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State and Tribal Agreements Spark Many Questions

The Bonneville Power Administration recently announced Memorandums of Agreement
(MOAs) with Northwest states and tribes, which will cost some $1 billion over 10 years. The
purpose is to help end the multi-year litigation in Judge James Redden’s court over the federal
hydrosystem and create a more collaborative discussion over fish recovery efforts in the future.

Ending the litigation would hasten getting dollars working to help listed ™ ’K
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“Regional interests deserve some assurances that investments will
deliver results given that they are being asked to take a major leap of

faith that these agreements will work to benefit listed fish and other
species,” RiverPartners wrote in its comments on the agreements.

Northwest Requirements Utilities CEO and RiverPartners chair John Saven stated, “As
customers we need assurance that the MOAs are not simply a floor for new spending, and that
decisions will be made in open processes using the best scientific information.”

While RiverPartners has been supportive of the federal agencies’ efforts to reach agreements
with the states and tribal sovereigns, the MOASs raise serious questions:

o What are the expected biological benefits of the agreements? The costs and projects to be
funded in the MOA:s are specifically identified. However, no accounting is provided of
expected biological benefits.

e What is the role of the Northwest Power and Conservation Council and how will the
Independent Scientific Review Panel (ISRP) be used to determine project benefits?

The parties to the MOAs state that specific projects “are consistent with the Council’s
Program” and that “large-scale, expedited (ISRP) review” will be conducted. But, as we
understand it, even if projects are rejected, new projects can be substituted that do not
require ISRP review.

o Will the solid science approach developed collaboratively in the hydrosystem biological
opinion over the last two years be used to evaluate and verify expected results?



The MOA:s state that the parties will build on the analysis performed in the hydrosystem
biological opinion as warranted, and they include funding the Fish Passage Center (FPC)
for 10 years of monitoring and verification. The FPC is controversial and not broadly
supported within the region with respect to its ability to dispassionately collect and
interpret scientific data.

e What happens if Judge Redden imposes significant new obligations in approving a new
federal hydrosystem biological opinion?

The agreements appear to commit BPA to move forward with funding without regard to
what happens in Redden’s courtroom and what others may seek in added funding or
measures. The funding commitments are firm; the courtroom outcome is not.

e Why do the federal agencies agree to support the Columbia River Management Plan in
the U.S. v Oregon proceeding on harvest?

The federal agencies’ own analysis in the hydrosystem biological opinion showed harvest
of listed fish as a major factor limiting their recovery. With this commitment, the
agencies appear to be ignoring their own science.

The potential rate impact of the MOAs, together with the federal hydrosystem biological
opinion, could represent several billion dollars over the next decade for utilities buying all or
most of their power from BPA. This does not include mandated flow and spill operational costs
which, according to the Northwest Power and Conservation Council, were $361 million in 2006.
The ultimate cost remains to be calculated, but could easily top $8 billion over the next 10 years.

The price tag is high — and may be worth it. However, for utility customers shouldering the bill
and others affected by future decisions to be made in the MOAS, more information is needed on
whether the expected biological benefits will be realized and how we all will continue to have a
meaningful voice in those important decisions over the next decade.

April 7, 2008: The FCRPS action agencies are proposing to enter into agreements with four tribes to provide 10-
year mutual commitments for fish restoration, particularly for Columbia River Basin salmon and steelhead. The
action agencies believe the proposed agreements will enhance overall fish restoration efforts in the region, making
mitigation for the hydro system significantly more effective through a common approach. BPA is providing a
comment period before entering into the agreements so that customers and stakeholders may review the
commitments BPA is proposing to make. For more, go to salmonrecover.gov

NWRP Letter to BPA regarding Tribes and States Memorandums of Agreement
NWRP Comments on Specific MOAs
Proposed deal in lawsuit best for salmon recovery-Tricity Herald

Northwest RiverPartners is a partnership of farmers, electric utilities and large and small businesses in the Pacific Northwest, joined together to

ensure that the Columbia and Snake rivers remain living, working rivers. It was founded on the belief that these riversaretKk S b 2 NIiK g Sa (i Qa
greatest natural resource providing residents with clean, affordable and renewable electricity, flood control, irrigation for our farm lands,

healthy fish and wildlife, maritime trade, and a multitude of recreational opportunities. For more information, please visit

Www.nwriverpartners.org.



http://www.nwriverpartners.org/
http://www.salmonrecovery.gov/
http://nwriverpartners.org/documents/NWRPLettertoBPA-State-TribeMOAs4-23-08.pdf
http://nwriverpartners.org/documents/NWRPattachmentMOAComments-4-23-08.pdf
http://nwriverpartners.org/documents/Proposeddealinlawsuitbestforsalmonrecovery-TricityHerald-4-8-08.pdf

