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Last year about this time, you could hardly pick up a newspaper or magarine without being re-
mandied that Aprl 22, 1991, was the 20th anniversary of Earih Day. Somchow, the 218t anniversary
secms much guicter. Mow the headlines rage about the economy.

Tormy mind, the two concepis—protecting the environment and rebuilding the economy—are
imseparable for several reasons. | believe we can’t have & solid and successful economy without re-
pairing the damage we've done and are continuing 1o do o our environment. This i the lesson we
are learning in the Pacific Northwest: wipe out the fish and you lose the economic value of the fish-
ery: waste water and you face water shortages, increased costs 1o irmgate farms and higher food
prces; fail o use energy wisely and you face a peck of problems both economic and environmental.

I further believe that we can bolster our economy by creating industries based on environmental
corrections. We can, for cxample, frame major Northwest industrics arcund energy conservation and
the development of renewable resources, The region needs more electricity, The Councal’s Conser-
vation and Electric Power Plan outlines a mulibilion=dollar resource sirategy that can create thou-
sands of jobs in materials manufacoring, building design and construction, energy use auditing,
ConBEnGtion program implementation and renewable resouroe develop-
ment. Our amendments 10 the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife
Program will likely result in similar opporiunitics (o restore the North-

wesl's prized salmon runs.

I urge everyone who reads this 1o renew the promise of Earth Day by
commilting to the wise use of the Earth's resounces.

T [llr—
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by John Harrison

Fish and wildlife program amendments
focus on producing more salmon.

rom the mainstems of
the Columbia and
Snake rivers, the
Northwest Power
Planning Council is
shifting its focus to tributaries as
it continues its review of actions
to improve Columbia River Basin
salmon and steelhead runs.
In December 1991, the Council
completed amendments having to

do with mainstem flows and har-
vest of fish. In January 1992, the

Council took up proposals aimed
at improving salmon habitat and
production.

The January action signalled
the start of the third phase of
amendments to the Columbia
River Basin Fish and Wildlife
Program. This third phase will ex-
amine a variety of issues and fin-

ish amendments to the salmon
and steelhead chapters of the fish
and wildlife program. The pro-
gram can then serve as the foun-
dation of a salmon recovery plan
being developed by the National
Marine Fisheries Service.

Snake River sockeye salmon
are the focus of the Service’s
plan. The Service declared the
sockeye run endangered last No-
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vember. As this publication went
to press, the Service was expected
to decide whether Snake River
spring/summer and fall chinook
are endangered or threatened.

t the Council’s Janu-

ary meeting, a Fish-

eries Service official

thanked the Council
for giving the recovery effort “..a
running start.” Merritt Tuttle, the
agency’s Northwest environmental
services director, told Council
members: “You've simplified a
very complex and very long pro-
cess. As a result, we should be
able to move forward with the re-
covery effort much more rapidly
than we would have without your
efforts.”

A seven-member team will
lead the Service’s recovery plan-
ning effort, Tuttle said. The team
includes five fisheries scientists, a
hydraulics expert and a hydro-
power system expert—the Power
Council’s former director of pow-
er planning. They will work close-
ly with the Council in developing
the recovery plan.

Tuttle said he hopes that the
sockeye recovery plan will be
completed by July 1992, and not
later than January 1993. He said
the amended fish and wildlife
program “..will be one of the
strong building blocks that we
will use with the recovery team.”

he Council, whose
eight members repre-
sent the four North-
west governors, is
amending the fish and wildlife
program in four phases. The first
phase addressed measures that
could be put in place quickly, and
financed with Fiscal Year 1991
money, to focus rebuilding efforts
on critical fish runs. This amend-
ment process was begun in May

1991 and completed in August
1991.

he Council completed

the second phase in

December, when it

amended into the pro-
gram activities that address fish
passage improvements at hydro-
electric dams, increased river ve-
locity during the annual fish
migration in the Snake and Co-
Jumbia rivers, harvest reductions,
and a program to reduce com-
mercial fishing.

In phase three, the Council
takes up several issues. For exam-
ple, the Council will discuss is-
sues raised in the Integrated
System Plan, which would coordi-
nate efforts to produce more
salmon and steelhead in the near-
ly three dozen subbasins that pro-
duce these fish. The plan was
prepared for the Council by the

Columbia Basin Fish and Wild-
life Authority, an association of
fish and wildlife agencies and In-
dian tribes.

Other issues to be addressed
in phase three include genetic im-
pacts, biological objectives for
fish runs, establishing a frame-
work for salmon improvement ac-
tions and a mechanism for
measuring progress.

n the fourth phase of the

amendment process, the

Council will take up mea-

sures to protect and rebuild
populations of wildlife and resi-
dent fish.

The Council intends to pro-
ceed rapidly through phase three.
Consultations with individuals
and agencies were conducted in
January, and papers on signifi-
cant issues were written and
made available to the public in
February. (See inside back cover
to order them.) In March, the
Council plans to conduct further
consultations and receive public
comments on the papers.

In April, a draft rule will be
issued for a public comment peri-
od that will last into June. In July,
the Council plans to review pub-
lic comments and deliberate. A
decision is expected in August,
the month of the Council’s legal
deadline for completing amend-
ments on the salmon and steel-
head portions of the program.

Issue papers are available on
these topics:

® Fish production in Oregon’s
Pelton Dam fish ladder on the
Deschutes River (Council pub-
lication number 92-02) and in
the Hood River (publication
number 92-03), and Idaho’s
Nez Perce tribal fish hatchery
(publication number 92-04).
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m A framework
for implement-
ing the phase
three amend-
ments (publica-
tion number
92-05).

B A systematic
approach to de-
cision-making
(publication
number 92-06).
This paper
looks at deci-
sion-making
models that
would help the
Council com-
pare project
proposals in
phase three. “A
systematic ap-
proach helps
you understand
the tradeoffs be-
tween projects,
but it doesn’t
make the deci-
sions for you,”
Washington
Council member
Tom Trulove noted.

B Genetic impacts of the activi-
ties proposed in phase three
(publication number 92-07).
Commentors suggested during
the recently completed second
phase of the amendment pro-
cess that the Council establish
a genetics goal for the fish and
wildlife program. The discus-
sion paper also addresses
ques-tions about the interac-
tion of hatchery-reared and
wild juvenile fish.

® Mitigation of economic im-
pacts of the Council’s fish and
wildlife program amendments
(publication number 92-08).

1 il

Fences can protect fragile shoreline salmon habitat
from damage by cattle and other animals.

Program framework

During phase three, the Coun-
cil will establish a program
framework including goals, re-
building schedules, biological ob-
jectives and performance
standards. This framework could
include review and refinement of
the rebuilding schedule for fall
chinook adopted in phase two.

The scope of the framework
has not been determined yet. A
framework could incorporate only
elements for Snake River spring
chinook, summer chinook and
sockeye. Alternatively, it could be

expanded to cover
other weak stocks
such as chinook,
coho, chum, sock-
eye, steelhead and
sea-run cutthroat
trout. It could even
include all stocks in
the Columbia River
Basin.

Passage,
production
and harvest
measures

The Council an-
nounced during the
phase two process
that after a pro-
gram framework is
developed it may be
necessary to review
and revise some as-
pects of the pro-
gram including
amendments
adopted in the first
two phases.

For example, the
Council may con-
sider whether
mainstem measures
for the Snake and lower Colum-
bia rivers or harvest measures
provide high enough survival
rates to meet the program frame-
work elements.

Artificial production,
supplementation and
genetics issues

The Council received numer-
ous proposals regarding artificial
production, supplementation and
genetics conservation, issues that
also are addressed in the Inte-
grated System Plan.
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In fact, these issues go to the
core of regional concerns about
endangered species and what can
be done to avoid losses of stocks
and protect biological diversity.
There are unanswered questions,
such as the long-term sustainabil-
ity of natural and hatchery stocks,
the details of a management plan
for wild and naturally spawning
fish, and the appropriate balance
of natural and artificial produc-
tion.

Land and water
management

The abundance of salmon and
steelhead stocks in the wild de-
pends on the productivity of
freshwater habitat. Much of this
habitat has been degraded to
some extent.

The Council began addressing
this issue in phases one and two
and has set priorities for projects
funded in 1992 and 1993. These
projects will focus on low-pro-
duction areas and watersheds
where there are cooperative ef-
forts of land and water agencies,
fisheries managers, landowners,
local communities and other af-
fected parties to improve land
management activities and fish
habitat.

In considering the habitat is-
sue, the Council will look for as-
surances from state and federal
land and water managers that
their efforts will be consistent
with the Council’s program ac-
tions. To that end, there may be a
need for additional or amended
regulations to protect salmon and
steethead populations. In addi-
tion, the Council hopes to devel-
op a process for selecting and
prioritizing habitat improvement
projects.

The Integrated System
Plan

The Columbia Basin Fish and
Wildlife Authority completed the
Integrated System Plan last June,
but its recommendations and
conclusions may need to be up-
dated in light of the endangered
species listings and other recent
developments. The Council also
will need to consider how the In-
tegrated System Plan can be up-
dated periodically in the future.

Lower Columbia issues

During phase three, the Coun-
cil will consider habitat improve-
ment projects proposed both
below Bonneville and upriver of
the dam.

For example, the Council will
discuss whether action is needed
to address weak stocks of fish in
the lower river, including coho,
chum and, perhaps, sea-run cut-
throat trout.

Protected areas

As part of its fish and wildlife
program, the Council designated
some 44,000 miles of streams and
rivers in the Columbia Basin off
limits to further hydroelectric de-
velopment. During phase three,
the Council will consider amend-
ments related to the protected
areas.

Selecting projects, setting
priorities

The Council hopes to establish
a system of guidelines for setting
priorities among the myriad habi-
tat improvement projects that will
be considered. This will involve
deciding what weight to give vari-
ous factors, such as project cost,
abundance of fish in areas where
projects are proposed, the inte-
gration of hatchery and wild fish
in particular streams, and loca-
tion, among others. &8
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by Carlotta Collette

Three Northwest
geothermal demonstration
plants proposed.

eep 1n the realm of Vulcan,
at the core of the planet
Earth, molten iron simmers
around a solid iron ball,
nearly 1,600 miles across. Scientists
suggest the temperature there may
be 8,000 degrees Fahrenheit. It is
the source of geothermal energy.
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Offshoots from the core
stream to the surface, creating
hot spots, some of them volcanic
mountains. The Yellowstone
Valley fairly floats on a burning
sea. Geothermal energy propels
Old Faithful.

Steamy mountain springs
where water bubbles hot from fis-
sures in the stone are stoked by
geothermal energy.

In some underground reser-
voirs, water resides at tempera-
tures approaching 500 degrees
Fahrenheit. It could take a shaft a
mile or more deep to tap into
them. In other places, the water
boils out of the ground, smelling
of sulfur, like eggs left too long
exposed.

he Pacific Northwest, with

its spine of volcanic moun-

tains just inland on the

west and the hot under-
ground lode of the Basin and
Range along most of its southern
edge, may be as rich in subterra-
nean power as any place in the
United States. Idaho’s Snake Riv-
er Plain, believed to be the rem-
nant of thermal activity now
centered under Yellowstone Park,
adds to this bounty. Only the
Aleutian Islands off Alaska, those
delicate links in the “Rim of
Fire” that encircles the Pacific
Ocean, may surpass the region in
geothermal potential on this con-
tinent.

In other parts of the country,
notably California and Nevada,
geothermal resources have been
turned to the production of elec-
tricity. At least 70 geothermal
plants, with a combined capacity
of more than 2,700 megawatts,
are online in the United States.
However, no large facilities are in
the Pacific Northwest, where
ample and inexpensive hydroelec-

At times,
the effort to
confirm the

resource

can resemble

a search

for buried

treasure.

tricity rendered the earth’s heat
too costly to employ.

But today, with energy use
rapidly outstripping supplies, and
the cost of all new resources ris-
ing, the promise of geothermal in
the Northwest is ready to be
tested. Experts suggest that if the
resource can be developed it
could contribute several thousand
megawatts of electricity to the re-
gion, most of it at less than the
cost of new fossil fuel plants.

To confirm the resource, the
1991 Northwest Conservation and
Electric Power Plan turned to the
Bonneville Power Administration
and the region’s utilities to lead
the development of three pilot
geothermal projects in the region.
Bonneville announced in Decem-
ber 1991 that it had selected pro-
posals from three geothermal
developers.

onneville and the North-
west Power Planning
Council, which produced
the regional power plan,
want to explore the unique prob-
lems and potentials of harnessing
the earth’s heat to generate elec-
tricity for the Pacific Northwest.

Three areas of concern

Uncertain costs

Most engineers concur that

- geothermal power plants can be

reliable generators once the loca-
tion of adequate quantities and
temperatures of geothermal fluids
is proven. The Council’s power
plan estimates that electricity
from utility-scale facilities could
cost between 9.5 and 10.5 cents
per kilowatt-hour, easily cost-
competitive with other new gener-
ating plants. Furthermore,
geothermal plants, being relative-
ly small, reduce the risk of build-
ing too large a resource and
outdistancing the need for new
energy. They are also compara-
tively quick to develop—approxi-
mately 24 to 36 months for
construction.

ut, as the power plan
notes: “More than for
most other resources, con-
firming the quantity and
quality of a geothermal resource
is a difficult, expensive and risky
business.” Underground tempera-
tures, and rock and geothermal
fluid characteristics vary from lo-
cation to location. Even sites in
close proximity, with similar char-
acteristics, cannot be assumed to
contain equal potentials or re-

" quire the same degree of effort to

secure the resource.

Some sites will need to be
drilled repeatedly to determine
what it will require, in terms of
costs as well as equipment, to
produce electricity there. It is in
the nature of exploration that ex-
pensive test holes may prove bar-
ren. At times, the effort to
confirm the resource can re-
semble a search for buried trea-
sure.
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Environmental risks

In addition to the capital risks
intrinsic to geothermal develop-
ment, there are possible environ-
mental risks. Will development of
geothermal electricity release
dangerous gases such as hydro-
gen sulfide? Hydrogen sulfide
seems to abide in nearly all geo-
thermal liquids. If released in
high concentrations, hydrogen
sulfide can be lethal.

Once the power plant is oper-
ating, hydrogen sulfide and other
gases can be collected and rein-
jected into the well, often leaving
the odor of sulfur, but little envi-
ronmental danger. It is while the
test wells are being drilled, or the
project is being developed, that
more dangerous releases can oc-
cur. The hazard then is especially
serious for workers at the site.

here are ways to address

this danger. Detection de-

vices, warning alarms,

emergency breathing equip-
ment, well-shutdown procedures,
scrubbers and chemical solutions
that can remove the hydrogen sul-
fide are effective and expected at
every site.

Water pollution is another en-
vironmental fear with geothermal
development. Both surface water
and groundwater can be contami-
nated by drilling mud or by the
geothermal fluids themselves. En-
gineers say that groundwater con-
tamination can be prevented by
lining the wells. The preferred
method for handling the geother-
mal fluid is to reinject it into the
well. This practice has the added
benefit of keeping fluid levels in
the underground reservoir ade-
quate. Drilling mud is contained
within specially constructed and
carefully lined ponds during drill-
ing. After the drilling, the mud is

Most of
the region’s
hottest sites
appear to lie

beneath some
of its most
spectacular
landscapes.

dehydrated and capped in place,
if it is determined to be non-tox-
ic. Contaminated mud is removed
from the site for proper disposal
in ways that vary from site to site
and state to state.

Geothermal drilling and well
testing also can be noisy, but the
noise can be controlled by equip-
ment shielding and mufflers.

Land-use conflicts

The third aspect of geothermal
development raising concerns is
perhaps the one that most specif-
ically applies to the resources of
the Pacific Northwest. Most of
the region’s hottest sites appear
to lie beneath some of its most
spectacular landscapes. The Cas-
cade Mountain Range, for exam-
ple, has few equals for grandeur,
but few, also, for the amount of
geothermal energy lying beneath
the glory.

Geothermal facilities can be
relatively small, but they are in-
dustrial. Land-use incompatibili-
ties are likely to be the greatest
challenge to their construction
and operation.

The Council maintains that if
responsible answers to cost, envi-
ronmental and land-use ques-
tions can be found, the Cascades
could become the Northwest’s
second greatest source for renew-
able energy after the Columbia
River.

Three areas of promise

Three geological provinces in
the Northwest seem to surpass all
others in their abundance of un-
derground thermal power. These
are, as noted above, the Cascade
Mountain Range, which runs
from British Columbia into Cali-
fornia; the northern incursions of
Basin and Range that skirt the
southern edges of the region; and
the Snake River Plain, which runs
east to west across a wide chunk
of Idaho and into Oregon.

Cascade Mountains

Being an active volcanic range,
the Cascades appear to be able to
supply the greatest amount of
geothermal energy in the region.
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But the Cascades are tricky. No
one has been successful in devel-
oping a Cascade-based geother-
mal electrical generating facility.
Test holes have been drilled, but
no production-scale wells have
been completed.

ublic opposition on envi-
ronmental and scenic
grounds, and inadequate
temperatures to sustain
electrical generation have led to
the demise of at least one project.
But promising temperatures in
other test wells suggest that the
Cascades hold great potential.
Consequently, the Council’s
call for research and testing of
geothermal resources focuses par-
ticularly on the Cascade Range.
Two of the pilot projects being
considered by Bonneville would
be located in these mountains.
Newberry Volcano, the first of
these, is located in the Deschutes
National Forest about 35 miles

In today’s
world,
all new
sources of
electricity
must be
tested before
they can be
fully
exploited.

south of Bend, Oregon. Newberry
has long been considered the best
place for geothermal development
in the region. The volcanic re-
source at Newberry, with esti-
mated temperatures higher than

400 degrees Fahrenheit, is ex-
pected to be able to deliver more
than 250 megawatts of electricity.

Estimates of Newberry’s po-
tential in earlier Council power
plans were considerably higher
than the 250-megawatt figure, but
recent designation of the site as
the Newberry Volcanic Monu-
ment has precluded development
of about two-thirds of the re-
source. Instead, developers’ atten-
tion has been diverted to an
adjacent area from which drilling
on the diagonal, aimed toward
some of the hottest spots, can be
carried out with the least surface
disruption.

The U.S. Forest Service, state
and local authorities, and the Eu-
gene Water and Electric Board
have carried out a campaign to
increase public awareness and in-
volvement in plans to drill in the
vicinity of the caldera. The Eu-
gene utility has agreed to co-

10

The
Northwest’s
Most
Promising
Geothermal
Regions
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sponsor the 30-megawatt test
project, calling in the California
Energy Company, which has nu-
merous large-scale geothermal
electric plants operating in the
United States, to undertake the
exploration.

he second Cascade-based

pilot project being consid-

ered by Bonneville is lo-

cated at Glass Mountain,
in the Modoc National Forest, 25
miles south of the Oregon border.
(In the 1991 Power Plan, this site
was identified as Medicine Lake.)
While Glass Mountain is outside
Bonneville’s service territory, it is
in the service area of the Port-
land-based utility, PacifiCorp.

The 25-megawatt Glass Moun-
tain test project was proposed by
UNOCAL, of Southern Califor-
nia, one of the most experienced
geothermal developers in the
world. UNOCAL has already se-
cured the rights to drill there.
Two successful production wells
have been dug at Glass Moun-
tain, and the developer is con-
vinced that a 100-megawatt or
larger facility could be built there.
The major problem at Glass

Mountain is its high value and
use as a recreational area. Like
the Newberry Crater, develop-
ment of Glass Mountain will have
to accommodate a broad public
involvement process and incorpo-
rate significant environmental
protections.

Basin and Range

The second most highly rated
area of the Northwest for geo-
thermal resources is the northern
reach of the geological formation
known as the Basin and Range.
In general, Basin and Range geo-
thermal resources are the best
understood and most developed

in the nation. They are created by
deep faults through which water,
heated by hot subterranean rock,
rises to the surface. The Council’s
plan identified approximately 680
megawatts of geothermal re-
sources that could be obtained
from this province.

The Northwest’s only pilot
geothermal electric project to
date was sited near the Raft Riv-
er, in southern Idaho, on the edge
of the Basin and Range. That
demonstration project was aban-
doned in 1982, after proving that
electricity could be generated us-
ing the site’s 300-degree Fahren-
heit fluids, but not economically.

Of the top six potential geo-
thermal sites identified in a Bon-
neville study of the region, three
are Basin and Range resources.
However, none of the Basin and
Range projects surfaced in this,
Bonneville’s initial resource dem-
onstration.

Snake River Plain

The third major Northwest
geologic province holding prom-
ise for geothermal development is
the Snake River Plain. As in the
Basin and Range, the Snake Plain
has no active volcanoes. Instead,
it is believed to be the residual
wake of the thermal feature that
now fires up under Yellowstone
Park. This stored heat fuels the
Snake River Plain’s geothermal
resources, which have been mea-
sured at 300 to 400 degrees Fahr-
enheit.

Bonneville’s prospective pilot
in the Snake River Plain is si-
tuated in Vale, Oregon near the
Idaho border. Unlike the Newber-
ry and Glass Mountain sites, the
remote, 30-megawatt Vale project
is not expected to face major
environmental or land-use oppo-

sition. The question the Trans-
Pacific Geothermal Corporation
of California, proposers of the pi-
lot, will try to answer at Vale is
whether this site can be cost-
effectively confirmed and devel-
oped. If it can be, the site is ex-
pected to eventually produce
more than 100 megawatts of elec-
tricity.

Proving the promise

When the Power Planning
Council was reviewing possible
resources the Northwest could
turn to to meet its energy needs,
it was obvious that no new sup-
plies of electricity would be as in-
expensive as the formidable
horsepower harnessed by the re-
gion’s great hydropower dams.
But the dams have inflicted other
costs, calling into question their
value.

The region and the world as a
whole are more conscious now
of the ramifications of any devel-
opment than they were a half
century ago, when giant-scale
hydropower was a relatively new
technology. In today’s world, all
new sources of electricity must be
tested before they can be fully ex-
ploited.

The Council’s call for pilot
projects to confirm utility-scale
geothermal in the region and
thoroughly address environmental
impacts should provide North-
westerners with the experience
necessary to make informed
choices among all available re-
sources. The full force and impli-
cations of the power wrought in
the earth’s forge will only be
understood, the Council main-
tains, if they are approached
carefully. &
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Point of View:

BLUIM

with Rick Applegate

Northwest fisheries manager
reviews changes in salmon harvests.

Portrait by Fredrika Spillman
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tke salmon pat-
terning after
their home
streams, Joe
Blum, director
of the Washington Depart-
ment of Fisheries and chair-
man of the Pacific Salmon
Commission, suspects that
being born in Montana left
him “imprinted” with a need
to be in the outdoors. For many
years, he was able to satisfy that
need professionally; first on a
: purse seiner salmon
[ishing off Alaska
Jor two years,
then as a fish
counter, moni-
toring the sport

catch in reservoirs and lakes
around San Francisco.

But, like many fisheries biolo-
gists, he was soon moved inside,
to an office at the Alaska De-
partment of Fish and Game. He
progressed through the ranks at
the Department, climbing to the
status of deputy commissioner,
Jrom which post he worked hard
to protect the state’s fish and
wildlife when the Trans-Alaska
Pipeline was being constructed.

From Alaska, Blum moved,
in the early 70s, to Washing-
ton D.C. to work with the
National Marine Fisheries

Rick Applegate is the director of the
fish and wildlife division at the
Northwest Power Planning Council.
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Service on both the Marine
Mammal Protection Act and the
Endangered Species Act.

In 1976, he was asked to
head one of 18 area offices of the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
the office located in Olympia,
Washington, which served that
state and Oregon. He welcomed
the opportunity to return to the
Pacific Northwest, where he be-
came responsible for most Fish
and Wildlife Service operations
in the two states, including over-
sight for 20 hatcheries, three
[isheries management offices and
17 national wildlife refuges.

He was particularly involved
in the 1974 United States v.
Washington Indian treaty rights
trial known as the “Boldt” case,
in which the harvestable fishery
was divided equally between In-
dian and non—-Indian fishers.

When the Fish and Wildlife
Service abandoned the concept of
area offices, Blum was relocated
to Portland. Eventually he was
named deputy regional director
of the Fish and Wildlife Service,
where he managed an environ-
mental program covering six
western states and the western
Pacific Ocean.

In 1986, Washington Gover-
nor Booth Gardner asked Blum
to assume the seat vacated by
Bill Wilkerson, as director of
that state’s Department of Fish-
eries. Wilkerson had been asked
by the governor to take the lead
in a tax reform effort the gover-
nor was promoting. In Blum’s
word, he “grabbed” the Depart-
ment’s top position, and is the
[irst professional fisheries biolo—

gist to serve in that capacity in
many years.

Throughout his career, Blum
has found himself in the center
of the major fishery debates that
have transformed the industry:
he worked on the design of legis-
lation to protect marine mam-
mals and endangered species, he
helped the Northwest adapt to
the Boldt decision, he continues

- his early involvement in imple-

mentation of the Northwest Pow-
er Act and serves now as chair of
the Commission that sets fish
harvest limits based on the U.S.
and Canada Pacific Salmon
Treaty. In all of this, he has
maintained his reputation for
decisiveness and straight—even
blunt—talk.

Wry justice may have ruled
that he should be compelled to
integrate all these changes, plus
the precipitous decline of the
Northwest’s salmon populations,
in his current two-hatted role as
state fisheries director and Wash-
ington representative to the inter-
national treaty commission.
Blum is easily identified as one
of the key forces in the Pacific
Northwest’s attempts to rebuild
salmon runs.

—CC

Q. How would you describe the
role of the Pacific Salmon Com-
mission—basically its jurisdic-
tion in regulating fisheries?

The Pacific Salmon Commis-
sion is—to use a biological
term—sort of the top of the food
chain in the Northwest’s salmon
regulatory world. The Commis-
sion establishes quotas [for salm-
on harvests] for southeast Alaska,
north central British Columbia,
the west coast of Vancouver Is-
land and the Georgia Straits. In
the Pacific Northwest, we have
agreed to a principle of “pass-
through.” We are supposed to
pass through to the spawning
grounds the savings that are
made in Alaska and British Co-
lumbia by their having ceilings on
some of their fisheries—particu-
larly chinook.

Those ceilings, plus other
things that are negotiated, be-
come the guiding principles for
the domestic fishery management
in Canada and the United States.
The Alaskans go home and work
with their Board of Fisheries. We
go to the Pacific Fisheries Man-
agement Council [see “Who Rules
the Seas?”] and carry through our
obligation of pass-through.

Then Oregon [Department of
Fish and Wildlife] and ourselves
[Washington Department of Fish-
eries], working with the tribes, do
the “Compact”! activities on the
Columbia. Washington Depart-
ment of Fisheries, with the Puget

1. The Columbia River Compact is the
forum for managing commercial fishing
in the Columbia River. Oregon and
Washington serve on the Compact. Nei-
ther Idaho nor the basin’s Indian tribes
are members of the Compact.
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Sound tribes or the Boldt-case?

area tribes, do the inside waters
of Washington [within three miles
of the shore]. Basically, the Pacif-

ic Salmon Commission is the um-

brella, it’s the group that sets the
standards, if you will, for a given
period of time.

Q. We hear about the Salmon
Commission’s negotiations being
sometimes very difficult, going
late into the night. How would
you describe the recent
successes of the Com-
mission in its work?

The successes have
often been overlooked,
so I'm pleased with the
opportunity to express
my view of what some
successes have been.
People come back from
the annual negotiating
cycles, and they say,
“What do we do this
for? We just don’t get
anywhere.”

They forget that with-
out the Pacific Salmon
Commission, or the Pa-
cific Salmon Treaty,3
Canada, and to a degree,
Alaska, would have no
controls [on their harvest
of salmon]. In fact, Can-
ada demonstrated, par-
ticularly with coho, that
absent some controls,
they could catch huge
amounts of fish off the
west coast of Vancouver
Island. At one point in
time, they were up to 2.4
million fish with no indi-
cation that that was
where it was going to
stop. By getting a cap of
1.8 million, we have ac-

14

complished that objective for this
period of time.

There are some instances in
which they go over. But that’s
also governed by a management
flexibility provision that, particu-
larly with coho and chinook, if
you go over by 7.5 percent you
have to pay back. But if it's 7.5
percent or less on the accumula-
tive, that’s basically a manage-
ment range that all of us agree is
about as good as you can do,

given the nature of salmon man-
agement. So the basic idea of

2. In 1974, U.S. District Court Judge
George Boldt ruled in United States v.
Washington that certain tribes in their
treaties had retained the rights of up to
50 percent of the harvestable fish in
specific parts of Washington.

3. The U.S. and Canada Pacific Salm-
on Treaty was signed in 1985 after more
than 20 years in negotiation. The treaty
sets harvest limits on salmon and steel-
head and includes special protections
for Columbia River Basin salmon.
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putting some caps on Canada,
putting some caps on Alaska,
having a rebuilding program on
chinook, having some principles
that we all try to live by, is the
thing that we tend to forget in the
day-to-day, year-to-year, all-
night-long meetings.

Q. That’s the good news;
what’s wrong with the process?
Are you content with it?

We are not rebuilding chinook
at the pace that the treaty and the
treaty negotiators anticipated. So
we've got to do better.

The problem as I see it, and as
I believe the United States sees it,
is that we tend to get wrapped up
in the year-to-year, instead of
dealing with the long-term, big
picture, national objectives. We
have begun, through rather pain-
ful, arduous negotiations and dis-
cussions, to get back into the
long-term, national-objectives
approach to management.

I'm sure that, to a person who
is outside the process, it seems
rather crazy that we are not oper-
ating under long-term objectives
and national objectives. The real-
ity is that fisheries management
has a tendency to rapidly collapse
into a day-to-day type of opera-
tion. You've got to have construc-
tive and creative discussions and
negotiations to get it out of that
mode.

Another problem, and I don’t
know if it will ever go away, is
that Canada and the United
States have two different views on
who’s right and who’s wrong in
many of these issues. We get
some nationalism developing, and
we've got to overcome that. I
don’t think that will ever go away,
but we have to make sure it is

We are
supposed to
pass through

to the

spawning
grounds the
savings that
are made in
Alaska and
British
Columbia.

balanced, that it doesn’t consume
everything else that we do.

Furthermore, the United
States has a very difficult time
reaching a domestic position be-
fore we even get to Canada be-
cause of the differences between
Alaska and the Pacific Northwest.
We have different management
objectives.

Alaska has a view toward chi-
nook, for example, that is differ-
ent from our view toward
chinook. And they have a difficult
time agreeing to a strategy that
has them catch less fish while, on
strong runs, we're catching more
fish. On weak runs, they have a
difficult time being constrained.
You know, it’s the tension that
has always existed between vari-
ous management jurisdictions. So
it’s not extraordinary, but it does
require the United States to
spend some extra time developing
a U.S. position.

I'm sure Canada has the same
problem, but Canada has one ju-
risdiction. They have the Depart-
ment of Fisheries and Oceans.
When it gets down to it, if the
Canadian Commission members
can’t reach agreement, the De-
partment of Fisheries and Oceans
reaches a position. On the U.S.
side, we have Washington, Ore-
gon, Idaho, Alaska and 20-some
tribes, depending on who all’s in-
volved at the particular moment
and what the issue is, that each
has jurisdiction. The only reason
I left the federal government out
is they don’t have the vote, but
they do have a role to play on the
Pacific Salmon Commission.

So you've got the difference
between two countries as to how
you reach your position. That
takes a lot more time on our side,
and Canada sometimes gets ex-
cited about how long it takes. But
I'd have to say that they’ve begun
to recognize that it’s not that
we're playing games, it’s that we
have a real jurisdictional maze, if
you will, that we've got to work
through.

Q. How do you see the filing of
the endangered species petitions
in the Columbia River Basin
and the efforts to develop a re-
gional recovery plan affecting
Salmon Commission delibera-
tions?

Obviously the United States
has obligations under the Endan-
gered Species Act. And we will in
fact meet those obligations. The
regional [1991 Northwest Conser-
vation and FElectric] power plan*

4. Technically, the power plan incorpo-
rates, under separate cover, the Colum-
bia River Basin Fish and Wildlife
Program.

NORTHWEST ENERGY NEWS March/April 1992

15




will be and is a part of our calcu-
lations and our planning strategy
as to what it is we’ve got to go in
and get out of Canada.

The Canadians are very inter-
ested in what we are doing, as
you can imagine. We've briefed
them annually. After the first
briefing, which took place maybe
two years ago, they immediately
went to Ottawa and sat down for
almost a full day with their na-
tional Department of Fisheries
and Oceans staff and briefed
them on our briefing. They ask
frequently to be updated on
what’s going on in respect to en-
dangered species.

Q. One of the problems with
managing a fishery where several
species mingle is identifying dis-
tinct species so their harvest can
be monitored. How adequate, for
example, do you think the moni-
toring is of the harvest of Snake
River fall chinook? The Snake
River fall chinook are of particu-
lar concern because of their po-
tential listing as endangered
species.

I would say, historically, our
attention to Snake River stocks as
compared to other stocks would
certainly not meet a standard that
would now be required of us be-
cause of the Endangered Species
Act. There have been other prio-
rities, and we simply haven’t put
the amount of effort into it that it
now needs.

So, starting from that princi-
ple, the monitoring has got to get
better and is going to get better.
We've got a lot more work to do.

We are not
rebuilding
chinook
at the pace
that the
treaty
negotiators
anticipated.

At this last Pacific Salmon
Commission meeting, there were
two requests—one from Idaho
and one from Oregon—to do
some things that the Commission
was not prepared to supportt, be-
cause it would make it difficult
for the coded wire tag® programs
that we've got in place to contin-
ue to be of value. Oregon, Idaho
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service proposed that we clip the
adipose fins on all salmon from
particular hatcheries.

At some point in time, we've
got to come up with a selective
marking approach that allows
coded wire tags to continue to be
used, but also allows some specif-
ic fisheries to take place. We can’t
now because of the limited mark-
ing capability that we've got.

There’s some work being done
on this. I believe Bonneville [Pow-
er Administration] is funding
some of the work. They’re trying
to come up with another visual
[means of marking fish] that’s a
tag approach.

My point is that the Pacific
Salmon Commission was faced
with that issue in December and,
I think, dealt with it in an appro-
priate way and also gave a signal

that we’re not foreclosing the op-
portunity to deal with it a differ-
ent way, as new tools become
available. I would say that’s an
effect, in a very large part, of the
Endangered Species Act and the
[Columbia River Basin Fish and
Wildlife] program.

Q. The Council recently called
Jor reductions in harvest of fall
chinook from rates that have av-
eraged as high as 77 percent
down to 55 percent. The Council
even suggested that that rate
should go lower through a vari-
ety of other measures. What do
you see as the effect of that at the
Salmon Commission? Will they
take it into account, together
with the strong encouragement
Jor further reductions in Cana-
dian interception of Columbia—
bound chinook?

Absolutely. We anticipated for
1992 that we would have reduced
numbers of fall chinook available.
And, therefore, we had a slight
increase [in harvest limits] in
1991 for southeast Alaska and
north central British Columbia on
chinook. I mean it was slight. But
in 1992, it reverted back to the
original ceiling. So for 1992 we
have already recognized the chi-
nook issue.

5. Coded wire tags are miniscule de-
vices (thinner than human hair and
about a millimeter long) inserted into
young salmon to carry data about the
date and location of a fish’s release
from a hatchery. To identify fish carry-
ing coded wire tags so the tags can be
recovered and used in monitoring the
runs, hatchery operators clip the adi-
pose fin of fish that carry the tags.
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Canada is also having some
problems with some of their here-
tofore strong chinook stocks.
They are having to take manage-
ment measures on the west coast
of Vancouver Island that are
bringing them in at a harvest level
below the approved international
ceilings. So we're gaining, sort of
left handed, a little bit of support,
to the degree that those fish are
intermingled with the stocks of
concern.

As far as what we are going to
be able to do in the 1992/1993 ne-
gotiations, it’s premature to tell,
except that the United States is
fully aware of the obligation that
we have agreed to as a part of the
regional solution, and that’s not
going to get forgotten. What we
actually will be able to accom-
plish is a matter of negotiations.
It takes two to have an agree-
ment.

Whatever we ask
Canada to do,
they’re going
to have to
derive
some
benefits
some-
where else*
to balance
the table.
And there
are ways
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It’s the
tension that
has always
existed
between
various
management
jurisdictions.

to do that. But it’s going to take
from now until this fall to get a
U.S. position together and then to
work with the Canadians.

Q. Is there any opportunity for
Jast reaction by the Commission
on an emergency basis to ad-
dress the weaknesses that
we see in Columbia
runs, and as you
mentioned, the
weaknesses in
some Canadian
stocks?

Idon’tsee a
need to do so. If
you do have a true
emergency that you
haven’t made any at-
tempt to address be-
cause you didn’t know
about it, you know

you can get
parties
to sit
down
and

agree to do extraordinary things.
My point in mentioning earlier
that we had taken into account
the anticipated lower numbers of
upriver brights [fall chinook] in
1992, in my view, is moving in the
right direction. If we need to do
more than that, it will get done in
the pass-through part under the
Pacific [Fisheries Management]
Council and what the Compact
actions will be this summer and
fall.

Q. Shifting to those manage-
ment arenas for a second, the
Council also recently asked that
Jishery managers explore
changes in fishing gear and
some harvest practices. Is it real-
istic to look for improvements in
our ability to selectively harvest
on stronger stocks?

If we don’t do that, I think the
future of harvest the way we have
known it is pretty bleak. If we
don’t try to sit down and do what
the Council has urged us to do
and provided some incentive to
do, we will really miss an oppor-
tunity.

Alternative types of gear that
we know about are really going
back in time to what used to be
considered primitive approaches
to harvest, but may in fact be
what we will be looking at it in
the future. But they don’t work in
all places, at all times, for all spe-
cies. So there’s got to be some
creative work done to fit them in
where they are appropriate,
where they do the job. And I am
encouraged.

You will be interested to know
that the discussion has come up
outside of the Columbia Basin. A
particular situation developed
this year on the Nisqually in
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south Puget Sound, where we
have a late chum run that inter-
mingles with a weak steelhead
run.

The Nisqually Tribe had to
forego some chum net fishery in
order to preserve the escapement
of that steelhead stock. So we
started talking—[Washington De-
partment of] Wildlife, Nisqually
Tribe, Washington Department of
Fisheries—about finding some
other way to have a selected har-
vest to accomplish the steelhead
objective, have the tribe accom-
plish their chum objective, have
us accomplish our chum objec-
tive.

So even in the few months that
people have been thinking about
selected harvest techniques with
respect to the Columbia, it en-
couraged us to think about it in
other places. I think you're going
to get a good response.

I want to caution that it’s not
going to be overnight. That would
be a mistake, in my view. It could
be a very large investment of
money for a series of failures, and
I think we want to try to do it in
a little more businesslike way so
that there are successes instead
of failures.

You’d better
do the thing
right if you
want it to be
successful
and have it
become an
accepted
management
approach.

What I'm saying is, don’t get
discouraged when we say we've
got to look at it. We're not stiffing
the Council. We're not stiffing the
region. It’s the sense that you’d
better do the thing right if you
want it to be successful and have
it become an accepted manage-
ment approach.

Q. The Council has expressed
an interest in assisting in the Pa-
cific Salmon Commission delib-
erations in any way that it can.
Do you have any particular ad-
vice on how they might be able to
approach that, how Council
members might be helpful?

In all honesty, we have enough
help. But, there is a clear need on
the part of the Council to have
more than a passing awareness of
what is going on. So I would en-
courage observers. There are
some sections [of the delibera-
tions] that are opened to the pub-
lic. Obviously those would be
fine.

I think it would be appropriate
if the Council wanted to observe
some U.S. section meetings.
Where it gets very tight and
where there would be little flexi-
bility is when you get into the ac-
tual negotiations—they call
them executive sessions.

But up until we get into the ex-
ecutive sessions, having a Council
observer would be welcome. And
in fact, I wouldn’t see it as any-
thing but helpful. &
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olumbia River Basin
salmon and steelhead pay
mg 1O heed to state, local or
"= even national boundaries.
They are “hard-wired” with a
mission. They are in motion all
the days of their lives, starting in
the streams or hatcheries of their
birth, moving down the tribu-
taries and mainstems of the
Snake and Columbia rivers to the
Pacific Ocean, swimming mostly
north toward Alaska and occa-
sionally south into Californian
waters, then returning to the
mouth of the Columbia and back
up to their place of origin.

Along the way, they are the
object of intensive sport and
commercial fisheries. About a
half-dozen different councils and
commissions have been charged
with managing the harvest of
these fish so that adequate num-
bers survive to reproduce.

s —Id

® The Pacific Salmon Commis-
sion sets seasons and harvest
limits for salmon and steel-
head caught in the waters off
southeast Alaska and British
Columbia. The Commission
was created after the 1985
signing of the U.S. and Cana-
da Pacific Salmon Treaty,
which was in negotiations for
more than 20 years. One im-
portant goal of the treaty is
the rebuilding of Columbia
River salmon, a fish that is an
important element in the fish-
eries of both Alaska and Can-
ada.

@ The Pacific Fisheries Manage-
ment Council takes responsi-
bility for the salmon when they
migrate from three miles to
200 miles off the shores of
California, Oregon and Wash-
ington. This Council was one

result of the Fishery Conserva-
tion and Management Act of
1976. This Act put the federal
government in charge of the
ocean fishery in the zone run-
ning from three miles offshore
to 200 miles out to sea.

State fisheries agencies set their
own harvest seasons for their
inshore (within three miles)
fisheries.

The Columbia River Compact
is the granddaddy of fishery
management entities in the Pa-
cific Northwest. Initiated in
1918, the Compact provides a
forum for Oregon and Wash-
ington to co-manage their
harvests in the Columbia Riv-
er system itself. Neither the
Columbia Basin Indian tribes
nor the state of Idaho are
members of the Compact,
however. &8

—CC
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Tackling

= U1CaNNON

by John Harrison

Teamwork and tenacity improve farming
and fish habitat in a scenic river basin.

ix thousand feet up
in the mountains of
the Wenaha-Tucan-
non wilderness in
southeastern Wash-
ington state, the Tu-
cannon River begins its 50-mile
journey to the Snake River.
The Tucannon descends rapid-
ly through steep, rugged terrain, a
landscape of pine and fir forests,
deeply incised canyons and, in
the last 25 miles or so, fields of

winter wheat, barley, peas, blue-
grass seed and cattle pasture. It is
a land with a long history of
settlement, dating to pioneer
farms of the 1850s. A land where
the temperature can drop to 20
degrees below zero in winter and
climb to 109 in summer.

To those who live in the Tucan-
non River Basin, tenacity, it
would seem, is more a necessity
than a virtue. They are not
many—just 800 in the 210,307~

acre watershed—but they are te-
nacious when it comes to improv-
ing the land they love.

They sought government help
to improve the productivity of
their land and the river’s habitat
for fish. When help didn’t come,
they kept on trying. They stuck
with it for nearly nine years.

And won.

Today, their cooperative effort
is widely acknowledged as a mod-
el for watershed improvement
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projects. Their effort shows the
value of packaging various im-
provements in a single program
rather than treating each problem
individually. For example, efforts
to improve instream habitat for
fish won’t be successful unless
contributing problems, such as
erosion and poor riparian habi-
tat, are solved first—or, at least
at the same time.

“The Tucannon is an example
of doing for soil erosion exactly
what we want to do for fish habi-
tat—a program that addresses
contributing problems collective-
ly,” said Ted Bottiger, one of
Washington’s two Power Planning
Council members. “The farmers
deserve a lot of credit. They used
a lot of their own money to do
this work, and they did what’s
right.”

ottiger said the Coun-
cil hopes to see coop-
erative watershed
improvement projects
like that in the Tucannon dupli-
cated elsewhere in the Columbia
River Basin. In fact, the Council
recognized the importance of wa-
tershed projects in the first phase
of its current, four-phase process
to amend the Columbia River Ba-
sin Fish and Wildlife Program (an
article on the amendments, focus-
ing on phase three, opened this
edition of Northwest Energy
News).
In phase one, completed in
August 1991, the Council recog-

nized that about 40 percent of the -

remaining salmon and steelhead
habitat in the Columbia Basin is
bordered by private land. So
comprehensive, concerted efforts
by both public and private land-
owners are essential for an effec-
tive habitat management
program.

To that end, the Council di-
rected the Bonneville Power Ad-

ministration to finance the
planning of three or more model
comprehensive watershed proj-
ects, including at least one in
Oregon, Idaho and Washington.
(Montana has no salmon runs.)
Cooperation is the key.

erhaps no one is in a

better position to as-

sess the role of cooper-

ation in protecting a
watershed than Roland Schirman,
the Washington State University
extension agent in Columbia
County, where most of the Tucan-
non is located. Schirman has
been the Columbia County exten-
sion agent since 1979. He saw the
Tucannon project develop from
its infancy and helped it along.

“What did we learn? Well, we

substantiated that all landowners
do have concern for the land,”
Schirman said. “We learned that
we can change land management
practices economically. When you
ask the producer to do it on his
own, you place him at a disad-
vantage.”

Can the Tucannon experience
be duplicated elsewhere, as Bot-
tiger hopes?

“I won’t say it won’t happen in
a larger county, but in a small
county like this, it’s required that
people wear numerous hats to get
things done,” Schirman ex-
plained. “So you have the ground-
work already laid for the
interchange of ideas. In larger
counties, special interests have
their own camps.”

In the end, he said, the value
of cooperation is the high quality
of the resulting product.

“We spent a lot of time devel-
oping something workable,” he
said. “It will help us do what’s
necessary to be good stewards of
the resources.”

Defining the problem

In the case of the Tucannon,
good stewardship means taking
care of erosion. It’s a big prob-
lem. How big? Consider this: One
third of the land in the Tucannon
Basin is used for dry-land (non-
irrigated) crops. Ninety percent of
this land is classified as highly
erodible.

Studies in the 1980s by the
U.S. Soil Conservation Service
and others showed that erosion,
largely from dry cropland, was re-
sponsible for dumping some
260,000 tons of sediment into the
Tucannon River every year. That’s
valuable topsoil washing down
the river. In addition, the 40 per-
cent of the basin that is used as
cattle rangeland has a history of
heavy grazing. The result, in addi-
tion to declining rangeland quali-
ty, was an additional 47,000 tons
of sediment spilling into the Tu-
cannon annually.

NORTHWEST ENERGY NEWS Marclv/April 1992




Photographs by John Harrison

ediment spoiled much of

the river’s historic salm-

on and steelhead spawn-

ing and rearing habitat,
and contributed sediment pollu-
tion to the Snake River.

There were other problems,
too. The river suffered from high
water temperatures in summer.
Fish habitat had been degraded.
And the river had a high content
of organic material, such

Fish and Wildlife Program in
1982 and was in the process of
amending the program at the
time. Inclusion in the program
would open the door for Bonne-
ville to help finance fish habitat
improvements in the Tucannon
Basin.

But the 1984 Fish and Wildlife
Program didn’t list the troubled
Tucannon as a priority. While the

habitat and production plans for
each of the nearly three dozen
subbasins of the Columbia that
produce anadromous fish—
including the Tucannon. The
Council will take up those plans
during phase three of the fish and
wildlife program amendment pro-
cess this spring.

In short, the Council has yet to
discuss a detailed improvement

as crop residue. This was
bad for fish because de-
composing organic mate-
rial tends to rob the river
bottom of oxygen. The
impact of 130 years of
farming, of doing things
the same way year after
year, was producing a
crop of problems in the
Tucannon Basin.

The river no longer
met state or federal wa-
ter-quality standards.
Fish habitat and valuable
cropland were being
ruined slowly, but steadi-
ly. It was time for action.

First, there were stu-
dies. The Soil Conserva-
tion Service, U.S. Forest

To control erosion, a log deflects water at a bend in the Taucannon. A Christmas tree merchant
donated unsold trees, which are cabled to the log to further slow the flow.

Service (much of the up-
per Tucannon Basin is in the
Umatilla National Forest), state
fish and wildlife agencies and a
consulting firm completed a study
of the lower Snake River Basin in
1983.

The Tucannon recommenda-
tion: go to the Northwest Power
Planning Council, which was
formed by the four Northwest
states under the Northwest Power
Act of 1980. The Council, charged
by the Act to “...protect, mitigate
and enhance” the fisheries of the
Columbia River Basin, prepared
its first Columbia River Basin

program recognized the Tucan-
non’s problems and proposed
some of the same solutions that
are being pursued today, there
were other rivers with bigger
problems than the Tucannon’s.

hree years later, the
Council’s 1987 Fish and
Wildlife Program in-
cluded the Tucannon on
a list of projects that were await-
ing the outcome of Columbia Ba-
sin systemwide habitat and
production planning, an effort set
in motion by the Council that
year. That effort culminated in

program for the Tucannon. In
1983, “the Council was a dead
end,” recalled John “Dusty”
Eddy. He was district conserva-
tionist for the U.S. Soil Conserva-
tion Service in Columbia County
at the time. Today he is district
conservationist for Wasco
County, Oregon. “The Council
wasn’t interested in upland treat-
ment practices at the time. The
Council was focusing on instream
projects.”

[N}
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ddy decided not to

wait for the Council

and Bonneville to act.

He had an ally in the
Tucannon project: Art Sunder-
land, manager of the Columbia
Conservation District,! which has
its headquarters in Dayton. Sun-
derland, who worked directly with
farmers on land conservation
measures, recognized the value of
a cooperative project for the Tu-
cannon and helped develop land-
owner interest and support. He
listened to the farmers, gathered
their ideas and helped incorpo-
rate them into the final plan.

This unique relationship be-
tween federal government and lo-
cal government—Eddy working
on financing, Sunderland gather-
ing ideas—helped move the Tu-
cannon project along.

Sunderland and Eddy turned
to the Soil Conservation Service.
The Service administers a fund
under the federal Watershed Pro-
tection and Flood Act, Public
Law 566, to improve river condi-
tions.

“At the time, PL~566 funds
mainly were for flood control and
instream structures,” Eddy said.
“We had to create the justifica-
tion for erosion control practices,
and we got bogged down in red
tape.”

hile waiting for a

decision from the

Soil Conservation

Service, Eddy
turned to another potential fund-
ing source—the Washington De-
partment of Ecology. At the time,
the Department was offering wa-
ter quality improvement money
through Referendum 39, a state
law that was a precursor of the
state’s current Centennial Clean
Water Fund.

“We put together a limited
program for the Tucannon that
had three phases: a no-till drill so
we could demonstrate an erosion
control practice; instream actions
that included planting cotton-
wood trees along the banks of the
river and constructing desilting
basins in side drainages to collect
sediment; conservation practices
in rangeland and cropland, such
as strip-cropping and off-stream
watering for livestock,” Eddy
said.

They got the money.

hey bought a no-till
drill, a huge thing—
about 17 feet by 12
feet—that is pulled be-
hind a giant tractor. No-till farm-
ing involves literally drilling seeds
into a field, rather than tilling the
soil with disks to turn it over.
Tilling loosens the soil and pro-
motes erosion, particularly in the
hilly Tucannon Basin. Not all
farmers embrace no-till farming
because of, among other things,

weed problems—and, therefore,
herbicide use—tend to increase.
But the drill is available for any
Tucannon farmer who wants to
use it.

The conservation district and
participating farmers planted one
and a half miles of streambank in
the upper part of the basin with
willow trees. They fenced one side
of the river in the same area to
keep grazing cows away (the can-
yon was too steep for grazing on
the other side).

Saplings came from existing
trees along the river, an impor-
tant point for Eddy. “We used all
native vegetation,” he said. “The
response was great.” The trees
rooted and grew quickly.

here were unforeseen,

but minor, problems.

Beaver, for example.

Beaver found the willow
saplings delectable. The state De-
partment of Wildlife trapped
them and moved them to another
site.

The collaborators built two de-
silting basins, about two or three
surface acres in size apiece. The
basins were completed in 1988.

Then another roadblock sur-
faced.

“We wanted to go upland,
away from the river where erosion
was a problem, to demonstrate
water quality improvement prac-
tices, but the Ecology Depart-
ment was hesitant to fund
anything not associated with in-
stream work,” Eddy said.

1. Conservation districts are divisions
of state government that are led by lo-
cally elected boards of directors. The
districts match government assistance
with local needs and help landowners
practice soil and water conservation.
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nce again, the ingenious

collaborators refused to

take no for an answer.

They turned to the river
itself, where fish habitat had been
degraded over time.

“We identified some fisheries
improvements we could do,”
Eddy said. “We held meetings in
the farmers’ living rooms to talk
about it. We walked the river. We
came up with a lot of ideas and
split it into several years’ work.”

Some landowners balked. They
didn’t oppose the idea, just the
possibility of spending their own
money to improve the stream
habitat for fish. So Eddy and
Sunderland convinced the state
Department of Fisheries to pay
for some of the work. Others
chipped in, including private
landowners, the Soil Conservation
Service, Washington Department
of Ecology and the Forest Service.
Eventually, 54 structures were
placed in the river, including log
wiers and boulders to slow the
flow and create resting pools for
fish.

the district’s application for a wa-
tershed protection project under
PL-566.

The result was the Tucannon
River Watershed Protection Proj-
ect, which went into effect last
year. The project focuses on wa-
ter quality improvement and calls
for voluntary installation of con-
servation practices on approxi-
mately 45,000 acres of dry
cropland, 62,000 acres of range-
land, seven acres of forest land
and 12 miles of stream corridor.

n cropland, this will in-

volve introducing farm-

ing techniques that

discourage or control
erosion. On rangeland, the proj-
ect includes fencing along water-
ways and in pastures to distribute
cattle, developing new water
sources for livestock and planting
grass. Grass also will be planted
in the forest area.

At the request of landowners,
new fences will be built along the
river to keep cattle out of the wa-
ter, trees will be planted and the

riverbank stabilized through the
use of structures built from rocks
and logs. Most of the work—
about 70 percent—will be fi-
nanced by the Soil Conservation
Service.
his project is not going
to solve all of the Tu-
cannon’s problems. Its
focus is water quality,
not fish habitat and production,
although water quality improve-
ments certainly help fish. Habitat
and production proposals are in-
cluded in the Tucannon system
plan, which the Council will dis-
cuss this spring.

A lifetime of land
conservation

In a sense, the Tucannon water
quality project simply formalized
and enhanced land conservation
practices that began informally
years ago. Decades, even.

Twenty miles up the Tucannon,
81-year-old Delbert Howard sits
at the kitchen table of the home

Some of the materials
were free. The Forest Ser-
vice donated two big logs
for instream placement.
The logs, spaced about 40
yards apart, completely
cross the river and create
resting pools for fish. The
state Department of
Transportation had excess
boulders from a rip-rap
project and said, in es-
sence, if you can haul
them, you can have them.
They did.

Then, when it ap-
peared the work hit an-
other wall, there was
another breakthrough.
The Soil Conservation

A log placed across the river creates a resting pool for salmon. The U.S. Forest Service donated

Service finally approved

this log, and another like it is downriver about 50 yards.

I l
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Don Howard installed these boulders to control erosion and slow the flow of the Tucannon
through his ranch. The boulders are connected by steel cables and can be lifted as a unit.

“If you stopped all
fishing for four years,
you could walk across
the Tucannon on the
backs of the fish,” said
Gerald Howard.

Maybe, but in the
meantime, the Howard
family is doing—has
done—a lot to improve
fish habitat in the Tucan-
non and protect their ad-
joining cropland at the
same time. With the as-
sistance of state fish and
wildlife agents, the Ho-
wards have hauled 1,100
yards of rock for place-
ment at strategic loca-
tions along the riverbank.
The rock helps control

where he has lived most of his
life, on land his grandparents
settled in the mid 1800s. The view
from the kitchen window is
straight down the narrow valley, a
quarter mile wide or so, flanked
by the canyon, steep, rock-ter-
raced and mostly treeless. He's
retired now, having turned over
the operation of the 6,000-acre
Howard family wheat and cattle
ranch to his sons, Don and Ger-
ald, who are in their 50s.

ong ago, Del Howard

shoved the riverbank

around with a tractor

to improve his flood
protection and the river’s fish
habitat, too. He also envisioned
desilting basins in Tucannon side
drainages.

He remembers clearly what
life was like in the valley earlier
this century, when there were four
elementary schools, dozens of
families and plentiful salmon in
the Tucannon.

“You could stand by the river,
right out there, and watch the
salmon go by,” he said, gesturing
out the kitchen window.

oday, the schools and

most of the families are

gone. So are most of

the salmon. Spring chi-
nook still run up the Tucannon,
but not in the numbers they once
did. Trout and steelhead are in
the river, and there is a fish
hatchery about eight miles above
the Howards’ land.

Why the salmon runs declined
is a point of contention between
farmers in the basin, and state
fish and wildlife agencies. The
agencies say erosion from farm-
ing and streambank damage from
grazing cattle are to blame. The
farmers acknowledge there were
problems in the past, but say they
have improved their practices
and that the big problem today is
excessive harvest allowed by the
states downstream.

streambank erosion and
slows the flow of the river, creat-
ing eddies and pools for spawn-
ing and rearing habitat. The
biggest rocks are set into place
and then drilled and strung to-
gether with steel cable. If neces-
sary in the future, these
structures can be moved as units.

he Howards have

planted willows and

grasses along the bank

to help keep water tem-
perature cool in the riparian
zone. One of the Tucannon desilt-
ing basins is located on Howard
property. When it is full—prob-
ably between 1998 and 2000—the
Howards will scoop out all that
valuable topsoil and spread it
back on their cropland. “I'm pay-
ing my bank for the land that
washes away, so I want to do
what it takes to keep it here,”
Don Howard remarked.
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ollowing a storm re-

cently, it was evident

the basin is working.

Muddy water ran into
the east end from a small creek
that comes out of a nearby can-
yon; clear water ran out to the
Tucannon from the west end.

The Howards built fences to

keep their cattle away from the
river, and are continuing to build
more fences. At one bend in the
river, they even stacked huge old
tractor tires two high and filled
them with rock to protect crop-
land in the event of a major
flood.

The cost of all this work? At
least $10,000 of their own money
for the desilting basin. Some of
the other work was financed
through the conservation district,
but the Howards also pitched in
with their own materials, equip-
ment and labor.

“In a river valley, you do man-
agement all your life,” Don
Howard said. “You know, I hear
people say, ‘you farmers run your
livestock, and you till the fields,
and you don’t care what happens
to the land or the river.” That’s
just not true,” he said. “I grew
up on this river. I make my living
with this river. I take care of

it.” &8

That’s not a pond, it’s a desilting basin. The muddy creek flows into the shallow upper end of the
basin, sediment collects on the bottom, and clean water flows to the Tucannon River through the
perforated drain pipe at the lower, deeper end.
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t’s a goal that is simply
stated, but complex and
difficult to achieve:
healthy fish runs must
have healthy habitat.

For salmon and
steelhead, healthy habitat means
clean, cool water; gravel for
spawning; quiet pools for resting
and feeding; and, where neces-
sary, passage facilities that don’t
endanger fish.

Achieving clean water means
controlling pollution, such as
agricultural chemicals and silt-
ation from erosion. To keep water
temperatures cool, there must be
adequate streamside shade from
bushes, grasses and trees. Pools
develop at instream obstructions,
such as boulders and logs. These
can be added to a stream, as can
passage facilities at dams.

But instream improvements
alone won’t do the job. There is
strong analytical support for a to-
tal watershed approach to habitat
improvements, encompassing all

of the land the stream drains, as
opposed to focusing solely on in-
stream measures.

Last summer the Council
amended into its Columbia River
Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
a number of priority projects to
aid salmon and steelhead. Among
those was a “model watersheds”
program to undertake broad-
based, cooperative work to pro-
tect and repair salmon habitat in
the region’s watersheds.

Cooperative, watershedwide
improvement projects already are
under way in Washington, Oregon
and Idaho. The value of the

watershed approach was under-
scored by a study recently com-
pleted for the Bonneville Power
Administration that found “dra-
matic, persistent and unfavor-
able” impacts on rivers and
streambanks from livestock graz-
ing, road building and mining in
the study area, which included
the Grande Ronde and John Day
river basins of Oregon.

Another recent study concurs
with the Bonneville findings.

In 1990, the Pacific Northwest
Research Station, a subagency of
the U.S. Forest Service based in
Corvallis, Oregon, resurveyed the

There is strong analytical support for
a total watershed approach to habitat

improvements, encompassing all of the
land the stream drains, as opposed to
focusing solely on instream measures.
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Grande Ronde River above La
Grande, where the Forest Service
inventoried fish habitat between
1936 and 1942. Since 1986,
streams in four other Columbia
River subbasins also were resur-
veyed, and the results were com-
pared to the data collected 50
years ago.

istoric data shows
that streams in these
subbasins had an
abundance of deep
pools—important resting and
feeding spots for salmon. The av-
erage was 15 or more pools per
stream mile. Today, the average is
fewer than seven per mile. The

only exceptions are in wilderness

areas, where the number of pools
is about the same. In all managed
land —forested and farmed—the
number of pools has declined
dramatically. The reason: siltation
and other changes in the struc-
ture of the stream channels
caused by man’s activities.

ore needs to be
learned about how
pools form in dif-
ferent stream con-
ditions, the researchers said, so
that new pools can be created. =&

—JAH

Signs like this in the Tucannon River Basin tell the story of the watershed improvement project. This sign is
in a field several miles from the river.
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by John Harrison

Puget Power surpasses its 1991 conservation goal.

he conservation re-
port card is in, and
the grades are
impressive for Puget
Sound Power &
Light Company. Puget Power,
Washington’s largest utility, ac-

quired 17.5 megawatts of energy
savings through conservation in
1991. That is 1.5 megawatts be-
yond its goal for the year.

In 1992, the Bellevue-based
utility plans to acquire 24 mega-
watts of conservation. That is

enough energy for about 14,000
homes.

Puget Power appears to be
leading all Northwest utilities on

conservation acquisition. In 1991,

Puget and the Washington Utili-
ties and Transportation Commis-

30
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sion entered an innovative rate
agreement that ties the company’s
profits to the number of custom-
ers served, not the amount of en-
ergy sold. That cleared the way
for Puget to aggressively pursue
energy savings because the com-
pany doesn’t have to rely solely
on energy sales to make money.

n its 1991 Northwest Conser-
vation and Electric Power
Plan, the Northwest Power
Planning Council calls on the
region to acquire 1,500 megawatts
of affordable conservation as
quickly as possible. That is
enough electricity to serve 1 mil-
lion people. Electricity demand
forecasts in the plan suggest the

region could need about 2,000
new megawatts by the year 2000.
The plan also calls on the region
to acquire 800 megawatts of low—
cost hydropower and cogenera-
tion (electricity generated as a
byproduct of a thermal industrial
process).

("~ PUGET'S 1991 CONSERVATION SAVINGS,
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cquiring 1,500 megawatts
of conservation is an ef-
fort akin to building a
new power plant, but the
cost—the Council estimates $7
billion—is about half the cost of
acquiring that much electricity
from conventional sources.

Richard Sonstelie, president of
Puget Power, spoke about his
company’s commitment to con-
servation at a regional utility
conference in Portland last No-
vember. The gathering included
the region’s 10 largest utilities
and utility regulators from the
four Northwest states.

Sonstelie said that Puget Pow-
er customers embrace the conser-
vation effort. They realize rates
won’t go up as fast to pay for
conservation as they would to pay
for electricity from other sources,
he said.

he utility’s conservation

target for 1991—16

megawatts—was twice

the amount acquired in
1990. “We had an aggressive tar-
get in 1991, but we set it with the
idea that it would be achievable,”
explained Jerry Lehenbauer, Pu-
get’s conservation programs man-
ager.

In collaboration with the
Washington Ultilities and Trans-
portation Commission and other
parties, the utility worked out
performance targets in nine ma-
jor areas for the 1991 conserva-
tion program. The utility
exceeded some targets and
missed others, but still exceeded
its overall target.

Lehenbauer said, “Commer-
cial new construction was one of
our biggest challenges. It’s a new
program. Other than some design
assistance work with developers,

“You’re so far
ahead of the
pack...why
are you better
than most
others?”

—Ted Hallock
Northwest Power
Planning Council

architects and engineers, we had
not provided funding for mea-
sures that exceed [building]
codes. We had a high target, and
we exceeded it. It basically means
getting out there and getting ev-
erything that is constructed.”

The utility excelled in commer-
cial retrofits, commercial new
construction, industrial conserva-
tion, residential water heaters and
low-income housing.

Residential new construction
posed problems for the utility.
“Our program is flexible,” said
Lehenbauer. “We have the ability
to move from one program ele-
ment to another quickly. If you
aren’t successful in one area, you
move on to another without los-
ing sight of the overall goal.”

ehenbauer also pointed to

his company’s ability to get

the word out to Puget’s

customers as one key to
the utility’s success. “Our com-
munications plan has a compo-
nent of increasing customer
awareness of conservation—a call
to action. That’s been a big part
of achieving our conservation tar-
get.

ehenbauer said that Puget

Power emphasized proj-

ects with the largest poten-

tial, such as the big gain in
water heating conservation
through the installation of effi-
cient showerheads.

At its February meeting in
Seattle, the Council heard a pre-
sentation by Lehenbauer on Pu-
get’s success. “You're so far
ahead of the pack,” remarked
Council Chair Ted Hallock. “Why
are you better than most others?”

“We have strong upper man-
agement support to pursue this,”
Lehenbauer responded. “We'’re
successful at it because it is not
that difficult. You just have to get
out there and start doing it. We
started in 1978, and we never
really stopped.” &g
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CA'—?FO RCE

Second CAT Force session stalks education and training.

he Northwest’s Conservation

Acquisition Task (CAT)
Force, which represents utilities,
local governments, state energy
agencies, the Northwest Power
Planning Council and citizen
groups that advocate conserva-
tion, held its second meeting at
the Council’s office on January
15, 1992.

Tom Eckman, the Council’s
energy conservation manager,
welcomed the 23 task force mem-
bers, reiterating the Northwest’s
goal to conserve at least 1,500 me-
gawatts of electricity by the year
2000.

Regional coordination

At the CAT Force’s first meet-
ing, members reviewed the bene-
fits of sharing conservation
acquisition experiences, especially
the value of identifying successful
conservation programs so other
utilities, and state and local gov-
ernments could replicate the suc-
cesses.

That discussion was continued
into the second meeting, where
members expressed concern that
it would be difficult to measure
“success” in a regional conserva-
tion effort because the various
utilities set independent goals for
their programs. Each interprets
successes against a different stan-
dard. To track the region’s prog-

ress toward acquiring 1,500
megawatts, the CAT Force will
need to help the Northwest trans-
late individual utility accomplish-
ments into a consistent formula.

CAT Force members also sug-
gested that clear conservation
goals for individual utilities, es-
tablished using consistent meth-
ods regionwide, will help focus
corporate attention and identify
resources needed to achieve those
goals.

Attacking the barriers:
Coordinate energy
education and training

When the CAT Force first
met, the group identified a list of
barriers slowing the progress of
conservation acquisition (See
Northwest Energy News, January/
February 1992.)

At this second meeting, the
CAT Force reviewed its list and
added a new item: the need for a
program that leverages the effec-
tiveness of limited utility staffs by
working with energy service com-
panies, contractors and design
firms. In this and each future
meeting, members will explore
these barriers and possible CAT
Force responses to them.

The CAT Force had already
agreed that the lack of trained
and experienced conservation
personnel could impede progress

in capturing energy savings. The
need for a strong regional energy
education and training strategy,
state technical assistance efforts
and other activities were seen as
necessary to facilitate conserva-
tion acquisition.

Margie Gardner, conservation
analyst for the Council, described
a planning meeting held on Janu-
ary 10 to assess and enhance the
region’s current educational infra-
structure. The meeting included
representatives from organiza-
tions that provide an array of
educational services across the
region, ranging from technical as-
sistance programs to four-year
college level curricula.

Gardner related what educa-
fors said they need if they are to
offer conservation training for the
commercial and industrial sec-
tors. The focus was on vocational
retraining for existing profession-
als, and courses at community
and four-year colleges for new
personnel.

The Washington State Energy
Office and Seattle City Light have
jointly developed a compendium
of energy-related classes current-
ly offered. Despite the volume of
offerings, significant gaps must
be filled to ensure coordinated
and comprehensive training.
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Tasckiing the
CA—wFORCE

One program that existed in
the early 1980s, but was halted
when conservation efforts were
slowed down, is the technical and
vocational program at Edmonds
Community College, in Edmonds,
Washington. Bonneville is provid-
ing funding to restart this pro-
gram, which will include
managerial and technical training
for those who “turn the
wrenches.” The program is not
aimed at developing program
planners or program designers.
Bonneville plans to fund the re-
start of a similar program that ex-
isted at Lane Community College
in Eugene, Oregon.

Utilities and conservation con-
tractors in the region require
more qualified mechanical engi-
neers, according to a recent Bon-
neville survey. One significant
prerequisite for improving the
supply of well-trained profession-
als is a long-term commitment
from utilities to carry out conser-
vation programs. Without the
promise of jobs, colleges will have
little incentive to develop the
courses needed to train these pro-
fessionals.

Gardner described four ideas
the educators proposed to focus
the conservation effort:

® Technology transfer programs
and continuing education
courses. The Edmonds Com-
munity College curriculum
could be transferred to other
areas. Four-year programs
could be started now, and con-
tinuing education could be ex-
panded.

B Rigorous ‘“‘internships” for peo-
ple interested in working on
conservation programs.

® Certification for lighting practi-
tioners, building operators and
others. For example, the Cali-
fornia Energy Commission
may soon offer “lighting prac-
titioner” certificates to gradu-
ates of a two-year community
college program.

B Use the Applied Technology
Training Center model for ener-
gy, and include manufacturers.
The Training Center, located
at Edmonds Community Col-
lege, is a high-technology edu-
cation facility funded by the
electronics industry. Utilities
and manufacturers could form
a similar center for their in-
dustries.

A regional advisory
committee on energy
education

Bonneville set up the Energy-
Smart Design Training Commit-
tee several years ago to determine
what types of training opportuni-
ties should be developed to sup-
port conservation in the
Northwest’s commercial sector.
Rather than create a new com-
mittee, the CAT Force asked the
Bonneville committee if it could
expand the scope of its mission
and address long-term goals for
the types of educational and vo-
cational training needed to sup-
port Bonneville’s 10-year
commercial conservation targets.

The CAT Force asked
Gardner to attend the next
Energy-Smart Design Training
Committee meeting and propose
the following as a way to forge a
regional advisory committee on
education and vocational training:

B Include both industrial and
commercial concerns.

# Expand committee to repre-
sent the region—invite those
who deliver services and who
will be hiring many of the re-
trained or newly trained staff.

# Develop an education and
training agenda through con-
sensus by September 1992.

# Implement that agenda with
diversified funding.

All investor-owned utilities
present at the task force meeting
agreed to participate in helping
the region move forward.

Next meeting

The task force met again on
February 20, 1992, at the Lighting
Design Lab in Seattle, Washing-
ton. A meeting also was sched-
uled for March 19, with the
location to be announced. &

—Dennis Bleything

- Dennis Bleything is a Portland

writer who will be reporting on
CAT Force activities for the North-
west Power Planning Council.
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REGIONAL

Modernizing the
Machinery in

At by

illings, Montana’s old Radisson Northern Hotel
is running like a youngster these days, thanks to
a new energy-management system. The new,
high-tech heating system implements energy-
efficiency measures that have stabilized power
bills incurred by the 50-year-old hotel and provided
improved guest comfort.

“Even though upgrades had previously been com-
pleted,” said Alan Elliott, general manager of the
downtown hotel, “prior to the overhaul, we had no
control over energy, and costs increased substantial-
ly year after year.” A desire to save money and still
provide the best services possible for their guests
motivated hotel management to seek energy im-
provements.

Elliott said the system overhaul included replac-
ing energy-wasting incandescent lights with efficient
fluorescent bulbs, installing equipment that captures
waste heat to preheat the hotel’s domestic hot water
supply and a computerized energy-management sys-
tem.

Clerks at the front desk are now able to monitor
temperatures in guests’ rooms. When unoccupied,
the staff keeps the rooms at lower temperatures.
When somebody checks in, the heat’s turned up.

Elliott feels the hotel has derived three primary
advantages from the energy overhaul: first, the cost
element—“Even though the hotel has experienced
increased occupancy and energy rates have gone
up,” he said, “our power bills have stabilized and
are now predictable.”

Second, the system promptly alerts hotel manage-
ment to problems, allowing them to be corrected be-
fore they are detected by guests.

OUND-UP

The Radisson Northern Hotel in Billings, Montana.

The third advantage is that the system allows for
upgrades. Additions can be made to save even more
time and money. For example, air flow across air
filters could be monitored to signal when a filter be-
comes dirty. “Not only could it tell us that the filter
needs to be replaced,” said Elliott, “it could tell us
what size filter to bring, and whether our energy
manager needs to bring a screwdriver.”

More than half the cost of the $400,000 heating
system overhaul was paid by the Montana Power
Company as part of its program to pursue conserva-
tion as a viable energy source. &8

—Ti Dahlseide
Montana Council staff
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EEGIONAL ROUND-UP

ldaho Power to
Participate in
Experimental
Solar Plant

n an effort to tackle challenges facing the devel-

opment of solar power, Idaho Power Company

recently announced its support of Solar II, an

experimental solar-powered electricity generat-
ing plant located in the California desert near Bars-
tow.

The company will contribute $500,000 over the
next three years to the development of the plant.
And because Idaho Power is a member of the Elec-
tric Power Research Institute (EPRI), an addi-
tional $500,000 of matching funds will be
provided by EPRI, bringing the com-
pany’s total contribution to $1 mil-
lion.

Jan Packwood, Idaho Power’s
vice president of power supply,
said that the Solar II experi-
ments could lead to commercial
sales of solar energy from the
facility by the year 1998. The
project is being managed by San-
dia National Laboratories. Financ-
ing is coming from the U.S.
Department of Energy and several elec-
tric utilities, including Idaho Power, Pacifi-
Corp of Portland, Oregon, and Southern California
Edison.

Solar I began operation in 1982 as a 10-mega-
watt, central receiver, steam turbine, pilot plant us-
ing water as the heat-transfer fluid. The water was
converted to steam in the central receiver to directly
power a conventional steam turbine. It was a work-
able system, but the disadvantages included the loss
of steam during cloudy periods and a slow start-up.

Solar 11
experiments
could lead to
commercial sales

of solar energy

from the facility
by the year
1998.

Solar II will produce electricity during cloudy
periods and at night by using heat stored in molten-
salt. The salt will melt at 450 degrees Fahrenheit and
will be kept liquid in an insulated storage tank at
500 degrees Fahrenheit. The molten salt will be
pumped to the top of the receiver tower and heated
to 1,050 degrees Fahrenheit by sunlight focused on a
receiver. Then the hot salt will flow to a second insu-
lated storage tank. When electricity is needed, the
hot salt will be pumped to a conventional steam gen-
erating system.

“The combination of the central receiver solar
collection technology and the molten-salt heat stor-
age system promises to provide a reliable supply of
electrical energy, even when the sun isn’t shining,”
said John Prescott, an Idaho Power engineer.

Solar II is a relatively small power plant, but the
project’s developers feel the technology could be
appropriate by the end of the decade for commercial
solar-powered plants 10 to 20 times larger.

“This is an opportunity for the company
to become involved in a technology
that holds great promise for our ser-
vice territory,” said Packwood. “If
the molten-salt technology lives
up to its projected efficien-
cies, we're looking at plants
that produce electricity at a
cost competitive with coal
generation, without the en-
vironmental impacts or fuel
costs associated with thermal
plants.”

Idaho Power, along with the
other project developers, will collect,
evaluate and disseminate the information
and knowledge gained from this project to utilities in
the United States, as well as the solar industry.

The Council’s 1991 Northwest Conservation and
Electric Power Plan recommends implementation of
a solar research, demonstration and development
agenda. &8

—Karen Nelson
Idaho Council staff
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SEEGIONAL ROUND-UP

ADOPT

A
STREAM

dopt-A-Stream”—the name conjures

u ‘ an image of someone gently caring
r for, understanding and lovingly tend-

ing to a stream’s overall well-being.
Or, it conjures a picture of hard work and a long-
term commitment. Both images are accurate and
appropriate for an Everett, Washington, non-profit
organization that not only is talking about polluted
streams and poor habitat, but also is doing some-
thing about them.

Adopt-A-Stream began in 1981 as a Snohomish
County Planning Department program to increase
public sensitivity to the importance of Snohomish
County’s 3,000 miles of creeks, streams and rivers,
and to restore damaged waterways.

The program was so successful that in 1985 the
Adopt-A-Stream Foundation was established to
help others become actively involved in stream en-
hancement and environmental education. Most of
the organization’s financial support comes from con-
tributions from its members and volunteers.

More than 300 streams in Washington have been
adopted over the past decade, including a recent
start-up effort in Cheney, Washington. Tom Stalser,
a Cheney biology teacher, says his students’ effort to
adopt Marshall Creek, a 5-mile stream in southwest
Spokane County, is going well. “The students recent-
ly met with a coalition of local residents in the Mar-
shall Creek area and were well received,” says
Stalser. “The idea is cooperation, not confrontation.
I like to think of our program as stream therapy,
and whatever we can do to help, we will do.”

“Adoptions similar to that in Cheney are taking
place regionwide,” says Tom Murdoch, executive di-
rector of the Adopt-A-Stream Foundation. “We

teach the kids, the kids teach their parents, and the
parents teach the politicians.”

There is nothing typical about the needs and ac-
tions taken within each watershed and individual
stream. Activities can include: hatching salmon in a
classroom to be released in the adopted stream,
monitoring water quality, cleaning up garbage and
debris from the stream or watershed area, or fencing
off critical salmon or wildlife habitat from livestock.
“The activities are limited only by one’s imagina-
tion,” says Murdoch.

The foundation sponsors educational workshops
throughout the Northwest, spreading vital informa-
tion and recruiting volunteers to set up parent
groups who will be instrumental in the successful
adoption of a stream. The foundation then provides
follow-up field training sessions to those who agree
to conduct a base-line watershed assessment, moni-
tor their stream for two years and submit their data
to the Environmental Protection Agency for its data
base. This information can be used by citizens in
local efforts, or by agencies making decisions rang-
ing from fish and wildlife habitat management to
land-use issues.

To participate, contribute to or obtain more in-
formation about the Adopt-A-Stream Foundation,
write the Adopt-A-Stream Foundation, P.O. Box
5558, Everett, Washington 98206. &8

—Carol Raczykowski
Washington Council staff

“Adopt-A-Stream/Streamkeeper”
Workshops in 1992
Pullman April 4-5
Walla Walla May 2-3
Bellingham June 6-7
Grays Harbor June 27-28
Vancouver July 18-19
Omak August 1-2
Streamkeeper Summit
Ellensburg August 29
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Photograph by Lisa Karnopp

| REGIONAL

Salmons e
Classroom

here’s something fishy going on at Madi-

son High School in Portland, Oregon. It’s

a whole course devoted to Northwest

salmon. A fish dissection, a trip to Bonne-
ville Dam and a gourmet salmon meal all are com-
ponents of this new addition to Madison’s
environmental academy. The class offers students a
unique learning opportunity.

“We think the salmon issues of this region are
broad enough to cover a wide spectrum of topics,”
said Chet Green, environmental studies coordinator
at Madison High School. “We want to give students
a hands-on approach to learning by visiting dams,
streams and hatcheries. I even have a group dying to
try salmon fishing.”

Madison High School teacher Chet Green guides
students through a salmon dissection.

HOUND-UP

Green has an innovative approach to the salmon
study. He explores three different subject areas to
demonstrate how environmental issues can be
applied outside of science studies. From Green’s
perspective as a math teacher, his students analyze
mathematical problems relating to salmon, learning
how to calculate run sizes, water flows and electricity
production figures.

Salmon biology is taught by Will Mittman with
the help of outside experts. Northwest Power Plan-
ning Council biologist Dr. Willa Nehlsen will visit
the class to introduce the life-cycle requirements
and genetic background of salmon. Fish hatcheries’
influence on wild salmon stocks will be explored
with the assistance of Dr. Harry Wagner, another
Power Council biologist.

English teacher Chris Brell will use literature and
a visit by Indian storyteller Ed Edmo to present the
history of Northwest salmon.

Additional guest speakers will visit the class to
discuss the effects of commercial fishing, forestry
practices, agriculture and endangered species list-
ings.

Students are also carrying out projects to pursue
their personal interest in the salmon. “The kids’ in-
terest in the environmental studies program is really
growing. With student projects, it may be possible
for us to develop Madison as a field base for the
study of flora and fauna,” Green said. He hopes to
include a greenhouse, a weather station and even
waste management projects in future class efforts.

Madison High School is still in the beginning
stages of establishing its environmental studies pro-
gram at the school. The school hopes to pursue its
innovative approach to environmental education by
combining teachers from a variety of subjects to col-

~ laborate and present an integrated view of environ-
mental issues. &&

—Lisa Karnopp
Oregon Council staff
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The federal government will
spend 8§ percent more on conser-
vation in Fiscal Year 1992 than
last year. The House/Senate Inte-
rior Appropriations Conference
Committee increased energy con-
servation spending in
one of its final acts
in the rush toward
adjournment in
December. Presi-
dent Bush signed

the appropriations
bill on November 13. The 1992 in-
crease is less than one third the
amount that spending increased
in Fiscal Years 1990 and 1991,
but observers consider it accept-
able in view of the economic cli-
mate caused by the recession.
[Source: Energy Conservation
Digest, December 9, 1991.]

A new state energy code that took
effect January 1 in Oregon will
cut 30 percent to 40 percent from
new electrically heated home’s
heating bills, state officials esti-
mated. The new code is equiva-
lent in energy savings to the

- Northwest Power Planning Coun-
cil’s model conservation stan-
dards. The code covers
single-family homes, duplexes
and multifamily buildings of three
stories or less. Insulation require-
ments are spelled out for win-
dows, walls, floors, ceilings,

doors, forced-air ducts and slab
foundations. These improvements
could add $800 to $3,000 to the
cost of a new, electrically heated
home. [Source: The Register—
Guard (Eugene, Oregon), January
12, 1992.]

SHORTS

The Washington Department of
Wildlife is calling for the installa-
tion of fish passage facilities at
Condit Dam on the White Salm-
on River, a Columbia tributary in
Washington about 60 miles east
of Portland. The department is
interested in seeing wild steelhead
recolonize the White Salmon,
where steelhead once thrived. The
125-foot dam was completed in
1915, and is owned and operated
today by PacifiCorp. Other agen-
cies calling for fish passage at
Condit include the Washington
Department of Fisheries, Nation-
al Marine Fisheries Service and
the U.S.
Fish and
Wildlife
Service.
[Source: The
Associated
Press, Janu-
ary 7, 1992.]

North Bonneville, Washington, a
town that has been fighting the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for
years over the second power-
house at Bonneville Dam, de-
clared bankrupicy recently. The
town once sat near the north end
of the old Bonneville Dam. To
make way for the second power-
house, the Corps moved the town
about a mile downstream. The
Corps and the town signed a relo-
cation agreement in the early
1970s and, later, a construction
agreement for the new town.
Then the legal wrestling began.
Both sides claimed the other re-
neged on details of the agree-
ments. Finally, in May 1985, a
federal court awarded damages to
both sides. The town was ordered
to pay the Corps $365,000—more
than the town’s annual budget.
After six years of fruitless negoti-
ations, the town declared bank-
ruptey last October, which will
force new negotiations on a pay-
ment plan. Meanwhile, of the 20
lawsuits filed over the years, four
remain active. [Source: The
Register—Guard (Eugene, Oregon),
January 5, 1992.]
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China is considering building a
huge, hydroelectric dam to con-
trol flooding on the Yangtze
River. The new dam would
create a 350-mile~
long reservoir, up-
root more than 1
million people and cost
$11 billion. The Three
Gorges Dam would be
the world’s largest and
most complex hydroelectric
project, one that would generate
17,000 megawatts, about as much
as all the dams in the Columbia
River system produce in an aver-
age water year. The idea of build-
ing such a dam has been on
China’s national agenda since the
1920s, but it has been controver-
sial because of the massive
changes it would force on the mil-
lions of people who live in the
Yangtze watershed. [Source: The
Washington Post, December 12,
1991.]

The Norwegian fish farming in-
dustry suffered a blow recently
after an association of salmon
processors in that country failed
in an attempt to corner the world
salmon market. Auditors investi-
gating a series of Norwegian bank
failures uncovered a plot by the
Norwegian Fish Farmers Sales
Association. The association,
which controls the sale of almost
all of that nation’s farmed fish,
bought and froze the entire
1990/1991 Norwegian production
of salmon in an effort to short the
market and drive up prices.
World prices rose slightly, but
then began spiraling downward
because of the glut of salmon al-
ready on the market. The associ-
ation dumped a portion of its
frozen stock, which drove down
prices farther. Last November,
the association filed for bank-

ruptcy protection,
and a string of small banks also
reported financial problems.
These actions damaged the ex-
port and marketing arm of Nor-
way’s fish farming industry.
[Source: The Fishermen’s News
(Seattle, Washington), December
1991.]

Energy conservation can help in-
dustries be more competitive, ac-
cording to a paper prepared by
the Northeast/Midwest Institute.
Utilities that help industries mod-
ernize through energy conserva-
tion also help those companies
become more competitive,
enhancing local economies,
researchers at the Institute con-
cluded. [Source: Energy Conserva-
tion Digest, October 14, 1991.]

Kaiser Aluminum and Chemi-
cal Company expects
to sign new electricity
contracts with the
Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration, Kaiser’s
regional power manager
said. Pete Forsyth said Kai-
ser, the largest industrial
employer in the Spokane, Wash-
ington, area, will be “...a long~
term player in the Northwest.”
Kaiser also operates a plant in
Tacoma. [Source: The Spokes-
man-Review (Spokane, Washing-
ton), December 16, 1991.]

A report prepared for the Center
for Marine Conservation says
that U.S. efforts to halt ocean ov-
erfishing by foreign fleets actual-
Iy is encouraging overfishing by
Americans. The report says the
Magnuson Fishery Conservation
and Management Act and the re-
gional fishery management coun-
cils have failed to conserve ocean
fisheries. The 278-page report
makes a number of recommenda-
tions, including establishing bio-
logically based threshold levels
below which no further fishing
would be permitted. [Source:
Marine Fish Management (Wash-
ington, D.C.), November/Decem-
ber 1991.]

—Compiled by John Harrison
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March 4-7—The Energy Efficient
Building Associ-
ation’s (EEBA)
“10th Anniversary
Annual International Building
Conference and Exposition” at
the Sheraton Imperial Hotel and
Convention Center in Research
Triangle Park, North Carolina.
Sponsored by the North Carolina
Alternative Energy Corporation
and others. For more information:
William Lemke, EEBA, North-
central Technical College,
1000 Campus Drive, Wausau,
Wisconsin 54401-1899, phone
715-675-6331, FAX 715-675-6331.
March 7—“Energy Options: Finding
a Solution to the Pow-
- er Predicament,” the
Oregon State Federa-
tion of Garden Clubs
Environmental Aware-
ness Conference at the Reedwood
Friends Church in Portland, Ore-
gon. For more information: Pat
Swonger, 8625 S.E. Morrison
Street, Portland, Oregon 97216,
phone 503-256-2792.
March 11-12—Northwest Power
Planning Council
meeting at the Bax-
ter Hotel in Boze-
man, Montana.
March 16-20—“Affordable Comfort
VI1,” the sixth annual
affordable comfort
conference at the
Pittsburg Hilton and
Towers in Pittsburgh, Pennsylva-
nia. The conference will address
energy efficiency and affordability
in existing housing. Sponsored by
the Pennsylvania Energy Office
and the Southwestern Pennsylva-
nia Energy Center. For more
information: Sara Crumm, South-
western Pennsylvania Energy
Center, phone 412-357-7573.

CALENDAR

March 16-22—“Globe ’92,” at the
Vancouver Trade and
Convention Center in
Vancouver, British Co-
lumbia. Globe’s goal
is to work with the
international com-
munity to protect the environ-
ment, while at the same time,
respecting the needs of national
economic development. Spon-
sored by the government of Cana-
da and others. For more
information: Ray McAllister,
Globe 92, 535 Thurlow Street,
Suite 601, Vancouver, British
Columbia V6E 316, phone
604-666-8020, FAX 666-8123.
March 17-18—“Non-Utility Genera-
tion: The Resource for
the '90s? Building Al-
liances to Meet Future
Power Needs of the
Northwest” at the Red
Lion Hotel/Lloyd Center in Port-
land, Oregon. A panel consisting
of utility representatives will
share their experiences, expecta-
tions and concerns. Sponsored by
the Northwest Electric Light &
Power Association (NELPA). For
more information: NELPA, 827
N.E. Oregon Street, Suite 200,
Portland, Oregon 97232-2108,
phone 503-231-1994, FAX
503-231-2595.
March 25-26—“Globalcon '92: The
Marketplace for Energy and
Environmental Technologies”
conference at the San Jose
Convention Center in
San Jose, California.
The conference will
address all segments
of efficiency improvement, de-
mand-side management, power
generation and environmental
management. Sponsored by the
Association of Energy Engineers,
Western Area Power Administra-
tion and others. For more infor-
mation: Ruth Bennett, Associ~

ation of Energy Engineers, 4025
Pleasantdale Road, Suite 420,
Atlanta, Georgia 30340, phone
404-447-5083, FAX 404-446-3969.
March 31-April 3—“The Crystal Ball
Conference—An
Insight to Your Energy
Futures,” at the Aotea
Centre in Auckland, New
Zealand. The conference will
explore energy, economic and en-
vironmental trends and their im-
pact on business. For more
information: The Conference
Company, P.O. Box 90-040,
Auckland, New Zealand,
phone 64-9-360 1240,
FAX 64-9-360 1242.
April 8-9—Northwest Power Plan-
ning Council meeting
at the Kah-Nee-Ta
Resort in Warm
Springs, Oregon.

April 8-9—“Enforcement Expertise
for the 1991 Energy
Code— A Better
Way to Enforce the
Code” at the Yaki-
ma Convention Cen-
ter in Yakima, Washington. The
conference will focus on enforce-
ment issues for the new Washing-
ton State Energy Code. Spon-
sored by the Association of Wash-
ington Cities, Washington State
Energy Office and others. For
more information: Paula Fairchild,
Association of Washington Cities,
1076 S. Franklin, Olympia,
Washington 98501, phone
206-753-4137, FAX 206-753-4896.
April 23— A one-day regional forum
on industrial energy
efficiency in Ever-
ett, Washington.
Sponsored by the
Washington State
Energy Office, Oregon State
University, the Bonneville Power
Administration and Northwest
utilities. For more information:
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Vicki Zarrell, Washington State

Energy Office, 809 Legion Way,

S.E., PO. Box 43165, Olympia,

Washington 98504-3165, phone

206-956--2139, FAX 206-753-2397.
April 24-26—“Theory to Practice,”

~ the second annual
conference of the

Environmental Edu-
cation Association of
Washington

(EEAW) at the Cispus Confer-
ence and Learning Center in
Randle, Washington, near Mount
Saint Helens. Sponsored by the
Environmental Education Associ-
ation of Washington. For more
information: Peggy Britt, confer-
ence committee chair, phone
206-357-6333.

April 28-May 2—“Rivers for Tomor-
: row: Strategies for
Planning and Manage-
ment” symposium at
the Red Lion Hotel/
Columbia River in

Portland, Oregon. The symposium
will concentrate on key issues sur-
rounding river planning and man-
agement. Sponsored by the
American River Management So-
ciety, the Bureau of Land Man-
agement, the U.S. Forest Service
and others. For more information:
Conference Assistant, Oregon
State University, College of For-
estry, Peavy Hall 202, Corvallis,
Oregon 97331-5707, phone
503-737-2329, FAX 503-737-2668.

April 30-May 2—“Public Policy and
‘ Competitiveness,” the
26th annual Pacific
Northwest Regional
Economic Confer-

ence at the Con-

ference Centre in
Victoria, British Columbia. For
more information: PNREC,

School of Public Administration,
University of Victoria, Box 1700,
Victoria, British Columbia,
Canada V8W 2Y2.

May 6~8—‘Changing and Innovative
Strategies for Envi-
ronmental Protec-
tion,” the 1992
National Associ-
ation of Environ-
mental Professionals (NAEP)
conference at the Stouffer Madi-
son Hotel in Seattle, Washington.
Sponsored by NAEP. For more in-
formation: NAEP, P.O. Box 1520,
Alexandria, Virginia 22309-0210,
phone 703-660-2364.
May 10-13—“Energy Forum ’92” in
Victoria, British Co-
Iumbia. The confer-
ence will address
energy-efficiency,
energy trade and
the effect of
energy use on the environment.
Sponsored by the Energy Council
of Canada, BC Hydro and the
Province of British Columbia. For
more information: Andrew Baker,
BC Hydro, 910 Burrard Street,
Vancouver, B.C. V6Z 1Y3, phone
604-663-3552, FAX 604-663-2844.
May 13~14—Northwest Power Plan-
ning Council meet-
ing at the West
Coast Wenatchee
Center in Wenatch-
ee, Washington.
June 1-12—“Earth Summit,” the
United Nations Conference
on Environment and De-
velopment (UNCED) in
Rio de Janeiro, Brazil. In
an effort to maintain the
quality of the environment
- and achieve environmentally
sound, sustainable development in
all countries, the conference will
address protection of the atmo-
sphere, land and freshwater re-
sources. For more information:
UNCED, Room S-3060, United
Nations, New York, New York
10017, phone 212-963-5959,
FAX 212-963-1010.

June 10-11—Northwest Power
Planning Council meeting at
the Templin’s Resort Hotel in
Post Falls, Idaho.

June 22-25-—“51st Annual Western
Conference of Public Service
Commissions” at the Coeur
d’Alene Resort in Coeur
d’Alene, Idaho. Spon-
sored by the National
Association of Regula-
tory Commissioners. For more in-
formation: Carol Cooper, Idaho
Public Utilities Commission,
Statehouse Mail, Boise, Idaho
83720-6000, phone 208-334-0375,
FAX 208-334-3762.
August 30-September 5—“Achieving
Technical Potential: Pro-
grams and Technologies
That Work” at the Asilomar
Conference Center in
Pacific Grove, Cali-
fornia. The American
Council for an
Energy-Efficient Economy’s
(ACEEE) 1992 Summer Study
will focus on improving energy ef-
ficiency in buildings. Sponsored by
the Bonneville Power Administra-
tion, the California Energy Com-
mission and others. For more
information: ACEEE 1992 Sum-
mer Study Office, 2140 Shattuck
Avenue, Suite 202, Berkeley,
California 94704, phone
510-549-9914, FAX 501-549-9984.

A more detailed calendar of
Council committee meetings and
consultations is carried each
month in Update. See order form
inside back cover.

—Compiled by Judy A. Gibson
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Please send me & copy of the following poblications of the MNorthwest Power
Planning Council. (Noie: not all publcations gre available immedeately, but they
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1987 Columbia River Beam Fish and Wildlife Program

014 1991 Norhwest Power Plan—VYalume [

105 1991 Northwest Power Plan—Valume 11

9107 1991 Dhirectory of Organiestions

91-16 Final Intcgrated System Flan

91-26 1991 Annual Report 10 Congress
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(Phase (e}
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Summanry and Response 1o Comimeiis
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Measures 10 Protect Salmon mnd Steelhesd
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Measures 10 Protect Salmon mnd Steelhesd
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Plan
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Making
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Evakaation
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Related Workshop Materisis
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