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Welcome and Introductions 
Chair Lambert called the meeting to order at 11:03am and offered introductions. 
 
Administrative Topics 
Chair reviewed the materials that were accidently destroyed. Minutes are not available 
for review. Going further minutes will be taken today. Previous federal representative has 
no copies of the notes as well. Curtis Anderson will keep a copy of his personal notes in 
the file. Tom Byler states that Oregon has not been able to identify any minutes or 
additional materials on this record. 
Chair Lambert went over the account balances for the accounts of the Klamath River 
Compact Commission. No activity has occurred with the accounts since 2008, nor are we 
able to identify transactions before that time. Chair Lambert offered the balance of the 
accounts; there are two public investment accounts and a checking account.  
1st public investment account balance $18,338.12  
2nd public investment account balance $12,565.03 
Checking account balance $$86,499.13 
Chair Lambert seeks a motion to use funds from the checking account to cover the 
expenses of the meeting, solely the room rental. Commissioner Byler moves to cover the 
expenses of the meeting from the KRCC Checking account. Seconded by Commissioner 
Anderson. Voting in Favor: Lambert, Anderson, Byler. Motion Passed  
Chair Lambert has concerns about the high balance in the checking account and whether 
it should be converted to one of the investment accounts. After a conversation with Wells 
Fargo, the Chair learned because it is a public account and has a higher level of 
protection there is no difference in the interest rates between the checking accounts and 
the investment account. Commissioner Anderson commented it does not make a financial 
difference he is ok leaving it at the status quo, Commissioner Byler agrees, and it only 
makes sense if it offers financial benefit.  
Chair Lambert discusses the records of the compact and would like to secure the existing 
records of the Compact and identify a long-term location to house the records. Chair 
would also like to establish a more feasible mechanism for making the records accessible 
to the public. The Commission currently does not have staff like in previous years and 
without that structure, we will be more reliant on the states to maintain their records. 
Commissioner Anderson discusses what California has in their possession and suggests 
that California and Oregon both prepare an inventory list to bring to the next meeting to 
prepare the Commission to decide what to do with the records. Commissioner Byler 
echoes what Commissioner Anderson said and agrees it would be best to collect the 
records and decide moving forward based on what is decided with the Commission. 
Commissioner Anderson suggests a website to be built and maintained, Commissioner 
Byler agrees it is a good idea to have access to the record online to increase transparency. 
Chair Lambert has three boxes of records that are housed at the Klamath Falls Bureau of 
Reclamation office.  
 



Historical Context of the Klamath River Compact, Paul Simmons, Executive 
Director, Klamath Water Users Association  
Chair Lambert introduces Paul Simmons, Klamath Water Users Association; he 
presented the history surrounding the Klamath River Compact Commission. The 
Commission is by state law and has been ratified by Congress. A copy of his presentation 
is attached to these minutes.  
 
*The Commission recessed for a break at 11:53am* 
 
*Chair Lambert called the meeting back to order at 12:10pm* 
 
Status of Groundwater Management, Joint State Presentation, Bill Ehorn, Chief, 
Regional Planning Branch, Northern Region Office, California Department of 
Water Resources, Thomas J Paul, Special Assistant to the Director, Oregon Water 
Resources Department 
Chair Lambert introduces Bill Ehorn, Regional Planning Branch, Northern Region 
Office, California Department of Water Resources and Tom Paul, Special Assistant to the 
Director, Oregon Water Resources Department. They provided an update on groundwater 
management and the differences between Oregon and California groundwater 
management.  
 
Chair Lambert opens up the meeting to public comment.  
 
Public Comment – Transcribed verbatim  
 
Don Henion, City Attorney, Yreka California   
 
 Ok, um I am the city attorney for the city of Yreka and it has..it..well its sole 
source of water is off of Fall Creek which is a tributary to the Klamath River north of the 
line and is considered the Upper Klamath Basin and falls within the jurisdiction of this 
body. Um our water source has received the sympathy of almost all the agencies we have 
talked to and when the amended Klamath settlement agreement was drafted there was 
specific paragraph that says all the parties of which, California, Oregon, and the federal 
government, are parties are agree that they will uh collectively and individually agree to 
not to oppose the cities continued use of its 1966 water permit which provides for a 
diversion of up to 15cfs. Uh the problem is that Fall Creek uh during multiple drought 
years often falls below 30cfs, in our original water permit there is a 15cfs instream bypass 
for fish and game services um and uh it has not been a big problem but it is dependent 
that the 30cfs is basically created by Pacific Corp because it gets a 16.5cfs diversion from 
Spring Creek which comes from Oregon and is pre-code water right. Now that uh is 
critical and at the same time when KRCC came up with its definite plan it decided it was 



going to put a a fish hatchery next to our water diversion facilities and it has a junior 
water right of 10cfs so Yreka is always in a problem solving mode rather than a litigation 
mode so we have reached out to as many group as possible to make our issues known to 
the various stakeholders and regulatory agencies so here we would prefer not to exercise 
authority to kill the California’s fish and game’s plan to build a six million dollar hatcher 
to raise Chinooks and Coho and Steelhead but those are endangered and listed species 
which will create some critical habitat issues for us in the future. So we can’t ignore it so 
uh what we are planning on doing is uh um reaching out to uh California’s Water 
Resources and seeing if perhaps 10cfs for the fishery can be taken away from the 15cfs in 
the uh bypass and also do safe harbor agreements with state and federal agencies. So 
what I have for you is written comments that propose our varies issues for your future 
consideration.  
 
Dr. Richard Gierak, Director, Citizens United  
 
 I am Dr. Richard Gierak, director of Citizens United. This is regarding the 
proposed removal of the Klamath hydroelectric dams. The commission was acted upon 
Congress in 1957 where it was your responsibility to see to it that the waters of Northern 
California and Southern Oregon are properly utilized for agriculture, hydroelectric power, 
and recreational use. It is now time for you to make it clear that the removal of four 
hydroelectric dams is not part of a viable plan. The entire plan is to allow the slew of 
Coho salmon, yet in 1988 federal judge Michael Hogan 1999 deemed that Coho Salmon 
are not indigenous to the waters of California or southern Oregon and all those listings 
were removed. Now I have in my possession today documents from the Kurok Nation 
and Shasta nation stating the Coho Salmon were never native to this river, so therefore 
this entire project is ridiculous. In addition, it is in violation of the constitution where in 
Jackson County, Klamath County, and Siskiyou County voters have made it clear not to 
remove these dams. It is in violation of the 1902 reclamation act as tens of thousands of 
thousands of acres will lose there water. Klamath River was designated as a recreational 
river in 1981  by the national Wild and Scenic River Act, removal of these dams would 
be in direct violation of that. Most importantly, it is a violation of the Dorman congress 
clause, where no state may take any action on a federally designated navigable river in 
which the Klamath is so designated. And of course, it is a violation of the Endangered 
Species Act since it was never listed, there genetics comes from the Cascadia River in 
Central Oregon and violation of the Rogue Valley irrigation rights as removal of these 
dams would reduce approximately  40% of these waters going to Oregon for their 
agriculture which is prime part of their background and financial status. Serious impacts 
on power costs to both the citizens and business in both Northern California and Southern 
Oregon. Right now the average for Northern California and Southern Oregon is roughly 
200 a month switching over to natural gas as they are proposing would raise that  600 
dollars per month and would have serious impacts for fire danger we know how bad the 
fires have done to both of our states while by removing these dams and reservoirs fire 
helicopters will have to travel further to fill there buckets and take longer putting 
everyone at risk in future fires and then we have the Iron Gate Reservoir, I only have 
about 30 seconds left and basically the original flooding that is why Iron Gate dam was 



built by removing that dam property values will fall and expose all to the possibility of 
flooding and death. Based on this information I respectfully submit that you put in 
opposition to removal of all four dams.  
 
Rex Cozzalio, Siskiyou Water Users Association 
 
 I have severe concerns for what is happening here. Ms. Lambert has made her 
position here as director of Oregon Trout Unlimited regarding Klamath dam 
determination and imposed regional rewilding very clear in public media. Ms. Lambert is 
appointed years ago under the Obama administration and in response and pursuit of a 
perceived agenda, she chose to sit on the legal obligations of the compact until today. 
Once the set-aside of the compact had been publicly recognized in the FERCC 
proceedings for forced imposition of dams and regional environmental destruction by the 
special interest KHSA in which Trout unlimited is a signatory. Ms. Lambert suddenly 
seeks to reconvene the compact. It is inescapable in appearance of Ms. Lambert’s intent 
to is to attempt to influence and utilize the compact to facilitate a bias position that is 
evidenced here by the fact that during her tenure she has never persuaded the legal or 
legislative requirements to which she was obligated until now. Further evidence is that 
the selectively parsed and bias history presented today regarding the project. I am one of 
four generations that live immediately below where Iron Gate now exists before and after 
and have lived the environmental benefits of the project. I strongly object to presented 
interpretation of history, which carefully eliminates the intended perspectives and 
impacts on those most affected in support of the project and benefits of environment 
enhancements and the apparent manipulation I fear is Ms. Lamberts intent.  
 
Tom Mallums, Headwaters LLC 
 
Chair Lambert and members of the Commission thank you for the opportunity for the 
comments and to actually ask some questions. Uh I had a conversation with Curtis here 
earlier, the last meeting, I attended that meeting and there was a lot of questions and 
things raised that were going to be answered at the next meeting. It is unfortunate that 
those minutes disappeared he does have some notes and I would like to have those and 
whatever documentation you have answered at the next meeting as well as the questions 
that are being posed here today. Once question I have been asked by a number of people 
is just mention like Rex did is what precipitated this meeting happening at this time, is it 
just a coincidence or was this planned, what kind of conversations precipitated that. The 
one comment I have on the presentation on the SIGMA program uh I never thought I 
would see California be more proactive than Oregon and more lenient I would say in 
some of their regulations. I never dreamed that would happen but seems to be here in this 
time and place uh the modeling programs he talked about and the modeling programs that 
are being used in the state of Oregon specifically in regulating wells off uh it is a I think 
there are uh a much different animal in the two states apparently. The question for the 
California side, I would like to know at what threshold does the state step in and turn it 
off, regulate it off in the State of Oregon right now we were told, me, my wife, and our 



counsel in a meeting here about two years ago, we were point blank told according to the 
model if our it is not that we are taking water from the water body, we were told 
according to the model if pumping our well prevents one drop of water from reaching the 
water body at some undetermined point in time they have the right to regulate us off, now 
that is asinine! From what the presentation on the California side that would never 
happen there. There is very strict monitoring and actual evidence of interference in the 
water table or the water body, in Oregon that is not the case, so I would again ask 
California again that threshold does that happen and I would encourage Oregon to take a 
more scientific approach rather than a guess modeling program that one drop off water 
effects it.  
 
Richard Marshall, President, Siskiyou Water Users Association  
 
I am Richard Marshal a rancher in Scott Valley California and president of the Siskiyou 
Water Users Association and the first thing I would like to do is call to the attention of 
Mr. Byler, a letter I sent on June 3rd and I was hoping to get a response to before we had 
this meeting because it has to do with this meeting and haven’t gotten one yet, the only 
response I got was that you had forwarded it to Chrysten Lambert for answers. So the 
next thing I want to do is read from Article 9 relating to administration of the Klamath 
Compact It is hereby created a commission to administer this Compact. The Commission 
shall consist of three members; the representative of California shall be the Water 
Resources and the representative of Oregon shall be the state engineer, are you the state 
engineer of Oregon on water? So the next questions posed in here in Article 9 is that the 
President of the United States shall appoint a federal representative that shall be 
designated to serve as provided by the laws of the United States. Do you have a letter 
from President Trump appointing you to that position? Then I will read onto the conflict 
of interest situation, in the OMB directions provided for interstate water compact 
commissions it says, this is the definition of your job, as the President’s representative on 
the commission, he or she should avoid identifying itself with any agency, program, or 
local faction or sectional interests federal representatives should maintain a neutral 
position on all matters. Now I know you have written numerous articles that are contrary 
to the Compact and you’ve had them in numerous magazines, including the KWA 
newsletter. I know that your father is on the board for the KRC who will benefit if they 
remove these dams. In addition to that you have been president, I don’t know if you still 
are of the Trout Unlimited group is that correct, not answering? Ok, anyways I just pose 
these as reasons why I said at the outset of the meeting that you should not be the 
commission chairman or the federal representative for those various reasons and that so 
this meeting is not effectively put together the way it should be uh as to issues, one of the 
issues I raise is water quality, the water that comes out of Oregon has never been 
discussed in the Compact Commission and its one of the issues in the Compact 
Commission that they are supposed to handle that issue and further to Mr. Simmons he 
and I spoke a little, he gave a great talk about the compact but a lot of what was missing 
in my opinion was what happened in Siskiyou County, the people who were involved in 
Siskiyou County served as the California Commission and the fact that both the Oregon 
California Commissions when they were put together by the people in those respect states 



to represent them and the Compact was a result of the meeting with those seven people 
that were involved at that time, the Presidents representative and three each from 
California and Oregon. 
 
Chair thanked those that gave public comment.  
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.  
  
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Jennifer Ranstrom-Smith  
Klamath River Compact Commission Staff Support  
 
Public Written Comment:  
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