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Bartell/1

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.
My name is Edward Bartell. My address is 30474 Sprague River Rd. Sprague River,

Oregon 97639.

ARE YOU THE SAME EDWARD BARTELL THAT SUBMITTED OPENING
TESTIMONY ON BEHALF OF THE KLAMATH OFF-PROJECT WATER USERS,
INC. (*KOPWU”) IN UE 1707?

Yes, | am.

PACIFICORP'S WITNESS MARK SMITH TESTIFIES THAT THE COMPANY
RECEIVES NO VALUE FROM IRRIGATION PUMPING IN THE UPPER KLAMATH
RIVER BASIN. HAS MR. SMITH PROVIDED ANY EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT THIS
CONCLUSION?

No. Mr. Smith provides no evidence to support his assertion, and Mr. Smith
apparently has not performed any analyses that would be necessary to support this
conclusion. Attached as Exhibit KOPWU/401 are PacifiCorp responses to data
requests in which KOPWU asked PacifiCorp to provide all documents and analyses
that Mr. Smith performed regarding: 1) the “value” provided by Off-Project irrigators;
2) the flow of water from Off-Project lands; or 3) the assumptions that Mr. Smith
testified would be necessary to make to determine the value that Off-Project irrigation
pumping is providing. With respect to each of these issues, PacifiCorp responded

that “[n]o such analyses have been performed.” KOPWU/401, Bartell/1-3.
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PACIFICORP’S WITNESS AND THE WITNESS FOR THE OREGON NATURAL
RESOURCES COUNCIL (“ONRC"), JAMES MCCARTHY, TESTIFIED THAT
OVERALL FLOWS ARE NOT INCREASING IN THE KLAMATH RIVER. DOES
KOPWU BELIEVE THAT OVERALL KLAMATH FLOWS ARE RELEVANT TO THE
ISSUES IN THIS PROCEEDING?

No. The question that is relevant to KOPWU's rates in this proceeding is the quantity
and value of the water that is provided to PacifiCorp hydroelectric facilities by those
persons or entities served under the Off-Project Contract. As | stated in my opening
testimony, there are many landowners that remove water from the Klamath River
system via gravity diversions and have a legal right to do so. Gravity diversion does
not rely on the price for electric service from PacifiCorp for irrigation pumping, and
gravity diverters will continue to divert with or without the current power rates. Finally,
| think that these witnesses’ statements regarding flow in the Klamath River are
misleading because they do not properly account for historical changes in flow by
water bodies that are now drained. In addition, like PacifiCorp, ONRC did not provide

with its testimony any studies that ONRC performed to support its assertions.

ONRC’S WITNESS MENTIONS DECLINING FLOW IN THE KLAMATH RIVER. TO
YOUR KNOWLEDGE, IS THERE ANY ACTUAL MEASUREMENT OF “NATURAL
FLOW” IN THE KLAMATH RIVER PRIOR TO DEVELOPMENT?

I am unaware of any measured “natural flow” of the Klamath River. Some people
mistakenly fail to account for the drainage of two major lakes when considering flow
in the Klamath River. Flow during the early 1900s was significantly supplemented as
a result of this drainage done by the Bureau of Reclamation (“Reclamation”) and

private parties.
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Prior to irrigation development, the Lost River historically flowed into Tule
Lake, which was a closed basin where all water entering it left by evaporating,
entering the ground, or disappearing into the lava beds on the far southern end of the
lake (on or near the present-day site of Lava Beds WNational Monument).
KOPWU/402, Bartell/5-7.

Water from the Klamath River also flowed into the Lost River and into Tule
Lake during certain times of the year. Together, the combined flow of the Lost River
and the Klamath River fed two major lakes and marshes that had a combined surface
area of approximately 184,300 acres according to the 1903-1912 project history.
KOPWU/402, Bartell/3. In a speech to the California Legislature in 1905, then
California Governor George C. Pardee noted that draining these two major lakes
would increase flow in the Klamath River. KOPWU/403, Bartell/1.

As a result of activities within the present day Klamath Reclamation Project,
flow into this 184,300 acre water body stopped and was diverted to the Klamath River
to accomplish drainage. Major activities relating to this drainage include:

A) 1889 - Lost River Slough was closed, preventing Klamath River from

entering the Lost River. KOPWU/402, Bartell/5.

B) 1912 - Lost River Diversion Dam and Diversion Channel was constructed,
allowing the diversion of the Lost River into the Klamath River.
KOPWU/402, Bartell/9. Various enlargements were constructed since
1912.

C) 1912 - The railroad grade was constructed across the Klamath Straits
entering Lower Klamath Lake and a control structure was put in place,
allowing control of water entering Lower Klamath Lake. 1d.

D) 1917 - The control structure at the Klamath Straits was closed indefinitely,

causing Lower Klamath Lake to go dry.
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The above actions caused water that would have otherwise entered Lower
Klamath Lake, Tule Lake, and Marshes to instead remain in the Klamath River.
Relatively little irrigation diversion took place during this period because the lands to
be irrigated were being drained.

This period of one-time unnaturally high flows related to drainage in the
Klamath Project should not be considered “natural,” and any discussion of “natural”

flows on the Klamath River must be put in the proper historical context.

PACIFICORP WITNESSES QUESTION THE VALUE OF STRUCTURES WITHIN
THE KLAMATH RECLAMATION PROJECT. SPECIFICALLY, DOES THE LINK
RIVER DAM PROVIDE VALUE TO PACIFICORP?
Yes it does. Link River Dam helps capture high flows that are beyond PacifiCorp’s
Generation Capacity and stores them for later release. Link River is the uppermost
portion of the Klamath River directly below Upper Klamath Lake. Some sources refer
to this portion of Klamath River as Link River. Other sources call it the Klamath River.
Historic flows going out of Upper Klamath Lake were so minimal prior to
agricultural development in the Klamath Basin that the Link River would go
completely dry when there was a strong south wind, shifting the elevation of Upper
Klamath Lake. Attached as Exhibit KOPWU/404 is a photo from the Klamath County
Museum that shows the dry bed of the Link River in 1918, prior to construction of the
Link River Dam. This fact was very well documented in the work of A.S. Gatschet, a
scientist whose work with the Klamath Indians was so extensive that he developed a
Klamath-English Dictionary. Attached as Exhibit KOPWU/405 is an excerpt from Mr.
Gatschet’s work, The Klamath Indians of Southwestern Oregon, which was published
by the Government Printing Office in 1890. Pages Bartell/3 (lines 4-6) and Bartell/6

(note 94, 4-6) of this Exhibit describe the phenomenon of the flow of the Link River
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stopping in the face of a strong south wind. Since the flow, if any, that left Upper
Klamath Lake prior to the construction of the Link River Dam quite literally depended
on which way the wind was blowing, the dam clearly continues to provide value to

PacifiCorp.

DO OTHER STRUCTURES WITHIN THE KLAMATH PROJECT HELP DELIVER
OFF-PROJECT WATER TO PACIFICORP?
Yes. The Lost River Diversion Dam and the Lost River Diversion Channel Divert a
mix of On- and Off-Project water into the Klamath System. Without these structures,
water would go to Tule Lake and never enter the Klamath River system, as noted
above. When this water is needed by the Klamath Project, the flow from the Lost
River system lessens the need for diversions from the Klamath River. | have spent
guite a bit of time reviewing Reclamation’s flow data of Lost River Water passing
Harpold Dam and entering the Lost River Diversion Channel.*

| have personally witnessed substantial flow regularly passing the Harpold
Dam during the Irrigation Season. | have also personally seen Off-Project water and
flow from springs entering Lost River below Harpold dam. All of this water is either
diverted to the Klamath River or used in the Klamath Project, lessening the need to
divert water from Upper Klamath Lake or the Klamath River. Attached as Exhibit
KOPWU/406 are newspaper articles from the Klamath Falls Herald and News dated
August 30, 2000, and September 5, 2000, which also document substantial flow from
releases of about 40,000 acre feet out of a Reclamation dam on the Lost River

system, combined with additional runoff entering the Klamath River during the

Flow Records on the Lost River at Harpold and the Lost River Diversion Channel can be
viewed at http://www.usbr.gov/mp/kbao/operations/water/index.html.
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irrigation season, in the year 2000. The Sheepy Ridge Tunnel and Straits Drain also

contribute water to the Klamath System.

ONRC SUBMITTED SUBSTANTIAL TESTIMONY REGARDING THE CURRENT
RATES FOR KLAMATH IRRIGATION CUSTOMERS UNDER THE AGREEMENTS
SIGNED IN 1956. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT THE COMMISSION SHOULD RELY
ON THIS TESTIMONY?

No. Attached as Exhibit KOPWU/407 are ONRC's responses to KOPWU's data
requests regarding Mr. McCarthy’s testimony.? These responses reflect that ONRC
did not perform any independent analysis regarding the issues in this proceeding and
that, despite Mr. McCarthy’s extensive testimony on the rates for Klamath irrigation
customers, he does not have a background in utility ratemaking. Furthermore,
ONRC's testimony relies heavily on statements from the report of William Jaeger that
was provided as Exhibit ONRC/103. The Jaeger report is unreliable for reasons |
explain below. KOPWU suggests that the Commission give no weight to the

testimony provided by ONRC.

ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THE JAEGER REPORT THAT ONRC INCLUDED AS
EXHIBIT ONRC/103?
Yes. | have read Mr. Jaeger’s report, and | personally met with Mr. Jaeger in 2005

and discussed his conclusions.

KOPWU reformatted the document that it received from ONRC in order to match each data
request with the ONRC'’s response, but no substantive changes were made.
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MR. JAEGER STATES IN HIS REPORT THAT LAND MUST BE LEVEL IN ORDER
TO FLOOD IRRIGATE AND UN-LEVEL LAND CANNOT BE CONVERTED FROM
SPRINKLER TO FLOOD IRRIGATION. IS THIS STATEMENT TRUE?

No. Mr. Jaeger was mistaken in both his report and in the understanding of flood
irrigation that he communicated to me in our discussion that only level ground could
be flood irrigated. Unlevel and sloping ground is routinely flood irrigated throughout
the Klamath Basin. Unlevel ground is irrigated by putting earthen check dams across
low areas in fields to spread water to higher areas.

To my knowledge, virtually all the lands that are currently irrigated with surface
water could be flood irrigated in the Off-Project Area in the Klamath Basin. In fact, to
the extent that sprinkler irrigation exists on lands irrigated with surface water, it is
generally a result of a conversion from flood irrigation. To assert that landowners
could not convert this land back to flood irrigation is nonsensical.

This distinction is critical because those farmers using surface water will move
away from more efficient irrigation methods, causing additional use of surface water.
Those using deep water wells will likely stop irrigating using deep water wells or
switch to irrigation using surface water. Stopping the use of wells would have a
dramatic detrimental effect on streamflow, as noted in the opening testimony and
report of Lee Rozaklis. KOPWU/200-202. There are lands that currently are sprinkler
irrigated with water from wells, and some of these lands could not easily be converted

from sprinkler to flood irrigation, making the loss of well water more dramatic.

DID MR. JAEGER CONSIDER THAT WELLS MAY BE HAVING A POSITIVE
EFFECT ON STREAMFLOW?
No. Mr. Jaeger did not consider the positive effects of wells on streamflow or the

potential negative effects on streamflow if wells were no longer used. He made no
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effort to distinguish surface water from well water or consider the differing effects on

streamflow.

ARE THERE ADDITIONAL PROBLEMS WITH THE JAEGER REPORT?
Yes. KOPWU has never considered the Jaeger Report to be of much value because
of its simplistic or inaccurate assumptions. Some additional problems include:

1) Mr. Jaeger bases his extensive acreage assumptions on a personal
communication with Terry Nelson, an employee of the Natural Resource
Conservation Service (“NRCS”). ONRC/103, McCarthy/8. | have personally met with
Terry Nelson, and | also have compared NRCS’ acreage maps with on-the-ground
observations in the Sprague River Valley. | found NRCS’ land use mapping to have
major errors.

2) Mr. Jaeger bases his profitability calculations on Klamath County soll
mapping utilized by the Assessors Office in taxing land. | serve on the Farm Use
Advisory Committee that advises the Klamath County Assessor in his farm use taxing
authority.  Soil classifications would not be the primary determining factor in
profitability if power rates go up. Power use would be the determining factor. As |
noted in my direct testimony, there is a very substantial difference in power use
between pumping water out of the ground and diverting water out of the river. Given
the number of errors and omissions in the Jaeger report, | do not believe that the

Commission should rely on its conclusions.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

KOPWU/400
Bartell/9

PACIFICORP WITNESS WILLIAM GRIFFITH SUGGESTED ON PAGE 6 OF HIS
DIRECT TESTIMONY THAT SOME NEW METERING POINTS ON EXISTING
IRRIGATED LAND SHOULD BE ELIGIBLE FOR COVERAGE UNDER SENATE
BILL 81 (*SB 81”"). DO YOU AGREE THAT NEW METERING POINTS ON
EXISTING IRRIGATED LAND SHOULD BE COVERED UNDER SB 817

Yes. Some landowners are working with PacifiCorp, the Energy Trust of Oregon,
NRCS, and the Klamath Soil and Water Conservation District to make their power use
more energy efficient. Some of these efficiency improvements may require a new
metering point, moving a metering point, or modifying an existing metering point. |If
landowners who are looking at improving the efficiency of their systems were required
to immediately move to Schedule 41 because of energy efficiency improvements, it

would strongly discourage energy efficiency improvements.

KLAMATH WATER USERS ASSOCIATION WITNESS DONALD SCHOENBECK
SUGGESTED A RATE SCHEDULE BASED ON COST OF PRODUCTION. HAS
KOPWU AGREED TO THIS RATE SCHEDULE?
No, KOPWU has not agreed to Mr. Schoenbeck’s proposed rate schedule. KOPWU
believes that its members are entitled to the contracted rate in the Off-Project
contract. KOPWU’s members feel they are providing a clear, direct, and substantial
benefit to PacifiCorp as envisioned under the contract and there is no reason to alter
this contracted rate.

However, if the Commission provides for a rate other than the contracted rate,
KOPWU urges the Commission to take into consideration the value that Off-Project
customers provide to the PacifiCorp system and all the difference in the cost to serve

Off-Project customers that KOPWU witness Kathryn Iverson has identified.
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1 Q DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

2 A Yes.



Before the
Public Utility Commission

of Oregon

In the Matter of the Request of

PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT (dba PacifiCorp) Docket No. UE 170

Request for a General Rate Increase in the Company’s
Oregon Annual Revenues.

Exhibit
KOPWU/401

Klamath Off-Project Water Users, Inc.

February 6, 2006




UE-170/PacifiCorp

February 1, 2006

KOPWU 11" Set Data Request 11.6
KOPWU Data Request 11.6

Please describe and provide all documents and analyses performed by Mr. Smith
that refer or relate to the “value” provided by Off-Project irrigators or customers.

Response to KOPWU Data Request 11.6

No such analyses have been performed.

KOPWU/401
Bartell/1
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February 1, 2006
KOPWU 11" Set Data Request 11.8

KOPWU Data Request 11.8
Please describe and provide all analyses that Mr. Smith has performed regarding
the flow of water from off-project lands as contemplated in the off-project
agreement.

Response to KOPWU Data Request 11.8

No such analyses have been performed.
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February 1, 2006

KOPWU 11" Set Data Request 11.9

KOPWU Data Request 11.9

Please describe and provide all analyses that Mr. Smith has performed regarding
each of the “assumptions” he refers to on pages 6-7 of his testimony.

Response to KOPWU Data Request 11.9

No such analyses have been performed.
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LYETFR 0P TRANGUITTAL,

L

Zlanath Fallas, Oreson, Jonuary 29, 1913,

Sire-
' In compliance with the inatructions contained in the
paragreph on “Project Histories™, in cironlar letter, from the
pirector, of January 18, 1912; and in conformity with further
instyuotions on the subjeot, from the Supervising ‘ngineer, in
1etter of iay 13, 1912, I hand you herwwith the *’l_iiatm of
the Klamath Project”, from lay 1, 1903, to December 31, 1912.

In the compllation of this history the yrojeet filas,
together with arnusl and board reports have been fresly oon~
pulted, in an effort to make this document doth eomplete and
authentic.

Very rosveotfully,
I. S. Voorhees,
Agsistant ‘neinoer.

ire We Ve Fatoh,

Projeot “nginear.
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area of 3500 acres, a large proportion of the land being public.

The oreek, with a discharge varying from 2 second-foet to 6000
secoond~-feot, flows thru a narrow canyon of basaltic rock at the
dan site; and & dam B0 feet high would impound approximately
125,000 acre foot. This site is of substantial importance.

Loke Arcass., In addition to th: lake areas nentioned above
a8 serving for storage reservoirs thore are two others, _over
Zlamath, ard Tule within the project limits, for which reclama-
tion by drninage#%ﬁrplannod. 0f this, more will be said later.
Lower Xlamath covers an area of £9,400 ncres, or including the

R,

marginel swamps, an area of 88,300 acres; while Tule Lake ccvers

PO
oo TR

96,000 acres of which it &b hoped ultimately to reolaim I5,000
acrea>7
Private Canal Syatems. “hen the leclamation lervice be;an
ite investigntions in the Klamath country, it found the following
private canal systems in operation;- The llamath Falls Irrigation {
Co, Oor Anieny-.enley Canal: The Little <lamath Diteh 0. or Adams
Canal; The Van Brimmer 3ystem; and the !oore Canal. In addition
the Xlamath Canal Com any's work was underway.
Ankeny-lienley Canal. In 1878 a number of Linkville citizens
" incorporated under the name of "%he Linkville Vnter Ditch Co." and
dug a small ditch heading in Zink River about £ miles above what
is now known a8 L{lemath Falls. This ditch had a capancity of sbout
40 miners inches. the water being mneed for the ir-igation of town
lota. In the spring of 1884 Villiam Steele enlarged this ditch anq
oxtended it into the Xlamath Valley for a distance of 15 miles. For

~ ) nember of
the privilege of enlarging, iir. Steelo gave each the old company
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TULE LAKS LATTS. . Bartell/5

mala Late. oririnally called Tthett Leke in & clroular

“body of water, covering about 96,000 acres in Dorath Sounty,
Oracon, snd sigkiyoun and ledoo Jountias, indifornis, lylng for

thn mogt part couth ¢f the state line, The chief gource of water
gurrly for this leke is derived fron oot River vhieh riseos in Cloar
1aka, about 6 niles eastorly from Tule Lake, o then flows in

a bie loop for o dlstence of shout 70 nilos, smwtylng into Tule
Laizos inee ithe corstrictlon of Jlear Lnio lan, Test ldver drnins
vatwaon 600 and 700 sduare nlles, and st times moy dbo subdbleot to
#looda of short duretlion, amcuntirg to 10,000 sacond fent or

~ora.  Cradition has 1t, that in years post tho laie ocoupled

a rueh gretler srea, and that the old le-isreant rond once oroaned
whara the wmbars of the lske nov uband frem 12 to 10 fent doare

In 106, at a time of unusualliy hich woler the Plarath Dlver

wroke threurh ite bamlka at & poeint about S nllew gouth of Tlarath
Pallag, and for a large poxt of the following yeor, diverted &
hoavy flow of water scuthensterly through Loat Livor 3lourh inte

Tost iver an’ thonoe inte Tule Iale. This sormo thing has probably
heproned in sarlisr tlqes, and may be lavsely ragronaibls for the

rmtarial ineresse in the size of Tula lLake, In 1869, F. Jrank
Adana snd other larro land holders along the northorly bdboundery of

the lske, boconing almxmed for the salfety of thelr ranches nad

buildinge, jeined forces and milt a dike sorcss iho uryer and of

the rest Uiver Jloush, vhioh hog sines boon offactive in provent-

ine farther inflow from Jarnth Liver. The londs along the
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northorl; N LZ of tho lake aro off owealle nt 93:{'?;1.55. 7y and, an
*

late ss the 80's, fnrro wore eatablisied end orops ralsed on lend
now entiraly subrorged and out iz the loke fron one to two milas.

Indior logends are to tho affeot tﬁ&ﬁ Tle Lol formarly
had & subnarine outlat where thers wns 2 monstrous vwhirlrool.
Obasrvations of the white mon have not borme this oul, Wt we do
mow thet 2 smell outflow cecours into the odoe lawvn bads st the
gsoutharly end of the lske. Thosoe love bads constitute the antire
aouthorn shore of M™ile Iake, and oexband for 60 o &) miles Yo the
southward. Tho love vroel is especlally porous, aznd thers ore many
groat eracks of unknown derth, £illed with rences of lcoss lave
roel: and agh. lHear the 1lelka chore theoe oracha are f1illed with a
maas of silt, sand, sholls, eofe., the feg line of which arvenrs ¢
plope downward fron high water line, on a 155 or 20, slope.

Tale laie ‘utlets. fThere wors & number of places slong

tha scutern ghors line of iho lake which appeared fovorable for
davelovins posoiblio outlets, OF thece, twe, mors pronmising then
tho rogt, wore melected to ha oponed up, snd holen, onn sbout

20 w 30' nnd the other 16 x 1007, wero hlasted out of the roch
to o dopth of 1&' or so. Back from the hobton of »selh of these
holas, tunnels wers drivey 4 wide, &' high, to a dlstsnce of
from 10 to 1o Pfret. These holsg were thon cornectod with the »ein
body of the lale by a2 deop channel, thase lIniler being amtaencod
and dnaponed from tino %o tinmm as tho waters of the lale Tacsdode
"his dovelormant work cost in the neiphborhecd of 010,000, the
pajor vortien of it bvelng done betwoer Detobar 1209 and June
1910 ﬂﬁé'hﬂﬁ ramitod in an outflcw of aboat 30 sscon’ Ioet con-

timing un$il the surmar of 1912, vhen the lake became teoc low



Project History 1903 - 1912, Page 113 of 301
KOPWU/402

Bartell/7
ard furiier work on the outlete was deermed inexpedient,

Iraliminavy Plens, From the £irst inception of the
project, ono of the most sitractive features ¢f the general achemo
has been the reclamation of ths Tule Iske lands. As cited on
page  the legislatures of Oregon and Cslifornia, by speoial sncte
relinquished to the Hational Jovernment title to laie lands which
pizht be uncovered by grainage. From the Liret the plan for tho
accompliohment of this drainapge was the impounding of Tost Ziver
headwaters in Clear lake, and diverting the runoff telow by means
of n mogonry &am at Olene, and aonnaqting ciernel, intc the
siamnth Diver, Ther the iret studics wore mede, there waa yrac-
tically re hydrogrsptkic data on tho arrual fischarge of Loat Idver,
nor wae the data or reinfall snd evuporation of mush value.
to be reclaimed,

X008 As ntudies progrecsed it vas

realized nmore and more clearly that the vliimatc avea which con be
reolaires depends upon the very delicate adjuestment boiween evap-
oration from the loke surface snd the inflow a3 affogtad by riora.e
and diversion, it being out cf the gquestion tc¢ place dependance on
subiesrranoun outlets intc the lava beds. Tho original eatimntes
for the drainage cof from 45,000 to 62,000 acres wore mediflel in
the 1ighkt of later and mors complete dsia. The queations which
hed to be determined ir ordcr to arrive st the probable reoclelim-
able aroa were:

1. mhe amount o! averase arnusl evaporatian.

2. "ho e?fect of storaze in Clear “ake as modifying the flow
of Loat “ivar.

&. ‘roper aize 0f a diversiorn channel from lost [ iver %o
Tiamntn iver.

Studies along theae lines had bheon made at various

“dmea: but 1Y was not until Sebruary 1210 thot tie maltor waes
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Tule Lake outlet, showing pit ;
into which water flows and
disappears - August 3, 1908,
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general report and estimate for KXlameth projeect.

January-
April 26.
Nov. 6,
¥ov., £8.
Dec. 1l6.
Dec. 29.

mareh.

,"‘.'U.g . 8 .
Ang. 15,
January.
Feb., 26,
April.
dune.,
Aug. 2b.
sept. 16.
Oct. 21

1210,
Clear Take Dam conmpleted.
Report of Board (iessrs Hopson and Patoh) on construction
of lL.ost River Diversion Channel.
Agreement with Van Brimmer Ditoh Co.
Report ovaoard of Army Enginecrs,
Contract awarded to 7. H. iHason for construction , lLost
River Diversion Channel.
Contract awarded to George C. Clark for construction,

Lost Hiver Diversion “orks.

191,

EN VR stértad on ost itlver Diversion Tarn: and channel,
Report of Board (Messrs Davis, lopson pnda Tatoh] on
sonstruction of Lecond Unit Latorals.

rreliminary report on lanmath karsh Experimental Farm.

1912,

Heileman's report on Lower ‘alasmath Harshes,

Report by Board (lessre Luvie, Hopson, ™ “etch) on Lover
Kismath Harshes.

Lost River Uiversion Channel completed.

Lost kiver Diversion Dam completed.

Klamath Straits closed by C.&F.E. Hy. Co.

Contract for construction, 2nd Unit laterals awarded to

laney DBros. & Co,

Wwork begun on 2nd. Unit ‘aterals.

Dec. 31. Entire projeot.- 75% completed.
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' Excerpt from the First Biennil.l llon;ugo of
" Covernor George C. Pardea to the Legislature
of the State of Califernis, pages 25 and 26,
(36th 3ession --1505), Volume 1, Appendix
to the Journals of tho Senata and Assembly
of the 36th Session of the nogiulatnro of the
State ‘of California

Consent to "The other undertaking, one to which ls;lslative

claim, cul- attention will doubtless be invited, ia likely to prove

tivate
still more reumarkable and f{mportant, The Klamath basin,

situated partly in California and partly in Oregon,

contnins several lakes and both overflowod and arid dis-

%%f tricts. A way Las been found so to increase tne f1ow of

the Ylamath Fiver as to draln two fuportant lakes and
roclala to cultlvation the greater part of their arcas.
io d¢o thils the consent of both Callfornia and Oregon will
be needed.

"It is proposed that California shall cede to the o

e’
Xatlonal Government hor interests in the lands which
Lands sold will Le laid uare by the lowering of the water in the -
only to
settlers lakes; but as these lands will be sold only to actual
sottlers and the proceeds used, together wiith other
funds, to .neet the oxpenses of t.e undertacing, Lt would
sceu that txis 3tate caﬁ well alford to pilve its uaasent
1¢ Oregzon will do likewise, as it is belleved that it
300,000 ace
2/3 Cnalirf. will. ‘here are 200,000 acres, two thirsa in Culifornia
1/3 oregon \
nnd ona third in Orepon, w.leci, 1t is clalmed, can thus
e preclaliaed and irrijaled. To accouplish thias 1t will
Water source Lo necessary toc Jraw water from 'Ipper Klamath lakes in
..’ Oregon '

freigon to irrl. . te lunds in Czlifornia and, likowise,

KWVA 00020
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Water source from Cleur Lake--a smaller bLody of water lying to the

Celifarnia.
east of Rhett Lake, in Cxlifornias--to irrigate lands
scross tue 1line in Oregon. The difterent lsvels of the
lakes relative to tne areas they are expected to 1rrig§ta
make necessary this reciprocal arrangemsmt, and it oan
Common not be ‘dor.xbtod that the two comzonwsalths ought to coop-
advantage

Crate heartlly in what is likely to prove 3o great a

common advantapre."”

KWVA 00021
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TEXTS OF THE KLAMATH LANGUAGE,

WITH EXPLANATORY NOTES.




THE KLAMATH INDIANS OF OREGON,

BY ALBERT 8. GATSCHET.

INTRODUCTION TO THE TEXTS.

The most important and valuable monument of itgelf which a people
can transmit to posterity is a national literature. But to answer the require-
ments fully, the literature of a people must possess a certain degree of
completeness in portraying the national peculiarities. It should embrace
not only sketches of contemporaneous history, of national habits, customs,
~and laws laid down in the native idiom, but we expect from it also a truth-
ful rendering of the spiritual side of national life, of its physical and meta-
physical speculations as we find them embodied in its myths, beliefs,
superstitions and conjurers’ practices, and of speeches and discowrses of
its representative men held on solemn occasions. The most fragrant fow-
ers in any national literature are certainly the poetic produections, if a
full account of their origin and purport is added to make them easily
comprehensible.

While cultured nations are constantly engaged in perpetuating the
memory of their thoughts and achievements by means of some alphabetic
nr syllabic system of writing, the uncivilized hunting or fishing tribes pos-
sess none, or only the most imperfect means of recording their affairs.
All of them possess mythic tales, traditional history, and songs for various
incidents of life; not a few are even originators of didactic folklore, of
proverbs, and of versified rhythmic poetry. Many of these mental pro-
ductions are remarkable for artistic beauty, others for a most interesting
variety of detail; but all of them will, if collected with accuracy and sound

KOPWU/405
Bartell/2
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94 , MYTHOLOGIC TEXTS.

93, 1. ké- spiini vushfik: the subject of spini, E-ukskni m4klaks, is left out by
inadvertence. Some Wascoes wanted to marry into another tribe; for “one Wasco
man?” stands here for ‘some men of the Wasco people.?

93, 3. 4. Ampyié‘ni, contraction of ambuy@ni “thither, where the water is”, where
the waters rush down in a cataract, or in rapids. The rapids of the Columbia River at
the Dalles impede navigation.

99, 7. sassigank i git ye are in peril, when going to the Dalles und being Indians,
therefore take care of yourselves! istands for at; cf. 64, 10 and Note; 90, 13, 14

93, 7. 9. Instead of ki-i nft shtinta may be said also, in this conneection, ké-i nit
shandhole; instead of ténkt ni g&nb: gdui¥ni, gent a ni; instead of Tidshi hik:
tidshilk, tidshi hi gi. '

K'MURKAMTCEAM AISHISHAM TCHISH SHASHAPKELEASH.

K'MUKAMTCH ATTEMPTS THE DESTRUCTION OF HIS SON
AISHISH.

OBTAINED IN THE KLaMATH LAKE DiALLcr PROM MINNTE FROBEN.

Liipf n@'lsh hiink K’'mikamtch shuta.yéga,, né-¢ a.sht ni'lsh hiink gd-ag

At firat ne E'mikamteh bagan ic oreate; 0 us ong ago

kémftchatk shashapksli-i'a génta kiiflatat. Tchia hﬁ’k la’pi shé-tingaltk

an old man told the myth this world aboat, Tived tha two  rclated a.lu: son and
father,
Aishish K’'mf’'kamtchish; né-ulya hink gén, nadnuktua ké-akt hi'k cig,
Aishish (and) K'mikamich; rerolved this one, (that) all things, whichever (are} here, [i.ml}
nanuktua kii'm 4mbutat wid, gitki glug. T chuyunk pé'n I-ulalénan
all kiuds of fish, in the water (whiohl shonld romeinta aguin 05 the outlet at
live, existence. Liokville
tchkash né-ulya pé,phshash gi'tki giug, mid’ gint nki'llipsh ti'wish ndd’l-
also be cansed tocome intoexiste wvery  thers rapidly ihe roghing  rieoping
BNGE, watera
shampksh paltki, mfi'ash shlé«uzuk tchiyunk méklaksash kid'm $'tklank
dewn {eélaﬂa uzawnth when b and herenpon the Indians the flsh  soooping up
ry, . wind

phlshtat patki pf.

ou the bottom stlould feed
leit dry npon.

Tehdi pén hiimasht gfulank K’'mukédmtch tnaka tchkash mna Afshi-

Hersnpon having parformad this E'mikamtoh son than Alshish

shash shtflta plaiwasham shnfi'lash, shléank kénéwatat shkulelam wewéka

sent after un eagle's eyrie, perceiviog up on a kéndwat- of alark the youns
atalk nos

hi'nk shfi’kayank, shnepa’mpemulk vunak4 m’'na.  Sndwedsh spl'ntyashtka
hanging (on it), in order to entiap il s, A wife to abduct {fron him)

KOPWU/405
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KMUKAMTCH ATTEMPTS THE DESTRUCTION OF AISHISH. 5]

4

oing tehiyunk K'mi'kamich spit‘'nshna.  K'mi'kamtch heméye shi‘ash-

2 then Kiptkamtch took (bim} aleng, K'makamtch told (him) to teke
ka.nk hii'n tchiilish, km{hsh tuhish shiikatonold’'teh. Tehti Aishish gii'ka
(hia) ellrt, (and} hairsibbow, Then .&ﬁahiah cHmbed
kapké,gatat tehtiyunk I_g’l ga, ati kédsha. Afshish shataldi’ldamna gike-
on the low 1ree; and {whiley L eliubed, bigh it geow, Afsbish steadily lgohed down swhils
ud'ta, ati ai kédshisht; at hd'nk tehdi shlia tehitehtli'leka  pil'-ulapksh
olimbing, highautil lthad grown;  and then ho saw little birda Tying
shnfi'lashtat shki'lelam. Tchii Afshish gé&hlapka shnt'lashtat ki'shgug
in the nest of the lark. Then Ati.hial went loto tha uest “being nnable
gl'tgapelish; hi'-itak tchidi tehi’-uaplk.
1o climb baek; there then  he was gmngtn
stay.
K’mti’kamtch toksh hii‘nk ndnuk Adshisham ghlétish shndka; sha'-
E'mulamtel Yowever the whole of Alshisb's clothing took awny; dressing
luatchnank %‘a ‘mbéle Kléwidshnank m'na tunaka. Snéwedsh példshapsluk
himaelf in it & rotirnol relinguishing Iila sO. (fis) wifo to abihisen
hatokt gdtpampile Afshisham tebi'shtat; tchii Aishisham  wéwanuish
over there e went hack of Atshish to the dwelling; inn Afshish's wives
kaiyema K'mukdmtchish; “ké-i a hi'k geg nalim hishuaksh” tehi’ hink
sunprocbed B omkdgileh ot (I8 ilils (L5 47 uir huabang thas

hi'ksha gi. Na'dshak hik hishudkshlank K'mdkamtchash, ndnka toks

they saidl One only wnnsnrted with X'mtikamtch, Lut the athers

k-1 shanahd'li.

Bot wanted (bhim),

At toks hilk Afshish shi‘isha, ndouk kéko pil k'lekd tii'muk kaftua

But now Afushiyh Lecnme leany, ol aver bones notililn g he beonme  for starving (aod}

1 uothing
p-uk. Tehui ldpi wi'kwak-wéwanuish gcpkatk shléi Aishishash shnfi’-
eating. Then two busterly feniales pouring by BAW Atshish inthe
lashtat kshi'klapksh. N4-iti m’'nilam sha skdyamtch pésh dmbutch
uest lying. In Lashet their they carriod on back food water also
i'’kugank, tehdi sha Afshishash shéwana pésh, dmbu tchi’sh sha tchiya.
putting inte, herenpon they to Ajshish gave fuad, water algp they j_.rwu
Kii'shga tcha, p'li’ i'tchuank shul6tish sha pid'n l8'vila.  Afshish heméye:
Thayhizo:r}thsd ofl  puttingom him  in elothes they np‘lu dressed (him).  Afshish inquired

{him

“wik haitch at nfish gi'-uapk a?” tehii hi'ksha nd-asht gi: “génta a-i

“awrhnt e with we intond o da ™ thon whay thius sudd:  Ctinto this

mi'sh n@’d hishtchaz®’'gank skaiyipgli-udpka.” Aishish téksh shash hi'nk

you wa placing into {wel elall carry down,"” Alshlah but to them
ninuk shd'gsha: “pi’ nii’sh gén génteh né-ulakta p'ti'shap gé-u K’'mukém-
all sboub it  espluined: “le me in ihia rmponer  treated hnﬂl_v,' fother my TK'mak-
tchiksh!” hit'nk na-@'sht gi Afshish.
amteh!" thns anld Atghixh.
Tehuai w, alptiléash m@Tua skatyipéli-udpkuk Adshishash kaflant;
Hersupon o butterflies got ready ta tako down again Alabish to the gmund

wéwanuish tnks hi'’k Afshisham méya 1a'pi, Klétiamtch tchi‘sh Toh‘[ ggash

tand) wives of Aishish thapr roots Lo, !c‘slleﬂ{ ol sl Tehiln

KOPWU/405

12

15

18

21

Bartell/4



12

18

21

KOPWU/405

96 MYTHOLOGIC TEXTS.

ti'la. Wi'kaltk hi'kt ki. Tchdi Adfshish géna me-ishyéni, tapi‘tankni
withal, Childhaving  ihis  waa. Then Afshish went totl;ffﬁing- koeping bebind

géldshui Tchikash; Tchikalam wii'ka shléa méhiash Afshisham, tchui

be walked up to Tehils; of Tohika ihe child perceived thesshadow of Alshish, and

p'ti‘'shalpka. Kith'pka Tchi'ka m'na wéka shldmiuk; tchidi Afshigsh himéye:

oried: " fatherl"” Slapped Tehiks her child in wrath:  wharanpen Adshich mwldd :

“wik 1 Gn gitg’ ktd'pka?” Shatalkidmna Tchi'ka, shlad Adfshishash

“why you (it} slap?” Looked arcund Tobika, saw ehe Atshigh

huyégank, hii'tan ku-ishéwank shli'pgle; tchti Adfshish sptnshimpéle

sitlog down, ran she rejoleing tomest (him) again; then Ajlshish took home again

Tehi'kash stiya pi'l nti'sh gi'pksh  Kletfshash p&'n galdshiyank shatmé-

Tehiks piteh oo her hend boving, Kibtish aleo appronchiog he oalled (her}
péle; tchdi shash ldpok #'mpsle tchi’shtal’ m'na. ‘Tehti shash tchi'shyeni

boms;  them  them both Le brought towarde home  hia to them to Lis home

'tpampélank ydmnash shéwana, tchélish hi'nk lielank ydmnashla; ndan-

huving brought back — neck-wear he gave, porcnpinea killing e mode nooklaces;

né'ntch hi'nk wéwanshish ydmnash shéwana.

three {of his} wives neck-wear be gave.

Tchiyuk K’mf’kamtch tiména m’'na dinaka tchi’sbt, mti'lua génuapkug
Upon this E'mtkamtch beard  (that)his eon wa;] {stll)  (nnd) 13:0- to procesd
ive, pare

hataktala. Tchdi Afshish unakédka m'na shtili pa'ks nutolalolatkiuk Hi'-

thore, Afghish to little son his enjoived ‘the pipe to awing off inte

Iukshtat K'muk4dmtcham. Techii K'mfikdmtch gatpanank tchélya; Afshisham

the flre of K'mdkanteh, Then K'mikomtch arriving sat down ; Aishish's

hii'k wéka ku-ishé-uk hillladshuitdmna p'lukshd m'na. Tehdi hit'nk pa’keh

aom rejoiclng ran furth to and back from bis grandfather. Then tbe pipe

pakakéleshtka K'mikdmtcham; pén hiilllddshui K'mfkémtchash. Ha'nk-
¥or

he tried to jerk off of E’'mikamich; again  he ran up to E'mfilkamteh.

anti K’mukémtch ki-ashtdména: ‘‘tchitchiks a hi't gl” Pi'n hii'ktag

that E'wdkamtch reprimandod: “gtop that matterl' Apmain that obild

ht'llatchuyank pakakélank pa'ksh wndtoldla lit'likshtat; tehéi Afshish

rupping up to him Jerking off the pipn threw it into the five; PAVEETH Alshish

ke-ulélapka né,dsh]gﬁ.kﬂht, tcha'k kgléwi. K’mtkamtchash shi’uga tchti

pushed (it) fuither uptil barnt, then he quit. K'miikantch he kill

hfi'masht gink, tchti medshé.

by 8o doing, then he moved away.

Ma'nteh-gitk pinn K’mfi’kamtch wémpgle; pi’ tchkash né-ulakta m'na
ag

Long afier E'mtkawmteh became alive; be  then proceeded againat hia

dnaka. Gén hink ndnuk shii'ya pitli’ga kaluat; tchii shnatgilka kdlo

800, There (he) all over pite danhe on the aky; then he ses oo fire the sky
hi'masht gidlank. Hi'nkanti Afshish tia kiuy‘:ig:ld; hiiméye: “ké-i nd'sh
g0 after dolog. For this reason  Alshish A tray held extonded; he said: “not me
shiugat tdta,” wéwanuish m'na shi‘namshtisht Sti'ya &@'-usheltkal b’k
ho may kill  ever,” wives his being niraid. The piteh tnroed faoto a Iake
nédnukash kifla, Afshishamksh pi'l pahd. Techhi Td’'hlsh talpatkéla, sti’ya
all avar the world, L!l’hhh‘l.hma only rewslusd ‘Then Mune! Hen put its head out, the pitch

dl“y.

Bartell/5



KMUKAMTCH ATTEMPTS THE DESTRUCTION OF AISHISH, 97

tehik hi'nk nyi’-uliga Jdki; kat hik hi't tchdi lah’%a Téht'shash. Hii'n

ihen to it ﬂﬂppad o}n: 1%11 which thiog sinpe oo Mod Hen, Thia one
ead ¢
gétak hit'nk shkalkgla.
anly Was hord,
NOTES.

This is one of the most popular myths enrrent among the X-ukishikni, and we
shall find it partially repeated in another myth, recounted by Dave Hill. Afshish and
his father K’'mukimtchiksh represent powers of nature engaged in everlasting strife
for mutual extermination. In this inyth K'mikamtch resorts to, the following trick to
destroy his offspring. Seeing young larks in a nest on the top of a sorrel-stalk, he
informs him, that if he climbs up there, he can obtain a nest of eagles with all its
imuates, Gladdened with the prospect of this capture, Afshish climbs up, but the
insidious father causes the plant to grow miraculously fast under him, so that descent
beeomes impossible, and Afshish comes near perishing by hunger and exposure.

In the recollection and wording of sovwe portions of the myth my informant was
assisted by “Captain Jim.”

94, 1-7. The short fragment of 8 creation myth preceding the Ajighish tale stands
in no causal connection with it, and eonld as well be inserted elsewhere. Myths enter-
ing upon the details of the creation of the world by K’mukamtehiksh do not, as far as
ascertained, exist among this people, but in their stead we have many wnyths for
special ereations (of man, animals, islands, mountains ete.). A grammatic analysis of
the terms oceurring in this fragment (from Lipi nd/lsh to patki gi) was inserted by
me in the American Antiquarian, Vol. I, No. 3, pages 161-166, under the heading:
“ Mythologic Text in the Klamath Lauguage of Southern Oregon.”

94, 1. Liipi shutdyéga is nol lo e considered as a repetition, for it means: when
K'mfikamtch began to create the world Le made us before he made the fish; other
animals, and the dawm at Linkville. This is, of course, only a small fragment of all the
creation myths of this people.

84, 2. shashaplkélia: to tell or count stories, mnyths or fables in the interest or for
the pleasure of somebody; the i is here doubled to obtain a rhetorical effect.

94, 3. Wmi'kamtehish is a contraction of K'mi‘kamteh tehish; Afshish, Komhlk.
amteh also. The longer form of the name of the deity occurs 85, 20.

94, 3. ka-akt, metathetically for kakat; kit is pron. relat. which, what, the thing
whichk. npanuktua ki-akt gig comprehends all animate and inanimate ereation.

94, 4. w4, ud, o stay, exisg, live in; is always connected with an indirect object
indicating the place, spot, locality or medium where the subject lives or exists.

94, 4-G. The construction of the sentence runs as follows: Tehfiyunk (K'mukémteh)
né-ulya g’tki ging paplishash IT-ulalénan, paltki ti/wish gint ndalshdwpkash ma’ nkil-
lipkash, m@‘ash shlé-uynk; “when & south wind blows, it will stop the waters from
rashing down rapidly over the cataract.” The outlet of Upper Klamath Lake, called
Link River, runs from north to south, over the falls at Linkville; hence a powerful
south wind will stem the current of Link River above the falls, leave its bottom dry or
almost dry, and enable the Indians to catch the fish swimming in the shallow water
or wriggling in the mud. The rocky ledge under the cataract is supposed to be the
gift of K'inGkamitch, '

7
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84, 4. T-ulalénan or Yulaléna is the Indian name of the cascade of Link River
above the town of Linkville, and for that town itself. The origin of this name is ex-
plained iu 84, 5, 6, for the verb i-ulaléna means to move forth and buek, referring here
to the waters of the river receding under the pressure of the south wind.

84, 6. ftklank, partic. pres. of itkal, means here: obtaining by basketfuls.

94, 9. The kéndwat is a plant growing high in the warm climate of Northern Cali-
fornia, especially in the ancient habitat of the Shasti Indians, and in this myth it sug-
gested itself to the Indians or accoant of its property of growing very fast.

95, 5. g€hlapka: he swung himself inte the nest by climbing over the rim. Cf.
Note to 86, 13.

95, 10. kafyema K'mukdimtchish for the regular forn K'mukémtchash., Cf. 91, 8.

95, 15. skdyamteh ete. More plainly expressed this sentence runs as follows: sha
skiyamna pash tchish Ambu tchish; the first tchish being placed hefore pash and
appeuded to the apocopated skdyamna.,

95, 16. shéwava here used differently from tchiya, which applies to Hquids only.

85, 17. plt’ ftchuank seems to be a quite modern interpolation, for it smells of
pomade and bair-oil; but it is as aneient as the myth itself,

95, 23. 96, 2. 3. 4, Tehika. I have rendered this bird-name elsewhere by ¢ Chal
finch,” and Klétish by *Sandhill Crane”.

96, 3. shlamia, to feel insulted. Sle reseuted it as an insult that the child called
her deceased husband by name; for it was a capital crime among the ancestors of the
present Klamaths to call a dead person’s name for mauy years after his demise.

86, 5. hii'tna is ehanged to hii'tan on acconnt of heing followed by & word com-
mencing with k.

88, 6. stiya. The custom of widows to put pitch or resin on their heads at the
death of their husbands was abolished only at the time when cremation became a thing
of the past.

96, 6. galdsha-fiyank is a more explicit form of the participle; the verb géldshui
being the contracted form of galdshéwi.

08, 8. yamnashla. Ile used the bristles of porcopines to make necklaces of.

96, 11, unakika m'na was the son of Afshish and of the above mentioned Tchika.

96, 11. 12. K'mukémtcham qualifies pa‘ks, not lalukshtat.

96, 14. pakakdéleshtka, verbal desiderative of pakakéla, to jerk away from. The
suffix -6la indicates that B’miikamtch wore his tobacco-pipe tied to his body; he wore
it on his neck.

98, 15. tehitchiks is nsed when speaking to children. It signifies so, so! and
means: be quiet, shut up, stop!

96, 17. tchd’k k&léwi. In similar connections this phrase very frequently ends a
whole narrative in Modoe and Klamath. Here it means that Aishish ceased to poke
the pipe into the fire. Of. 85, 10, 89, 7.

98, 18. medsh4: he removed from that spot with all his wives and c]:uldren An-
cient customs forbid the offspring to stay where the father had breathed his last.

98, 20. Gén himk nanuk ete. This portion of the myth describes the destruction
of all the living organisms on earth by a general conflagration caused by K'mikamtch.
Myths of this kind are sugpested by intense heat experienced in summer. This mode
of destroying life on earth is less frequently met with in myths than the drowning in a
general ilood.
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Judge r v
water releases
from Clear Lake

By ALLEN HURLBURT
H&N Corraspondent

TULELAKE — In a ruling
against the Langell Vailey and
Horsefly irrigation districts, a
federal judge affirmed the
Bureau of Reclamation’s right to
draw water from Clear Lake
Rolervoxr, giving Klamath

managers the d to
dm:harge another 100 cubic feet
of water per second into the Loat
to make up for a shortage

of water in Upper Klamath Lake.

Last Fnday, the court ruled

ules for

the BOR could release 100 cubic
feet per second (cfs) from Clear
Lake, pending Tuesday’s hear-
ing. Judge Michael Hogan of the
Ninth District Court in Eugene
is expected to issue an opinion
Thursday to determine future
releases, said BOR hydrologist
Rob Allerman. This morning the
BOR was discharging 357 <fs
into Lost River, Allerman said,
including about 150 cfs normal-
1y released to serve the two dis-
tricts.

See WATER, page A2

KOPWU/406

WATER ooours

Jim Bryant chlef of water»

and lands for the BOR in
Klamath Falls, said the release
may be enongh to protect farm-
‘ers’ crops, but will not be enough
to prevent project managers
from violating the requirements
of the Endangered Species Act to
- protect two species of endan-
.gered suckers in the lake.

‘At a special ‘Monday mght
meeting of the Tulelake -

Irrigation District Board of

Directors, farmers were told -
tapping Clear Lake should allow
irrigation to contmue umnter~
ruptedly.

According to n'ngatmn dis-
trict manager Earl Danosky,
Upper Klamath Lake is drop-
ping at a rate of about .05 inch
per day. Without any precipita-
tion, the lake will reach a criti-
cal level of 4,139 feet above sea
level by Sept. 5.

“At that time, we would

expect a temporary restraining

order to be filed in the courts to
shut off releases,” Danosky said.
Until then, the district will
deliver full water allotments.

A crisis was sparked last
month when PacifiCorp techni-
cians realized a faulty gauging
system had misreported the
level of U Klamath Lake all
summer. laka level is moni-

tored by Pamﬁcorp, .whxch Oper

ates Link River Dam at the |
mouth of the lake. The dam is. |
used to: manage Upper Klamath

Lake within a narrow window |

limited by the needs of endan- .
gered species in the lake, andin |
‘the Klamath Ri’ver below Iron- t
Twu specles, the Lost River -
.sucker and the shortnose suck- - -
er, are protected as endangered
under
. Species Act. The coha salmon - is
_protected as a threatened
species. .
‘The 4,139 elevatmn repre- A
sents the minimal lake level
believed necessary to protect
.critical marsh habitat for the
‘suckers, according to the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. It
must be maintained throughout
September, according to the
Klamath Project’s 2000 operat-
mgplan C
A second deadlme looms
Sept. 30, when the operating
plan calls for releasing addition-
al water to raise the flow in the
" Klamath River below Iron Gate
to 1,300 cfs to provide sufficient
water for. mlgratmg coho
salmon.
Comnpondom Allan Huriburt covers the
Tuleleke and Merril areas for the Herald and

News. He can be reached st (530) 667-5181
or by e-mall at hurbut@cot.net. -

e federal Endangereda '




© H&N Con_'esp'm'qent

-i. losses fromi too much rain.~
. “We have water coming out

our ears,” said Ear] Danosky,

manager .of the Tulelake’

Lrrigation District. “Just about

everybody has shut off their irri-

gation and we are scrambling to

" handle the excess. water. Station
48, the headworks that relegses

water from the diversion canal

- TULELAKE - Farmers who -

‘were told last wéek they would. "

- have their irrigation water shut -
off early are now leoking at crop-

- were recorded iu his area

Is covered with water. .
Copic Bay fii.!;mer;. said 2 inches

back into Lost Riveris closed

“We turned on the third’

pump at the D pumping station
this morning, pushing about 200
cubic feet per second through
the tunnel under Sheepy Ridge
into Lower Klamath. The con-

trol gates that release water -

from Sump B have been cloged
allowing drainage water to pond
up in the sump.”

The irony of the situation is
that almost none of the water
the Bureau of Reclamation won
in court to release from Clear
Lake into Lost River has been
used as it was intended. Mother
Nature, as always, held the
upper hand when it came to
water, farmers said.

Throughout the controversy
between the Horgefly and
Langell Valley irrigation dis-
tricts, Jim Bryant of the Bureau
of Reclamation said any rain,
even as little as a quarter of an
inch, would make g huge differ-
ence in the overall outcome of
the water shortages the Basin
Wwas experiencing.

The storm that came Friday
more than answered Bryant's
prayers; Klamath Falls recorded
.T inches rain for the three-day
storm, while Tulelake had 1.5
inches and Matt Huffman, a

The mood of Basin farmers:

from a frantic rush to

get their fields irrigated before
the water was shut. off to shut-

“ting off water and trying to .
adjust the harvest-of their crops, . -
to the heavy rains, Many alfaifa

farmers were caught with third

cutting hay down when the =

raims came, ) .
Many grain fields that were

ripe and ready to harvest were -

pushed flat to the ground and
are at risk of spoilage unless it
warms up and dries out, farm-

ers said. Dry weather is expect- -

ed today and Wednesday. .

“We are releasing 450 cfs ot
of Clear Lake and only about 50
cfs is being diverted for the
farmers in HID and LVID,”

Bryant said. “Actually, Lost .

River is picking up an additional
500 cfs between Malone Dam

and the Diversion Canal, -

putting the total that the
Diversion Canal is putting into

the Klamath River at about 900

ofs.”

The effect of the storm on
either Klamath.Lake or Clear
Lake are not vet available, said
Bryant.

Comespondent Ailen Huriburt covers the

Tulelake and Merill areas for the Heraid and .

News. He can be reached af 1330 657.5181
or by e-mail at huriburi@ cot net,

.. PrombyAten tumun
" The edge of & Maiin potato-fielg . .
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Pursuant to Oregon Rules of Civil Procedure, including ORCP 36, 43 and other
applicable rules of procedure in this proceeding, including OAR 860 Division 14, Oregon Natural
Resources Council (“ONRC") for itself and for no other party or participant in this proceeding,
responds to the data requests of the Klamath Off Project Water Users, Inc. (*KOPWU”) as
follows:

GENERAL OBJECTIONSAND GENERAL RESPONSE

A. ONRC objectsto KOPWU'’ s definitions and instructions to the extent they
attempt to impose obligations inconsistent with or in excess of those imposed by the Oregon Rules
of Civil Procedure or rules of procedure relevant to this proceeding. In particular, and without
limitation, ONRC objects on this basis to all of KOPWU'’ s definitions and instructions and
specifically definitions 2, 6, and 7 and instructions 1-10 and 12 — 14. ONRC also objects to the
definitions and instructions on the grounds they are vague and ambiguous.

B. ONRC objects to the production of responses to these data requests at the
office of Kathryn Iversonin Surprise, Arizona. Any ONRC documents provided will be made
available to KOPWU' s counsel for copying and distribution to Kathryn lverson as appropriate.

C. ONRC objectsto each data request to the extent that it seeks information
protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or work-product privilege and/or other applicable
privilege or immunity. To the extent documents protected by any such privilege or immunity
inadvertently are produced, such production is not an intentional relinquishment of the right to
assert such privilege or immunity and shall therefore not be awaiver of such right unless ONRC
expressly indicates otherwise.

D. ONRC objects to each data request to the extent that it seeks the production
of documents relating to or containing confidential and/or proprietary information. Without
waiving this objection, to the extent each data request seeks the production of documents relating to
or containing such confidential and/or proprietary information, any production of documents by
ONRC responsive to each such data request will be made only after an appropriate protective order

has been entered in this proceeding. To the extent confidential or proprietary documents are
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inadvertently produced, such production is not an intentional relinquishment of the right to assert
any privilege related to such documents and shall therefore not be awaiver of such right unless
ONRC expresdly indicates otherwise.

E. ONRC objects to the requests to the extent they purport to require ONRC to
conduct computer forensic work on grounds it would be unduly burdensome and prohibitively
expensive.

F. ONRC objects to these data requests to the extent they seek to require ONRC
to locate, collect, copy and provide to KOPWU documents available as public records. The
administrative and financial burden of locating, photocopying and obtaining such recordsis
appropriately borne by KOPWU.

G. All of the preceding General Objections and the General Response are
incorporated by reference in each of the specific responses below.

SPECIFIC RESPONSES

11 Please provide all workpapers, analyses, studies, spreadsheets, and source
documents (in electronic format with all cells and for mulae intact wher e available)
used to develop Mr. McCarthy’stestimony (ONRC et al./100) and accompanying
exhibits.

See attached phaotocopies of notes and CD source material, including the 2002 ONRC-
published report, Ratepayer Rip-Off: Electric Power Subsidiesin the Klamath Irrigation
Project. The vast mgjority of the source material for ONRC' s testimony, Ratepayer Rip-
Off and Exhibits 101 and 102 is available as public documents either in UE 171 and UE
170, through the Bureau of Reclamation (USBR), or through the Oregon Public Utility
Commission (“PUC"). ONRC has provided an official list of public documents obtained
through the USBR and used as source material for Ratepayer Rip-Off. KOPWU isfreeto
reguest this material from the USBR. ONRC did not prepare Exhibits 103-106 to
McCarthy’ stestimony and ONRC does not possess any workpapers, analyses, studies,
spreadsheets and source documents used in the preparation of such exhibits. Asto these
exhibits, ONRC directs KOPWU to the agencies of the federal government that prepared
such exhibits and the California Department of Fish and Game for documents responsive
to this data request.

12 Please provide a detailed listing of all prior utility proceedingsin which Mr.
M cCarthy has submitted testimony. Please provide copiesof all prior testimony
that Mr. McCarthy has submitted in these proceedings.

None.
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Please provide a detailed listing of all utility rate casesin which Mr. McCarthy has
participated.

OPUC: UE 171, UE 170; CPUC: A 05-11-022.

Please describein detail Mr. McCarthy’s specific experience regar ding utility rate
making.

Mr. McCarthy has no direct experience with utility rate making prior to participating in
UE-170/171.

Please provide a detailed description of ONRC. Please provide a copy of the
organization’s bylaws, a listing of itsboard members, and itsarticles of
incor por ation.

ONRC aobjects to this data request as overbroad, vague, unduly burdensome and not
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. By way of aresponse
regarding a general description of ONRC, ONRC directs KOPWU to ONRC'’ s website
for general information on ONRC: www.onrc.org

Please provide a detailed description of Water Watch of Oregon. Please providea
copy of the organization’s bylaws, a listing of its board members, and its articles of
incor por ation.

Thisrequest is not directed at ONRC.

Please provide a detailed description of the Pacific Coast Feder ation of Fishermen’s
Associations. Please provide a copy of the organization’s bylaws, a listing of its
board members, and itsarticles of incorporation.

Thisrequest isnot directed at ONRC.

Reference ONRC et al./100, McCarthy/4: “ Therates paid by the Klamath irrigators
under their current special contractsare roughly an order of magnitude below the
power ratesroutinely paid by every other non-Klamath irrigator or agricultural
producer customer of PacifiCorp in Oregon.” Please explain the basisfor this
statement and provide all workpapersrelied upon in reaching this conclusion. If
the workpaperswere already provided in response to KOPWU Data Request No.
1.1, please specifically identify each workpaper that relatesto thisrequest.

See ONRC at a. Exhibit 102, Chart 2. This statement is based upon a simple calculation
based upon the figuresin this chart. If two numbers differ by one order of magnitude, one
is about ten times larger than the other.
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Reference ONRC et al./100, McCarthy/4: “ PacifiCorp providesthe subsidized
power ratesunder the current contractsat a substantial loss. Other PacifiCorp
customer s must pay PacifiCorp’s costs of providing thissubsidized power.” Please
explain the basisfor these statements and provide all workpapersrelied upon in
reaching thisconclusion. If the workpaperswere already provided in responseto
KOPWU Data Request No. 1.1, please specifically identify each wor kpaper that
relatesto thisrequest.

See documents responsive to 1.1. Thisfact has been stated repeatedly by PUC and
PacifiCorp staff during this proceeding and is public knowledge.

Reference ONRC et al./100, M cCarthy/4: “Highly subsidized power rates allow
Klamath agricultural producersto compete unfairly against non-subsidized
producer sthroughout therest of Oregon.” Please explain the basisfor this
statement and provide all workpapersrelied upon in reaching this conclusion. If
the workpaperswere already provided in response to KOPWU Data Request No.
1.1, please specifically identify each workpaper that relatesto thisrequest.

See documents responsive to 1.1, specifically Ratepayer Rip-Off, Table 6. See also
ONRC et a. Exhibit 103: William K. Jaeger, Energy Pricing and Irrigated Agriculturein
the Upper Klamath Basin, (Report EM 8846-E, July 2004), Oregon State University
Extension Service, Supplemental Brief #3 to Water Allocation in the Klamath
Reclamation Project (2002).

Reference ONRC et al./100, McCarthy/5: “ Thereisevidence that agricultural
irrigation diversionsin the Klamath Basin affect imperiled fish species and moving
Klamath irrigatorsto standard tariffs could reduceirrigation diversionsand
increase efficient water irrigation use.” Please explain the basisfor this statement
and provide all workpapersrelied upon in reaching this conclusion. If the

wor kpaper swere already provided in response to KOPWU Data Request No. 1.1,
please specifically identify each workpaper that relatesto thisrequest.
Furthermore, please provide all studiesthat show a link between “agricultural
irrigation diversions’ and impacts on imperiled fish.

See ONRC et al. Exhibit 103: William K. Jaeger, Energy Pricing and Irrigated
Agriculture in the Upper Klamath Basin, (Report EM 8846-E, July 2004), Oregon State
University Extension Service, Supplemental Brief #3 to Water Allocation in the Klamath
Reclamation Project (2002). ONRC objects to this request as overbroad, vague,
ambiguous, unduly burdensome and not calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. ONRC has no obligation to perform for KOPWU areview of scientific
literature to provide “all studiesthat show alink between agricultural irrigation
diversions and impacts on imperiled fish.” By way of afurther response, ONRC
incorporates WaterWatch’ s response to this data request.
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Please definethe term Klamath Irrigation Project (“KIP"). Does KIP include or
exclude off-project irrigators?

It is ONRC' s understanding that the Klamath Irrigation Project encompasses some
220,000 acres of agricultura land in the upper Klamath River Basin devel oped and
administered by the USBR. This definition excludes the off-project irrigators. .

Reference ONRC et al./100, McCarthy/5: “ The farmers of the Klamath Irrigation
Project (KIP) have not had a power rateincrease since 1917, i.e,, not for 89 years.”

a. Please explain the basisfor this statement and provide all documentsrelied
upon in reaching this conclusion.

b. Does Mr. McCarthy have copies any billsor other service statements
supporting thisstatement? If so, please provide these documents.

C. IsMr. McCarthy awar e of any charges other than the base tariff that are
included in the Klamath Irrigators final rates? If so, please explain how the
Klamath irrigators rates have not increased in the past 89 years.

Response:
a See documents responsive to 1.1, specifically the 1917 and 1956 contracts.
b. No.

C. No. Only irrigators in the Klamath Irrigation Project have enjoyed 89 years
without rate increases because of the terms of the 1917 and 1956 contracts. Off-
project irrigators have enjoyed nearly 50 full years without rate increases.

Reference ONRC et al./100, McCarthy/6. Please describe whether any off-project
water users have been provided with free power line extensions. Please explain the
basisfor your conclusion and provide all documentsrelied upon in reachingit.

It is ONRC' s understanding that off-project water users do not receive free power line
extensions. See documents responsive to 1.1, specifically the 1956 contracts.

Reference ONRC et al./100, McCarthy/6-7, Tablel.

a. Please explain the basisfor the numbersin thistable and provideall
workpapersrelied upon. If theworkpaperswere already provided in
response to KOPWU Data Request No. 1.1, please specifically identify each
wor kpaper that relatesto thisrequest.

b. Please describe the rate schedule(s) used to create thistable and reconcile
the 0.6¢/kWh with therateslisted in the Klamath irrigators’ contracts.
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Response:
a See documents responsive to 1.1, specifically Ratepayer Rip-Off.

b. The ONRC report used Schedule 41 in Oregon and Schedule PA-20 in California
to compare the California and Oregon schedules for irrigators in the Klamath
Basin, commonly known as the USBR and UKRB rates. 0.6¢kwh was chosen
from the middle of the range of existing Klamath Basin irrigation rates as an
approximate representative of that range.

Reference ONRC et al./100, McCarthy/7. Please explain what you mean by “ poor -
quality and marginal lands.” Please provide all documentsrelied upon in
formulating your position.

See ONRC et al. Exhibit 103: William K. Jaeger, Energy Pricing and Irrigated
Agriculture in the Upper Klamath Basin, (Report EM 8846-E, July 2004), Oregon State
University Extension Service, Supplemental Brief #3 to Water Allocation in the Klamath
Reclamation Project (2002). It is ONRC' s understanding that poor-quality and marginal
lands generdly include aportion of all Class 1V and V lands in the Klamath Basin
identified in this report.

Reference ONRC et al./100, McCarthy/7. Please delineate with specificity all areas
in the Klamath Basin that qualify as* poor-quality and marginal lands’ and
describe your expertiseregarding the analysisof land quality. Please provideall
workpapersrelied upon in formulating your position. If theworkpaperswere
already provided in response to KOPWU Data Request No. 1.1, please specifically
identify each workpaper that relatesto thisrequest.

Seeresponseto 1.16. ONRC also objects to this data request on the grounds that it is
overbroad, vague, ambiguous and not calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence.

Reference ONRC et al./100, McCarthy/8: “The current cost of this central
component of the Klamath Basin subsidy is approximately $6.2 million annually,
paid for by other PacifiCorp ratepayers, though the amount variesfrom year to
year by usage.” Please explain the basisfor thisnumber and provide all documents
relied upon in reaching this conclusion.

See documents responsive to 1.1, specifically Ratepayer Rip-Off Table 3 and endnote 36.
Reference ONRC et al./100, McCarthy/8. Please define “ standard pump fees.”
Please provide all tariffsrelied upon that reference “ standard pump fees.”

See documents responsive to 1.1, specifically Ratepayer Rip-Off endnote 5.
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Reference ONRC et al./100, McCarthy/8: “ A highly conservative estimate for the
current subsidy value of the pumping fee exemption alone, for the roughly 2,600
agricultural pumping service customersin the Klamath Basin, is $2.6 million
annually.” Please explain the basisfor calculating thisnumber and provide all
workpapersrelied upon in reaching this conclusion. If theworkpaperswere
already provided in response to KOPWU Data Request No. 1.1, please specifically
identify each workpaper that relatesto thisrequest.

See documents responsive to 1.1, specifically Ratepayer Rip-Off endnote 40.

Reference ONRC et al./100, M cCarthy/9: “ Adding thetotal annual costs of these
three types of lossestogether gives numbersfor the annual ratepayer burden as
follows: approximately $6.2 million/year (low rates) plus $2.6 million (pumping fee
exemption) plus $1.1 million/year (free powerline extensions) equals approximately
$9.9 million/year in economic burden on PacifiCorp ratepayersfrom this subsidy.”
Please explain the basisfor these statements and provide all workpapersrelied upon
in reaching thisconclusion. If the workpaperswerealready provided in responseto
KOPWU Data Request No. 1.1, please specifically identify each workpaper that
relatesto thisrequest.

See documents responsive to 1.1, specifically Ratepayer Rip-Off.

Reference ONRC et al./100, McCarthy/9. Please specify the exact number of “KIP
customers[who] irrigate landsjust acrossthe border into California” and provide
their load data.

See documents responsive to 1.1. Based on PacifiCorp documents, the ONRC report
calculated an average of 594 KIP customersin California between 1997 and 2001. This
should be considered a rough estimate. ONRC does not have the current load data for
these customers.

Reference ONRC et al./100, M cCarthy/10. Please define how the California
“standard agricultural tariff isdlightly different.” Please explain the basisfor your
response and provide all workpapersrelied upon in reaching thisconclusion. If the
wor kpaperswere already provided in response to KOPWU Data Request No. 1.1,
please specifically identify each workpaper that relatesto thisrequest.

See documents responsive to 1.1, specifically Ratepayer Rip-Off and the 1956 contracts.

Reference ONRC et al./100, M cCarthy/10. Please explain the basisfor your
conclusion that PacifiCorp “ spreadsthe costs over their ratebase asa whole.”
Please provide all workpapersrelied upon in reaching this conclusion. If the

wor kpaper swer e already provided in response to KOPWU Data Request No. 1.1,
please specifically identify each workpaper that relatesto thisrequest.

See documents responsive to 1.1. Thisfact has been stated repeatedly by PUC and
PacifiCorp staff during this proceeding and is public knowledge.
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Reference ONRC et al./100, McCarthy/10, Tablell. Please explain the basisfor the
numbersin thistable and provide all workpapersrelied upon in calculating these
numbers. |If the workpaperswere already provided in responseto KOPWU Data
Request No. 1.1, please specifically identify each workpaper that relatesto this
request.

See documents responsive to 1.1, specifically Ratepayer Rip-Off.

Reference ONRC et al./100, McCarthy/11, Tablelll. Please explain the basisfor the
numbersin thistable and provide all workpapersrelied upon in calculating these
numbers. |If the workpaperswere already provided in responseto KOPWU Data
Request No. 1.1, please specifically identify each wor kpaper that relatesto this
request.

See documents responsive to 1.1, specifically Ratepayer Rip-Off.

Reference ONRC et al./100, M cCarthy/12, lines 3 through 8. Please explain the
basisfor the statementsand numbersin theselinesand provide all workpapers
relied upon. If theworkpaperswere already provided in responseto KOPWU Data
Request No. 1.1, please specifically identify each wor kpaper that relatesto this
request.

See documents responsive to 1.1, specifically Ratepayer Rip-Off.

Reference ONRC et al./100, M cCarthy/12, lines 18 through 26. Please explain the
basisfor the statements and numbersin these linesand provide all workpapers
relied upon. If theworkpaperswere already provided in responseto KOPWU Data
Request No. 1.1, please specifically identify each workpaper that relatesto this
request.

See documents responsiveto 1.1.

Reference ONRC et al./100, M cCarthy/12.

a. Please specify the “ new six-state utility cost-sharing agreement” that
supposedly comesinto effect in 2006.

b. Please explain how this new agreement relatesto PacifiCorp’s Revised
Protocol allocation method.

C. Please provide all workpapersrelied upon in calculating Oregon’s“burden”
percentage. If theworkpaperswere already provided in responseto
KOPWU Data Request No. 1.1, please specifically identify each workpaper
that relatesto thisrequest.
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d. Please describe Mr. M cCarthy’s expertise with multi-state allocation
methodologies.
Response:
a Revised Protocol for Inter-Jurisdictional Allocation Method.
b. ONRC objects to this data request as overbroad, outside the scope of ONRC's

testimony, more appropriately directed to PacifiCorp, vague, ambiguous and not
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

C. See documents responsive to 1.1.

d. None.

Reference ONRC et al./100, McCarthy/13, Table V. Please explain the basisfor the
numbersin thistable and provide all workpapersrelied upon in calculating these
numbers. If the workpaperswere already provided in responseto KOPWU Data
Request No. 1.1, please specifically identify each workpaper that relatesto this
request. Please explain therelevance of crop irrigation costsfor ratemaking

pur poses.

See documents responsive to 1.1, specifically Ratepayer Rip-Off. ONRC interviewed a
number of irrigatorsin the upper Klamath River Basin regarding their current (in 2002)
per-crop irrigation pumping costs, then multiplied those costs by 16 to achieve arough
estimate of their probable post-subsidy costs. These estimates are relevant because the
cost of crop irrigation goes to the question of what irrigation rates would be just and
reasonable in the Klamath Basin, environmental externalities related to electrical pricing
and irrigation, and allegations of rate shock and other alleged effects of raising electrical
rates in the basin.
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PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

My name is Kathryn E. lverson; 17244 W. Cordova Court, Surprise, Arizona, 85387.

ARE YOU THE SAME KATHRYN E. IVERSON THAT PRESENTED DIRECT
TESTIMONY IN THIS CASE ON BEHALF OF KLAMATH OFF-PROJECT WATER
USERS, INC. (“KOPWU")?

Yes, | am.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY IN THIS PHASE OF
THE PROCEEDING?

My rebuttal testimony responds to PacifiCorp’s marginal cost study including
Schedule 33 customers, the Company’s treatment of rate credits in this proceeding,
the impact of requiring irrigators with loads greater than 1,000 kW to take service
under Schedule 48, and the Company’s proposed Off-Project charges and rate

design.

WHAT ARE YOUR CONCLUSIONS?
The following points summarize my conclusions:

PacifiCorp’s filed marginal cost study fails to recognize the lower cost to serve
Klamath Basin customers.

Irrigation customers generally do not have load characteristics similar to those
served under Schedule 48. The rate design for Schedule 48 is geared toward
large users with consistent year-round use and higher load factors. Large
Klamath irrigation customers should not be forced to take service under Schedule
48.

PacifiCorp’s proposed charges do not comply with the provisions of Senate Bill 81
(“SB 81") as the total increase to customers would exceed 50%.

Any change to Schedule 33 rates should retain the all-energy rate design.

There is no need for any additional surcharge to other Oregon customers as a
result of this proceeding. The allowed $26 million revenue increase has been
spread to all customers, and any additional revenues that result of from changes
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to Schedule 33 rates should be used to offset the increase to other Oregon
ratepayers’ rates.

ARE YOU SPONSORING ANY EXHIBITS IN CONNECTION WITH YOUR
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

Yes. | am sponsoring Exhibits KOPWU/501-503.

PacifiCorp’s Proposal lgnores Marginal Cost Study Results

HAS PACIFICORP PERFORMED A MARGINAL COST STUDY INCLUDING THE
KLAMATH BASIN IRRIGATORS IN ITS OPENING TESTIMONY?

Yes. Mr. Anderberg provides a cost study that includes Klamath Basin irrigators.

DO YOU AGREE WITH THE RESULTS OF THIS STUDY?

No. First and most importantly, PacifiCorp has ignored the results of its previous
marginal cost study, which conclusively demonstrated that the cost to serve Klamath
Basin irrigators is roughly 16% less than the cost to serve other irrigators. In fact, for
the delivery portion of the marginal costs, the cost to serve Klamath Basin customers

is 26% lower than other irrigators.

Delivery
Revenues MWh ¢ per kWh Savings
Schedule 41 $7,085,000 119,204 5.94
USBR/UKRB $4,009,000 90,609 4.42

25.6%

PacifiCorp neglects to mention these pertinent facts since Mr. Anderberg’s cost study

combines the Klamath Basin loads with Schedule 41 and Schedule 48.




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

KOPWU/500
Iverson/3

IS THERE ANOTHER ERROR WITH HIS STUDY?

Yes. Exhibit PPL/1702, Anderberg/3 erroneously assumes that PacifiCorp’s allowed
revenues should increase by $7.7 million as a result of including Klamath Basin
irrigators in the marginal cost study. Line 5 of this exhibit is incorrect. “Revenue
From Classes Included in MC Study” is a residual number used to functionalize the
portion of Oregon target revenues remaining after revenues associated with services
not included in the cost study (such as partial requirements, lighting, employee
discounts) are removed from the total Oregon revenue requirement. Mr. Anderberg
mistakenly adds the revenues associated with Schedule 33 customers at tariff rates
to the “Revenue From Classes included in MC Study,” which has the effect of
increasing the Total Oregon Revenues. As explained in more detail later,
PacifiCorp’s allowed revenue requirement was established by Order No. 05-1050 and
should not change as a result of this proceeding. The correct amount shown in Line

5 of PPL/1702, Anderberg/3 should be $818.37 million.

$000's
Total Oregon Revenue: $834,126
Other Revenue:
Partial Requirements 11,977
AGA 1,404
Lighting 2,779
Employee Discount (404)
Subtotal Other Revenue 15,755
Residual: Revenue From
Classes Included in MC Study $818,370

Correcting Line 5 of PPL/1702, Anderberg/3 will correspondingly change the
functionalized class revenue requirement targets shown on page 1 of this same

exhibit.
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DID PACIFICORP EXPLAIN ITS REASONS FOR INCREASING ITS ALLOWABLE
REVENUE REQUIREMENT IN EXHIBIT PPL/1702?

Yes. Attached as Exhibit KOPWU/501 is PacifiCorp’s response to a data request in
which KOPWU asked the Company to explain the basis for an additional $7.7 million
of revenue. PacifiCorp responded as follows:

Exhibit H, Adjustments P-5 and P-6 in Order No. 05-1050 removed the
USBR/UKRB imputed revenues and associated Oregon allocated
expenses that had been included in the Company’s original filing.
These adjustments had the effect of completely removing all
USBR/UKRB revenues from rates. Exhibit PPL/1702, page 3 shows
the revenue requirement impact of including these customers at cost of
serviced based rates.

KOPWU/501, Iverson/1-2 (emphasis added).

DO YOU AGREE THAT ADJUSTMENTS P-5 AND P-6 HAD “THE EFFECT OF
COMPLETELY REMOVING ALL USBR/UKRB REVENUE FROM RATES?”

No. Item P-5 added $7.2 million to PacifiCorp’s proposed revenue increase because
the Company’s original $102 million increase assumed that present base revenues
included imputed revenues from Schedule 33 customers. Item P-5 removed only the
imputed revenues. Thus, Item P-5 did not completely remove all USBR/UKRB

revenues from rates.

EXHIBIT PPL/1210 PURPORTS TO SHOW THAT KLAMATH BASIN IRRIGATORS
HAVE “USAGE CHARACTERISTICS NOT UNLIKE SCHEDULE 41 CUSTOMERS.”
DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS CONCLUSION?

Both customer classes contain customers that cover a full range of usage. However,
this tells us nothing conclusive, because, as demonstrated by the PacifiCorp data
response that is attached as Exhibit KOPWU/502, all Oregon rate schedules contain

customers that cover a full range of usage.
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A more revealing comparison of usage characteristics was provided in the
testimony offered by Klamath Water Users Association. See KWUA/102,
Schoenbeck/6. Over half (56%) of the Schedule 41 irrigation customers have loads
less than 10 kW, while more than half (54%) of Schedule 33 customers have loads
greater than 30 kW. Since Schedule 33 is a group of customers with larger loads in
general, the cost to provide delivery service to this group is lower on a per unit basis
and must be reflected in the rates to that class. The rate design of Schedule 41 does
not reflect the lower cost of service and thus is not appropriate for service to Klamath

Basin customers.

Large Irrigators Should Not Be Forced Onto Schedule 48

MR. ANDERBERG TESTIFIES THAT ONE KLAMATH BASIN IRRIGATION
CUSTOMER QUALIFIES FOR SERVICE UNDER SCHEDULE 48. DO YOU
AGREE THAT IRRIGATORS WITH LOADS GREATER THAN 1,000 KW SHOULD
BE FORCED ONTO SCHEDULE 487

No. Schedule 48 is a tariff applicable to large general service where loads have
registered 1,000 kW or more, more than once in a preceding 18-month period.
Furthermore, Schedule 48 customers are typically large industrial users with
consistent energy usage throughout the year. The average load factor of the
Schedule 48 customer class is 64%.

In contrast, irrigation loads by their very nature are seasonal and tend to be
concentrated in the growing season. In fact, the one Klamath Basin irrigation
customer that qualifies for Schedule 48 service consumes energy only six months out
of the year, with 90% of its total energy consumption taken during four months. Thus,
this large irrigation customer, while having a demand exceeding 1,000 kW, does not

have load characteristics similar to those served under Schedule 48. Furthermore, it
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is not unusual for irrigators to have monthly load factors of 20-30% during the growing
season. Combining these low load factors with months where their load factor may
be zero (i.e., no energy usage during the month) can result in load factors averaging
10% or less over the course of the year. Information provided by the Company for
the Klamath Basin irrigators shows that roughly two-thirds of the customers with
estimated non-zero demands have average load factors of less than 15%. These load
factors are in sharp contrast to the much higher load factors exhibited by the

Schedule 48 customer class.

ARE THERE SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SCHEDULE 41 RATES
AND SCHEDULE 48 RATES?

Yes. The Basic Charge and Load Size Charge under Schedule 41 are designed as
once-per-year charges. In contrast, Schedule 48 has a monthly fixed Basic Charge
that is assessed each and every month, and a Facilities Charge dependent upon the
two greatest non-zero monthly demands established during the prior 12-month
period. For example, an irrigation customer served at secondary voltage would be
assessed $1,340 for the Basic Charge and $7.00 per kW based on its load size.
Distribution and transmission costs would also be recovered through energy charges
of 3.929¢ and 0.448¢ per kWh. In contrast, a customer served under the secondary
voltage of Schedule 48 would pay $3,120 for its Basic Charge, and annual demand
charges of $33.48 per kW" with no energy charge. Since most irrigation customers
have low load factors, a requirement to take service under this type of rate design can
have serious revenue implications and would be punitive for irrigation customers. It is

inappropriate to place an irrigation customer on an industrial customer tariff.

Facilities Charge of $1.40 for twelve months, plus On-Peak Demand Charge of $1.19 for six
months (assumes irrigator takes power only six months of the year), plus Transmission &
Ancillary Services Charge of $1.59 for six months.
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ARE IRRIGATION LOADS IN EXCESS OF 1,000 KW A COMMON
PHENOMENON?

It does not appear so. Of the 2,171 Klamath Basin irrigation customers, it appears
that only a single irrigation customer falls into this category. We do not know how
many, if any, of the existing irrigation customers have loads that also require them to

take service under Schedule 48.

WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND AS FAR AS MOVING IRRIGATORS WITH LOADS
IN EXCESS OF 1,000 KILOWATTS TO SCHEDULE 487

Irrigation customers generally do not have load characteristics similar to those served
under Schedule 48. Given that the rate design of Schedule 48 is geared toward
customers with higher load factors and consistent usage over the entire year, it would
appear that a mandatory requirement that irrigation customers with loads greater than
1,000 kw take service under Schedule 48 could result in significant rate shock in
situations of low load factor. The fact that Klamath irrigation customers’ more
substantial electric usage does not fit neatly into PacifiCorp’s existing rate schedules
provides additional justification for continuing to treat these customers as a separate

customer class that receives service under its own rate schedule.

PacifiCorp’s Proposed Charges Do Not Comply with SB 81

HAS PACIFICORP PROVIDED AN EXAMPLE OF A BILL THAT REFLECTS THE
COMPANY’S PROPOSALS WITH RESPECT TO IMPLEMENTATION OF SB 817

Yes. KOPWU Data Request No. 10.2 asked the Company to provide such a bill
example. The Company’s response is shown in Exhibit KOPWU/503 and shows that
a hypothetical Schedule 33 Off-Project customer would pay new charges of $67.11

for monthly service of 10,760 kwWh under PacifiCorp’s proposal:
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Off-Project SB 81 Energy Charge: 10,760 kWh x $0.011250 =  $121.05

Public Purpose: 3% of Revenues = $3.63
BPA Energy Discount: 10,760 kWh x ($0.005680) = ($61.12)
Low Income Assistance: 10,760 kWh x $0.000330 = $3.55
Total $67.11

PACIFICORP'S EXAMPLE SHOWS THE PROPOSED CHARGE TO THE
HYPOTHETICAL OFF-PROJECT CUSTOMER. UNDER THE CURRENT
SCHEDULE 33 RATES, WHAT IS THE CURRENT AMOUNT PAID BY SUCH A
HYPOTHETICAL CUSTOMER?

A current Off-Project customer would pay $34.16 under present Schedule 33 rates

and applicable riders:

Off-Project Energy Charge: 10,760 kWh x $0.007500 = $80.70
Public Purpose: 3% of Revenues = $2.42
BPA Energy Discount: 10,760 kWh x ($0.004880) = ($52.51)
Low Income Assistance: 10,760 kWh x $0.000330 = $3.55
Total $34.16

IF PACIFICORP'S PROPOSED CHARGES ARE ACCEPTED IN THIS CASE,
WHAT PERCENTAGE INCREASE WOULD THE HYPOTHETICAL CUSTOMER
EXPERIENCE AS A RESULT OF THOSE PROPOSED CHARGES?

If PacifiCorp’s proposed charges are accepted, this hypothetical Off-Project customer
would experience an increase of 96% above its current total charges. Other
customers who likely would be subject to the provisions of SB 81 would experience
an increase of approximately 140% above the current charges under PacifiCorp’s

proposals.

ARE PACIFICORP’'S PROPOSED CHARGES IN COMPLIANCE WITH SB 817
No. SB 81 requires an electric company to mitigate rate increases to qualifying
customers such that no increase is greater than 50%. Further, SB 81 provides that

the “commission shall: (a) include the total charges for electricity service, including all
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special charges and credits other than the rate credit provided under this section” for
purposes of determining the increase in the cost of electricity. Consequently, for this
hypothetical customer with current total charges of $34.16, its new charges could not
exceed 1.5 times this amount, or $51.24. PacifiCorp’s proposed 96% increase is

almost double the 50% increase limit established by SB 81.

WHAT LEVEL OF OFF-PROJECT ENERGY CHARGE WOULD RESULT IN AN
INCREASE OF 50%7?
Assuming PacifiCorp’s proposed Schedule 98 credit of $0.00568, the Off-Project

energy charge could not exceed $0.00981 per kWh:

Off-Project SB 81 Energy Charge: 10,760 kWh x $0.00981 = $105.56
Public Purpose: 3% of Revenues = $3.17
BPA Energy Discount: 10,760 kWh x ($0.005680) = ($61.12)
Low Income Assistance: 10,760 kWh x $0.000330 = $3.55
Total $51.16

PACIFICORP’'S BILLING EXAMPLE ASSUMES THE RETENTION OF AN ALL-
ENERGY RATE DESIGN FOR THE SCHEDULE 33 CUSTOMERS. DO YOU
AGREE WITH THIS PROPOSAL?

Yes. While | disagree with PacifiCorp’s proposed Off-Project energy rate of $0.01125
per kwWh since that rate would exceed 50%, | do agree with the Company that any
proposed new rate should continue to be designed on an energy-only basis. | concur
with Mr. Griffith that this rate design would be easy to understand for customers and,

if properly designed, would reflect the intent of SB 81.
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PacifiCorp’s Treatment of Rate Credits in this Proceeding Is in Error

PACIFICORP CLAIMS THE COST OF PROVIDING RATE CREDITS FOR
KLAMATH BASIN CUSTOMERS SHOULD BE SPREAD EQUALLY AMONG ALL
OTHER OREGON CUSTOMERS. DO YOU AGREE?

If we were still in the midst of the rate design portion of UE 170, | would agree that the
cost of the credits would be spread to all the other customers. However, the
circumstances of this case are unigue and, as such, there are no additional rate

credits to be spread among all the other Oregon customers.

PLEASE EXPLAIN.

When PacifiCorp filed its case in November 2004, it sought approval to move all
Schedule 33 customers to Schedule 41 and imputed additional base rate revenues at
Schedule 41 rates in effect as of November 2004. PacifiCorp calculated that
Schedule 33 customers would pay $7,708,830 when moved to Schedule 41 tariff.
PPL/1203, Griffith/8. This was an increase of $7.1 million from the present Schedule
33 rates:

Schedule 33 Revenues based on Schedule 41 Rates: $7,708,830

Current Schedule 33 Revenues: $604,073
Difference: $7,104,757

In the Fourth Partial Stipulation, PacifiCorp’s request for an increase of $102 million
was increased by $7.187 million in recognition of retaining Schedule 33 customers at
their current base revenues. Order No. 05-1050, Appendix E, page 14, Adjustment
P-5.2 In other words, the parties agreed to remove the issue of whether or not to

change rates paid by Klamath Basin irrigators from the earlier portion of the

Note that Item P-6 is labeled as “USRB/UKRB Rate Base Adjustments Klamath Irrigators” and
effectively reduces PacifiCorp’s increase by $1.364 million. This separate item relates not to
irrigators’ rates, but to certain rate base issues raised by these intervenors during the course
of the proceeding.
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proceeding and resolve it by separate order. The Order goes on to explain the
parties’ suggestion:
[T]he parties suggest that the Commission use the current historic
contract rates, set forth in Schedule 33, as interim rates for these
irrigation customers when setting PacifiCorp’s revenue requirement in
the general rate proceeding. The parties further agreed that, once a
Commission decision is made regarding the rates for the Klamath
Basin irrigators, PacifiCorp should spread any revenue requirement
impact of that decision to other customer classes through an
adjustment to its rate spread/rate design.

Order No. 05-1050 at 12.

DID THE COMMISSION AGREE WITH THE PARTIES' PROPOSAL?

Yes. The Commission agreed and adopted the parties’ proposal. The Commission
noted that “Once a decision is made regarding the rates for the Klamath basin
irrigators, we will direct PacifiCorp to spread any revenue requirement impact arising
from that decision to other customer classes through a revenue-neutral adjustment to

its rate spread/rate design.”

WHAT AMOUNT OF REVENUE INCREASE DID THE COMMISSION ALLOW IN
ORDER NO. 05-10507?

The Commission allowed PacifiCorp to increase rates by $25,875,000. Order No. 05-
1050, Appendix H, page 1 of 9. Total Oregon revenues were set at $834,126,000

and rates were designed to recover this amount.

HOW WERE RATES ESTABLISHED FOR SCHEDULE 33 AS A RESULT OF
PACIFICORP’S $26 MILLION INCREASE?

Schedule 33 revenues were left at historical levels, which recovered $604,000. The
rates of all other customer classes allow PacifiCorp to recover the remaining

$833,525,000.
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WHAT AMOUNT OF ADDITIONAL REVENUE ABOVE THE $26 MILLION

ALLOWED IN ORDER NO. 05-1050 SHOULD BE GRANTED TO PACIFICORP IN
THIS PROCEEDING?

None. This proceeding deals with establishing rates for Schedule 33. Itis a revenue-
neutral proceeding in that any additional amounts collected from Schedule 33

customers must be credited back to the other Oregon customers.

SINCE ALL CUSTOMERS ARE ALREADY PAYING THE FULL DIFFERENCE OF
THE IMPUTED REVENUES, DOES IT MAKE SENSE TO ASSESS AN
ADDITIONAL RATE SURCHARGE TO OREGON RATEPAYERS AS A RESULT
OF THE OUTCOME OF THIS CASE?

Absolutely not. The additional revenues provided by any increase above the interim
rates should be credited, not surcharged to other Oregon customers. To do
otherwise would be tantamount to providing PacifiCorp a revenue increase greater

than $26 million as a result of adjusting the interim rates.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

Yes.
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KOPWU Data Request 11.1

Reference PPL/1702, Anderberg/3:

a.

b.

Please explain how Mr. Anderberg arrived at $825,386,000 for line 5,
column J, Total Revenue From Classes Included in MC Study.

Please fully explain why line 18, Total Oregon Situs Revenue, should
increase from $841,231,000 in the compliance filing in UE 170 to
$848,850,000 in PPL/1702, Anderberg/3.

Please fully explain why line 22, Total Oregon Revenue, should increase
from $834,126,000 in the compliance filing in UE 170 to $841,746,000 in
PPL/1702, Anderberg/3.

Please confirm or deny that revenue from USBR is included in the MC
Study on Line 5. If denied, please explain. If confirmed, please explain
why USBR Billed Revenue of $604,000 (line 13) is claimed as “Other
Revenues” if that revenue was included in line 5.

In Order No. 05-1050 in UE 170, Exhibit H, Adjustment P-5 allowed for a
reduction of $7,010,000 in Other Revenues (page 7, line 4) that resulted in
a revenue requirement increase of $7,187,000. In light of this adjustment
allowed in the Order, please explain the basis for an additional $7.7
million of revenue contained in PPL/1702, page 3 when compared to the
compliance filing.

Response to KOPWU Data Request 11.1

a.

The $825,386,000 is arrived at by adding Schedule 33 customers at tariff
rates, $7,620,000, to the Revenue From Classes Included in MC Study in
the compliance filing, $817,766,000. Schedule 33 customers were
excluded from the compliance filing. In this Study, Schedule 33
customers have been included at tariff on either Schedule 41 or Schedule
48.

The increase is due to inclusion of Schedule 33 customers at tariff rates.
See response to part a. above.

See response to parts a. and b. above.

Revenue from USBR is included on Line 5, column J of Exhibit
PPL/1702, Anderberg/3. The USBR Billed Revenue of $604,000 shown
on line 13 should have been removed from the reconciliation in arriving at
Total Oregon Situs Revenue. However, this does not change the Revenue
from Classes Included in the MC Study since the USBR customers were
not included in the MC Study in the UE 170 compliance filing.

Exhibit H, Adjustments P-5 and P-6 in Order No. 05-1050 removed the
USBR/UKRB imputed revenues and associated Oregon allocated
expenses that had been included in the Company’s original filing. These
adjustments had the effect of completely removing all USBR/UKRB
revenues from rates. Exhibit PPL/1702, page 3 shows the revenue
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KOPWU 11" Set Data Request 11.1

requirement impact of including these customers at cost of serviced based
rates.
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KOPWU Data Request 11.4

Please identify each PacifiCorp rate schedule under which customers on that
schedule cover a full range of usage from zero to the maximum usage under the

schedule.
Response to KOPWU Data Request 11.4

All Oregon rate schedules contain customers that cover a full range of usage.
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