of
Septemb
er Refill

1279.85

1281.4

Oct 9

67

68

1287.1
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