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Response to Comment G1-1

PacifiCorp provided available information up to the
submission of the DLA.  The omission of some study results
and future PM&E measures was partially a result of parties not
being able to agree on the scope of study plans. In some cases,
studies were not fully underway until study plans were
approved by the Working Groups and the Plenary.  Most study
plans, following collaborate approval, also included additional
work tasks that took longer to complete, or were seasonally
driven. The final license application includes the results of
almost all studies identified through the collaborative pre-
filing consultation process.
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Response to Comment G1-2

Comment noted.  The shift to discussions on Project impacts
unfortunately did not occur for most Working Groups until fall
of 2003.  

Response to Comment G1-3

Following the distribution of the DLA, PacifiCorp worked
very hard to present study results as available to the Working
Groups.  In many cases presentations were made at monthly
meetings in an almost "real time" basis as information was
coming in from researchers.  This information can be found in
the final license application.

Response to Comment G1-4

PacifiCorp maintains that although the Stage 2 consultation
has come to a close with the submission of the FLA to FERC
in February 2004, parties still have the opportunity to work
together to address unresolved issues.

Response to Comment G1-5

PacifiCorp has addressed the commentor's four bulleted items
in the final license application. At the request of relicensing
participants and in the interest of collaboration, PacifiCorp
conducted intensive fish passage and water quality modeling
of at least five variations on dam removal, volitional fish
passage and run-of-river operations. In addition, PacifiCorp
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worked with relicensing participants to try and identify all of the implications of implementing numerous facility and operations scenarios through an
exercise entitled System Landscape Options Analysis.
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Response to Comment G1-6

Following the submission of the DLA in summer 2003, the
collaborative process shifted to presentation of study results.
In the fall of 2003, the process shifted towards discussing the
future Project and potential PM&E measures as related to
Project impacts.

Response to Comment G1-7

The lack of data interpretation in the DLA was a result of
PacifiCorp agreeing to expand the scope of studies within the
limited time frame for publication of the DLA.  The FLA is
much more comprehensive in addressing Project impacts and
identifying PM&Es.

Response to Comment G1-8

The technical reports are intended as technical appendices to
the FLA, thus information in the technical reports is
"exhaustive." The FLA is specifically organized to address just
those subject areas as referenced in 18 CFR, Section 4.51 to
assure consistency with code requirements.

The cited figures have been reproduced in the FLA in a
manner that affords better data interpretation.
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Response to Comment G1-9

PacifiCorp has not proposed a license term in the license
application, however we have completed the economic
analysis based on a 30-year period.

Response to Comment G1-10

The FLA contains a discussion of PM&Es as well as providing
information on the analyses completed at the time of
publishing the FLA.

Response to Comment G1-11

As described in Exhibits A and B, the active storage in the
Klamath Hydroelectric Project represents about 4.4 percent of
the average annual flow of the Klamath River at Iron Gate.
Because of this limited amount of storage, the Project
reservoirs are operating a diurnal cycle, storing water at night
for use during the day to meet peak loads.   The J.C. Boyle
reservoir has about 1,700 acre-feet of active storage,
equivalent to a 24-hour flow of about 870 cfs.  The reservoir
does not significantly affect the ability to meet minimum flow
release requirements at Iron Gate dam (IGD).  In a dry year,
the IGD minimum flow requirements are 515 cfs July 16
through 31, the lowest minimums of the year.  The active
storage at J.C. Boyle reservoir represents about 41 hours of
storage at this flow.   This is not considered a significant
ability to store and release water.

Copco 1 has 3.6 times more active storage than J.C. Boyle;
storage which represents about 6 days of flow at 515 cfs.
Again, this is not considered a significant ability to store and
release water.  Copco 2, which has no storage, is operated as a
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run-of-river plant at all times.  Copco 2 inflows are the same as the releases from Copco 1.  At IGD, there is almost 51,000 acre-feet of active storage.  At
the minimum release requirement of 515 cfs, this represents about 50 days of storage, a more significant amount.  This storage helps to assure that
minimum release requirements below IGD can be met at all times.

Response to Comment G1-12

See response to comment #11, above.

Response to Comment G1-13

The FLA describes that the Spring Creek facility is not included in the current FERC Project, but that it is proposed for inclusion in the future Project.
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Response to Comment G1-14

Project operations are not significantly different under
different water year conditions.  The difference is in the
amount of energy that can be generated.  The differences from
one water year condition to the next is whether to peak
generation for a few hours or base load generation for more
hours.  Given the inflow and outflow constraints, this choice
can only be made at J.C. Boyle (to the extent there is limited
active storage) and Copco No. 1 and No. 2  (where there is
somewhat more active storage in Copco reservoirs).  

Fall Creek is a run of river project.  There is no active storage.

Response to Comment G1-15

See response to comment #14, above.

Response to Comment G1-16

This information has been provided in the FLA.

Response to Comment G1-17

See response to comment #16, above.

Response to Comment G1-18

PacifiCorp will follow the appropriate processes and
procedures. References to future stakeholder collaboration on
Spring Creek are provided in Section E1 of the FLA.

Response to Comment G1-19

PacifiCorp has prepared the License Application to be
consistent with FERC application requirements.  An
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estimation of Fair Value is presented in the License Application.

Response to Comment G1-20

Due to the uncertainty of study results, proposed enhancement measures were not included in the DLA.  As such, certain financial information could not
be appropriately provided.  These values are now included in the license application.

Response to Comment G1-21

In the license application estimated power costs have been revised to exclude the East Side and West Side developments.  A description of how the
Project's annual generation was determined is now included in Exhibit D. Average annual generation can be defined using various time periods.
PacifiCorp uses a 30-year average.  It is unclear if Conservation Groups or CEC used a different period in their estimates.



PacifiCorp
Klamath Hydroelectric Project

FERC No. 2082

© February 2004 PacifiCorp  E-1A Appendix B Second Stage Page 10
E-1A Appendix B Second Stage.doc

Response to Comment G1-22

The License Application includes information on how the
values of Project power produced was estimated and our
assumptions regarding demand and prices.

Response to Comment G1-23

Although new generation projects are now located or may
soon be located in the Klamath Basin, such projects are non-
regulated plants and not available within PacifiCorp's direct
use to meet customer demand.  It is unknown how much
generation is available for purchase from those plants (or any
other for that matter) should the Klamath Hydroelectric
Project cease operation.  If generation is available, cost per
megawatt would be expected to be based on open market scale
as the plants are operated for profit and not under Public
Utility Commission regulations.

Response to Comment G1-24

Exhibit D of the FLA has been augmented.

Response to Comment G1-25

PacifiCorp feels that the fish assessment work conducted in
2000 and 2001 as part of relicensing, combined with other
existing fish assessment work done in the Project area (e.g.
OSU, Salt Caves, Hardy and Addley) is sufficient to
characterize the existing fish community. Please see Exhibit E,
Section 4, for a detailed discussion on Project effects to
aquatic resources and proposed mitigation.

Response to Comment G1-26

The fish assessment studies were expanded in the interim
between the DLA and FLA.
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Response to Comment G1-27

Comment noted.

Response to Comment G1-28

PacifiCorp conducted hydroacoustic sampling in concert with vertical gill netting in Iron Gate and Copco Reservoirs in August and November 2003, and
plans on repeating the sampling in April 2004. Please see the Fish Resources FTR for the results of the August 2003 sampling. A final technical report
for all sampling events will be available in 2004.
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Response to Comment G1-29

PacifiCorp is continuing to work with stakeholders on the
historic distribution and run size of anadromous fish that were
above Iron Gate dam through the fish passage modeling
subgroup.

Response to Comment G1-30

See response to comment #29, above.

Response to Comment G1-31

Comment noted. The Terrestrial section of Exhibit E addresses
the availability of anadromous and other salmonid carcasses
for terrestrial wildlife.

Response to Comment G1-32

PacifiCorp is not preparing a dam decommissioning analysis;
however, PacifiCorp is continuing to work with stakeholders
on the historic distribution and run size of anadromous fish
that were above Iron Gate dam through the fish passage
modeling subgroup.

Response to Comment G1-33

See the Fish FTR for information on spring Chinook salmon.



PacifiCorp
Klamath Hydroelectric Project

FERC No. 2082

© February 2004 PacifiCorp  E-1A Appendix B Second Stage Page 13
E-1A Appendix B Second Stage.doc

Response to Comment G1-34

Comment noted. Fish management strategies would need to be
done collaboratively with appropriate state and federal
agencies. PacifiCorp is continuing to work with stakeholders
on fish passage model scenarios and the issue of anadromous
fish reintroduction in the Upper Klamath River Basin.

Response to Comment G1-35

See response to comment #34, above. Such considerations will
be made when developing management strategies. 

Response to Comment G1-36

See Section 4 of Exhibit E for a detailed discussion on Project
effects and proposed mitigation.

Response to Comment G1-37

Comment noted. Please see Section 4 of Exhibit E for a
detailed discussion on Project effects to Fall Creek and
proposed mitigation.

Response to Comment G1-38

Section 4.3, Exhibit E of the FLA contains an updated
discussion of fish passage considerations.

Response to Comment G1-39

The SLOM alternatives are currently being analyzed by the
Habitat Modeling Subgroup.  As some of the SLOM
alternatives involve dam decommissioning, it is envisioned
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 that the analysis will be sufficient to meet the need for a more detailed analysis.
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Response to Comment G1-40

Appendix E1-A contains a record of stakeholder collaboration,
agreements, and disagreements.

Response to Comment G1-41

See response to comment #39, above.

Response to Comment G1-42

The final license application (FLA) provides a thorough
description of the existing Project, its operation, and the
Project's effect on the surrounding environment. In addition,
the FLA provides a thorough description of the proposed
Project, proposed Project operations, and the proposed
Project's anticipated enhancement to the surrounding
environment. The proposed Project was developed considering
a number of factors, including the issues, questions and
concerns raised by participants in the prefiling collaborative
consultation process; existing information; and the results of
over 38 environmental studies developed by the Klamath
Collaborative. 

It is not possible for PacifiCorp to accurately predict the
alternatives, or all of the information that FERC may need to
analyze these alternatives in their Environmental Impact
Statement. Should FERC require additional information, they
will likely request it from PacifiCorp. 
At the request of relicensing participants and in the interest of
collaboration, PacifiCorp conducted intensive fish passage and
water quality modeling of at least five variations on dam
removal, volitional fish passage and run-of-river operations. In
addition, PacifiCorp worked with relicensing participants to
try and identify all of the implications of implementing
numerous facility and operations scenarios through an exercise
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entitled System Landscape Options Analysis. All of this information is included in the appended technical reports and consultation record. PacifiCorp
has addressed alternatives and their associated issues as a means to inform the subsequent NEPA process.

Response to Comment G1-43

Comment noted.

Response to Comment G1-44

Comment noted. Please see the Water Quality FTR and Section 3 of Exhibit E for the results of relicensing studies completed to date.
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Response to Comment G1-45

Comment noted. Please see Chapter 2, Exhibit E for a detailed
discussion on the Project's effect on water quality and
PacifiCorp's proposed mitigation measures.

Response to Comment G1-46

Comment noted.  Please see Exhibit E for a detailed discussion
on the Project's effect on water quality and PacifiCorp's
proposed mitigation measures.

Response to Comment G1-47

Agreed, not all Upper Klamath Lake tributary flows are stored
in Upper Klamath Lake outside of irrigation season.  If
climatic conditions are such that inflow is high and results in
lake elevations above the flood rule curve, lake water is moved
downstream.

Response to Comment G1-48

It is unclear as to why Conservation Groups feel that
PacifiCorp may have over estimated load growth forecasts.
The forecast comes from the company's Integrated Resource
Plan (IRP).  The IRP was developed with input from more
than 30 stakeholders.
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Response to Comment G1-49

The basis for the three annual growth rate forecasts and the basis for the power costs assumptions are provided in Exhibit H of the FLA.

Response to Comment G1-50

The basis for the three annual growth rate forecasts and the basis for the power costs assumptions are provided in Exhibits D and H.

Response to Comment G1-51

This section in Exhibit D of the license application has been re-written to help address this comment.

Response to Comment G1-52

If generation were to cease at the Klamath Hydroelectric Project, measures would need to be taken to maintain supply to Klamath basin customers.
Sources include bringing available power in from outside the basin.  BPA lines are already in the area and may be available for power transmission.
Local power sources (e.g Klamath Cogeneration plant) may not be an available supplier as another entity via power contracts may already have
purchased their generation. 

.

Response to Comment G1-53

Depending on the balance of future western state electrical demands and generation supply, power may not be easily available to meet peak customer
demands.  Under such conditions, power may not be readily available or have limited transmission into the Klamath basin. This would be similar to the
2001 power crisis when rolling blackouts occurred.

Response to Comment G1-54

Study results were shared with the work groups as they became available within the interim period between the DLA and the FLA.  All study results
available in time for publication of the FLA have been reported in the FLA.
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Response to Comment G1-55

Comment noted.

Response to Comment G1-56

Comment noted.

Response to Comment G1-57

Comment noted.  PacifiCorp and the stakeholders are currently
modeling the SLOM alternatives to determine the benefits and
risks to anadromous reintroduction for each alternative.  This
work is on-going, and we expect to have results to report in
mid-2004.
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Response to Comment G1-58

Related sections in the Fish Resources FTR and Exhibit E
have been revised to reflect that the models are gaining tools -
they can help us understand the alternatives.  Preliminary
model results are included in the FLA.  As the modeling group
completes its analysis, results, disagreements, assumptions etc.
will be conveyed to the stakeholders.

Response to Comment G1-59

At this time it is uncertain as to whether or not roads in the
area need to be improved.  The need for road improvements
could vary by alternative (which route) and time of year the
trapping system is operational.

Response to Comment G1-60

The Fish Passage Work Group has access to these study
results.  We assume that the work group will utilize this
information as needed in modeling SLOM alternatives.
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Response to Comment G2-1(C)

PacifiCorp maintains that a variety of factors have contributed
to the decline of Spring Chinook in the Klamath Basin.
Evidence to support the Project as the major contributor is
lacking.

Response to Comment G2-1(B)

PacifiCorp's responsibility is to provide FERC with
information needed for the regulating agency to adequately
consider power and non-power values.  The License
Application contains PacifiCorp's proposed measures to
enhance social and environmental resources while providing
continued renewable hydroelectric power.

Response to Comment G2-1

PacifiCorp has made every effort to document all study results
available at the time for FLA publication.
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Response to Comment G2-2

PacifiCorp continued with the collaborative process, past the
submission of the DLA, through the disclosure of impacts and
development of PM&Es, and it will continue to share
information from ongoing studies as the information becomes
available.

Response to Comment G2-3

The draft license application (DLA) included a thorough
description of the existing Project, its operation, and the
Project's effect on the surrounding environment, to the extent
it could be described based upon available study results.
PacifiCorp and relicensing participants had agreed prior to
development of the DLA that it would not be appropriate for
PacifiCorp to draw conclusions in the application about the
effects of the existing Project on the surrounding environment,
unless those conclusions were based upon study results.

As a result of the Klamath Collaborative's extensive changes
to the number and scope of studies, few studies were
completed in time to inform the development of the DLA.
Subsequently, PacifiCorp did not have sufficient information
to justify proposing changes to the existing Project. Absent
information to the contrary, existing facilities and operations
were deemed appropriate. 

Now that almost all studies have been completed and
reviewed, changes to the Project and its operations have been
proposed. This proposed Project, proposed Project operations,
and the proposed Project's anticipated enhancement to the
surrounding environment are thoroughly described in the final
license application.
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As per 18 CFR 16.8(c)(2) and (3), an application will not be rejected by FERC as deficient merely because late studies requested by agencies during the
second consultation stage are not completed during the second stage.

Response to Comment G2-4

PacifiCorp provided available information up to the submission of the DLA.  The omission of some study results and future PM&E measures was
partially a result of parties not being able to agree on the scope of study plans. In some cases studies were not fully underway until study plans were
approved by the Working Groups and the Plenary.  Most study plans, following collaborate approval, also included additional work tasks that took longer
to complete, or were seasonally driven. The final application includes the results of almost all studies identified through the collaborative pre-filing
consultation process.

Response to Comment G2-5

See response to Klamath Forest Alliance comment #3, above.
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Response to Comment G2-6

Substantial information has been added to the analysis of
water quality in the FLA (Exhibit E, chapter E3) and Water
Resources FTR, including water quality modeling of the
Klamath River from Link dam to Turwar (near the river's
mouth).  Measures proposed for enhancement of water quality
are described in Exhibit E, section E3.8.  Water quality
modeling includes analysis of scenarios for existing
conditions, “steady flow operation”, and without-Project (all
facilities removed) as described in section 4 of the Water
Resources FTR.  Stakeholders requested modeling of other
potential Project removal alternatives (e.g., Iron Gate and
Copco I and II removed, Iron Gate removed) to complete a
System Landscape Options Matrix (SLOM) assessment. The
results of model runs of these SLOM scenarios are not
discussed in the FLA or FTR, because the SLOM scenarios are
not a necessary component of PacifiCorp's evaluation for this
license application.  These SLOM runs are intended to assist
stakeholders to complete an assessment of whether
information will be available to FERC to examine potential
Project removal alternatives. PacifiCorp plans to complete the
SLOM scenarios and present them to stakeholders in early
Spring 2004.

Response to Comment G2-7

Using information from Aquatic studies, the Exhibit E reviews
impacts in light of proposed operations and proposed PM&E's.

Response to Comment G2-8

PacifiCorp is continuing to work with the Fish Passage
Modeling subgroup and stakeholders to address these issues
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and to evaluate the success of anadromous fish reintroduction above Iron Gate dam.

Response to Comment G2-9

Since 1997, PacifiCorp has operated the Iron Gate  facility to meet the requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO)for coho salmon for both flow and
ramp rates. The ramp rates dictated by the BO are very conservative (0.4 in/hr) and PacifiCorp is not planning on conducting a ramp rate study
downstream of Iron Gate dam. In addition, a comprehensive instream flow study by Dr. Thomas Hardy for the Klamath River below Iron Gate Dam is
near completion (expected completion is early 2004). Consequently, PacifiCorp is not planning on conducting an instream flow study below Iron Gate
Dam. Please see the Exhibit E for a detailed discussion on the Project effects on fisheries resources and proposed mitigation.

Response to Comment G2-10

Please see the Fish Resources FTR and Exhibit E for a full analysis of the ramping studies that PacifiCorp conducted and the proposed mitigation.

Response to Comment G2-11

PacifiCorp has developed curves for anadromous fish for consideration above Iron Gate dam.

Response to Comment G2-12

Comments noted. PacifiCorp is continuing to work with the Instream Flow subgroup on PHABSIM analysis above Iron Gate Dam.  Please see the Fish
Resources FTR for a detailed report on the instream flow study. 

Response to Comment G2-13

The license application (Section 4 of Exhibit E and Fish Resources FTR) describes fish passage issues for both anadromous and non-anadromous
species.



PacifiCorp
Klamath Hydroelectric Project

FERC No. 2082

© February 2004 PacifiCorp  E-1A Appendix B Second Stage Page 28
E-1A Appendix B Second Stage.doc

Response to Comment G2-14

Data pertinent to the J.C Boyle project will be included in the
technical appendices of the FLA and in the FLA where
appropriate.

Response to Comment G2-15

PacifiCorp has explained that it did not intend to conduct an
alternatives analysis during the pre-filing consultation process
for a traditional relicensing, but that the FERC will conduct an
alternatives analysis through their EIS post-filing.  Please see
the Socioeconomic Issues paper for documentation of this
outstanding issue.

Response to Comment G2-16

The FLA describes that Spring Creek is not part of the current
Project, but is proposed for inclusion with the Fall Creek
development.

Response to Comment G2-17

Rather than via an amendment, the Final License Application
is the vehicle PacifiCorp has chosen to propose including the
Spring Creek diversion facility as part of the Fall Creek
Development.  As stated in Section E1 of Exhibit E,
PacifiCorp will collaborate with stakeholders in determining
an appropriate scope of study for the included facility and
associated FERC boundary.
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Response to Comment G2-18

PacifiCorp is continuing to work with the fish passage
subgroup on anadromous fish reintroduction.

Response to Comment G2-19

Comment noted.

Response to Comment G2-20

The updated Terrestrial FTR provides information on the
availability of anadromous and other salmonid carcasses for
terrestrial wildlife. Under current baseline conditions,
anadromous fish are collected at the Iron Gate Hatchery and
do not occur above Iron Gate dam.  The blockage of fish
passage was an original Project impact.  Currently, species
found in upstream reaches do not depend on this food source.
Many species would likely take advantage of this resource if it
were available in the future.

Response to Comment G2-21

The FLA has been written with the intent to focus on Project-
related impacts.

Response to Comment G2-22

In assessing project impacts, it is often necessary to place the
impact into a broader context so that a sense of magnitude and
importance may be gleaned.
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Response to Comment G2-23

The license application Executive Summary does not include the proposed "Historic Description".  FERC considers the existing Project to be the baseline
from which to compare future operations and enhancement measures.  Historic information for fisheries and cultural resources is presented in relevant
sections of the license application, however, not to the extent requested in the comment.  (See Exhibit E, Sections 4 and 8).
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Response to Comment G2-24

The Executive Summary identifies resource impacts and
proposes Project operational modifications and resource
enhancements by resource area.  Additional information on
impacts and measures are provided in Exhibit E.

Response to Comment G2-25

This information is found in Exhibit E of the FLA and in FTRs
for various resources. The Executive Summary is intended to
summarize the current Project, future Project, Project impacts,
and proposed PM&Es. A historic profile is not warranted in
the summary report.

Response to Comment G2-26

Comment noted. See response to KFA comment #3, above.

Response to Comment G2-27

In response to stakeholder concerns the Collaborative Process
shifted focus in late summer of 2003 to study results and data
interpretation.  In October and November of 2003 PacifiCorp
shared preliminary Project operations and PM&Es for the
proposed license.  Because some key studies were not
completed, the preliminary measures were not fully identified.
Timing of process did not allow much PM&E discussion to
occur prior to filing of the License Application

Response to Comment G2-28

During the interim between the DLA and FLA, PacifiCorp
shared results on the impact analyses and discussed proposed
PM&Es with the stakeholders (October and November, 2003).
Substantive disagreements are presented in the consultation
record section of the License Application.
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Response to Comment G3-1

PacifiCorp's responsibility is to provide FERC with
information needed for the regulating agency to adequately
consider power and non-power values.  The License
Application contains PacifiCorp's proposed measures to
enhance social and environmental resources while providing
continued renewable hydroelectric power.
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Response to Comment G3-2

PacifiCorp maintains that a variety of factors have contributed
to the decline of Spring Chinook in the Klamath Basin.

Response to Comment G3-3

The license application Executive Summary does not include
the proposed "Historic Description".  FERC considers the
existing Project to be the baseline from which to compare
future operations and enhancement measures.  Historic
information for fisheries and cultural resources is presented in
relevant sections of the license application, however, not to the
extent requested in the comment.  (See Exhibit E, Sections 4
and 8).

Response to Comment G3-4

The Executive Summary identifies resource impacts and
proposes Project operational modifications and resource
enhancements by resource area.  Additional information on
impacts and measures are provided in Exhibit E.
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Response to Comment G3-5

This information is found in Exhibit E of the FLA and in FTRs
for various resources. The Executive Summary is intended to
summarize the current Project, future Project, Project impacts,
and proposed PM&Es. A historic profile is not warranted in
the summary report.  
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Response to Comment G4-1

The draft license application (DLA) included a thorough
description of the existing Project, its operation, and the
Project's effect on the surrounding environment, to the extent
it could be described based upon available study results.
PacifiCorp and relicensing participants had agreed prior to
development of the DLA that it would not be appropriate for
PacifiCorp to draw conclusions in the application about the
effects of the existing Project on the surrounding environment,
unless those conclusions were based upon study results.

As a result of the Klamath Collaborative's extensive changes
to the number and scope of studies, few studies were
completed in time to inform the development of the DLA.
Subsequently, PacifiCorp did not have sufficient information
to justify proposing changes to the existing Project. Absent
information to the contrary, existing facilities and operations
were deemed appropriate. 

Now that almost all studies have been completed and
reviewed, changes to the Project and its operations have been
proposed. This proposed Project, proposed Project operations,
and the proposed Project's anticipated enhancement to the
surrounding environment are thoroughly described in the final
license application.
As per 18 CFR 16.8(c)(2) and (3), an application will not be
rejected by FERC as deficient merely because late studies
requested by agencies during the second consultation stage are
not completed during the second stage.
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Response to Comment G4-2

The FLA provides updated information on the proposed
Project boundary, and provides information relative to impacts
and new Project mitigation and enhancement measures.
PacifiCorp maintains that the consultation record reporting
meets FERC's needs.

Response to Comment G4-3

Tennant, ABF, and Richter methods refer to alternative ways
of estimating minimum flow needs for aquatic species, which
were not the focus of recreation flow analyses.  While Tennant
has offered one "desk-top" approach to estimating recreation
flow needs (60% of mean annual flow), this general formula is
not precise enough to be useful for the Klamath segments
where more detailed studies were conducted.
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Response to Comment G4-4

Comment noted.  The PM&Es are being developed based on
the results of all of the relicensing studies.  Proposed
recreation PM&Es are included in the Draft RRMP.

Response to Comment G4-5

As stated in the DTR, the Draft RRMP was developed in the
interim between the DTR and the FTR.  Recreation Work
Group participants reviewed and commented on sections of
the Draft RRMP as they were written. This schedule is fairly
typical for relicensing projects. The Draft RRMP is included
in the FLA for Recreation Resources.
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Response to Comment G4-6

The road to the Keno Dam and informal boater put-in just
downstream are currently adequate for the limited use they
receive (mostly kayakers and a few rafters).  However, the
short road is in poor condition, parking is limited, and there is
no ramp or turnaround that would allow trailer use.  These are
potential candidates for recreation improvements if flows for
locational playboating, standard whitewater boating, or boat-
based fishing are likely to be provided more often.  Text in the
Keno description of the flow analysis has been changed to
accurately reflect the put-in situation.

PacifiCorp is not proposing PM&Es in this river reach because
the Keno Development is believed to be non-FERC
jurisdictional.  The proposed FERC Project boundary in the
license application begins at J.C. Boyle Reservoir. As a result,
this river access site is outside of the proposed Project
boundary and not considered Project-related.

Response to Comment G4-7

The FLA and the Draft Recreation Resource Management
Plan address whitewater needs in the Project area, including
boater take-outs. Whitewater needs were not discussed in
detail in the DLA, as the studies associated with the
Recreation Flow Analysis had not been completed. This study
has now been completed and is included in the FLA for
Recreation Resources. Boater put-in and take-outs are
discussed in the Draft RRMP.

The East Side, West Side and Keno developments will not be
included in the proposed FERC project or located within the
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proposed FERC license boundary. The company's future activities at and above Keno Dam are under review. As a result, no PM&Es are being proposed
for these areas above J.C. Boyle reservoir. 

Response to Comment G4-8

PacifiCorp agrees with the commentor that the J.C. Boyle Bypass reach has good access, quality scenery, and outstanding whitewater.  We believe that
the flow-analysis section describing the reach, its boating opportunities, and flow requirements adequately describes its recreation potential and how the
project might enhance or diminish that potential (by providing or withholding flows).  A section in that analysis also provides considerations for crafting
whitewater flow releases with a minimal impact on fishing opportunities or other recreation.  Please note, the commentor was not reviewing the complete
Recreation Flow Analysis, which has now been completed and included in the FTR for Recreation Resources.

Response to Comment G4-9

The discussion of Hell's Corner Reach in the FTR for Recreation Resources, includes "outstandingly remarkable values" (ORVs) of the Upper Klamath
River, with a specific focus on the recreation ORV associated with whitewater boating and trout fishing.  It then provides detailed information about how
different flow regimes would affect those different activities.  The analysis includes considerations for crafting flow regimes that consider the needs of
both boaters and anglers, and clearly shows the trade-offs of different flow regimes.  As discussed in the report, "…balancing boating and fishing
opportunities on the Hell's Corner Reach is challenging.  Providing flows for one will cause the loss of quantity or quality for the other."  Information in
the technical report allows the utility, agencies, and stakeholders to assess how current or possible future flow regimes provide a mix of opportunities that
have been defined by Congress as "outstandingly remarkable." 

In the FTR for Recreation Resources, the discussion of "Middle Klamath River" (Below Iron Gate) includes revisions describing ORVs for the Lower
Klamath River, which include recreation.  However, the flow analysis section in the FTR already provides descriptions of the recreation opportunities
that comprise that ORV, their flow requirements, and how the upstream projects (both PacifiCorp's hydroelectric project and USBR's irrigation project)
affect them.  This includes discussion of water quality impacts and fishing for anadromous species, as requested by the commentor.  As with the Upper
Klamath ORV discussion, information in the technical report allows the utility, agencies, and stakeholders to assess how current and possible future flow
regimes provide a mix of opportunities that have been defined by Congress as "outstandingly remarkable."          
        

Response to Comment G4-10

Comment noted. Please see Exhibit E, Section 3, for a detailed discussion on the Project's impact on water quality and PacifiCorp's proposed mitigation
measures.
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Response to Comment G4-11

See response to Comment #10, above.

Response to Comment G4-12

The FLA and the Draft RRMP address whitewater needs in the Project area, including expected growth rate.  Whitewater needs were not discussed in
detail in the DLA, as the studies associated with the Recreation Flow Analysis had not been completed. This study has now been completed and is
included in the FLA for Recreation Resources. 

Response to Comment G4-13

This earlier comment has been removed from the FLA.  Additionally, the Recreation Flow Analysis has now been completed and is included as Section
2.0 of the FTR for Recreation Resources, as well as the FLA. This newer discussion provides addition whitewater-related information.
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Response to Comment G4-14

PacifiCorp has made every effort to include study results
available at the time of publishing this final license
application.  The PM&Es for recreation were shared with the
Recreation Working Group prior to submission of the license
application.
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Response to Comment G5-1

PacifiCorp has made every effort to document all study results
available in time for publication of this FLA.  
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Response to Comment G5-2

A high-level "no dam" alternative has been evaluated.  Such
an analysis affords a reasonable review of fish passage and
water quality benefits and constraints.  PacifiCorp has
addressed its position with stakeholders numerous times as to
why it has not "elected" to evaluate decommissioning.

Response to Comment G5-3

Comment acknowledged.

Response to Comment G5-4

Unfortunately, due to the timing of the completion of studies
and preparation of the license application there was little time
available to discuss impacts and proposed PM&Es.  However,
this was the focus of the Joint Agency meeting conducted in
November 2003.

Response to Comment G5-5

The draft license application (DLA) included a thorough
description of the existing Project, its operation, and the
Project's effect on the surrounding environment, to the extent
it could be described based upon available study results.
PacifiCorp and relicensing participants had agreed prior to
development of the DLA that it would not be appropriate for
PacifiCorp to draw conclusions in the application about the
effects of the existing Project on the surrounding environment,
unless those conclusions were based upon study results.

As a result of the Klamath Collaborative's extensive changes
to the number and scope of studies, few studies were
completed in time to inform the development of the DLA.
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Subsequently, PacifiCorp did not have sufficient information to justify proposing changes to the existing Project. Absent information to the contrary,
existing facilities and operations were deemed appropriate. 

Now that almost all studies have been completed and reviewed, changes to the Project and its operations have been proposed. This proposed Project,
proposed Project operations, and the proposed Project's anticipated enhancement to the surrounding environment are thoroughly described in the final
license application.
As per 18 CFR 16.8(c)(2) and (3), an application will not be rejected by FERC as deficient merely because late studies requested by agencies during the
second consultation stage are not completed during the second stage.
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Response to Comment G5-6

Please see Exhibit E for a detailed discussion on the Project's
effect on water quality and PacifiCorp's proposed mitigation
measures.

Response to Comment G5-7

Please see Exhibit E for a detailed discussion on Project
effects to aquatic resources and proposed mitigation.

Response to Comment G5-8

Comment noted. Please see Exhibit E for an analysis of
Project effects on fisheries resources and the proposed project
mitigation.

Response to Comment G5-9

Comment noted.

Response to Comment G5-10

Since 1997, PacifiCorp has operated the Iron Gate facility to
meet the requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO) for
coho salmon for both flow and ramp rates. The ramp rates
dictated by the BO are very conservative (0.4 in/hr) and
PacifiCorp is not planning on conducting a ramp rate study
downstream of Iron Gate dam. In addition, a comprehensive
instream flow study by Dr. Thomas Hardy for the Klamath
River below Iron Gate Dam is near completion (expected
completion is early 2004). Consequently, PacifiCorp is not
planning on conducting an instream flow study below Iron
Gate dam. Please see the Exhibit E for a detailed discussion on
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the Project effects on fisheries resources and proposed mitigation.

Response to Comment G5-11

Please see the Fish Resources FTR and Exhibit E for a full analysis of the ramping studies that PacifiCorp conducted and the proposed mitigation.

Response to Comment G5-12

PacifiCorp is continuing to work with the Fish Passage Modeling subgroup and stakeholders on evaluating the success of anadromous fish reintroduction
above Iron Gate Dam.
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Response to Comment G5-13

The license application (Section 4 of Exhibit E and Fish
Resources FTR) describes fish passage issues for both
anadromous and non-anadromous species.

Response to Comment G5-14

PacifiCorp will be consulting with NOAA-Fisheries and
USFWS on the proposed new license.

Response to Comment G5-15

A high-level "no dam" alternative has been evaluated.   Such
an analysis affords a reasonable review of fish passage and
water quality benefits and constraints.  PacifiCorp has
addressed its position with stakeholders numerous times as to
why it has not "elected" to evaluate decommissioning.

Response to Comment G5-16

Data pertinent to the J.C Boyle project has been included in
the technical appendices of the FLA and in Exhibit E, Section
4, of the FLA.

Response to Comment G5-17

Comment noted.  Iron Gate dams serve several purposes other
than flow regulation.  Although it has minor active storage, it
does provide a small amount of short-term water supply and
flood control.  The physical size of the Iron Gate development
was based on ability to moderate Copco No. 1 and No. 2
peaking flows and provide additional generation to the Project.
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Response to Comment G5-18

Comment noted.  Please see Water Resources FTR and
Exhibit E for Water Quality modeling results.  Analysis
compares "with" and "without" project in place.  More specific
information on Iron Gate temperature impacts is also
presented.

Response to Comment G5-19

Comment noted. Please see Exhibit E for a detailed discussion
on the Project's effect on water quality and PacifiCorp's
proposed enhancement measures.

Response to Comment G5-20

As described in section E3.4 of Exhibit E, PacifiCorp will
request certification under Section 401 of the CWA for the
Project no later than 60 days after FERC issues the notice that
the relicensing application has been accepted and is ready for
environmental analysis.  PacifiCorp will consult with ODEQ
and CSWRCB to prepare a detailed analysis and application
for 401 certification to ensure that the Project complies with
the applicable provisions of CWA, including applicable State
water quality standards or objectives. Further consultation
with ODEQ and CSWRCB is particularly important given the
many sources and factors contributing to water quality
conditions in the Project area, including many that are outside
of PacifiCorp's control.
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Response to Comment G5-21

PacifiCorp plans to decommission the East Side and West Side
projects as described in the FLA.  No other decommissioning
of Project facilities is proposed.

Response to Comment G5-22

Comment noted. Please see Exhibit E for a detailed discussion
on the Project's effect on water quality and PacifiCorp's
proposed mitigation measures.



PacifiCorp
Klamath Hydroelectric Project

FERC No. 2082

© February 2004 PacifiCorp  E-1A Appendix B Second Stage Page 53
E-1A Appendix B Second Stage.doc

Response to Comment G5-23

Section E3.5 of Exhibit E provides a description of current
water quality conditions in the proposed Project area,
including Iron Gate, in the context of applicable water quality
standards or objectives.  Section E3.8 provides descriptions of
measures proposed by PacifiCorp to enhance current water
quality conditions.  These include measures aimed specifically
at water quality enhancements at Iron Gate, but does not
include "relocation" or decommissioning of Iron Gate dam.
PacifiCorp will consult with ODEQ and CSWRCB to prepare
a detailed analysis and application for 401 certification to
ensure that the Project complies with the applicable provisions
of CWA, including applicable State water quality standards or
objectives.  Further consultation with ODEQ and CSWRCB is
particularly important given the many sources and factors
contributing to water quality conditions in the Project area,
including many that are outside of PacifiCorp's control.  
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Response to Comment G5-24

Substantial information has been added to the analysis of
water quality in the FLA (Exhibit E, chapter E3) and Water
Resources FTR, including water quality modeling of the
Klamath River from Link dam to Turwar (near the river's
mouth).  Measures proposed for enhancement of water quality
are described in Exhibit E, section E3.8.  PacifiCorp will
consult with ODEQ and CSWRCB to prepare a detailed
analysis and application for 401 certification, including Project
measures as needed, to ensure that the Project complies with
the applicable provisions of CWA, including applicable State
water quality standards or objectives.

Response to Comment G5-25

PacifiCorp has no plans to study decommissioning or facility
relocations. Please see Sections 3 and 4 of Exhibit E for
detailed discussions on the Project's effects on aquatic
resources quality and PacifiCorp's proposed PM&Es.

Response to Comment G5-26

The objectives of the socioeconomic studies are to describe the
existing socioeconomic condition and the anticipated changes
in the socioeconomic condition due to the changes in the
Proposed Project relative to continued Project operations.  

At the time the developments were constructed Oregon law
required fish passage at all obstructions to native game and
anadromous fish. It's apparent that agencies with regulatory
review responsibilities at that time interpreted that law
differently given that the developments were authorized. 
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Response to Comment G5-27

Data presented in Snyder (1931?) show that even in the early 1900's fish runs in the Klamath River were severely depleted.  While fall Chinook runs
were still prevalent, spring Chinook in the Klamath River were virtually non-existent.  Thus, impacts to anadromous fish were well underway even
before the construction of current Project facilities. PacifiCorp continues to fund IGH hatchery production of coho, steelhead and fall Chinook.  Spring
Chinook production has never been very successful due to a variety of reasons.  PacifiCorp proposes to fund hatchery operations in the FLA.

Response to Comment G5-28

Please see Sections 3 and 4 of Exhibit E for detailed discussions on Project effects to aquatic resources and proposed PM&Es.
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Response to Comment G5-29

The socioeconomic study does report on the current
socioeconomic condition of American Indians in the study
area.  The revised FTR and FLA contain additional detail.  The
socioeconomic studies do not attempt to describe the cultures
of the Tribes residing in the study area.  Such studies are
beyond the scope of the socioeconomic analysis.  PacifiCorp
has requested information from the Tribes related to
subsistence and commercial fishing and other Klamath River
resource-dependent activities that contribute to their material
well-being.  The Tribes would be the most likely source for
such information.  Thus far, they have not provided such
information.  PacifiCorp has also commissioned an
ethnographic study. This study can be found in the Cultural
Resources FTR.
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Response to Comment G5-30

The FTR and FLA include recent trends in the value of the
ocean commercial and tribal fisheries and tribal in-river
fisheries as tabulated by the PFMC and analyzed within the
fisheries economic effects model (FEEM).  This includes the
coastal communities and Tribes mentioned in your comment.
However, no attempt is made to analyze the influence of
current project operations on those values.  Rather the FLA
and the FTR will attempt to describe how these values would
be expected to be affected by the proposed project and
PM&Es measured relative to a continuation of the existing
project.

Response to Comment G5-31

It is beyond the scope of the socioeconomic studies to analyze
the historical influence of the Project on fish populations and
the resultant effects on the socioeconomic condition.   The
FERC baseline is the current Project continuing to operate in
the current environment.  Proposed alternatives are measured
relative to that baseline.  
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Response to Comment G5-32

PacifiCorp has elected to include the Spring Creek diversion
as part of the new FERC license.  Operational and facility
resource information is included in appropriate sections of the
License Application. 

Response to Comment G5-33

Rather than via an amendment, the Final License Application
is the vehicle PacifiCorp has chosen to propose including the
Spring Creek diversion facility as part of the Fall Creek
Development.  As stated in Section E1 of Exhibit E,
PacifiCorp will collaborate with stakeholders in determining
an appropriate scope of study for the included facility and
associated FERC boundary.

Response to Comment G5-34

Information regarding the historical distribution of
anadromous species is being developed in association with the
Fish Passage Work Group.

Response to Comment G5-35

Comment noted. PacifiCorp does not intend to use historic
fisheries data in the analyses for water quality, botanical,
wildlife, recreation, or socioeconomic resources.
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Response to Comment G5-36

Comment noted.  The updated Terrestrial FLA provides
information on the availability of anadromous and other
salmonid carcasses for terrestrial wildlife. Under current
baseline conditions, anadromous fish are collected at the Iron
Gate Hatchery and do not occur above Iron Gate dam.  The
blockage of fish passage was an original Project impact.
Currently, species found in upstream reaches do not depend on
this food source.  Many species would likely take advantage of
this resource if it were available in the future.

Response to Comment G5-37

Although many other non-Project impacts occur on resources
within the Project area, the focus of the License Application is
on characterizing Project impacts.

Response to Comment G5-38

Comment noted.

Response to Comment G5-39

PacifiCorp has made every effort to complete studies and
document them in the FLA and Final Technical Reports.

Response to Comment G5-40

In October and November of 2003 PacifiCorp shared
preliminary Project operations and PM&Es for the proposed
license.  Because some key studies were not completed, the
preliminary measures were not fully identified.  Timing of the
process did not permit PM&E negotiations prior to submission
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of the License Application.  Substantive disagreements are presented in Appendix E1-A, the consultation record section, of the License Application.
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Response to Comment G6-1

The phase 3 study will attempt to examine the distributional
implications of the changes in operations of the Project and
PM&Es due to the proposed Project, especially as they may
relate to poor and minority subpopulations.
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Response to Comment G6-2

PacifiCorp has incorporated adaptive management into the
proposed Project and is actively considering the role that
continuing socioeconomic analyses may play over the life of
the new license.
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Response to Comment G6-3

Thank you for the suggestion.  We will consider it in light of
the proposed Project and PM&Es and potential effects on
subpopulations.

Response to Comment G6-4

We agree that the community well-being of American Indians
is tied to their ability to practice their culture.  The
socioeconomic measures that are typically collected to
describe current conditions and changing conditions in the
socioeconomic environment of populations and sub-
populations only partially capture changes in community well-
being.   Nonetheless, the socioeconomic studies are attempting
to obtain such information on each of the affected American
Indian subpopulations.  In addition, separate studies are
attempting to examine the interrelationships between
American Indian cultural practices and community well-being.
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Response to Comment G6-5

PacifiCorp believes that the contract with BOR is outside of
the FERC license and that the end result of the expiration of
this contract is highly uncertain.  

Response to Comment G6-6

Forest Community Research was added to the Socioeconomic
Work Group correspondence list.
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Response to Comment G7-1

Although PacifiCorp agrees that additional Spring Chinook
recovery efforts are needed, the proposed enhancement
measures in the License Application follow the general FERC
guidelines of being focused within the Project area.

Response to Comment G7-2

PacifiCorp is continuing to work with stakeholders on the
historic distribution and run size of anadromous fish that were
above Iron Gate dam through the fish passage modeling
subgroup.
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Response to Comment G7-3

To address Project impacts (if any) on the Klamath River as
far downstream as the Salmon River confluence, PacifiCorp
has modeled Project effects on water quality (including water
temperature) in the Klamath River downstream to Turwar
(river mile 4.0).  See the Water Quality FTR for the results of
this modeling effort.
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Response to Comment G7-4

PacifiCorp appreciates the involvement of the Council in the
relicensing process.  The company will continue to include the
Council in any future relicensing collaborative efforts.
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Response to Comment G7-5

Please see Section 4 of Exhibit E for a detailed discussion on
Project impacts to fish resources and proposed PM&Es.
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Response to Comment G7-6

While PacifiCorp is addressing Project impacts from its
operations in the Klamath River, it has no responsibility to
perform a detailed analysis of the actions of others.  However,
FERC in consideration of a new Project license will complete
a cumulative effects analysis that describes possible impacts of
actions taken by others in the Klamath basin.

Response to Comment G7-7

Comment noted. The comprehensive plans of others have been
evaluated and incorporated in the analyses for the FLA. Please
see the Fish Resources FTR.
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Response to Comment G7-8

Although effective to the identified subbasins are not included,
Sections 3 and 4 of Exhibit E have discussions on Project
impacts to aquatic resources and proposed PM&Es.

Response to Comment G7-9

See Sections 3 and 4 of Exhibit E and the Water Quality and
Fish Resources FTRs for detailed discussions on Project
effects and PM&Es.

Response to Comment G7-10

PacifiCorp agrees that a larger coordinated strategy is needed
for the Klamath River Mainstem.

Response to Comment G7-11

Comment noted. Please see Section 3 of Exhibit E for a
detailed discussion on the Project's impact on water quality
and PacifiCorp's proposed PM&Es.
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Response to Comment G7-12

Substantial information has been added to the analysis of
hydrology in Section 5 of the Water Resources FTR to
describe relevant past studies (including Hardy) and available
data.  PacifiCorp has included a "without-Project" scenario in
water quality modeling that includes simulations of flows
(assuming 2000 and 2001 boundary conditions).  PacifiCorp
does not intend to formulate pre-Project (or unimpaired)
"baseline" flow conditions.  Treating pre-Project (or
unimpaired) flow conditions as "baseline" conditions in a
FERC license application is not appropriate since FERC
considers "baseline" to be the existing project-related
environment. 

The current and proposed instream flow releases at Iron Gate
dam are based on the Klamath Project 2003 Operations Plan.
This plan was developed by USBR in consultation with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and NOAA-Fisheries based on
detailed instream flow studies in the river downstream of Iron
Gate dam.

Response to Comment G7-13

USBR (not PacifiCorp) directs the water bank program and its
use as described in the USBR's Klamath Project 2003
Operations Plan.  This instream flow schedule included in the
Plan was developed by USBR in consultation with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and NOAA-Fisheries to be
protective of ESA-listed species.  
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Response to Comment G7-14

PacifiCorp and the Aquatic Work Group developed a study
plan to investigate Ceratomyxa shasta, which is considered the
pathogen of greatest concern in the basin. The study,
conducted jointly by Oregon State University and the USFWS,
was undertaken in 2002, and the findings are included in the
License Application. While it was not possible to draw firm
conclusions regarding the influence of the water developments
on C. shasta, some useful general observations were made that
advanced our knowledge of this species in the Klamath basin.
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Response to Comment G7-15

Flows below Iron Gate dam are determined by BOR and are
dictated by the Biological Opinion (BO) for coho. Any
changes contrary to the BO would need to be authorized by
BOR and NOAA Fisheries. A comprehensive instream flow
study by Dr. Thomas Hardy for the Klamath River below Iron
Gate Dam is near completion (expected completion is early
2004). Findings from this study may or may not influence
changes to the instream flow regime required by the BO.

Response to Comment G7-16

Comment noted. Please see response to Comment #15, above.

Response to Comment G7-17

See the Fish Resources FTR for an evaluation of the Iron Gate
Hatchery.

Response to Comment G7-18

See the Fish Resources FTR for a detailed discussion on the
Iron Gate hatchery and Section 4 of Exhibit E for the Project's
proposed PM&Es.
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Response to Comment G7-19

See Section 4.3 of Exhibit E for a discussion of fish passage
considerations.

Response to Comment G7-20

Contact with agency researchers such as those with USBR
were made on an as needed basis.

Response to Comment G7-21

PacifiCorp has made every effort to document all study results
available in time for publication of this FLA.  Information on
Project impacts and proposed PM&Es was shared with
stakeholders during a 2-day joint meeting.

Response to Comment G7-22

Comment noted. Likewise, PacifiCorp appreciates the
participation of Mr. Brucker in the Klamath relicensing
process.
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Response to Comment G7-23

Comment noted.  PacifiCorp has made every effort to
complete studies and document them in the FLA and Final
Technical Reports. Within the interim between publication of
the DLA and FLA, PacifiCorp continued to hold monthly
workgroup meetings and hosted a joint meeting, whereby
information, including new study results, proposed Project,
and proposed PM&Es was exchanged with stakeholders.  The
consultation report, Appendix E1-A to Exhibit E, documents
substantive disagreements between PacifiCorp and
stakeholders.   

Response to Comment G7-24

PacifiCorp has submitted a final license application that
addresses proposed Project modifications and that identifies
protection, mitigation, and enhancement measures (PM&Es)
designed to protect anadromous fish within the Project area.  
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Response to Comment G7-25

Comment noted.
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Response to Comment G8-1

At the request of relicensing participants and in the interest of
collaboration, PacifiCorp conducted intensive fish passage and
water quality modeling of at least five variations on dam
removal, volitional fish passage and run-of-river operations. In
addition, PacifiCorp worked with relicensing participants in a
side effort to try and identify all of the implications of
implementing numerous facility and operations scenarios
through an exercise entitled System Landscape Options
Analysis. 

Response to Comment G8-2

PacifiCorp has addressed the topics of bedload movement and
sedimentation for the area downstream of Iron Gate dam in
Exhibit E of the FLA.

Response to Comment G8-3

See response to comment #1.

Response to Comment G8-4

PacifiCorp regrets the incident and has since taken measures to
ensure that a similar incident does not occur in the future. This
was an isolated incident that had never occurred previously at
the Fall Creek hatchery.

Response to Comment G8-5

See response to Federation of Fly Fishers comment #2, above.
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Response to Comment G9-1

Comment noted.  Please see results of the whitewater study in
the Recreation FTR.

Response to Comment G9-2

Comments noted. The FLA and Draft Recreation Resource
Management Plan address the need for continued boater
access at the State Line Take-out.  Frain Ranch is not within
the current or proposed FERC Project boundary.  Management
of PacifiCorp lands outside of the proposed Project boundary
should take place separate from the FERC licensing process.

Response to Comment G9-3

Comment noted. Effects of the proposed Project on whitewater
boating opportunities are discussed in Section E7.6 of the
FLA.
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