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mid the shouting and

accusations over scientific

uncertainty and efforts to
save spotted owls, wolves, salmon
and other species, a few voices are
quietly discovering common
ground.

Even USA Today is reporting
on “a quiet movement that is
charting a new course to end what
some see as the catastrophic dis-
appearance of wildlife, and
possibly to resolve a long-standing
clash of economic and environ-
mental interests.”

It may sound implausible, but
under an approach allowed by the
Endangered Species Act since
1982, private interests actually are
developing plans to harbor threat-
ened and endangered plants and
animals on their property. The ap-
proach seems to be working in the
Northwest, and that success may
lead to improvements in the em-
battled law.

A flexible approach is helping
find common ground for some,
but is it enough?

by Jim Middaugh

Despite some early suc-
cesses, however, no one
involved in the process —
from environmentalists to
government officials to
timber industry executives
— says the system is per-
fect. Concerns about costs
and delays shadow virtually
every conversation about the
new approach. But the fiery
rhetoric about “economic train
wrecks” and “environmental
catastrophes” that exempli-
fied much of the debate
about endangered species in
the recent past is notably
absent.

The federal Endangered
Species Act protects more
than 1,500 species of plants
and animals. It requires restric-
tions — even on private land — if
development might harm a listed
species or its habitat. It is the dif-
ficulty and conflict surrounding
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the imposition of those restrictions
that spawned the more than 200
voluntary species protection ef-
forts on private land that have
been approved or are under con-
sideration coast to coast.

he Act was approved by

Congress in 1973 to preserve
species at risk of extinction. As a
fundamental element of this pro-
tection, the Act specifically
prohibits killing, harming, or oth-
erwise “taking” endangered and
threatened species. Taking in-
cludes destruction or significant
alteration of habitat that listed
species depend on, even if that
habitat is located on private land.
The habitat protections recently
were affirmed by the Supreme
Court in a case that originated in
Sweet Home, Oregon.

The prohibition against habitat
alterations, particularly on private
land, has proved difficult to en-
force, and often has led to serious
conflicts between economic devel-
opment and endangered species
conservation.

But in 1982, Congress
amended the law to provide a way
to reconcile these seemingly dis-
parate interests. The provision,
embodied in Section 10(a) of the
Act, allows a landowner or group
of landowners to obtain a permit
to carry out activities resulting in
the incidental take of at least some
individuals of a protected species
in exchange for creating and
implementing a plan that promotes
the overall conservation of the
species.

The plans have come to be
known as habitat conservation
plans, or HCPs. And they are
quickly becoming an important
tool that federal wildlife managers
can use to link species-protection
strategies on public lands with
voluntary protection efforts on
private lands, increasing the effec-
tiveness and flexibility of both.

Habitat conservation plans
have appeared in numerous forms.
Some address the effects of devel-
opment on a small parcel of land
on a single species. Others look at
the effects of timber operations
covering hundreds of thousands of
acres and all species — listed and
non-listed. The plans cover time
periods ranging from just a few
years to as long as a century. Vir-
tually all of the plans are products
of voluntary negotiations between
landowners and federal fish and
wildlife agencies.

L andowners, conservationists
and agency officials who have
reviewed or participated in the de-
velopment of the plans are
positive about the process, but
quick to point out that nothing as-
sociated with endangered species
and restrictions on the use of pri-
vate land is easy.

“The people who like HCPs,
on both sides of the issue, are ba-
sically acknowledging that they
are the lesser of two evils,” ac-
cording to Mitch Freidman, the
director of the Washington-state
based Northwest Ecosystem Alli-
ance. “There’s no process or
funds to measure critical habitat or

monitor critters on private lands.
In theory, an HCP gets you
around that need.”

Landowners express their own
concerns.

“It’s clear some effective
agreements have been reached,
but most people would argue that
they are too costly and too time
consuming,” said Seth Diamond,
wildlife program manager for the
Intermountain Forest Industry
Association. “At their current rate,
it’s difficult to consider them a
tool that has broad application.
It’s clear that the sheer cost of the
plans makes it extremely difficult
for small and medium-sized land-
owners to take advantage of the
potential benefits HCPs can
provide,” he said.

W eyerhaeuser, for example,
spent 18 months and about

$600,000 doing the habitat con-
servation plan and the associated
National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) documentation for its
Millicoma tree farm in southwest
Oregon. “That is prohibitive to a
lot of private landowners,”
according to Jim Bradbury,
Weyerhaeuser’s director of public
affairs for Oregon. “We have one
of the largest research infrastruc-
tures in the industry. Even with
that infrastructure, it was a very
expensive plan. The expense is
what could prohibit a small land-
owner from participating,” he
said.

For those who can participate,
habitat conservation plans provide
a very valuable commodity: cer-
tainty. If done properly, such a
plan provides landowners with a
guarantee that future operations
that are consistent with the
approved plan will not result in
Endangered Species Act viola-
tions. On the other hand,
conservationists get some
certainty that habitat will be pro-
tected.
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eyerhaeuser’s Millicoma

Tree Farm habitat conserva-
tion plan is a case in point. The
plan provides the company with
legal protection for any incidental
harm to spotted owls or their habi-
tat during harvest operations. In
exchange, Weyerhaeuser agreed to
create and maintain an important
type of habitat for northern spotted
owls on its 209,000-acre property.
There are 35 owl sites on the tree
farm.

Specifically, the Millicoma plan
is designed to allow the movement,
or dispersal, of juvenile spotted
owls between three federal old
growth areas and a large block of
state-owned forest located in the
vicinity of the tree farm. The need
to provide dispersal habitat to al-
low the species to intermingle,
breed and begin to recover is con-
sidered critical to its survival. In
many places, private land provides
the crucial habitat corridors be-
tween larger blocks of old growth
created by the federal forest plan.

Without Weyerhaeuser’s coop-
eration, providing that habitat
“connectivity” along Oregon’s
south coast would have been diffi-
cult, if not impossible, without
even greater restrictions on timber
cutting on federal and state-owned
land.

Thanks to the plan, spotted
owls gained valuable habitat, and
Weyerhaeuser has permission to
conduct its operations on the tree
farm for a 50-year period without
fear of violating the Endangered
Species Act. Those operations
support 300 Weyerhaeuser jobs in
Oregon’s Coos and Douglas coun-
ties, as well as additional jobs for
local contractors, chips for paper-
making operations and logs for
other local mills. If the plan devel-
ops as expected, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service canrenew itin
10-year increments up to a total of
80 years.

“Here you have private land-
owners, agency people and
environmentalists working to-
gether and it seems like their
opinions are a lot closer than they
used to be, or than you would
think they would be from reading
the press,” Bradbury said. “When
you get people in the same room
talking to each other it goes a lot
more smoothly than you might
think. Our Coos Bay agreement is
an example of that,” he said.

Other landowners see promise
in habitat conservation plans, too.

Murray Pacific Corporation, a
family-owned timber company op-
erating in Washington state,

established its own plan in June of
this year. But the company went
even further than Weyerhaeuser.
The Tacoma-based firm became
the first timber company in the na-
tion to be allowed to “take,”
incidental to its timber cutting ac-
tivities, all federally listed
endangered and threatened species
that might occur on its land over
the next century.

he plan applies to Murray

Pacific’s nearly 54,000-acre
tree farm in eastern Lewis County,
Washington. In addition to spot-
ted owls, marbled murrelets and
other species associated with for-
ested areas, the plan also will

Weyerhaeuser’s Millicoma Tree Farm, near Coos Bay, Oregon, where
spotted owl habitat is being maintained.
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allow the company to incidentally
“take” salmon and steelhead
should they be listed under the En-
dangered Species Act in the future
by the National Marine Fisheries
Service.

The plan requires the company
to leave at least 10 percent of its
tree farm in non-harvest reserves
for the next 100 years, primarily in
riparian areas. In addition, the plan
protects all habitat-types located
on the property, including rock
slopes, caves, nest trees and den
sites. In return, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service provided Murray
Pacific with assurances that its
timber cutting activities will not be
disrupted by future endangered
species listings through 2094.

E ut the fact that the company’s
plan didn’t start out in such a
comprehensive fashionillustrates
one of the complexities of the pro-
cess. What happens when an
endangered species other than the
one in a habitat plan appears on
the land in question?

In 1991, Murray Pacific’s tim-
ber managers discovered they had
a spotted owl on their property.
Knowing they were not supposed
to cut timber in spotted owl habi-
tat, the company hired professional
wildlife surveyors to review the
tree farm. After the surveys, the
company determined it had three
owls, one pair and one single.

To obey the law without a habi-
tat conservation plan, Murray
Pacific would have had to place

~more than 40 percent of its mer-
chantable timber off limits. “So we
initiated the HCP process,” said
Toby Murray, the company’s vice
president. “Two years and about
$650,000 to $700,000 later, it was
approved by U.S. Fish and Wild-
life. However, we had barely
begun to celebrate when a marbled
murrelet dipped its wing over the
west edge of the tree farm — and
we were back in the soup again.”

he addition of the new listed

species put the earlier plan on
hold. Once again, wildlife survey-
ors were dispatched across the
tree farm. At the same time, “We
thought there had to be a way to
come up with some sort of a plan
to get us out of the species-by-
species box,” Murray said. “So,
we drew up a multispecies plan
with a lot of help from the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and the
National Marine Fisheries Ser-
vice,” he said.

“This is arevolutionary plan,”
according to Mike Spear, regional
director of the Fish and Wildlife
Service. “Revolutionary is the
only way to put it because they
deal with all species for 100 years
— unlisted as well as listed. They
took care of all types of species,
and they have a permit to operate.
So essentially, they don’t have any
Endangered Species Act issues,”
he said.

“It’s not easy and it’s not
cheap,” Murray said. “Most of the
stuff we’ve agreed to do is good
stuff. In fact, all of it is good stuff.

You’re trying to run a business on
the one hand, but you also need to
make a substantial contribution to
the public resource, too,” he said.

pear welcomes Murray’s atti-

tude, and the attitude of other
timber industry leaders. “What has
been really marvelous in working
with the timber companies is
they’ve done some really revolu-
tionary biology. Not only have
they taken the opportunity to get a
“take” permit, they’ve really taken
to heart the notion that even
though these are private lands, the
species on them have broad public
values and that it’s important to
look beyond just the timber val-
ues.

“As aresult of that attitude,
they’re doing wonderful science,
and, frankly, breaking some new
ground on survey methods we
hadn’t thought of. There’s a lot of
creativity as to how to do these
things more quickly and more
cheaply, which is frequently the
role of the private sector,” Spear
said.

Besides, Murray adds, “I just
didn’t see any global solution on
the horizon. People talk about
gutting the Endangered Species
Act, but it’s clear the public is not
interested in eliminating environ-
mental protection — that’s a
no-brainer, it seems to me,” he
said.

“What these people want is
certainty,” Spear said. “They want
to be able to say, ‘“We want to be
able to manage our forest. We
want a steady stream of timber,
but we don’t want to have to
worry about having to come up
with a new plan every time a new
species gets listed.” By doing
comprehensive, ecosystem-based
plans, we can give them that cer-
tainty,” he said.

nvironmentalists agree.“The
fact of the matter is, this is a
voluntary process. None of these
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guys would come into the HCP
process unless they felt they were
going to get some level of cer-
tainty,” said Dr. David Wilcove,
senior ecologist with the Environ-
mental Defense Fund, a national
environmental group that has
helped develop habitat conserva-
tion plans for the red-cockaded
woodpecker, the desert tortoise
and for other species. “If you
can’t give them some level of cer-
tainty, why should they
participate?”

But the Intermountain Forest
Industry Association’s Diamond
says the term “voluntary” is de-
fined differently by different
people. “There used to be a poll
tax on voting,” he said. “Voting
was voluntary, but only those who
could afford the tax could vote.
HCPs are the same way. Instead,
we need to develop incentives that
encourage people to conserve spe-
cies. Certainty is an incentive, but
it’s based on the fear of regula-
tion, and that’s not a true, positive
incentive,” he said.

The Environmental Defense
Fund and others have suggested
that an incentive could be pro-
vided through the creation of a
federal revolving fund to provide
the resources necessary to enable
local communities and landowners
to launch habitat conservation
planning efforts earlier, at a time
when difficult conflicts can be an-
ticipated and avoided.

A nother way to address the

cost issue is with larger plans.
“Conservation doesn’t come free,”
Wilcove said. “I would argue that
a case could be made that you
want to make sure that the parties
who are reaping the benefits from
the action contribute their fair
share. That’s one reason larger
HCPs are better — lots of people
can contribute a small amount
rather than a few people contrib-
uting everything,” he said.

Wilcove also says the larger
and more comprehensive the con-
servation plan the more effective it
will be for species and for land-
owners. “The government ought
to be out encouraging regional
HCPs. The larger the scale of the
planning, the easier it is to accom-
modate the species and the
legitimate activities of the land-
owners. The worst scenario is
having a whole bunch of small
HCPs across the range of a spe-
cies. That Balkanized approach
prohibits you from taking a
broader look at species’ needs and
limits your management flexibil-
ity,” he said.

E omprehensive habitat conser-
vation plans also allow the
government to apply a new policy
to landowners. The policy is called
“safe harbor.”

“One of the concerns that
people have is that if they improve
their land they may attract an en-
dangered species,” Spear said.
“Then they think, ‘Now I'm in
trouble. I didn’t have one before,
or I had three before and now I
have 10 and I’ve got more prob-
lems.”” That’s where the safe
harbor approach comes into play,
according to Spear.

“The safe harbor approach
basically says we’ll establish a
baseline of whatever is there now.
If it’s zero endangered species
then zero is the baseline,” Spear
said. “If you then improve your
habitat for a certain period of time
and you increase the number of
endangered species, at the end of
that period you can manage your
land back to the baseline of no en-
dangered species. The process
allows people to manage for en-
dangered species while trees are
growing, for example, but doesn’t
bind them forever,” he said.

Safe harbor provides certainty
to landowners, but it makes envi-
ronmentalists suspicious. “Given
that our knowledge base is rapidly
growing, there are troubling bio-
logical implications of ‘freeing up’
private land owners from obliga-
tions to protect newly listed
species,” according to Dave
Werntz, a biologist with the
Northwest Ecosystem Alliance.
“The current HCP process rests
on the assumption that what we
currently know is sufficient to plan
for species conservation for the
next several decades. I don’t think
this assumption stands up to criti-
cal review,” he said.

W erntz notes that the fields of
terrestrial and stream ecol-
ogy, landscape ecology and
conservation biology have grown
rapidly in the last decade, and that
they continue to grow. “It seems
that each time a concerted effort
to identify species-habitat linkages
is made, our knowledge base in-
creases dramatically,” he said.
Werntz points out that in 1985,
there were thought to be about 70
species associated with old-
growth forests in the Pacific
Northwest. The federal forest
plan, which was completed in
1993, identified more than 1,100
species associated with late-suc-
cession forest and considered an
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additional 10,000 species of
arthropods.

“The ‘flexibility’ of the HCP
[process] appears to be focused
on meeting the needs of land own-
ers instead of the needs of
threatened and endangered spe-
cies,” Werntz said.

espite the uncertainty, safe

harbor allows the government
to help many species “get over the
hump,” Spear said. “Some species
need protection for 20 or 30 years
and then they’re going to be all
right. The spotted owl is probably
in that situation. In 30 years, we
shouldn’t have any problem. Right
now, we do. Safe harbor helps us
address the problem and the anxi-
ety landowners rightly feel,” he
said.

Curt Smitch, assistant regional
director for the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service in Olympia, says
safe harbor is a critical tool in
helping “change the psychology”
of the Endangered Species Act.

“We were running into what
some people call ‘panic cutting,’
operators who felt that in order to
avoid potential problems they
could never let their trees get
more than 50 years old,” Smitch
said. “The idea of safe harbor is to
reverse the process so landowners
aren’t afraid to manage their prop-
erty in a way that might attract
endangered species. Instead of
punishing landowners for doing a
good job with their habitat, safe
harbor allows us to reward them
with some certainty,” he said.

U.S. Forest Service lands

@ﬂ Roads

M River/straams

Weyerhaguser lands
Other lands

Towns
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State of Oregon lands
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dditional comprehensive

plans — and potential applica-
tions of the safe harbor program
— currently are in the works. Al-
though it’s in its early stages, none
has as much promise for the
Northwest as an effort being lead
by the Mid-Columbia Public Util-
ity Districts (PUDs).

“One of the fascinating things
that I think we have under way
now, which may have significant
ramifications for the Columbia
River, is the HCP process under
way with the Mid-Columbia
PUDs,” said Will Stelle, regional
director of the National Marine
Fisheries Service, the agency with
jurisdiction over threatened and
endangered salmon and steelhead.

“It’s not just land, it also is
dam operations — five of them —
and mainstem passage,” Stelle
said. “Their plan is going to be ad-
dressing the same issues the
government has addressed on the
federal dams — with a difference.
And that difference is they are pri-
vate entities and they may well be
able to do business better and
faster than the federal entities,”
Stelle said.

“I think it has generally been
the PUD’s approach that we want
to be responsible stewards of the
resource and that in order to do so
we can’t continually be bom-
barded by endangered species
problems,” said Bob Clubb, chief
of environmental and regulatory
services for the Douglas County
Public Utility District, one of the
three mid-Columbia utilities par-
ticipating in the plan.

“What we’re trying to do is
take a holistic approach to solving
problems in the mid-Columbia.
We really want to address the is-
sues with an ecosystem approach
so the problems won’t keep com-
ing back again and again. It’s our
view that we’re going to address
these issues eventually anyway, so
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we’d rather be proactive instead
of reactive,” he said.

n the case of the mid-

Columbias, a comprehensive ap-
proach involves more than just
their own dams. Because it not
only deals with the dam opera-
tions on the mid-Columbia River,
but also with the mid-Columbia’s
tributaries and land management
along those tributaries, local land
owners, tribal governments, and
state fish and wildlife agencies
also are involved in the plan.

But the benefits of a more
comprehensive approach have
their own costs. “When you have
intermingled ownerships, it com-
plicates things,” according to Jim
Geisinger, president of the North-
west Forestry Association. “If you
have contiguous lands, it’s easier,”
he said.

Smitch agrees. “From a bio-
logical perspective, it makes
sense. From a real world perspec-
tive, we think it’s difficult. The
more jurisdictions you bring in,
the harder it is to get accountabil-
ity. The negotiations are longer,
they are more difficult and some-
body has to be willing to sign the
contract,” he said.

Which raises another signifi-
cant concern of many landowners
— the amount of time it takes to
complete a habitat conservation
plan, not to mention the other
documentation needed to satisfy
other federal laws like the Nation-
al Environmental Policy Act.

“Since 1982, we have only 33
HCPs. I don’t think that’s a mea-
sure of raging success,” Diamond
said. “There needs to be a quick,
inexpensive way for landowners to
reach cooperative agreements on
conserving species. The resources
to negotiate and implement these
lengthy and expensive HCPs sim-
ply don’t exist,” he said.

“I think landowners have a le-
gitimate argument,” Smitch said.

“There ought to be a way to com-
bine all the public review into one
process. The spirit and intent of
the law is to make sure the public
has a right to see what a project’s
potential impacts are on the envi-
ronment. Unfortunately, a lot of
the process doesn’t help the public
understand.

“Landowners come to us vol-
untarily. To the extent that we
can’t reach an expeditious agree-
ment, the landowner walks.
Landowners who complete HCPs
do get long-term certainty, and
most of those involved say they
get a good deal, but that doesn’t
mean we can’t do a better job of
streamlining the process,” Smitch
said.

And the agencies are working
to streamline the process. In
mid-May of this year, all the fed-
eral agencies signed an agreement
that created local teams commit-
ted to producing endangered
species consultations in 60 days
instead of the statutory 135 days.
In addition, the Fish and Wild-
life Service has formed a habitat
conservation plan team in Olym-
pia. The team includes
representatives from the National

Marine Fisheries Service. “So you
can get fish and wildlife taken care
of at the same place and at the
same time,” Smitch said. “You
can’t use the same bureaucratic
process that you used to use if you
want to get these things done fast.
You have to be accountable to the
landowner and we are becoming
more so all the time,” he said.

“The procedural aspects and
the increased interagency coop-
eration perhaps go a little
unnoticed,” Spear said, “but in the
long run, they are going to be ev-
ery bit as important.”

“The Fish and Wildlife Service
is trying to do the right thing, but
it’s clear they have a very serious
political agenda. They’re using
HCPs to bring blankets and alco-
hol to the landowners in the hope
of buying peace over the Endan-
gered Species Act. But in doing
so, we hope they don’t make too
many compromises for the good
of listed species,” said the North-
west Ecosystem Alliance’s Mitch
Freidman.

ndustry representatives, too,

hope for the best while holding
onto a healthy skepticism.
“There’s no doubt that they are
trying,” Diamond said. “But mere
administrative changes are not go-
ing to fix some of the fundamental
problems in the Endangered Spe-
cies Act. They are moving in the
right direction. They are strug-
gling to shift gears rapidly. That’s
always positive. It’s probably too
little and it’s certainly overdue,”
he said.

“We’re encouraging our mem-
bers to keep an open mind until
they can get enough information
from the government to make a
decision about developing a plan
of their own. Combined with some
needed reforms of the ESA, par-
ticularly in the area of
compensation, HCPs could be
useful,” Geisinger said. Z
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he contents of a habitat conservation plan are de
fined in Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act
and its implementing regulations. They include:

* Impacts likely to result from the proposed taking
of one or more federally listed species.

* Measures the permit applicant will undertake to
monitor, minimize and mitigate for such impacts; the
funding that will be made available to implement such
measures; and the procedures to deal with unforeseen
circumstances.

* Alternative actions to the taking that the appli-
cant analyzed and the reasons why the applicant did
not adopt such alternatives.

* Additional measures that the U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service may require as necessary or appropriate.

What kinds of actions are considered mitigation?

Mitigation measures may take many forms, such
as: preservation (via acquisition or conservation ease-
ment) of existing habitat; enhancement or restoration
of degraded or former habitat; creation of new habitat;
establishment of buffer areas around existing habitat;
public education programs; modification of land-use
practices; and restrictions on vehicular access.

What is the legal commitment of a habitat conser-
vation plan?

The elements of the habitat conservation plan are
made binding through the incidental take permit and
implementation agreement. While incidental take per-
mits contain an expiration date, the mitigation
identified in the habitat conservation plan is usually in
perpetuity.

Who approves a habitat conservation plan?

In the Pacific Northwest, the deputy regional direc-
tor of the Fish and Wildlife Service’s Pacific Region
decides whether to issue a permit based on findings
that:

» the taking will be incidental to an otherwise law-
ful activity;

« the impacts will be minimized and mitigated to
the maximum extent practicable;

» adequate funding will be provided;

» the taking will not appreciably reduce the likeli-
hood of the survival and recovery of the species; and

* any other necessary measures are met.

What other laws besides the Endangered Species
Act are involved?

In issuing an incidental take permit, the Fish and
Wildlife Service must comply with the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act and all other statutory and
regulatory requirements, including any state or local
environmental/planning laws. Habitat conservation
plans require either an Environmental Assessment or
an Environmental Impact Statement.

itat Conservation Plan?

Does the public get to comment on a habitat con-
servation plan? If so, how do public comments
affect the plan?

The Endangered Species Act requires public com-
ment on the application for an incidental take permit.
The National Environmental Policy Act requires
public commnient on certain documents. Therefore,
public comments must be considered in the permit
decision.

Who monitors habitat conservation plan compli-
ance, and what happens if someone fails to
comply?

The Fish and Wildlife Service or any party desig-
nated as responsible (e.g., state wildlife agency or
local government) in the habitat conservation plan
and its implementation will monitor the project for
compliance with the terms of the incidental take per-
mit, habitat conservation plan and implementation
agreement. Violation of the terms of an incidental
take permit would result in “illegal take” under Sec-
tion 9 of the Endangered Species Act. The penalties
are prescribed by law.

— Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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Amendments increase protection for resident fish and wildlife.

by John Harrison

| almon aren’t the only
| fish affected by dams in
=mmmt) the Columbia River

Basm The basin’s hydroelectric
dams, which churn out enough
power for 14 Seattles, have had an
impact on the production and
habitat of other fish, too, such as
trout, kokanee and sturgeon, and
on wildlife ranging from chicka-
dees to elk.

" For anadromous fish, like
salmon and steelhead, the biggest
problem is getting past dams on
the Snake and Columbia rivers on
their way to and from the Pacific
Ocean. Impacts on the other fish,
which live in reservoirs behind
dams and in tributaries that flow
into the reservoirs, are different.
Some fish are swept over dams.

Reservoirs can flow either too fast
or too slow: too fast, and food or-
ganisms may not have enough
time to grow to an abundance ad-
equate to sustain large fish
populations; too slow, and the wa-
ter temperature may rise and
encourage the growth of predator
fish. In either case, spawning can
be affected by rising and fallin g
reservoirlevels.

Wildlife also have been affected
by the construction and operation
of dams. In some instances, im-
portant nesting and breeding
grounds were flooded by the res-
ervoirs. In other areas, the
creation of reservoirs boosted cer-
tain populations, particularly
waterfowl, by increasing the
amount of water habitat.

n the Northwest Power
Planning Council’s Colum-
bia River Basin Fish and Wildlife
Program, the needs of resident
fish and wildlife are addressed
along with those of salmon and
steelhead. In September, the
Council approved a number of
amendments to the program that,
collectively, strengthen the protec-
tions already afforded resident fish
and wildlife. The amendments
were proposed by the region’s
state, federal and tribal fish and
wildlife managers, and others.

Funding level

Beginning in Fiscal Year 1996,
the program calls on the
Bonneville Power Administration
to allocate not less than 15 per-
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cent of its budget for fish and
wildlife projects to resident fish
and not less than 15 percent to
wildlife. The remainder would be
spent on salmon and steelhead
projects. If these allocations had
been in place in 1995, Bonneville
would have spent about $12 mil-
lion on resident fish and the same
amount on wildlife. That com-
pares to actual 1995 expenditures

$10.2 million on wildlife. In the
1996 fish and wildlife projects
budget, Bonneville has allocated

and wildlife projects.

vTi he budget allocation should

a funding floor, actually — to en-
sure that work advances on

projects. This level — 15 percent
to resident fish and 15 percent to
wildlife — was recommended to
the Council by the Colville Con-

Spokane tribes jointly submitted a
similarrecommendation.

implementation
planning

ated implementation of the fish
and wildlife program with the
region’s fish and wildlife agencies
and Indian tribes. In 1994, the
Council amended the fish and
wildlife program to broaden par-
ticipationin decision-making,
adding land and water managers
and other interested parties. The
1994 program also called for an
annual implementation work plan,
a monitoring report and for inde-
pendent scientific review of the
program and its implementation.
In the 1995 amendments, the
Council clarified certain details of
the implementation planning pro-
cess. For example, the Council

of $6.6 million on resident fish and

$11.6 million each for resident fish

assure continued funding —

important resident fish and wildlife

federated Tribes. The Kalispel and

To date, Bonneville has negoti-

and Bonneville will negotiate
annual funding levels for the pro-
gram and communicate those
levels to the Columbia Basin Fish
and Wildlife Authority, which rep-
resents the region’s state, federal.
and tribal fishery managers. The
Authority, using criteria approved
by the Council, prioritizes projects
for funding within the amount of
money negotiated by the Council
and Bonneville. This list of
projects and estimated budgets —
for resident fish and wildlife as
well as for salmon —will be pre-
pared by the Authority annually
and submitted to the Council for
approval. The Council will review
the prioritized list of projects and
the workplan for consistency with
the program and, when satisfied,
submit the list to Bonneville for
funding.

Resident fish
mitigation priorities
and hiological

ohbjectives

The Council’s fish and wildlife
program is designed to integrate
an overall plan of goals, prin-
ciples, priorities and specific
objectives. The Council’s goal for
resident fish is to recognize that
where hydropower impacts have
irrevocably changed the native
ecosystem, the best that can be ex-
pected is to enhance the
ecosystem that remains. So the
program calls for efforts to ad-
dress the impacts of construction
and operation of the hydropower
system, and to substitute resident
fish for the loss of salmon in those
areas that were blocked to salmon
by dams — above Chief Joseph
Dam on the Columbia, for ex-
ample. Over time, resident fish
substitution projects should en-
hance fisheries for both tribal and
recreational fishers.

Resident fish
substitution
priorities and
ohjectives

The amended program empha-
sizes rebuilding weak, but
recoverable, native fish popula-
tions to sustainable levels, and
using resident fish as substitutions
for salmon that are blocked from
their habitat by federally operated
dams. As with the salmon and
steelhead chapters of the program,
the resident fish amendments call
for developing biological objec-
tives and rebuilding schedules.
Specifically, resident fish biologi-
cal objectives describe
characteristics needed to achieve
specific rebuilding targets. The
program calls for specific actions
that are designed to achieve the
biological objectives over time,
and some of these are described
below.

” B i iological objectives in the

amended program were de-
veloped by fishery managers for
resident fish in the blocked areas
above Chief Joseph and Grand
Coulee dams. The program calls
on Bonneville to emphasize resi-
dent fish substitutions for fish
populations above those federal
dams, until the benefits to the fish-
ery have been realized and specific
harvest and escapement targets
are met. The program also notes
that the biological objectives es-
tablished for these resident fish
account for approximately 10 to
13 percent of the total loss of
anadromous fish as the result of
construction and operation of the
two dams. Achieving these objec-
tives, according to the program,
“is a reasonable goal to partially
offset these losses.”
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Wildlite

Loss estimates, expressed in
units of lost wildlife habitat, have
been developed for the federal
Columbia River hydropower sys-
tem. Using these loss estimates,
Bonneville and the region’s wild-
life managers are developing
short-term and long-term mitiga-
tion agreements for each of the
four Northwest states. The
amended fish and wildlife program
calls on Bonneville to consult with
the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers, Bureau of Reclamation,
state and tribal wildlife managers,
and other federal land and water
agencies to finalize a wildlife miti-
gation plan by March 1, 1996, and
submit it to the Council for ap-
proval.

epending on where in the
Columbia Basin dams are
located, the wildlife plan will in-
clude measures to help birds
ranging from bald eagles to song-
birds and from pygmy rabbits to
elk.

State projects

The amended program includes
a number of projects and calls for
them to be completed by 2003.
Here is a state-by-state look at

some of them:
Idaho \T

¢ Proceed with a test at Lake
Pend Oreille to assess the impact
of lake level fluctuations on ko-
kanee spawning.

* Develop recovery strategies
for sturgeon and burbot in the
Kootenai River.

* Proceed with projects to im-
prove resident fish populations as
mitigation for the loss of salmon

and steelhead in Columbia River
tributaries of northern Idaho and
Snake River tributaries of south-
western Idaho.

* Develop new operating strat-
egies for Dworshak Dam, on the
North Fork Clearwater River, to
limit the depth of drawdowns at
the reservoir behind the dam.

e Study bull trout populations
in Lake Pend Oreille.

* Fund the design of and imple-
ment a wildlife mitigation plan for
Black Canyon Reservoir, which is
behind Black Canyon Dam on the
Payette River, with highest prior-
ity in the Bruneau River Valley.

Montana

¢ Assess the loss of fish caused
by the construction and operation
of Libby Dam and prepare a miti-
gation plan.

* Monitor fish health in the
Flathead Lake and river system.

* Conduct a genetic sampling
program for bull trout in the Flat-
head River Basin to provide basic
genetic information needed for re-
building bull trout populations,
including the use of supplementa-
tion (using hatchery stock to
rebuild naturally spawning runs).

Oregon

» Study sturgeon populations in
the Columbia River to determine
their abundance and causes of
their decline.

» Study populations of native
fish, such as red band trout, in the
Snake River and its tributaries
above Hells Canyon Dam, with a
goal of increasing the populations
and rebuilding a sustainable fish-

ery.

* Study bull trout populations in
the Deschutes, Grande Ronde,
Hood, John Day and Umatilla river
subbasins.

%,

Washington

* Change the operation of
Grand Coulee Dam to achieve cer-
tain water velocities through Lake
Roosevelt, the reservoir behind the
dam, to improve production of
food organisms that support fish
populations. The program identi-
fies 40 days as the minimum
amount of time that water should
take to flow through the reservoir
between June 15 and the end of
September.

* Proceed with a number of
projects to improve resident fish
populations in the Columbia and
its tributaries above Chief Joseph
Dam as mitigation for the loss of
salmon and steelhead.

* Study bull trout populations
in Columbia River tributaries that
flow into the reservoir behind
Bonneville Dam, such as the
Klickitat and White Salmon rivers.

¢ Add 100 acres to the existing
Pend Oreille Wetlands Wildlife
Mitigation Project along the Pend
Oreille River to partially mitigate
habitat losses caused by Albeni
FallsDam. £
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Interview

with Carlotta Collette

all it “free market
reform” or
“deregulation” or
“industry restructur-
ing” — it’s all about
the same thing: the
electrical industry is following the
natural gas, telecommunications
and transportation industries into
the competitive arena. The moti-
vating principle has been that it’s
generally better for consumers if

Daniel W. Fessier

California’s Public Utilities Commission president tells some — but not all.

industries are compelled to com-
pete openly for their business.
Prices are pushed down — as in
“fare wars” — and quality and/or
service improved.

One can argue whether earlier
deregulation attempts have had
such positive results, but at least
in the short-term, the changes un-
der way in the electric industry are
likely to bring down power rates
in select sectors, particularly for

industrial customers whose busi-
ness utilities will fight hard to
keep.

There will also be losers —
utilities that simply cannot com-
pete, and consumers who lack the
clout to secure any benefits for
themselves. In the utility arena,
it’s still too early to determine
who are the lions and who might
be martyred, but a few Caesars
have emerged with thumbs raised
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or lowered. One of these is

Daniel W. Fessler, president of the
California Public Utilities
Commission.

California was the first state to
move in a comprehensive manner
to change the way investor-owned
utilities in that state are regulated.
The impetus, as Mr. Fessler notes,
came from outside the Commis-
sion, rather than from within it.
Large manufacturing industries in
California were paying among the
highest power rates in the United
States. This would have been less
of a problem had the price of
natural gas and of electricity gen-
erated using natural gas not
plummeted. Manufacturers were
hearing about 3-cent a kilowatt-
hour electricity while they were
paying 7 or 8 cents. They ap-
proached the Commission.

The Commission’s response
came in stages, starting with an
analysis of how the state regulated
its utilities and how it could up-
date those regulations. In April
1994, the Commission published
its first restructuring proposal,
known widely as the “Blue Book.”
That proposal gained enormous
national attention. It called for a
complete restructuring of the in-
vestor-owned utility industry in
that state. While other states had
begun to take stiletto-like pokes at
the industry’s structure, California
had pulled out a broad sword and
swung it wide.

The response was swift. On
Wall Street, stock in California’s
investor-owned utilities took a
dive. Neither the manufacturers
nor residential customers were
pleased. Concerns ranged from
the fate of sunk costs in giant
power plants that might no longer
be needed to the future of energy
efficiency and renewable resource
development.

After a year of comment on the
Blue Book proposals, the Com-

with foday.

We are Irying
lo biring the
theories and
practices of
regulation into
congruence

mission issued two more propos-
als, one that had the support of
three of the four commissioners
and one supported by member
Jessie Knight. (Mr. Knight was
invited, but was unable to join us
for the interview that follows.)
The two proposals differed
dramatically. Key to their differ-
ences were the issues of
divestiture of generating resources
and the basic structure of the mar-
ket. The majority proposal kept
utilities intact, but would institute
a pool where electricity would be

| bid-in on an hourly basis. The

competition to get into the pool
would ensure low-cost electricity
to consumers.

The minority proposal would
order utilities to sell off their
power plants and become distribu-
tion companies only. Customers
would be able to choose which-
ever generating company they
wanted. Lower prices or better
service, or both would be assured

by the competition for customers.

In August, Massachusetts’ util-
ity regulators took the lead from
California by ordering their own
version of restructuring. It bears
some resemblance to the Knight
proposal. Utility generating, trans-
mission and distribution services
would be split apart. Customers
would be able to choose their
power suppliers. And virtually
anyone with the financing can
compete to generate electricity.

While some national attention
will now shift to Massachusetts to
see how the industry evolves
there, California is still the state to
watch in the West. There will be
several venues to focus that atten-
tion. California Governor Pete
Wilson and the state Legislature
have both gotten involved in the
decision-making in that state.
Fessler maintains that “that is all
to the good.”

Why did California take

such a broad approach

to deregulating its inves-
tor-owned utilities, instead of the
trial and error, smaller, more in-
cremental approach being
explored by some states?

We, by and large, view the
Commission not as the source of
the impetus to restructure the
electric industry. We believe the
electric services industry isin a
state of rapid transformation.
What we are trying to do is to
bring the theories and practices of
regulation into congruence with
today, rather than have them be
stuck with an industry vision of 20
years ago. We are trying to put in
place a governmental response to
this industry that continues to de-
fend public interest, but does so
with the tools and opportunities
that are increasingly at hand. In
today’s world, this means we rely
whenever possible on market
mechanisms to encourage compe-
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tition where competition can be
fostered, and to retreat from the
command-and-control modalities
of regulation to the extent that we
believe public interest will now be
protected by competitive forces.

On the generation side of the
electric services industry, that
competitive presence is already at
hand. The issue is how to facilitate
and foster its further, more-effec-
tive development. You cannot
have an industry that is suffering
from the inroads of a competitive
presence while being held to the
view by government that there is
no competition and that govern-
ment “guestimates,” arrived at
through elaborate regulatory pro-
ceedings, are to be the future of
some segments of that market —
to wit, in California, the investor-
owned utilities.

We have no authority over
many of these new competitive
entrants. We’re not seeking such
authority. We’re trying to make
these adjustments. That leads us
to engage on a very, very broad
range of issues. This is not a case
where we can identify a specific
problem for which a carefully tai-
lored solution might be devised.

In drafting your major-

ity proposal, you

envisioned creafing a
pool that power generators would
bid their resources into to arrive
at low-priced electricity. But ex-
isting nuclear power plants and
some other facilities were given
special status. They are consid-
ered “must run” and do not have
to be bid into the pool. Why were
they given such status? Are they
not competitive resources?

In California, 20 to 25 percent
of the electrons we are consuming
right now are produced by three
nuclear facilities in which we are
heavily invested financially and are
extraordinarily dependent from a

practical matter. If we were to
shut off Diablo Canyon, Palo
Verde and San Onofre, there
would be a humongous regional
consequence. California would
suddenly have to get 25 percent of
its electricity from elsewhere. That
would have a stupefying effect on
every electricity market that’s
connected to that grid.

So it’s not just our concern
that we make rational use out of
these nuclear units. It is a regional
concern. Nuclear generating sta-
tions are not peaking plants. You
need a matter of months to ramp
them up and down. So looking at
the physics of electricity, we are
aware that these nuclear generat-
ing units are going to act
differently in a competitive mar-
ket. The nuclear units are run flat
out because that is the most effi-
cient way to use nuclear power.

We’re trying to figure out what
will be their situation in a com-
petitive market that will be
posting prices on an hourly or
half-hourly basis. The answer is,
we’re not sure. It appears, if you
look at the European markets,
that the nuclear units will do very
well. Their marginal costs are very
low. They have almost zero fuel
costs. But they have very high
relative operating and mainte-
nance costs.

Of course we have the over-
hang of what do we do with the
spent nuclear fuel. The state of
California is one of about 18
states that are suing the federal
government now for the gross
misprision of the fiduciary duties
that they have assumed. We have
paid in excess of a billion dollars
into the funds that are supposedly
collected and administered by the
federal government for the pur-
pose of providing a solution to the
nuclear storage problem. All
we’ Ve seen is our money going
away. We have seen nothing come

back. But that will not stop or
bring to its knees the nuclear
power presence in the state of
California in the near term.

What about the fate of
renewable resources in
this state?

They are critical, absolutely
critical. First of all, renewables are
a big indigenous industry to us. It
is a matter of some irony to me
that you all in the Pacific North-
west have acquired the enviable
reputation of being terribly inter-
ested in ecology and in being
“green,” and you have spent a
“green stamp” compared to our
investment of the family fortune
on renewable energy. We are, on
the world stage, the big actor in
installed wind capacity, installed
geothermal capacity, installed so-
lar capacity, installed biomass
capacity. And I continue to be-
lieve in those resources. I think
that we are wise not to put all our
energy in one fuel source.

Right now we don’t look very
smart. It would appear that we
should shut down all these things
and replace them with combined-
cycle gas turbines. I notice that
much of the development plans in
the Northwest are that you’re go-
ing to be busily installing gas
turbines. Natural gas is an abun-
dant North American fuel stock
that we do not have to import
from anyplace where we have to
send an army to go get it or to
protect it. Compared to oil, who
could be against it? I’'m not.

But in California, we are not
self-sufficient in any fossil fuel. If
we combined our fossil fuels, we
would not be self-sufficient. We
have not only looked to nuclear
power as a choice, but also to re-
newable resources. Many
renewables, most obviously wind,
are now becoming very competi-
tive. So it is, again, somewhat an
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irony to me, that we have invested
ratepayer dollars in the first and
second iterations of wind power,
and now as a result of what has
been learned, and the technologi-
cal strides that have been made in
that marvelous industry, we have
“version 3.2” of windmills being
produced here, but they will be
installed elsewhere because we do
not need further generating capac-
ity in the state of California.

So in my native state of Wyo-
ming, there may be, through a
consortium led by PacifiCorp, the
installation of a large, highly effi-
cient, we assume, deployment of
wind energy that is going to be us-
ing these most recent generation
wind mills that can produce elec-
tricity at a very competitive rate.

I’m delighted to see that hap-
pen. I’'m aware that that will go
into the grid. I view that grid as a
regional transnational resource. It
is in Canada. It is in Mexico. And
it is epicentered in the western
part of the United States. But it is
a Western resource that we all
jointly own and must communally
operate.

7 | | Have you looked at how
7 your actions in
@@~ California might affect
thatWest Coast grid?

If we are successful in Califor-
nia, with the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission’s appar-
ent vigorous help, in putting
together a statewide independent
grid operator we will have
stopped 80 years of transmission
wars in this state, between entities
that are or are not owners of
transmission assets. We will have
done so without nationalizing any
assets or disturbing underlining
ownership. But we will have put
the operational control in an entity
that is utterly independent of and
indifferent to who owns genera-
tion.

There will be modest efficiency
gains by collapsing the now-over-
lapping efforts of each utility to
run the transmission operations
within its own service territory. If
this independent system operator
has, as the majority [of the Com-
mission members] proposed it in
May, a dispatch function, and a
function that looks at price not
only from the vantage point of
what is being bid-in for genera-
tion, but is also transmission-
sensitive, then I believe we will
have efficiency gains. I don’t be-
lieve any other Western state will
permit us to enjoy those efficiency
gains in a manner that they don’t
share in.

I think anything that works will
be something that spreads. First
we’ll have to see if it works. If it
does, there will be few persons in
our part of North America who
are going to be resisting gaining
for their populace, their ratepayers
of all classes, the benefits of simi-
lar arrangements. That would
seem to me highly sensible.

L | You say “ratepayers of
all classes.” Do you
think residential
custvmers will benefit to the de-
gree that industrial customers
will?

Oh indeed I do! If we’re suc-
cessful in bringing about in
California the revelation of the
price of generation, if that be-
comes unbundled from the
mysterious bill you now get, then
everybody can see what electricity
costs. Then you give consumers of
all classes a facile means of react-
ing to the price signals the market
will clearly send every day, so
they can see that it is expensive to
add to the peak load in this state
between the hours of three and
five on a summer afternoon.
We’re indifferent to that now. It
doesn’t make a damn bit of differ-

ence when [ use electricity. Why
shouldn’t I run home and flip on
my stove, turn on my washing ma-
chine, turn on whatever appliances
I want. We must now build out to
meet that. During the other 22
hours of the day all that genera-
tion sits there idle.

Our concept is to give every
customer the opportunity to
choose to be billed either by aver-
age energy use, as is done now in
California and most places, or, if
you want, we will give you a bill
that reflects your use in real time.
That will give me as a ratepayer
the greatest control over what |
pay for electricity that I’ve ever
had.

We’re told that we have about
14 manufacturers here in Califor-
nia that are prepared or currently
make real-time metering equip-
ment. The meters cost between
$100 and $140. With very mass
production, we believe that price
will plummet. I believe there can
be a vigorously competitive indus-
try in installing those. There’s no
reason why the utility alone would
be the installer. So we see that as
a barrier, but a tractable barrier.

That’s the best win, win, win
situation I can imagine. I win as a
consumer because I now can take
steps that are in my self-interest,
that go to the bottom line of what
is left in my family’s bank account
at the end of the month with re-
gard to energy consumption.

I will do it of course by shifting
load away from peak hours. By
shifting load away from peak
hours, the entire society benefits
in the short run because we do not
have to dispatch the most costly
generation in order to cover the
peak periods.

In the long run, the entire soci-
ety is able to make greater
protracted use out of today’s
power plants, rather than having
to augment them.
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We believe this will produce a
much more sustainable, environ-
mentally responsible, economically
sensible use of the entire invest-
ment in the infrastructure.

What’s your sense of the
- legislative response to
your proposal?

Well there’s a lot of good news
and some people think some bad
news. The good news is that the
legislature is interested in this sub-
ject. From my perspective, that is
all to the good. We are talking
about issues of extraordinary,
broadly cast impact upon the
economy and therefore the popu-
lace of my state. For the elected
representatives of my state’s
population to be interested in
those issues is absolutely the right
thing.

So far, both houses have held
hearings. They have made clear
their desire to be kept briefed as
to what it is we are proposing to
do. I believe this commission has
acted in a manner that is exem-
plary in terms of the broad way
we have cast the participatory net
in this case. We have 147 active
participants right now. I don’t
think there has been a series of
public policy discussions con-
ducted in California’s history, and
I don’t believe there is a state that
can match this in the degree that it
has been an open matter. You can
turn on your computer and see ev-
ery single document that has been
filed available on the Internet. It
has been so since the get-go. Ev-
ery proceeding we have had has
been televised throughout this
state. You can go to any major
public library and check out the
tapes if it was inconvenient for
you to have sat and watched the
matter. We are holding public par-
ticipation hearings throughout the
state. That is just because it is
what we should do.

Natural gas is
an alumaant
North American
fuel stock thaf
we do not have
1o semd an

army 1o go get.

We told the Legislature that we
would advance a decision as our
recommended approach, and that
we would wait for 90 days. Those
90 days have now come and gone.
We will now do what we said we
would do. We will now bring the
matter forward to the adoption of
final policy recommendations, and
we will begin implementation
hearings.

The Legislature, during the pe-
riod in which we all understood
they might act, did not bring any
bills forward. Those are the pre-
rogatives of the members. My job
is to keep them informed so they
might exercise their judgment to
intervene or not, to provide direc-
tion or circumspection or not as
they choose on the most informed
predicate that is available to them.
We will continue that effort.

There will be an abundance of
time for the legislature, when they
see the final policy decision and
they don’t like it, to just say no or

say “do that but...” or to say “do
that and....”

I understand that your

Governor has brokered

a deal with Southern
California Edison and the manu-
Jacturers associations that differs
Jrom your proposal. What is your
sense of that deal and your re-
sponse to it?

The majority opinion states in
emphatic terms that on May the
24th we put out our best judgment
as to what was in the best interest
of the people of the state of Cali-
fornia. It said to everybody in the
entire world, “If you have a supe-
rior idea in terms of framing goals,
we want to hear about it. If you
accept the goals that we have set,
but you can devise superior meth-
ods of getting to those goals, or of
implementing them, now is the
time to tell us.”

So I have been asked, though [
find it stupefying to be asked, if I
am at all offended by or am con-
cerned that some group or
individual might come forward
and take us up on that invitation.
The answer 1s no. Rarely are invi-
tations issued in good faith that
you are then offended if people
accept. So we will look at what-
ever it is that is recommended to
us in terms of policy by this par-
ticular group or by anyone else.
That is our job, and I welcome it.
If three members of this commis-
sion become convinced that any
aspects of those recommendations
or any recommendations furnished
by anyone else are superior in the
ways that we have delineated,
then it would be our absolute re-
sponsibility to embrace those as
being more advantageous to the
public than that which we have
devised to date. There can be no
other way of going about this. Z
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Ilustrations by Frank Farah

Some salmon projects are cut back,
but priorities help pick the ones
to move forward.

.~y
e
STt

-——

=]
21 P
uu%“’l‘,
. Aol
(73 (14 Q .
Wyl=> fﬁg& 1
I"L‘ | e (o ‘I\-

oM | !
%‘Jﬁ{dﬁfﬂi o

Bk

@ - i/‘k'n (¥, 4 N S
et () SR\ 2R Y y ZB

ikt

by John Harrison

ou might call it the Big

Squeeze. Faced with a

constrained budget for
projects to improve fish and wild-
life populations in the Columbia
River Basin, the region’s fish and
wildlife agencies and Indian tribes
cut and stuffed and squeezed
some $144 million worth of
salmon and steelhead recovery
measures into a $54 million bud-
get for Fiscal Year 1996.

“It was extremely difficult,”
said Tom Giese, funding coordina-
tor for the Columbia Basin Fish
and Wildlife Authority, which
made the cuts at the request of the
Northwest Power Planning Coun-
cil. The Authority represents most
of the region’s federal, state and
tribal fishery managers.

“In the end, we weren’t cutting
fat,” Giese said. “It was brutal. I
felt like a butcher, cutting all the
way to the bone, while sparing as
much meat as possible.”

But it’s done, and now the
Northwest has a long list of priori-
tized projects — nearly 300 —
some of them new, some of them
ongoing, to improve fish and wild-
life populations that have been
affected over time by the con-
struction and operation of dams.
The $77.5 million budget for Fis-
cal Year 1996, set by the
Bonneville Power Administration,

O s 4P wﬂ%‘u e includes the $54 million for
i fq"‘.u'a . ﬁ p‘v‘.sn&_ s Tk projects to improve salmon and
f‘, ~ e SET 1% steelhead populations, $11.6 mil-
] F OJECR) i : lion for resident fish projects —
B Q;’(V % L those fish that don’t swim to the
PR Z@QA m | ocean — and the same amount for
”/ﬁ wildlife projects. The budget actu-
R ) N, ally totals $83 million, but
- Bonneville takes $5.5 million for
its staff costs.
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Responding to
WMMCHZ[ WHILS

The project stuffing process
was in response to Bonneville’s
efforts to become more competi-
tive. This means cutting costs in
every aspect of its operation, in-
cluding the cost of implementing
the Columbia River Basin Fish and
Wildlife Program, which is pre-
pared by the Power Planning
Council under the authority of the
Northwest Power Act of 1980.
Bonneville officials say rising
costs for fish and wildlife restora-
tion must be reined in if the
agency is to have a stable financial
future.

N ot all of the fish and wildlife
costs are incurred under the
Council’s program. Bonneville
also must follow the directives of
the National Marine Fisheries Ser-
vice, which is charged with
protecting three runs of Snake
River salmon under the Endan-
gered Species Act. The Service
issues “biological opinions” re-
garding impacts on salmon from
such sources as hydropower op-
erations. The biological opinions
are in lieu of a recovery plan for
those fish, which the agency ex-
pects to complete in early 1996.

“Nowhere else in the world are
you going to find such a huge fi-
nancial commitment to saving an
endangered species,” Bonneville
Deputy Administrator Jack
Robertson told The Oregonian
newspaper of Portland in July.
“But Bonneville can’t continue to
make this commitment if it’s los-
ing revenue.”

Bonneville’s draft budget for
Fiscal Year 1996 includes $477.5
million for fish and wildlife. Of
that, about $100 million is for
projects — about $20 million
more than in 1995. Foregone rev-
enues and power purchases to

“The job was
com;oamb[e
to fitting a
s1ze 14 oot

mto a
size 7 sboe.”

make up the estimated lost gen-
eration account for $261 million,
up from $228 million this year.
Foregone revenues refers to the
value of the hydropower
Bonneville could have sold if it
had not been required by the
Council’s program and the bio-
logical opinions to hold water
behind storage reservoirs during
the fall and winter. This stored
water is released in the spring and
early summer to help juvenile
salmon migrate to the ocean. The
water releases during the fish mi-
gration period increase flows to
about half of what they were be-
fore the dams were built.
Bonneville sells electricity during
this period, but only on a short-
term basis and at prices far lower
than at other times of the year.

Fish as fall guys?

Financing fish and wildlife re-
covery poses a difficult challenge
for Bonneville, particularly as the
agency faces an increasing number
of competitors who do not have
similar obligations. But some ob-
servers criticize Bonneville for
hacking away at its fish and wild-
life budget while leaving other
financial obligations comparatively
unscathed.

Nuclear power is the major
component of the rates Bonneville
charges for its power, accounting
for more than twice the fish and
wildlife component. But
Bonneville can’t simply terminate
its nuclear debt, particularly on the
bonds sold to finance the uncom-
pleted plants.

ther cost-reduction strategies

have been suggested for
Bonneville to increase its competi-
tiveness without deep cuts in its
fish and wildlife budget.
“Bonneville’s competitiveness
should not and need not be
achieved on the backs of fish,”
said Ken Casavant, Power Plan-
ning Council member from eastern
Washington and chair of the
Council’s fish and wildlife com-
mittee.

Others agree. “Conservation,
renewable energy and wild salmon
are not impediments to BPA do-
ing business,” said Sara Patton,
director of the Seattle-based
Northwest Conservation Act Coa-
lition. “They are the reasons for
BPA to cut costs, pay its debts
and remain competitive so that it
can carry out the mission Con-
gress gave it in 1980: to promote
energy efficiency, develop clean
renewable energy resources and
bring back healthy wild salmon
runs.”
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T[ye fymbest ]ob

The leader of the agency that
prioritized fish and wildlife
projects this year has a simple
message: the 1996 budget is not
enough. “This [prioritization] has
been an arduous and frustrating
job taking hundreds of hours of
intense work under a short time
constraint,” wrote Jack
Donaldson, executive director of
the Columbia Basin Fish and
Wildlife Authority in a letter to
Donald Sampson, chairman of the
Authority.

Donaldson called the
prioritization “...the most signifi-
cant work the [Authority] has
accomplished in my nine years as
executive director.” He said the
work was “the very best that can
be done for Fiscal Year 1996
given the short time allowed us
and the fiscal constraints placed
on us by the Bonneville Power
Administration. The job was com-
parable to fitting a size 14 foot
into a size 7 shoe.” Later in his
letter, the director commented,
“As in previous years, this prior-
ity-setting effort demonstrates that
the recent BPA budget levels of
$72 to $78 million are inadequate
to implement the fish and wildlife
program.”

"E he work of prioritizing
projects took place in confer-
ences of three separate groups
convened by the Basin Authority
addressing wildlife, resident fish
and salmon. The wildlife group
actually completed prioritizing
projects in 1991, and those priori-
ties are reflected in the final list.
The resident and anadromous fish
groups did their work this year.

The work was simple in con-
cept, but difficult in practice. Each
group ranked projects on the basis
of criteria developed by the
groups and approved by the
Council. Each criteria had a range
of points — from 0 to 15 — and

“Washington
will take the
havdest hit,
there’s no
question.”

each project’s total number of
points determined its place in the
ranking.

riteria measured the projects’
’ potential effectiveness and
importance. For example, in the
resident fish criteria, a project
scored high if it was in an area
above Chief Joseph Dam. That’s
where salmon migrations end in
the Columbia River, and so many
of the projects above the dam are
substitutions for the loss of
salmon, an important cultural and
economic resource for the area’s
Indian tribes. In the anadromous
criteria, a project ranked high if it
would boost adult salmon returns
in a timely manner and if it would
enhance or maintain genetic diver-
sity.

In the end, facing the size 7
shoe with the size 14 foot, some
projects simply had to be left on
the floor. The budgets of 123
projects — some of them ongo-

ing, some of them new — were
reduced, and 48 of those were re-
duced to zero.

Projects left with no funding
include:

¢ $6.25 million for cost-sharing
to purchase water in the upper
Snake River Basin for enhanced
flows to aid salmon migration
downstream;

* $5 million for salmon produc-
tion projects in Columbia River
tributaries;

* $4 million for projects to
mitigate the impact of hydroelec-
tric dams on wildlife in Oregon;

» $1.2 million for a facility to
sample juvenile fish at Bonneville
Dam.

Another difficult dilemma —
another among many — was the
cost of wildlife mitigation in
Washington. Under terms of an
agreement negotiated in 1993 by
the state, Indian tribes and
Bonneville, the federal agency
pays $12 million a year into a trust
fund that finances wildlife mitiga-
tion projects in Washington.
That’s $400,000 more than
Bonneville budgeted for
regionwide wildlife mitigation
projects in Fiscal Year 1996. In
the end, Washington agreed to de-
fer many projects to future years
to fit its projects into the
regionwide budget.

“Washington will take the
hardest hit, there’s no question,”
funding coordinator Giese said.
“Those projects haven’t gone
away. We’re just buying time;
we’re not solving the problem.
There will be a bigger bow wave
of work that isn’t getting done,
and another payment [from
Bonneville to Washington] is due
in 1996.”

So the Fiscal Year 1997
prioritization could be more diffi-
cult. Or, it could be easier.

22
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“Essentially, it will be a zero-
based budgeting exercise each
year,” Giese said. “If you want to
add money somewhere, you will
have to cut it from someplace
else. It’s that simple.”

Lookmg abead

What could be done to make
the annual prioritization easier?
Donaldson suggests several
changes for the Council to con-
sider, including:

 Take more time. The pro-
cess needs a year, he says. In
1995, the Authority had about five
months, and that wasn’t enough
time.

* Get better information.
Complete information is needed
on each project, including esti-
mated cost and how the project
meets the evaluation criteria.

* Review budget emphasis.
Budget priorities should be exam-
ined, as the amount of money set
aside for different elements of the
program — habitat, hatcheries,
etc. — can signify the importance
of projects in those areas.

* Improve project criteria.
Improving the clarity of the crite-
ria used to rank projects would
reduce the potential for bias and
also make the ranking more effec-
tive.

e Technical review. A techni-
cal review of projects by peers
would help improve coordination
of efforts and budgets and reduce
the potential for project duplica-
tion.

* Monitor implementation.
Project implementation should be
monitored and results reported to
the Council at least quarterly.’

In addition, Donaldson sug-
gested that the Authority and the
Councilinsist that Bonneville’s
budget be sufficient to fulfill the
mandate of the Northwest Power
Act to mitigate the impact of
Columbia River Basin dams on

”If You want
to a00 wioney
sowtewhere,
you will have to
eut if from
someplace else.”

fish and wildlife. This is different
than declaring the budget suffi-
cient for some other purpose, such
as ensuring Bonneville’s competi-
tiveness. While Donaldson did not
suggest a precise amount, he said
future annual budgets need to be
closer to $120 million to fully

implement the program and meet
the goals of the Act.
C ouncil Member Casavant
agreed that the project-rank-
ing process needs changes.
Specifically, Casavant said the
Council and the Authority need to
decide how to handle ongoing
projects.

“It’s not whether we should cut
the ongoing projects and fund new
ones, but whether the ongoing
projects should be revisited,”
Casavant said. “Not all of them,
presumably, merit continued fund-
ing. It’s certainly logical to not
interrupt ongoing projects, but
projects should not be funded in
the coming year simply because
they were funded last year and the
year before that.

“Tom [Giese] has the least en-
viable job in the region, and that is
to divide up the shortage,”
Casavant said. “He did yeoman’s
work, and we owe him and every-
one at the Basin Authority a vote
of appreciation.” Z
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Illustrations by Larry Milam from the Council's “Want Power?” brochure

Power Plannlng

the

A sampling of
comment on issues in
the next power plan.

he issues are complex. The
l constituencies countless.

Making sense of the
public’s thinking on power plan-
ning has never been easy. But
given the vast changes sweeping
across the utility industry and the
costs associated with saving
salmon and other fish and wildlife
species, the Northwest Power
Planning Council’s current task of
updating the region’s power plan
is even more difficult.

To ensure the public has a say
in the plan, the Council has trav-
eled the region, reaching out to
experts and average citizens alike,
asking their views on the future of
the Northwest’s power system
and all the issues related to it.

It would be impossible to spe-
cifically representevery opinion
and viewpoint the Council has
heard in its regional outreach, or
to represent those views on all the
issues connected to power plan-
ning. What follows is a sampling
of some representative viewpoints
on some of the most prevalent is-
sues from a range of leaders
involved in the regional debate

0Y

‘Newy
N

over the future of the Columbia
River, the Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration and the region’s
world-renown power system.
Their views were collected from

thwest

compiled by Jim Middaugh

various sources, including inter-
views, testimony, comments
before the Council and news
Treports.

[\
-
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Peter DeFézio

K.C. Golden
Ken Harrison

Walt Pollock |

Brett Wilcox

The Issues

Competition in the Utility
Industry

DeFazio

Today, new competitive forces
in the nation’s energy markets
have combined with the crushing
debt from Bonneville’s bad
nuclear investments to jeopardize
the agency’s once strong competi-
tive position.

Golden

The question isn’t whether the
industry will become more com-
petitive. It already has. The
question is, What are the right
goals and rules for the competi-
tion? Will energy providers
compete to minimize today’s rates
at the expense of tomorrow’s eco-
nomic and environmental goals?
Will they compete against our
kids, or for them? The market
won’t make those decisions.
People will.

Harrison

We need to recognize the
world has changed. This country
is unavoidably and inexorably on
the road to a free market system.

The Spokespeople

U.S. Representative for Oregon’s Fourth Congressional District and former chair
of the Congressional Task Force on the Bonneville Power Administration.

Policy director of the Northwest Conservation Act Coalition.
Chairman of the board of PortIandGeneral Electric Company.

The Bonnevﬂle Power Admmlstratlon s vice president for marketmg, conservation
and productlon ~

President of Northwest Aluminum Company.

Pollock

Competition in
the electric utility
business is here. The immicuiaw
impact of competition is at the
wholesale level. Bonnevilleisa
100-percent wholesale entity. Our
customers have choices and they
will increasingly have choices, so
we have a pretty hard constraint
that’s developing on our ability to
do business: We can’t charge
more than people will pay. That
translates into a corollary that we
can’t incur more costs than we
can recover through revenues.
Those things seem self-evident,
but they’re very different from the
electric utility business that
Bonneville faced 16 years ago
when I came to the agency. It’s a
very, very different world right
now than it was then, or even five
years ago.

Wilcox

Bonneville’s real problemis
that the structure of the electric
power industry has changed to a

=

! (competitive mar-
— ket, at least at the

AN wholesale level,
while Bonneville continues to be
bound by an old “regulatory”
structure. As we move into this
new wholesale competitiveness
environment, it will fundamentally
change Bonneville.

Future of Bonneville

DeFazio

[t’s time to ask whether a
Bonneville that fails to serve the
region’s long-term interests is
worth saving in its current form.
Northwest residents must decide
which is more important: a coor-
dinated regional energy system
that continues to promote the
worthy goals included in the
Northwest Power Act, or a federal
agency whose public purposes are
being sacrificed in the interests of
bureaucratic self-preservation.
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market. The only way to resolve
this dilemma is to eliminate the
[Act’s] rate directives and allow
Bonneville to sell its power at
whatever rates the market will
bear.

region. Transcending the dismal
choice between these two bedrock
Northwest values is a top priority
for the region. It’s also precisely
the Council’s statutory mission, so
it’s an astonishing moment to find
some folks

questioning the
Council’srel-
evance. Let’s
not mistake a
more challeng-
ing job for a
less important
one.

Harrison

To the ex-
tent that we as a
region haven’t
charged enough
in the past be-

Fish and Wildlife

DeFazio

Salmon costs are only a small
part of Bonneville’s problem when
compared to Bonneville’s record
of mismanagement and its crip-
pling nuclear debt. The fish
bandage for Bonneville’s fiscal
woes now being prepared in the
Senate is the wrong medicine for
what ails Bonneville. Instead of
arbitrarily limiting salmon recov-
ery efforts, Congress and
Bonneville should act to ensure
that none of Bonneville’s custom-
ers can evade their share of the
agency’s nuclear debts.

Golden

Asking Northwesterners to
choose between abundant, afford-
able, renewable energy from the
Columbia River and a healthy
Columbia Basin ecosystem is like
asking us to choose to live some-
where else. These are the two
qualities that distinguish the
Northwest as a uniquely attractive

cause we’ve
artificially kept
prices low, maybe innocently, by
not spending enough on fish, then
probably our customers should
pay. I mean we’re citizens of the
region and if we have to pay
more, we probably have some
piece of that.

Pollock

Some of the tools under discus-
sioninclude limiting annual fish
investment on Bonneville’s part to
gross revenues, thus allowing fish
and wildlife programs to share the
benefits in good years and be able
to be curtailed somewhat below a
base in poor years. In addition,
under discussion are mechanisms
to help set priorities. There has to
be sufficient accountability builtin
for results and certainty built into
the program. The accountability
has to be there.

Wilcox

Fish costs clearly are costs of
the hydro system, and you do have
to get them down. When I look at
Bonneville priorities, I put the
Endangered Species Act and
restoring salmon as the number one
priority for the regional power
system, not just because the
Endangered Species Act says it is,
but because it’s the right thing to
do.

i
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Seattle hased Westin Hntels commlssmns its buildings
to make sure they work as planned.

ver the telephone, L.E.

“Dusty” Rhode gives me

directions to The Westin
Hotel in Seattle. “Just look for the
twin towers,” he says. “You can’t
miss them.”

I think of all the things I have
missed with just such directions as
I come up I-5 and into the city,
but the twin towers — cylinders,
actually — are hard to miss. Built
in the late 1960s, when “tubular”

by Carlotta Collette

was the rage, the 47-story Westin
towers are wrapped in steel and
glass, with the hotel in one build-
ing and corporate headquarters in
the other.

“In 67 when these were built,”

says Rhode, the Seattle hotel’s
building superintendent, “‘energy
was cheap. No one cared about
savings. These were constructed
like Cadillacs, everything is a little
overbuilt.”

Being “overbuilt,” Rhode as-
sures me, is no guarantee that the
building is anything approaching
optimum in its operations. Nor,
for that matter, does being a
“Cadillac” ensure that the owners
got the buildings they paid for.

But today, The Westin Hotel in
Seattle is the most energy-efficient
of the 65-hotel chain. Electricity
use at the hotel has been trimmed
by about a third, shaving $200,000
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Photograph by Carlotta Collette

Dusty Rhode reviews maintenance manuals for some of the 6,000 pieces of equipment in the Westin Hotel in Seattle.

off the hotel’s annual electric bills.
The Westin also has probably the
best-managed water use in a hotel,
and staff there recycle about a
third of the garbage generated ev-
ery day.

How did this 30-year-old, en-
ergy-hogging Cadillac get
transformed? Rhode and his crew
“commissioned” it.

When the cost of electricity
bolted upward by more than 500
percent in the early 1980s, then-
superintendent of the Seattle
hotel, Gus Newbury, brought in
Dusty Rhode, as a test and bal-
ance engineer, to get energy use in
the building under control.

Rhode credits Newbury, who is
now corporate manager of engi-
neering at Westin and Rhode’s
boss, with having “a vision. He
understood that someone who
knew what they were doing could
come in and make everything bet-

ter.” At first Newbury only had
Rhode work on the energy use in
one tower. After six months at
that, Rhode was given what he
calls his “dream job,” to look at all
the systems in both towers, find
out what they are supposed to do,
figure out why they don’t do it
and fix the problems.

e
Seattle Westin

nou Uded

50 percent
less electricity
than &t did n

1985,

“We looked around at all the
equipment and wondered what the
owner thought he bought,” Rhode
explains. “Not what did the archi-
tect put in, or what the contractor
hooked up, but what the owner
wanted and paid for. We had to be
a little psychic. The key here was
being able to work for the owner,
not the design contractor or the
mechanical contractor. It’s not
necessarily in their best interest to
get everything working right.”

Rhode started with the floor
plans and blue prints to get a sense
of what systems are in the build-
ings and where. Just compiling the
prints was a major undertaking. It
had been decades since any of the
maintenance crews had used blue-
prints to track problems, and no
one knew where they were. The
same was true for operating
manuals for air handling systems
or other equipment. Rhode figures
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there are about 6,000 pieces of
equipment that his crews maintain
in the twin towers.

“Until we commissioned the
hotel, maintenance was totally re-
actionary — if something broke it
might take a couple of hours just
to find the right tool to fix it,” he
says. The whole approach to
maintenance changed with the
commissioning.

Tools are now in a well-orga-
nized tool room. Repair jobs are
screened through one person who
prioritizes them and assigns the
best person for the task. There are
well-equipped shops to handle
various sorts of projects: a wood-
working area, plumbing and
electrical areas, sheet metal shop,
etc. But most important, mainte-
nance is done routinely now to
keep equipment operating at its
peak.

Rhode guides me through the
labyrinthine depths of the hotel —
the places where the real work of
keeping a hotel going takes place:
the boiler rooms, the laundry, the
kitchen, the repair shops. He
rattles on about water savings —
80,000 gallons a day just by reus-
ing water condensed from one
piece of equipment — and the
ways heat given off by equipment
is used to preheat water for other
processes. It becomes clear that
every piece of equipment he man-
ages has been carefully studied to
make sure it is used as effectively
as possible. Nothing is wasted.
Energy, steam, water and heat are
all recirculated and applied to
other tasks.

Rhode’s enthusiasm rises as he
leads me finally to the tiny room
where it all comes together. Along
one wall are the blueprints, roll
after roll, each with a color-coded
tag dangling from it. The tags are
cross-referenced to a set of files
stored in several cabinets below
the blueprint racks. Along an adja-
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cent wall are the product manuals,

also cross-referenced to the files.
The files contain the background
on each of the 6,000 pieces of
equipment.

If something breaks down, al-
most anyone can go into the little
room, look up the equipment in
the file cabinet, find the color-
coded blueprint and appropriate
manual, and fix it. If they’re still

not sure how to make things right,

there are also training videos that
are cross-referenced to most of
the equipment. The television,

video recorder and a chair are also
tucked into the snug little room.

This room represents the key
steps in commissioning existing
buildings. First you assemble the
documentation on a building. For
existing structures, this process
alone can take months. Once you
know what’s there, you make sure
it all is working as effectively as
possible. Then you train staff in
how to maintain everything at its
optimum. Finally, you institute a
preventive maintenance schedule
because, as Rhode describes it,
“It’s just like with a car. The best
way to improve mileage is to keep
it tuned up, keep the wheels
aligned, the tires inflated correctly
and drive properly.”

At the Seattle Westin, the re-
sults of just such a tune up are
dramatic. After the commissioning
activities, the hotel introduced en-
ergy conservation measures, with
incentives from the Bonneville
Power Administration and Seattle
City Light. With both commis-
sioning and conservation, the
Seattle Westin now uses 30 per-

Annual Electricity Use and Savings
The Westin Hotel, Seattle
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cent less electricity than it did in
1983. Rhode figures that 46 per-
cent of these total energy savings
came from the commissioning ac-
tivities that were carried out
before any energy saving measures
were installed.

And that’s just the energy sav-
ings. Because of the
commissioning, the hotel is more
comfortable — there are far fewer
guest complaints than previously
— and the people who work there
can and do take pride in their ac-
complishments.

If commissioning sounds like
too ambitious an undertaking for
the rewards, listen to Gus
Newbury. “It pays to pay attention
to these details because it trans-
lates into lower operating dollars,”
he explains. “It just makes sense.
Otherwise you rarely get what you
think you’re getting. There’s an
emphasis on structural code and
fire safety, but you can end up
with a certificate of occupancy for
a building that doesn’t meet the
design intent or doesn’t perform
efficiently. Litigation looms if
something goes wrong. The
owner'is always the one left hold-
ing the bag. Commitments have
already been made, and it takes
time to go back in and figure out
what’s not working. Time works
against the owner. Time is on the
contractor’s side. They can wait
you out. If they know your build-
ing is going to be commissioned,
they won’t take shortcuts. They
know they’ll get caught.”

The Westin chain now commis-
sions all its new construction and
any major renovations. “The
whole commissioning concept
needs to be embraced in the very
earliest stage of construction or
renovation,” says Newbury. At
Westin hotels, he explains, “the
commissioning agent comes in
first, organizes the design team

and develops the commissioning
plan. It shouldn’t slow things
down or cost much more if you
plan for commissioning from the
beginning. Everyone on the team
needs to look at how we are going
to test and make it practical to
maintain the systems, so they con-
tinue to deliver what they’re
supposed to.”

Newbury and Rhode would
both like to see building commis-
sioning become standard practice
in the construction industry. “It
would be ideal,” says Newbury,
“if local authorities would take the
same stance with commissioning
that they take with fire, life and
safety concerns. There should be
building codes that require it, with

inspections and code compliance.
The existing process is so full of
disincentives to do the right thing
first.

“We don’t look at it as a purely
economic issue. We see it as
safety, comfort, operation and
maintenance ease. People who
work in industries can’t afford to
have things go wrong. We can’t
afford to have things not do what
we want them to do.” Z

s n Ho ie in Sea tle thl be the szte of the North-
t Conference on Building Commissioning, November

14, 1995. The cenference

being produced by Portland

: Energy Conservatm Inc., and is co-sponsored by the North-

west Power

Council, the Bonneville Power

. Admlmstratzon, the U.S. Department of Energy, the Oregan
_and Washington state energy offices, PacifiCorp, Portland
General Electric, Montana Power Company, Puget Sound
__ Power and Light, Washington Water Power, Seattle City Light,
_ the Eugene Water and Electric Board, Tacoma City Light, the
Pacific Northwest Labomtory and others. The conference will
_include a trade show and a second half- day session for archi-
_ tects and designers. Contact the conference manager at PECI,
_phone 503-248-4636 ext 205 or FAX 503-295-0820 for more

_ ‘lnformatwn
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by John Harrison

Recovery planning continues for
Northwest fish under federal Species Act.

4 Oregon to the mountains
of central Idaho, petitions
are being filed under the Endan-
gered Species Act to list declining
fish populations. Here’s a look at
the species and what’s being done:

Coastal coho salmon: In July
1995, the National Marine Fisher-
ies Service proposed three
populations of coho salmon that
'spawn in Pacific coastal rivers for
protection as threatened species.
That means species are “likely to
become an endangered species
within the foreseeable future
throughout all or a significant por-
tion of their range,” according to
the Fisheries Service.

Grouped geographically, the
three coho populations are in cen-
tral California from the San
Lorenzo River to Punta Gorda,
California; in southern Oregon/
northern California from Punta
Gorda to Cape Blanco; and from
Cape Blanco to the Columbia
River in northern Oregon.

Coho from the lower Columbia
River and from Puget
Sound were desig-
nated “candidate
species” — one
step short of list-
ing. The Fisheries
Service declined to
take any action on coho
from Washington’s

l‘ rom the coastal rivers of

Olympic Peninsula. Lack of infor-
mation was the primary reason for
the decision not to propose listing
the Washington runs.

The decisions resulted from pe-
titions that were filed on behalf of
all six populations in 1993. The
Fisheries Service will accept pub-
lic comments on its coho decisions
until October 17, 1995. The peti-
tions identified loss of spawning
and rearing habitat, deteriorating
ocean conditions and the impact
of hatchery fish as the key factors
in the decline of coastal coho.

The Fisheries Service has until
July 19, 1996, one year after the
initial announcement, to make a
final decision about its listing pro-
posals. During that time, the
Service will conduct public hear-
ings and accept written comments.
After that, if the decision is to list
the species, the Fisheries Service
would have a year to prepare a re-
covery plan.

“The stocks we’re
proposing for listing
are currently a

fraction of their former size,” said
Will Stelle, regional director of the
Fisheries Service. “Without help
from state and federal govern-
ment, from Indian tribes and from
private landowners, these fish will
continue on their way to extinc-
tion.”

Coastal steelhead: In March
1995, the National Marine Fisher-
ies Service proposed to list
declining steelhead as a threatened
species in Pacific coastal rivers
from Oregon’s Cape Blanco south
to northern California’s Klamath
River. The proposed listing was in
response to a petition filed in 1992
to list steelhead in Oregon’s I1li-
nois River. The petition cited
habitat degradation as the chief
reason for the decline.

The Service declined to list the
Ilinois River fish, saying the run
was not distinct enough to war-
rant protection as a separate
species. The Service has until
March 1996 to decide whether to
approve the proposed listing. Pub-
lic hearings are being conducted in
the affected area. As with the
coastal coho, if the decision is to
list the fish, a recovery plan will be
prepared.

Bull trout: In June 1995, the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service an-
nounced that it would not propose
a listing for bull trout under the
Endangered Species Act, even
though bull trout runs are declin-
ing in parts of the Northwest.

Three Montana environmental
groups petitioned the Fish and
Wildlife Service in October 1992
to declare bull trout throughout
the Northwest endangered
or threatened species.
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Letters

TO THE COUNCIL

Energy News encourages letters on subjects discussed in this
magazine. Letters reflect the opinions of their authors only.
They do not reflect Council policy. Please keep letters under
200 words, refer only to topics covered in Energy News and
address them to LETTERS when you send them to our office.
We reserve the right to cut letters to fit the space available.

Dear Energy News,

I read with interest
the article entitled “The
Forgotten Fish” by John
Harrison in the Summer
1995 issue. Public Utility
District No. 1 of Asotin
County, in conjunction
with the Nez Perce
Tribe, Department of
Fisheries, has undertaken
asmall project involving
white sturgeon.

In August 1994, Nez
Perce Tribe officials
were notified about the
existence of approxi-
mately 500 white
sturgeon, located at the
Hanford Nuclear Reser-
vation in what is referred
to as the “K Ponds.”

Upon the start of its
operation in 1987, the
District contacted the
Nez Perce Tribe, De-
partment of Fisheries and
asked whether or not
there could be any use
for an existing (but idle)
3.5 million gallon per
day water filtration plant
for raising steelhead or
salmon. At that time,
water temperature
seemed to be the largest
drawback for
potential use
of the facilities
for a any steelhead or
salmon projects.

Since sturgeon can
live in a higher water
temperature, it was
decided to use the
District’s water treat-
ment basins as a home
for approximately 150
of the 500 white stur-
geons.

During the fall, win-
ter and early spring of
1994-95, Mr. Rudy
Carter of the Nez Perce
Tribe, Department of
Fisheries wasinvolved
in removing all the inte-
rior equipment from the
basins that would
contain the sturgeon.

The sturgeon were
relocated from Hanford
to the District facilities
on April 26 and 27,
1995, and have been at
that location ever since.
The Nez Perce Tribe,
Department of Fisheries
continue to monitor the
growth of the fish and
have continued to intro-
duce innovative
methods of keeping dis-
solved oxygen within
required levels.

If you would like
more information please

contact Ed Larson,
Biologist, NPTDF Biolo-
gist (208)-843-2253),
Rudy Carter, NPTDF
Project Manager (509-
758-5974) or myself.
Sincerely,

Ken Kukuk

General Manager
Public Utility District
No. 1 of Asotin County

Dear Energy News,
Thanks for the latest
issue of Northwest En-
ergy News. It was one of
the best issues in recent
years. The articles on
“Commissioning a Fleet
of New Buildings” and
“Fighting Fire With Fire”
balance the items about
fish. Also interesting was
the report on “California;
What’s Up Down
There?” This issue gave
a wider scope to the pa-
per. Thanks.
George F. Tyler
Olympia, Washington

Dear Energy News,

I read with great in-
terest your recent article
“Water Marketing:
Promise or Peril?” I used
to work for a utility
company in Central
Oregon. Several years
ago I was assigned the
responsibility of working
with the utility’s irriga-
tors in a variety of
conservation programs,
mainly sponsored by the
Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration. The
objective of the pro-
grams was to promote
energy efficiency, but

36

water efficiency and sav-
ings sometimes resulted
from retrofits. At the
time (mid-1980s) water
marketing was in an em-
bryonic, conceptual
stage. No deals were be-
ing made. However, I do
recall the backlash that
such proposals generated
within the irrigation
community.

In retrospect, I agree
with Mr. Willey’s com-
ment that the “issue is
less about money and
more about the fear of
the unknown.”

However, [ would go
one step further: The is-
sue is about vision. The
use of natural resources
is not a static condition
and change is inevitable.
I witnessed the addition
of a strong recreation
component to Central
Oregon’s economy. It
seems to me that the
concept of water market-
ing ought to be better
received by the rural,
mainly conservative,
voices who generally
advocate market-driven
economics. If — as Mr.
Willey suggests — the
water will be marketed
from marginal farming
(or ranching) operations,
then let market forces
prevail. I don’t buy the
bogeyman scenario pre-
sented by the irrigation
constituency. The hand-
writing was on the wall
at least 10 years ago. So
much for the water (that
used to be) under the
bridge.

Fred Stratton

Nashville, Tennessee
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Northwest

The City of Portland, Oregon, and
Portland General Electric signed an
innovative, money-saving, wind
power agreement. The new arrange-
ment, the first of its kind in the
nation, will enable Portland to buy
electricity at the utility’s wholesale
cost. At the same time, Portland Gen-
eral Electric has agreed to generate or
purchase more than 11 million kilo-~
watt-hours of windpower over the
five years of the power agreement.
The deal helps Portland reduce its en-
ergy bills — from retail to wholesale
rates — and fits with the city’s goal
of promoting renewable energy re-
sources. (Source: Portland Energy
Office press release, August 2.)
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Pacific Northwest expected to ben-
efit from huge power needs in Asia.
Economic development in countries
like China, Thailand, Indonesia, Ma-
laysia and the Philippines is boosting
power demand in those countries, and
they are looking to the Northwest for
help with electric generating and
transmission technologies. China
alone could require more than 100
gigawatts of electricity, says Roger
Smith, a partner at Portland-based
Rubicon International. “That’s ap-
proximately two-thirds of the world’s
demand for energy,” Smith figures.
While China is looking at hydro-
power for much of the new energy,
coal will likely be the dominant tech-
nology, and the nation has few
environmental restrictions regarding
coal burning. (Source: The Orego-
nian, July 27, 1995.)

)

Nation

San Francisco Bay area govern-
ments form pool to buy power. The
Association of Bay Area Govern-
ments has announced plans for bulk
purchases of natural gas and eventu-
ally electricity on behalf of member
cities and counties. By buying direct,
the Association expects to save its
member communities hundreds of
thousands of dollars in power costs.
The savings in natural gas, which are
permitted under current regulations,
will amount to only 3 percent to 12
percent off current prices. But buying
electricity direct, which may be per-
mitted under regulations being
considered by the state utility com-
mission and the legislature, could
afford substantial savings. Bay area
power rates are among the highest in
the nation. (Source: Press release
from Association of Bay Area Gov-
ernments.)

First “Cool Community” under
construction. Habitat for Humanity,
a non-profit organization that uses
volunteers and donated materials to
build homes for people with low in-
comes, has broken ground for an
energy-efficient community toreplace
one destroyed by Hurricane Andrew
in south Florida. The housing devel-
opment will be the first large-scale
demonstration of the Clinton
Administration’s initiative to build
efficient communities that rely on
carefully sited trees and light colored
surfaces — concrete instead of black
asphalt, for example — to keep struc-
tures cool in hot climates. Energy use
in the new homes will be about half
that of similar structures using cur-
rent building code approaches. For
more information: Robin Adair,
Homestead Habitat for Humanity,
phone 305-247-0847. (Source: En-
ergy Conservation Digest, July 24,
1995.)
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_CALENDAR

MNovember 7-9 Morthwest Power
Planning Council Meeting, The Park
Plaza Hotel, Helena, Montana. For more
information, contact the Council’s
central office at 800-222-3355.

November 8-9 After the License,
DoubleTree Suites Hotel, Seattle,
Washington. This is a seminar that
addresses issues that arise after project
construction, including fishways, safety,
project monitoring, operations and
recreation facilities. There will be a
townhall meeting, and FERC staff will
be available to address a number of
issues. For more information, contact
the Northwest Hydroelectric Associa-
tion at 503-363-0121.

November 14 Northwest Conference
on Building Commissioning, The
Westin Hotel, Seattle, Washington.
Co-sponsored by the Northwest Power
Planning Council, Portland Energy
Conservation, Inc., the Bonneville
Power Administration and others, this is
the first regionwide conference bringing
building industry professionals and
utility staff together to address quality
assurance in commercial buildings. For
more information, contact Debbie
Dodds at PECI, 503-248-4636, ext. 205.

November 15-16 Opportunity
Knocks: The Changing World of En-
ergy Services, at Hyatt Regency Suites,
Palm Springs, California. Sponsored by
the Electric Power Research Institute,
the National Association of Energy
Service Companies, Synergic Resources
Corporation and others, this conference
will bring together energy service
companies and utility executives to
address ways to continue working
together in the new utility world. For
more information, contact: Conference
Registrar, phone 610-667-2160 or FAX
610-667-3047.

November 30 Can this River be
Saved? The World Forestry Center,
Portland, Oregon. Sponsored by
Portland State University, The Daily
Astorian, The East Oregonian and The
Capital Press. This conference includes
a panel that will discuss a proposal for a
Columbia Basin Watershed Planning
Council; a panel that discusses The
Limits of Science: What do we mean
when we say the Columbia River is
oversubscribed?; and other topics.
Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber will
be the luncheon keynote speaker. For
more information call 800-547-8887,
ext. 4832,

December 7-8 New Rules No Rules:
2001 The Northwest Power System
Odyssey, at the Red Lion Lloyd Center
in Portland, Oregon. This conference
will explore management of Northwest
rivers, government’s role in competitive
energy markets, the need for a new
power act and conservation and renew-
able energy. Co-sponsored by
Northwest Electric Light and Power
Association and Portland State
University. For more information:
phone 503-231-1994.

December 12-14 Northwest Power
Planning Council Meeting. Council
central office in Portland, Oregon. For
more information, contact the Council’s
central office at 800-222-3355.

December 13 Energy '96, at the Hotel
Vancouver, Vancouver, British Colum-
bia. This seminar will present policy,
financial and technical information
pertinent to energy-related business in
British Columbia, and will provide a
forum for discussion of issues and
exchange of information. For more
information, contact: Penny Wentzel,
phone 604-985-4388 or FAX 604-985-
4390.

March 12-15, 1996 SOLTECH ’96
and Utility PhotoVoltaic Group’s
1996 Annual Meeting, at the Riviera
Resort & Racquet Club, Palm Springs,
California. For more information,
contact: Michelle Birkenstock, Solar
Energy Industries Association, 122 C
Street NW, 4th Floor, Washington, DC
20001. Phone: 202-383-2620 or FAX
202-383-2670. Or contact: Angela
Barbara, Utility PhotoVoltaic Group,
1800 M Street NW, Suite 300,
Washington, DC 20036. Phone
202-857-0898, FAX 202-223-5537.

April 13-18, 1996 Solar 96, “Sun-
dancin’ in the Smokies,” the 25th
American Solar Energy Society
Annual Conference and 21st National
Passive Solar Conference, in
Asheville, North Carolina. For more
information, contact: American Solar
Energy Society, 2400 Central Avenue,
Suite G-1, Boulder, Colorado 80301.
Phone: 303-443-3130 or FAX 303-443-
3212.
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Northwest Power Planning Council

Idaho

Mike Field
Todd Maddock

Boise, Idaho 83720-0062
Telephone: 208-334-2056

Montana

John Etchart, Chair
Stan race

itol Station
Helena, Moniana 59620
Telephone; J(6-444-3953

Oregon

Jovee Coben

620 5.W. Fifth Avenue, Suite 1025
Porland, GTHM
Telephone: 303-229.5171

John Brogoitti

11 5.W. Byers Avenue

Pendieron, Oregon 97801

Washington
Mike Kreidler

1110 Capatol Way South
Suuﬂ%l
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Ken Casavant, Vice Chair
Hulbert Hall-Foom 211

Washi State University
Pullman, 'Weshingion %9164-6213
Telephone: 509-335-2816

Central Office

E51 5.W, Sixth Avenue, Suite 1100
Ponland, Oregon 29'-'2'!2 ‘il-lﬁ
Telephome: MI3-222-5] 6]

Toll Free: 1-800-222.3355
Execulive Direcior; Edward Sheets
Puhdic Alfars Derecior: Steve Crow
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Please send me a copy of 1he following publications of the Morhwest Power
Planning Council. (Note: nof all publications are available immediately,
but they will be sent to you as soon as possible.)

Publications

Cres-21) 1995 Annual Report

CO(95-19) An Analyeis of Western Energy Markets

Cr95-18) Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program Work Plan for
Fiscal Year 1996

#5-17) Considerarions in the Construction of a O Mitigation Cost
Curve for the Next Northwest Power Plan {a report prepared for the
Northwest Power Planning Council by Trexler and Associares, fnc,)

Dprﬁh:ﬂ A Renewable Energy Resource Strategy for the 1996 Power

O3(95-15) Structure of the Northwest Electricity Indusiry:  Alternatives
aned Tmpiicaiions

O(95-154) Appendices ro 95-15: Sinucture of the Northwest Electricity
Induwstry: Alternatives and Tplicarions

CA(%5-14) Seaff lssue Paper on the Role of the Bonneville Power
Administrarion in a Competitive Energy Markes

CJ(95-13) The Get Guide: Northwest Power Plan

[3(%5-12) Fiscal Year 1997 Budpet and Fircal Year 1996 Revisions {final)

[3(95-16) Columbia River Basin Research Report

Clyes-9) Tr'mm'n'P-l' of Panel on Bonneville -E':Jrzftrmmt.ﬂ and Ways to

ﬁ.;;jﬂmnfﬂﬂt s Costs (Seartle, Washington, Council meeting, Jiine 14,
]

0957} Directory of Grganizasions

3952} Synopsis of Febriuary 14, 1995 Northwenr Renewalle Forim
(includes list of panticipanis)

ONio4-54) Marker Transformation: What i It and How do we Get There ?

Muiling Lists

Please add my name to the mailing lists for the following publications.
(Note: please do not check if vou already are receiving them.)

O Northwest Energy News (this bimonthly magazine)

O Update (monthly public fnvolvement newsletter that contains the
Council meeting agenda, deadlines for public comment and 4 more
detailed publications list)

Flease delete my name from the mailing lists for the following publi-
cations (please include the 12-digit number next to your name on the
mailing label),

O  Northwest Encrgy News
O Updare

MNme

Lirganization

Stree

City/Sumterfip

{Or call the Council's centml office, 503-222-5161,
or (0ll free 1-B00-222-3355,)




Morhwest Power Planning Council
B51 5.W. Sixth Avenue, Suite | 100
Partland, Oregan 97304
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C/_" his December marks the 15th anniversary of the signing of the Nonbwest Power Act, 1 believe

this yvear would be a gond time to take a comprehensive look o the goals of that legislation and

the Council’s role in carrying out these poals. The Councll was formed 1o provide a reghonal
forum for addressing issues thit are critical to the Nonhwest; an élficient, economic and

reliahle power supply and viable fish and wildlife resources. Few would argue that sich o forum has been necessary,
But there is argument, particularly in light of the significant changes under way in this region, that the Council is
po longer an efféctive medns of deliberating and résolving these issugs. The Ac pancipally addressed the role of the

Bonneville Power Administrtion as it appeared to be evolving in 1980, That role — for that maer, the entire

atility indusiry — has chonged dromatically since 1980, Boaneville now is under severe financisl stress, and mony

of os in the regicn and our representadives in Congness are éxploning possible wioys o relieve thal stress

While this review of both Bonneville's circumsiances and the status of the Northwest
power sysiem s a whole is under way, [ think it is appropriate for the Council to look al
its mole, oo, at the legislation that creared the Council and a1 the new needs of the Pa-
cific Northwest, Are the goals of the Northwest Power Act still valid? If a1, how should
they be revised 1o bang regional policy into barmony with newer energy and
environmental realities? Do our Governors still need 4 council o provide the forum for
making those revisions? Does thix Council have the regionwide credibility necessary 1o
guide that process?

Clearly, the chonges taking place in the region and in the naticn as a whole will
happen with or withowi this Council's invelvement, But if there is a mle for coordinated
action on the part of these four states, which share sech valued assets, 1 would like 1o see
that role carried outl as effectively as possible.

Orver the next several months, we will be conducting a wide public invelvement process Lo hear from citizens
throughout the four Northwest states, 1 believe these discussions hold the greatest promise for asking and, | hope,

unswering the key questions that will guide us into the next century, %&‘_ ,% ﬁ f E




