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by John Harrison

" ifty miles northeast of

1 Enterprise, in a remote
region of northeast Oregon
the Nez Perce Indians call “can-
yon country,” the stunningly
vertical landscape rises and falls
and folds upon itself in a maze of
precipitous drainages thousands of
feet deep.

Here the few trees, mostly
pines, firs and cottonwoods, col-
lect along the valley floors, and
the steep canyon walls are thick
with native bluebunch wheatgrass,
still green in early June, and native
wildflowers — tiny purple phlox
and yellow lomatium, and the
taller bright yellow blossoms of
arrowleaf balsamroot.

But for the warm wind rustling
the grass and flowers, and the

buzzing of curious insects, there is
no sound as Keith Lawrence sur-
veys the timeless vista from a
ridgetop above Joseph Creek, a
tributary of the Grande Ronde
River. Away in the hazy distance,
perhaps a half mile and several
hundred feet below, a bull elk
stands alone on another ridgetop.
The animal is huge, its dark brown
cape and sable flanks contrasting
with the green hillside.

“Look at him there, like a mon-
arch surveying his kingdom,” says
Lawrence, wildlife manager for
the Nez Perce Tribe.

An aerial survey once counted
more than 1,000 Rocky Mountain
elk in this area. White tail deer,
bighorn sheep, cougar, black bears
and coyotes also have been

sighted, as have numerous species
of birds, from bald eagles to song-
birds. It is remarkable, nearly
pristine habitat for wildlife, and
that’s a big part of the reason why
Lawrence and the tribe are work-
ing to acquire it — 10,300 acres,
to be precise — with the hope of
acquiring an adjoining 6,200 acres
from willing sellers in the future.
The land is bordered on the south
by the Wallowa Whitman National
Forest and on the north by the
Washington border.

The tribe hopes to acquire the
land through a complex, three-
party deal designed to mitigate the
loss of wildlife habitat caused by
the operation and construction of
federal hydropower dams on the
nearby Snake River. Under the
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Northwest Power Act of 1980,
the Bonneville Power Administra-
tion, which sells electricity
generated at federal dams in the
Columbia River Basin, is required
to protect, mitigate and enhance
fish and wildlife that have been af-
fected by those same dams. For
wildlife, this often involves buying
acreage near the rivers to replace
habitat flooded under reservoirs.

ut it’s not a straight acres-
for-animals calculation. For
each of the federal dams, the
Northwest Power Planning Coun-
cil and Bonneville have calculated
how much wildlife habitat was af-
fected — by inundation or other
disturbances. This habitat is quan-

tified in “habitat units.” Because
every type of wild animal or bird
uses differing amounts of land for
survival, the size of a habitat unit
for, say, an elk, will be different
than that for, say, a rabbit or an
eagle. Bonneville and the Council
have agreed on a list of wildlife
species to represent the habitats
inundated by federal dams on the
Snake River and also the number
of habitat units needed for com-
pensation.

By purchasing the 16,500 acres
along Joseph Creek, Bonneville
will partially satisfy its obligation
to replace lost Snake River habi-
tat. Bonneville expects the land to
cost $4.5 million.

1

he Trust for Public Land, a
national conservation organi-
zation that acquires significant
conservation lands, currently
holds an option to buy the larger
of the two parcels, the 10,300-
acre former cattle ranch owned by
Helm Resources of Boardman,
Oregon. Bonneville will pay the
tribe, which will enter an agree-
ment with the Trust to acquire the
property title. The tribe is seeking
an additional $3.9 million from
Bonneville to establish a trust fund
to pay the anticipated $200,000 in
annual expenses for managing the
property. These expenses include
fire and weed control, as well as
maintenance and some limited de-
velopment.

Keith Lawrence stands near the top of one of the canyon country’s deep ravines, an area inhabited by large herds of elk and deer.
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“Getting the dollars together
with the property is very compli-
cated,” Lawrence says in
something of an understatement.
It is true that the purchase is a
slow process — the tribe has been
working on the project for more
than a year. Partly, that is be-

cause it involves an environmental |

assessment by Bonneville. Re-
cently, that assessment was
completed and Bonneville issued
a formal “Finding of No Signifi-
cant Impact.” Meanwhile, the
Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife
Authority, an association of state,
federal and tribal fish and wildlife
managers who recommend
projects for funding by
Bonneville, gave the northeast
Oregon project high priority. The
Council planned to review the Ba-
sin Authority’s list of prioritized
projects in July, following a public
comment period.

ssuming these final hurdles
re cleared, the actual pro-
cess of transferring ownership will
begin. Bonneville will provide $3
million this year, and the remain-
ing $1.5 million for the land
purchases in Fiscal Year 1997,
which begins October 1, 1996.
Money to establish the trust fund
for annual expenses will be pur-
sued in 1997, as well.

While all the paperwork seem-
ingly could fill one of the deep
canyons on the property, the re-
sult will be worth the effort,
judging by the project’s long list
of supporters. Governors John
Kitzhaber of Oregon and Mike
Lowry of Washington support it,
as does the U.S. Forest Service,
Wallowa County’s commission-
ers, the Confederated Tribes of
the Umatilla Indian Reservation,
Oregon’s and Washington’s fish
and wildlife departments and
more than a dozen citizen groups
ranging from environmentalists to
hunters.

Perhaps the most significant
letter of support came from one of
the current owners, Hans Magden.
In a letter dated October 13,
1995, to Ken Casavant, the
Council’s eastern Washington
member and vice chairman,
Magden wrote:

“We have concluded it is won-
derful land; it was a good home,
but not a good cattle ranch. ...
When we decided to sell the land,
we did not think about the land
being used for wildlife mitigation.
We thought about how it would
be nice to keep the land in one
ownership and used for something
that would not require develop-
ment of roads or degradation of
watersheds. That is why we ap-
proached the Trust for Public
Land with a proposal to buy the
land but get it into public owner-
ship. We felt it was the ideal
solution. We think wildlife miti-
gation would be a good use of the
land.”

e Nez Perce Tribe plans to
manage the land for wildlife
conservation, but people will not
be excluded, Lawrence said.
Hunting will be allowed, for ex-
ample; but human impacts will be
carefully controlled to protect and
conserve the native wildlife and
vegetation.

The property, bisected by
seven major creeks, is mostly un-
fenced and unimproved. While
there are about 6.45 million board
feet of merchantable timber on the
property, primarily ponderosa pine
and Douglas fir, no timber has
been harvested in recent decades
and livestock have not grazed
there for more than five years, ex-
cept for occasional strays from
nearby ranches. As a result of
past management practices, large
tracts of the land are virtually
weed-free. Elsewhere in the can-
yon country, signs of historic
overgrazing — weed infestations
and erosion — are evident.

“This country is remote, inhos-
pitable and harsh,” Lawrence says.
“But it also is fragile. It can be
abused.”

And so parts of it are being
protected. The purchase of the
Helm Resources property is the
latest in a series of purchases de-
signed to protect wildlife as well
as cultural and recreational re-
sources in the Snake River
country where northeast Oregon,
southeast Washington and west-
central Idaho meet. Steadily, it is
becoming a publicly owned eco-
system of connected habitats.

For example, the Trust for
Public Land bought the 7,300-acre
Cache Creek Ranch in the Hells
Canyon National Recreation Area
and turned it over to the U.S. For-
est Service and Bureau of Land
Management in 1991 and 1992.
The Trust bought the 1,400-acre
Lime Hill property at the
confluence of the Snake and
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Grande Ronde rivers in 1992 and
conveyed it to the Bureau of Land
Management. And Bonneville
bought 59,700 acres on Craig
Mountain, on the Idaho side of the
Snake River, in 1992 and con-
veyed it to the state.

aking land out of private

2 ownership is controversial in
northeastern Oregon, particularly
if that means shutting out the pub-
lic and curtailing economic
activities like logging and grazing.
The Nez Perce Tribe plans to
write a comprehensive manage-
ment plan for the property,
including rules for logging, hunt-
ing, grazing and law enforcement,
Lawrence said. Nonetheless, win-
ning Wallowa County’s support
was crucial to the success of the
project.

“The thing that is probably
most important is that they came
to us early on,” Wallowa County
Commissioner Pat Wortman said
in a separate interview. “The tribe
first approached us regarding this
project about a year ago. We
have a working relationship with
the tribe that goes back to 1989.
That helped because I had about
five stipulations to assure our ac-
ceptance.”

These included paying property
taxes, paying for fire suppression
and weed control, and developing
acomprehensive management
plan that includes consideration of
livestock grazing that would be
compatible with wildlife. Main-
taining tax income from the land
and promoting economic activi-
ties, from agriculture to
recreation, are important consid-
erations in a county where 63
percent of the land is owned by
the federal government and there-
fore not taxed, and where timber
sale receipts have declined 95 per-
cent in the last decade or so.

Power Planning Council mem-
bers John Brogoitti of Oregon and
Ken Casavant of Washington
worked closely with Lawrence to
assist the tribe in obtaining Coun-
cil approval and Bonneville
funding for the project. “This is
the sort of wildlife mitigation
project that can serve as a model
for others,” Brogoitti said. “The
tribe did an excellent job working
with Wallowa County and the
state of Oregon, and Lawrence
should also be commended for
putting together an operation and
maintenance plan to ensure that
ratepayers’ funds are used in the
most prudent manner possible. It
will serve as a standard for other
wildlife mitigation projects ap-
proved by the Council and funded
by Bonneville.”

Wortman said the project is “a
positive thing because it meets our
needs; as our revenues dwindle,
we need to protect our tax base.”

Lawrence says the tribe under-
stands: “The tribe intends to be a
good neighbor.”

is indeed a historic neighbor-
hood for the Nez Perce. There
is archaeological evidence that the
Nez Perce have lived in the can-
yon country for 12,000 years.
They were semi-nomadic people,
moving around their homeland to
take advantage of the seasonality
of foods and resources. They
spent summers on the ridgetops
and plateaus, and then moved to
the warmer valleys during fall and
winter. They hunted elk, deer and
bighorn sheep, and fished for
salmon and steelhead — fish ac-
counted for 60 percent of their
diet. They also dug the abundant
camas roots.

When Lewis and Clark first en-
countered them, near present-day
Weippe, Idaho, in September
1805, the Nez Perce were a well-
organized tribe of widely scattered

settlements with a diverse
economy, sending traders far to
the west and south and defending
a homeland that stretched across
some 13 million acres of present-
day Washington, Oregon and
Idaho. On October 10, Clark
wrote, “Their amusements appear
to be but few; as their situation
requires the utmost exertion to
procure food, they are generally
employed in that pursuit, all the
summer and fall fishing for the
salmon, the winter hunting the
deer on snow shoes in the plains
and taking care of their immense
number of horses.”

more recent times, many
2 people tried to establish home-
steads in the canyon country, but
most failed, Lawrence says: “The
Nez Perce thrived on this land, but
they did it by taking advantage of
the adjoining forest land rather
than trying to stay in one place.”

Soon, “if the paperwork trail
leads the dollars to the property,”
as Lawrence likes to say, the Nez
Perce once again will manage this
small portion of the canyon coun-
try. Like their ancestors, the
modern tribe will welcome visi-
tors, but the tribe also plans to
manage the land in a way that pre-
serves its timeless qualities for
future generations.

There is cultural significance in
this approach, as well as wildlife
significance, a point recognized by
Magden, the current owner, in his
letter to Casavant:

“As a child, I found picto-
graphs and arrowheads made by
the Nez Perce people long ago,”
Magden wrote. “Although it is
not your purpose, it seems ‘just,’
somehow, that the land could also
serve as ‘heritage’ mitigation for
the Nez Perce. It seems fitting
they would assume title once
again.”
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Interview:

~ when they talk about

no where else on the planet. They
don’t mean “normative,” the way
the dictionaries usually mean it —
“based on a standard.” Their in-
tent is to describe some of the
conditions, or “norms,” that help
define the way a salmon-support-
ing ecosystem would work. Itis
all part of the “conceptual frame-
work” they were asked to develop
for the Columbia River Basin Fish
and Wildlife Program.

“They” are the scientists con-
vened by the Northwest Power
Planning Council to provide in-
sight into one of the most
confounding questions this region
faces: How can we bring back the
salmon? They were selected from
a list of nominees submitted by
government agencies, Northwest
Indian tribes, special interest orga-
nizations and others that are

Chair of the
Independent
Scientific
Advisory Board

hey like to use the
word “normative”

the Columbia River
and its ability to
sustain the salmon
runs that once
flourished here like
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concerned about the river and its
fish and wildlife. The nominations
were reviewed by a committee of
senior academic scientists and the
National Academy of Science, and
appointed by the chair of the
Council. Most of them have been
studying salmon throughout their
careers. (See box.)

Dr. Rick Williams, a geneticist
from Meridian, Idaho, was elected
by the group to be its chair and
spokesperson. While the scientists
have spent the past year and a half
developing their 500-page draft
report, Williams maintains that the
effort really builds on the past four
or five years’ work. “We would
never have gotten to this report
without the continued interaction
over a long period that we’ve
shared. It’s almost as though the
group itself has some collective
piece of knowledge now. It’s
through interaction with each
other that the whole state of that
knowledge base has moved for-
ward.”

The scientists began the pro-
cess with group discussions, then
broke into subcommittees to ad-
dress specific topics, such as
hatcheries and habitat. The sub-
committees drafted their reports
and circulated them through the
whole group. On occasion, an
outside expert was brought in to
fill a gap in the group’s knowl-
edge or experience. They operated
by consensus. There has always
been consensus in their decisions.
They submitted their preliminary
findings to the Council in April.
After peer review, the report will
be released to the public.

The Council is considering
opening the Columbia River Basin
Fish and Wildlife Program for
amendment to respond to the
report’s findings and other infor-
mation learned since the program
was last amended in December
1994.

After considerable debate, the
group settled on the term “norma-
tive” as a way to describe the
central processes of the Columbia
River salmonid ecosystem. A lot
of people want to see the Colum-
bia River returned to a more
“natural” river because they think
it would benefit salmon. That im-
plies that we can go back to some
historical, pristine condition.

While the pristine river idea
would get us back to the condi-
tions under which the salmon
evolved, we recognize that we
can’t go back to that pristine river.
We live in a highly developed
Northwest, with a developed hy-
dropower system. So what we’re
suggesting with the word “norma-
tive” is that we try to identify
what processes drive the river un-
der natural conditions, and we try
to bring those processes into
higherrelief.

What we are proposing sounds
simple: you re-regulate the river
using the existing hydropower
projects so that more natural, or
normative, processes emerge and
the salmon respond to those. It’s
an intuitively attractive idea. But
like many things, the hard part will
be in the details, in the integration
of, not only the political and eco-
nomic constraints, but even the
biological constraints. However,
because this may run contrary to
the operation of the river for eco-
nomic benefit, it is likely to be
expensive and will not be painless.

It’s even larger than that. We

looked for the features of large,
natural rivers that are undammed.
For example, natural rivers are
highly seasonal. Water comes off
in the spring when the snow melts.
You can plot over a number of
years, what normal outflow is go-
ing to look like. And the graphs of
large river systems of this temper-
ate portion of the northern
hemisphere are going to look very
similar whether those rivers are in
Europe or North America or
wherever.

When we run the river to gen-
erate electricity, however, the
shape of that hydrograph dampens
a lot. The peak, which character-
izes the spring flows, comes way
down. And the lower summer and
winter flows go up. So you flatten
in both directions the natural
hydrograph of the river.

We’re suggesting that the re-
gion should try to take the
hydrograph more toward what it
was naturally, recognizing that we
can’t restore it to exactly what it
was naturally. So we allow spring
flows that are high enough to re-

| structure the riverine habitat, to

make pools and eddies, clear out

old sediment and deposit new, as

well as assist the downstream mi-
gration of juvenile fish.

The other big thing you see in a
natural river is that daily fluctua-
tions are usually limited to about 2
to 5 percent. However, in a river
that’s regulated for hydropower,
that variance may be 5 to 15 per-
cent. What happens then is that
when the water is high, the
nearshore food chain organisms
will start to colonize the higher
areas, and when it drops, there
isn’t enough groundwater to sup-
port them. These nearshore areas
provide food and habitat for rear-
ing and migrating fish. Under the
present regulated system, you end
up with a dead zone between the
high-water and low-water marks.
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If you could stabilize those
flows, you’d start to get, even in
these reservoirs, some habitat and
shoreline connections. It still may
not solve all of the problems, but
it certainly will help. What we’re
saying is that restoring the norma-
tive condition would call for
increasing seasonal variability in
the river, by restoring a portion of
the spring freshet, and minimizing
daily fluctuations to allow re-es-
tablishment of the biological
communities at the river’s edge.

So normative is our way of de-
scribing where we want to go.
Normative sets the parameters.
Flow is a parameter, water veloc-
ity and reservoir fluctuations are
parameters, substrate characteris-
tics, nearshore habitat, they are all
parameters you can define as the
norms you want to achieve. You
can imagine a host of things that
would define why ariver is differ-
ent than a lake, why a river that
supports salmon is different than
one that doesn’t. These are the
characteristics we need in the Co-
lumbia River Basin if we’re going

If you go back and look at our
river, we have some of those, but
not all of those and not in the right
proportions. Salmon rearing and
food base areas in the mainstem
channels have been dramatically
reduced. The smolts are moving
through a mainstem system that’s
very, very unfriendly to them. It’s
unfriendly not just from the per-
spective of passage and mortality
associated with the dams, but the
reservoirs lack good food bases.

By going toward the normative
condition, we should help re-es-
tablish the food bases, reduce the
exotic, maybe even the native,
predator loads. Make the whole
river more friendly toward the
salmon. It should decrease their
mortality and increase their sur-
vival and production.

We’re not just talking about
the impounded sections of the
river. Salmon habitat, after all, is
any place where salmon carry out
some phase of their life cycle —
the tributaries, the rivers, the estu-
ary, even the ocean. Many of the
processes I mentioned above in

regard to the mainstem also apply
to the tributaries. It’s also impor-
tant that the fish can move
between these places at specific
times. These are highly migratory
organisms. They have require-
ments at each stage of their
migrations.

We spent a lot of time on the
impounded sections of the salmon
habitat, just like everybody else
has, because these are obvious ar-
eas where the ecosystem has been
highly modified by development.
But we also know that because we
have so much water in the big res-
ervoirs, we could use that system
to regulate reservoir levels, flow
and water velocity to restructure
those rivers — to reconnect the |
habitat and replenish the food
supply.

Some of the tributaries, like the
Grande Ronde and the Imnaha,
don’t have dams or appreciable
storage capacity, so we have to
try to restructure those tributaries
with whatever flow they have. In
the tributaries, riparian conditions
and land use practices will be of

to have salmon
back.

Look at rivers
where those
characteristics
are in place,
where there are
still salmon. In
natural rivers,
spring flows
move the smolts
out to sea.
There’s good
spawning habi-
tat. There are
back channels
and sidebars
with intact food
links where the
juveniles are
rearing and
growing.

greater impor-
tance in
restoring these
systems. Re-
storing
tributary habi-
tats will be
more diffuse,
perhaps more
difficultand
may take
longer than the
mainstem ar-
eas. In the
mainstem,
where we have
the dams and
the water, we
should be able
to make
quicker
progress in re-

storing the
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habitat. Restoration needs to oc-
cur at both levels for salmon
populations to recover.

In one respect, nothing is new.
When we did our review, we re-
stricted ourselves to published,
final reports. So basically we
looked at what was already writ-
ten.

But there are several things
that are in fact new. One of the
things we identified in our “critical
uncertainties” paper a few years
ago, was that the fish and wildlife

the ecosystem works in the Co-
lumbia, which, as I said, with
respect to salmon and steelhead in
all their different life stages, in-
cludes the river, the estuary, the
ocean and the tributaries. You
would think that kind of view
would be in the fish and wildlife
program, but it wasn’t in there ex-
plicitly enough to work as a kind
of filter to screen recovery mea-
sures that are proposed.

The second thing we looked at
was having the riverine aspects of
the river re-emerge and using that
as the vehicle to achieve the habi-

| tat restoration. That’s what I

mean when I say we can use the
dams themselves to flush out the
river in the spring and restructure
the habitat linkages.

This is actually quite a radical
contrast to the approach that has
guided most salmon recovery in
the Northwest. The traditional ap-
proach has been that we could
simply engineer solutions to eco-
system changes that resulted from
development activities. We are
saying that, in most cases, these

simply haven’t worked, and the
evidence is clear. Many runs have
disappeared, and the number of
“healthy” populations in the basin
is very small, despite hatcheries,
transportation and other engineer-
ing solutions.

Our conclusion is that produc-
tive runs will be restored only
when ecosystem characteristics
that are conducive to salmon re-
covery are restored — conditions
that we have collectively termed
“normative.”

The third thing was looking at
how the salmon might respond to
a restored ecosystem using a con-
cept called “metapopulation
theory.” This theory recognizes
that populations of many organ-
isms typically have some level of
organization and linkage amongst
themselves. We’ve tended in the
past to view populations as iso-
lated, in fact, because they have
often been isolated by areas of un-
favorable conditions within the
basins. Even though we’ll give lip-
service to the fact that individuals
move into the population through

program didn’t
seem to have
an overarching
conceptual
foundation, a
framework that
describes how
we think the
system works
with respect to
salmon. It’s
there, but it’s
kind of implicit,
it’s not really
stated explic-
itly.

So what we
develop in the
early part of
our report is
that conceptual
foundation. It’s

@
Ere

immigration or
disperse out
into other
populations, we
usually go back
to treating the
populations as
isolated units in
time and space.
If you look
at historical in-
formation and
at other salmon-
producing sys-
tems, what you
find are all these
populations,
some that are in
proximity to
each other,
probably have a
lot of gene dis-

a view of how

persal, and

10
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others maybe not as much, but
some. We think these populations
historically were scattered through
a mosaic of tight or looser link-
ages.

The larger, core populations
existed in high-quality habitats,
like the Hanford Reach, which still
has a core fall chinook population.
We know from the data that’s
coming out of there that the
Hanford Reach has a fairly stable
population, given current ocean
conditions. Most of the chinook
harvested from the Columbia right
now come from the Hanford
Reach population. Despite this,
it’s still maintaining itself.

So here’s a population that is
supporting significant harvests —
it gets caught in Alaska, in British
Columbia — and yet it’s coming
back and replacing itself. Why is it
doing that? Well there’s very good
spawning habitat there and prob-
ably even more important, just
downstream of the spawning habi-
tat are a series of sloughs and
backwaters where the juveniles,
after they come out of the gravel,
go in and rear until they get
enough size and bulk so they can
go down through the rest of the
system.

That’s telling us a number of
things. It’s telling us that these
populations can sustain a fair
amount of harvest, of human-in-
duced mortality, if there’s good
spawning habitat, if there’s good
rearing habitat. It also tells us that
they can get through the lower
Columbia’s four dams and survive
whatever mortality is inflicted by
passage through that lower river.
That’s in strong contrast to the
populations that come out of the
Snake River right now, which
have to go through eight dams.

We don’t know enough to say
it’s just the difference of passing
through eight dams instead of
passing through four dams that is

tipping the Snake River runs un-
der. The Snake River is different
from the Columbia, and the food
webs in the Snake River reservoirs
look to be different from the
Columbia’s. They’re very poor by
comparison. So there may be a lot
of things affecting the runs. Still,
the fishery at Hanford can handle
passage through four dams, as
long as these other features are
there, and the ones on the Snake
can’t.

It’s telling us that the most ro-
bust population of fish in the
Columbia River is also the only
one that has intact, riverine condi-
tions. It’s the only free-flowing
part of the Columbia.

Hanford fall chinook come into
the river in late September and
spawn in late November. They’re
resident in that part of the river
for two months.

The radio tag data coming
from these fish is suggesting that
they move all over the upper Mid-
Columbia and Snake River
system, including moving up
through all four Snake River
dams, including adult Hanford
chinook going back through some
of the turbines. It’s just incredible.
They’re going up above Priest
Rapids. They’re going up and
down into the Snake, up the Co-
lumbia, in and out of the Yakima.
What it suggests is they’re spend-
ing those two months going
around looking for appropriate
habitat in which to spawn.

One of the questions that
comes out of this observation then
is, are there some other places in
the main river that were historic
production zones, so we can focus
efforts there and not just be shoot-
ing in the dark? We looked into
that and learned that the John Day
reservoir appears to have been a
high production area. There are
probably others.

One of the things the region

could do, if it chose to, would be
to draw those reservoirs down,
use high-spring flows to scour
those reservoirs out, clean them,
get a lot of the sediment out, re-
structure the river there, build
gravel bars, build back eddies,
back channels. The adult chinook
data — the way they’re moving
around — suggests that if that
habitat were available, the fish
would move back into it very fast.

In the past, drawdowns have
been looked at solely for their im-
pact on water velocities to flush
out migrating smolts. Our concep-
tual foundation, which calls for
restoration of normative river con-
ditions, suggests that the benefits
of drawdown may include restor-
ing habitat for spawning and
rearing.

Another thing we know about
core populations is that they have
high reproduction. There’s com-
petition for nest sites among
adults, therefore there’s higher
dispersal for most populations into
adjacent, perhaps less optimal but
good enough, habitats. So if we
can rebuild these core popula-
tions, they’re going to be moving
back into the lower parts of the
tributaries. They’ll re-colonize.
We should get this stair-step colo-
nization of linked populations, as
well as overall increase of popula-
tions.

That’s really outside the pur-
view of what we were asked to
do. We have always been asked to
restrict ourselves to scientific and
technical issues and not get into
policy issues. Clearly, that’s a
question that needs to be ad-
dressed. Our feeling right now,
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and I emphasize that we don’t
have the expertise to walk very far
out on this limb, is that this call to
re-expose some major areas of the
mainstem may not exclude any of
the present uses of the river, but
it’s certainly going to affect them.

Recommendations allow you to
cross from science into policy. We
view our role as laying out the
strengths and weaknesses in the
current fish and wildlife program
with respect to what is known sci-
ence. To a great extent, the
recommendations should derive
out of that.

It’s unlikely that more than
small, incremental increases in
salmon abundance could occur in
the middle section of the Colum-
bia Basin with status quo
practices. So if policy-makers
want to increase salmon abun-
dance in the middle reaches of the
Columbia, the option is to do
something that is dramatically dif-
ferent than the status quo.

The conventional paradigm
that salmon management has been
operating under for most of this
century is that there are engineer-
ing-based solutions; we will
engineer ecological practices back
in. Where we lack habitat, we’ll
build a hatchery or we’ll get the
dozers out. We’ll put in concrete.
The most extreme example is
building an alternative river, a
river in a tube. That’s as far from
our normative model as you can
get. That’s a highly technical re-
sponse. It is probably doomed to
failure because it ignores or over-
simplifies the ecology and the
behavior of the fish.

What is different in our report
is the suggestion that we allow
natural river processes to take

over and basically get out of the
way. Let the natural force of the
river re-establish the habitat.
Don’t try to re-engineer the habi-
tat. Use the river to re-establish
the habitat, then the salmon will
respond to it with increases in
abundance, diversity and produc-
tivity.

The essence of this is you can’t
separate salmon from their ecosys-
tem, which 1s what we’ve tried to
do. We’ve tried to put them in
barges to carry them past the
dams. We’ve put them in hatcher-
1es. We’re talking about putting
them in a tube. We’re separating
salmon from their ecosystem and
managing the ecosystem for some-
thing else.

What this report is saying is
you can’t have salmon without
their ecosystem. They’re one and
the same. It’s so blasted logical
that it comes off as nothing new.

If you look at the way the
river’s been managed over the
past 10 years versus the past 60
years, there already has been a
move to try to operate the river in
a more natural condition. We
propose to take that further. At
the same time, we would propose
there be less emphasis on other
kinds of active measures. By ac-
tive I mean getting out there,
squeezing fish, planting fish, run-
ning bulldozers around, moving
earth, modifying habitat.

Instead, we’re saying, “Let the
river do the work. Let the salmon
respond to the habitat. But go out
there and measure the response.
Evaluate it. See what kind of
progress you’re making.” It’s go-
ing to take an awful lot of
attention to detail and careful
planning.

If you use our conceptual foun-
dation—the normative river—and
you take some existing program
measures — say hatcheries or fish
transportation — then you ask,
what role should those technologi-
cal approaches have in this river
system, if any? They probably
should have a role, but how great
arole?

Take hatcheries: If you go into
a watershed like the Grande
Ronde or the Imnaha, where you
have reasonably good habitat, then
when you use the normative river
approach you ask, what is the role
of a hatchery in that basin? Should
you crank out 2 million smolts for
harvest augmentation? That role
would be directly in conflict with
our goals to preserve diversity of
wild stocks in the basin.

On the other hand, if you look
at a stock and you see that their
numbers are very low, and we
have a couple of specific habitat
problems we think are killing a lot
of the smolts, there may be a de-
fined role for that hatchery to
maintain the stocks until those
habitat problems are solved.

A lot of people will say, “This
report is going to shut down the
hatcheries.” Well it could redefine
the role hatcheries play, probably
de-emphasize major production
hatcheries, but it’s not going to
eliminate hatcheries.

The same is true for transporta-
tion. If you have more friendly
habitat for the fish to move
through and there’s food in some
of those reservoirs, then it isn’t as
critical that the fish get through
the reservoirs in three weeks. All
of a sudden transportation isn’t as
necessary.

NORTHWEST ENERGY NEWS  Summer 1996




T
people to understand the concept.
It’s like I said, in some ways it’s
very simple. In other ways, it’s
very complex. It’s a package. It’s
a whole. So people are misled at
the simplicity of it because they
think we’re doing it already. But if
you really treat the basin as a
whole, then when you take an ac-
tion here, you have to judge how
that action will affect things else-
where. That’s what’s going to
make this viable.

We really hope the Council will
understand and endorse this. We
hope the fishery managers will be
able to use this to revisit the fish
and wildlife program to help de-
cide which measures are
consistent with this approach and
which are not. If it’s done right,
we should be able to take this
conceptual framework and use it
as a filter for all the actions we
take. It’s going to take all the sci-
entists, policy people and fishery
people working

There’s a misconception that
we’re going to lay down a whole
new set of mandates. What we’re
really doing is providing a new
perspective and a new concept.
It’s going to take a substantial
amount of work on a lot of
peoples’ part to use it as a tool to
revise the fish and wildlife pro-
gram.

It’s critical to understand that
we were not charged to come up
with a new program. We were
charged with reviewing the sci-
ence. The science can serve as a
navigator as the region moves
ahead in this journey. It can help
find the shoals ahead and read the
signs to predict storms. But even
science cannot chart the route
with certainty. The route is not
fixed. The shoals may shift as
quickly as they’re charted. What
limits salmon production this cen-
tury, may be resolved in the next.
A new limiting factor or set of

factors may emerge. So science
can navigate, but the people who
look to science for unerring guid-
ance, for simple answers to
complex problems, will be disap-
pointed. Nonetheless, no captain
would embark on a long and haz-
ardous journey without a
navigator to help traverse the un-
known.

together to get to
that.
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n May, the Northwest Power Planning Council

and the National Marine Fisheries Service, the
~federal agency responsible for the recovery of en-
dangered Snake River salmon, formed a joint committee
of scientists to help broaden the region’s understanding
of fish and wildlife science. The new 11-member Inde-
pendent Scientific Advisory Board includes seven
members from the Council’s Independent Scientific

Group, plus four new members who were appointed by
Council Chair John Etchart and the Fisheries Servrce S

Pacific Northwest Director Will Stelle.

The scientists were first brought together by the
Bonneville Power Administration and the regron s fish-
ery managers in 1989, in part, to offer peer review and

scientific scrutiny regarding proposed measures to save

the fish. Then called the “Scientific Review Group,” the
scientists were an integral part of the implementation of

_ the Council’s Columbia ijer Basin Fish and Wildlife

Program. r
In 1993, the Scientific Revrew Group produced are-
port cataloging the “critical uncertainties” that could

limit the effectiveness of any major effort to protect and
rebuild the Columbia’s failing salmon runs. This report

called for development of an explicit conceptual founda-
tron to guide the Council’s efforts.
In February 1995, the Council asked the scientists to

expand their efforts to critically examine the science un-

14

derlying the Council’s program and to develop a
conceptual foundation for restoration of the basin’s
salmon and steelhead populations. Their name was again
changed, this time to the “Independent Scientific
Group.” They were told to review only existing research
reports rather than carry out original research.

In the course of a year and a half, they’ve studied
more than 4,000 reports. They presented their prelimi-
nary findings to the Council this spring. After peer
review, the report will be released for pubhc review th1s
fall.

The group 1mt1a11y had a core of six non~affrhated
scientists, with an additional three sc1entrsts fromre-

gional agencies serving as technical advisors. The

technical advisors — one representing Columbia Basin
Indian tribes, one from the utilities and one from the
Power Council — were eventuaﬂy merged in as fellow
group members.

When the Fisheries Servrce decided it needed the ad-
vice of scientists to help in the recovery of endangered
salmon, the Council urged the expansion of the existing
group rather than the formation of a separate team. The
Service agreed.

While the new panel has no specxfrc assignments yet
in general it will be asked to:

* Review scientific and techmcal issues assocrated
with salmon survival;

. Develop guidelines and procedures for smentrﬁc
peer review of research proposals

* Provide for technical review of research proposals;

+ Review and provide advice on priorities for salmon
conservation and recovery efforts including research
monitoring and evaluation;

_» Provide specific scientific advree on salmon recov-

__eryand conservation efforts.
Members of the Independent Screntxﬁc Advrsory
Board:

* Peter A. Bisson, Ph D.,a specrahst on tributary
habitat issues at the Olympla (Washington) Forestry Sci-
ences Laboratory of the U.S. Forest Service. ~

e Charles C. Coutant, Ph.D., senior resource ecolo-

_ gist, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge,

Tennessee. ~
¢ Dan Goodman Ph.D., an expert in ecologrcal risk
assessment at Montana State University in Bozeman.

_« James A, Lichatowich, an independent fisheries
 scientist, Alder Creek, Washington, formerly assistant

chief of fisheries, Oregon Department of FlSh and Wild-
life. ‘

e William LISS Ph. D a frshenes professor at Or-
egon State University in Corvalhs

* Lyman McDonald, Ph.D.,a statrsucran at Western
Ecosystems Tech., Inc. Cheyenne Wyoming.

» Philip Mundy, Ph.D., an independent fisheries sci-
_entist from Lake Oswego, Oregon, and former manager
of fisheries science for the Colurnbra River Inter-Tribal
Fish Commission.
 Brian Riddell, Ph. D an expert in international fish-

_eries management at the Department of Fisheries and

Oceans Canada, Nanaimo, British Columbia.
* Jack A. Stanford, Ph.D., a professor of ecology,

University of Montana, and director of the university’s

Flathead L ake Biological Station.

* Richard R. Whitney, Ph.D., an independent fisher-
ies consultant, Wenatchee, Washmgton formerly a
professor in the School of Fisheries, University of Wash-
ington.

* Richard N. Williams, Ph.D, an independent fisher-
ies scientist, Meridian, Idaho.

_In addition, there are two ex-officio members: Usha
Veranasi, Ph.D ., science and research director at the
Fisheries Service s Northwest Fisheries Science Center
in Seattle, and Chip McConnaha, senior fisheries scien-
tist for the Northwest Power Planning Council.
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OREGON’S SALEM ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE
VOTES TO BECOME AN
“ALL RENEWABLES” UTILITY.

S—

't’s been about a decade since the board of directors of the Salem
‘Electric Cooperative first started to get interested in offering its
members a “green power product” — electricity that would be
generated by renewable rather than fossil-fueled resources.
The idea, even then, was that Salem Electric, with its de-
pendence on the Bonneville Power Administration for all
its electricity, could fairly easily convert to an all
renewables resource base. Bonneville already is mostly
' “green,” with 83 percent renewable hydropower and only
17 percent fossil-fueled electricity. But it took the right
combination of resources and opportunity for the utility that
serves parts of Oregon’s capital city and the nearby
town of Keizer to vote to “go green” exclusively.
The utility had first explored the idea with focus
groups of its members. The response was consis-
tently positive. Even Salem’s largest industrial
customer, Siltec, the huge microelectronics firm
that manufactures silicon wafers and purchases
about 16 percent of the electricity Salem Elec-
tric sells, was in agreement.

“We usually don’t do anything without
consulting Siltec,” said former Salem Electric
board President Ted Coran, who was on the board
between 1986 and 1996. “They had people at our
membership forum meetings. One of the things that

was important to them — they plan to be in our service
territory for decades — is that the long-term costs, as
they projected them out, if anything were going to go
down. The overall costs, fuel costs, operations and
maintenance, and such, wouldn’t be as susceptible to
price fluctuations as would be natural gas, for instance.
They said they want to be able to count on some things.”

by Carlotta Collette
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etail customers concurred. In
June 1995, the utility’s news-
letter asked members whether
they’d be willing to pay more than
their current, admittedly very low
rate to bring new renewable re-
sources into their portfolio.

“The overwhelming response
was yes,” says Roger Kuhlman,
engineering and operations man-
ager of the utility. “One hundred
people responded. Eighty percent
were in favor. The majority of
these said they’d pay between 2
percent and 4 percent more for
renewable resources.” About 60
percent said they’d also pay more
to enable low-income customers
to share the renewable resources
without having a rate hike.

“We were very encouraged at
the cross-section of individuals,
from senior citizens on fixed in-
comes to young families just
starting out,” reported Coran.
“They said, ‘Thank you for giving
me a concrete opportunity to do
something for $2.50 a month.” If
anything, we were moving a little
slower than our members wanted
us to on this. The area we’re in is
a reasonably representative cross-
section of individuals who live in
the Northwest. We had hoped that
the response would be what it
was,” he added.

Salem Electric serves more
than 14,000 customers, with a to-
tal electricity load of 42
megawatts. To become an “all
green” utility, Salem would have
to replace the 17 percent of its
power Bonneville supplies from
nuclear and other non-renewable
resources. “We were looking
around for other sources for our 7
megawatts,” explained Coran,

who described the Salem plan to
Northwest Power Planning Coun-
cil members at their meeting in
Idaho this spring. “We were seri-
ously considering 41-mill power
[4.1 cents per kilowatt-hour],
when Bonneville came out with its
new ‘green power product.” With
the Bonneville deal, it became a

no-brainer.”

§ * he Bonneville green power

4 product will give participat-
ing utilities the same reliability,
transmission and load shaping
characteristics they expect from
Bonneyville, but with the addition
of being able to buy electricity
generated at Bonneville’s pilot
wind, geothermal and biomass co-
generation plants. The price of
Bonneville’s green power offering
varies with the duration of the
purchase. Salem, which is buying
in for at least five years, will pay
35 mills (3.5 cents) per kilowatt-
hour for its 7 megawatts of green
power. “We’d really like some-
thing for the much longer term,”
said Coran. Less committed utili-

ties can buy in for as short a term
as one year, but they pay a pre-
mium 55 mills.

According to Judy Johansen,
vice president for generation sup-
ply at Bonneville, the agency’s
green power product offers cus-
tomer utilities a great deal of
flexibility. “Bonneville can play
some of the central power re-
source role it has in the past so a
utility that’s interested in dipping
its toes into green power doesn’t
have to take the development risk
of buying into a large project.
We’re very flexible in the amount
of electricity a utility can sign up
for, and we’re very flexible in
terms of the duration of that sale,
although we’d like longer-term
commitments because we’re com-
mitting to the long term in these
resources.”

M onneville sweetened the deal
7 even more when the agency
announced an 8 to 9 percent rate
drop so it could remain competi-
tive with new power marketers
offering low-priced electricity.
“The rate drop amounted to about
$900,000 in annual savings to Sa-
lem Electric,” says Kuhiman. “The
green power rate at 3.5 cents per
kilowatt-hour would amount to an
annual cost of $500,000 over
Bonneville’s new lowered rate.
That left an additional $400,000 in
savings off the utility’s annual
power bill from Bonneville. A lot
of utilities are trying to get their
rates down. Our customers want
us to keep rates stable, but plan
for the future. They want us to
support renewables and keep con-
serving energy. So we plan to use
the extra $400,000 for conserva-
tion programs.”

16
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But Coran pointed out that
calling a resource portfolio
“green” doesn’t make it so.
“We’re not fooling ourselves that
an ‘all renewables’ utility is as
golden as it sounds. We know
there are problems with the hydro-
power system. Some of our
customers asked if we were just
trading one species’ destruction
for another. They’ve heard about
wind turbines ripping birds apart,
and they asked what’s the differ-
ence between ripping birds apart
or ripping salmon apart. Besides,
green power has to do with how
you define the 83 percent of
Bonneville’s power that comes
from hydro. They are melding in
the nuclear power. If you could
identify electrons and scoot the
nuclear ones out and put the wind
ones in, then we could really say
we are 100-percent renewable.
We’re not really fooling anybody.
It’s more of a philosophical dis-
tinction rather than a real one.”

alem Electric isn’t the only
s utility in the Northwest choos-
ing greener sources of electricity.
Several, like Portland General
Electric and the Eugene Water
and Electric Board, have been in-
terested in developing renewables
for a number of years. Both are
cosponsors of pilot wind or geo-
thermal projects in the region.
Portland General was the first
Northwest utility to offer a
renewables-only solicitation for
new resources to replace the
power lost when the company
shut down its only nuclear power
plant.

CARES, the Conservation and
Renewable Energy System, a coa-
lition of eight Washington-based
public utilities, also is developing
a wind power project to supply
some of its member utilities’
power needs. CARES is planning
to survey its customers to deter-
mine how much more or less the
group should be investing in green
resources.

The board of directors of the
Emerald Peoples Utility District in
Oregon has directed that utility to
buy into green power. The board
of Washington’s Snohomish Pub-
lic Utility District has done
likewise. The Orcas Power and
Light Company, on Orcas Island
in Puget Sound, is also planning to

survey its customers to determine
their level of interest in renewable
resources.

E

. “he biggest obstacle to renew-
4. able resources has been their
cost of development relative to
lower-priced new gas-fired power
plants. While the costs of
renewables have plummeted, so
have the costs of natural gas and
gas-fired technologies. But that
fact isn’t deterring Salem.

“Our board has never been a
very strong advocate of gas tur-
bines,” says Roger Kuhlman. “Our
customers, too, feel that
renewables will be the best for the
region in the long run. They are
willing to invest in the future.”
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Editor’s Note: What follows is
an excerpt from the report on the
Comprehensive Review of the
Northwest Energy System’s
forum: Putting It All Together,
which was prepared for the
Comprehensive Review steering
committee by Resource Writers,
Inc. The full text of this report,
copies of individual reports pre-
sented at the forum, and
summaries of previous meetings
of the steering committee can all
be obtained from the Review’s
Internet site, http://
www.newsdata.com/enernet/re-
view/review.html, or by calling
the Power Planning Council’s

telephone information system at
1-800-222-3355, extension 700.

| Room at Seattle Center
July 12th, to hear a full day’s
update on the Comprehensive
Review of the Northwest
Energy System. The Friday
forum followed an all-day
steering committee meeting
on Thursday. The Thursday

meeting was the first oppor-

tunity for the four working
groups that had been discuss-
ing and debating specific
aspects of the energy system
— competition and customer
choice; conservation, renew-
ables and public purposes;
transmission; and federal
power marketing — to share
their conclusions with the

steering committee.

18
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he Friday forum brought to

.~ gether the working group re-
ports, plus five perspectives on
how all of the working groups’
findings might be woven into a fu-
ture regional energy system.

What follows are summaries of
the five new energy system pro-
posals, representing 1)
environmental groups; 2) direct
service industries (aluminum and
chemical plants that buy electricity
wholesale from the Bonneville
Power Administration), 3) inves-
tor-owned utilities, 4) public
utilities; and 5) industry. The pro-
posals represent the views of the
speakers only. They are not the
consensus views of the groups
represented.

he Review’s steering commit-
tee plans to spend the next
several weeks integrating these
proposals into one that will then
be released for public review and
comment throughout the North-
west states. The goal is to have a
proposal to present to the gover-
nors of Idaho, Montana, Oregon
and Washington, as well as to the
region’s Indian tribes, by early
December.

., director of the
Northwest Conservation Act Coa-
lition and iz Hig of Save
Our Wild Salmon
The Northwest Conservation
Act Coalition has 70 members,
and Save Our Wild Salmon is an
alliance of 50 environmental, and
sport and commercial fishing
groups. It is not easy to get con-
sensus with such a varied
constituency, Patton said, but “we

are united” for clean and afford-
able energy from conservation and
environmentally responsible re-
newables, for wild salmon and for
the proposition that everyone pays
their fair share.

One of the principles cited by
those in the debate is creating “a
level playing field,” she said. Re-
cently I noted that the playing
field I walk by on my way to work
is “not just level,” Patton re-
counted. It has boundaries, bases,
backstops and safe zones, and the
games that take place there have
“principles of sportsperson-like
conduct,” she said.

‘eare presenting a blueprint

- that does not deal only with
conservation, renewables, salmon,
low income and consumer protec-
tion, Patton continued. It is
comprehensive because fulfilling
our goals requires a power system
that supports and integrates these
goals into its basic operation, she
said. '

She called for implementing a
“non-bypassable system benefits
charge” that would collect up to
$245 million for conservation. An
allocation of $30 million per year
would go to market transforma-
tion and the rest to local
conservation programs. The pro-
posal also calls for establishing a
form of regional conservation
governance.

_ enewable resources face “big
= = market disadvantages,” Patton
said, and she proposed establish-
ing an energy “portfolio standard”
that requires retail suppliers to
provide 1 percent of their energy
from renewables, collecting a non-
bypassable system charge to fund
renewables, and offering a green
option in power sales. Low-in-
come energy services should be
funded with a non-bypassable sys-
tem benefit charge, she added.
The review has started to bring
these issues to the public, Patton
said, and she urged mechanisms
for accountability to the public
and ensuring public information.
With regard to the Washington
Public Power Supply System debt
(for terminated nuclear power
plants), she said everyone should
pay “their fair share,” and she ad-
vocated removing the nuclear
plant debt from power rates. The

{ Northwest Conservation Act Coa-

lition/Save Our Wild Salmon
proposal also calls for separately
marketing the power from WNP 2
(the only remaining operating
nuclear plant in the Northwest).
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he governance of power mar-
© keting and transmission
should be acceptable to the public
and public officials, Patton stated.
The system should retain prefer-
ence and guarantee payments on
the debt to the U.S. Treasury.
Access to the transmission system
must not disadvantage renew-
ables, she added.

Choice must be available to all,
and competition implemented si-
multaneously for all classes of
customers, Patton said. The sys-
tem must deliver universal service
and allow for aggregation of cus-
tomers. As for subsidies, Patton
called for reform, saying irrigation
debt should be borne by irrigators,
and there should be user charges

at navigation locks.

s,

tearns began his remarks by

%% quoting Mark Twain, who
said “whiskey is for drinking, wa-
ter is for fighting.” The Columbia
River will continue to produce
millions of kilowatts of electricity,
but will it produce salmon and
steelhead? Will we decide to use
the river efficiently and share it
fairly?

We can choose to implement
salmon recovery and conserva-
tion, he said, urging the region to
get on with creating an efficient
system. Stearns called on the re-
view to make decisions in public
and not “in secret deals.”

“Reliable and cheap power is a
public purpose,” he stated. What
we do must be accountable, and it
must have vision.

-, executive director
of Direct Service Industries, Inc.
Carr said the electricity indus-
try is being restructured to bring
the benefits of competition to the
consumer. The belief is that com-

petition will bring efficiencies and
innovation to the marketplace —
that’s why we’re here.

Carr continued, the first thing
to do is open up the distribution
system for customers to have ac-
cess. This means operating with
“the golden rule,” which means
providing other suppliers with
comparable access to a utility’s
distribution system, he explained.
In this vision, there are bundled
and unbundled services — you
can pick and choose a power sup-
plier and the services, Carr said.
Your power bill is “transparent”
and can be checked against the
price of power in the open market.

We need distribution access,
market generation and transmis-
sion access, Carr asserted. The
other issues on the table are tran-
sition issues. Stranded investment
is not the problem in the North-
west that it is elsewhere in the
country, he said; our average
costs are still close to the market.
The challenge is to find a way
around “punitive fees” to deal

with stranded investments, Carr
contended. I don’t believe Bon-
neville has stranded investments;
with low-cost hydropower melded
in with other resources, Bonnev-
ille still looks competitive, he said.

5
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L or public purposes, Carr advo-
& cated using the competitive
market to maximize choices and
minimize the costs to end-use con-
sumers. We need to have a strong
relationship between who pays
and who benefits, he continued.
Carr urged local control of con-
servation and weatherization
programs, noting that “some
things need to be discussed on the
state level.”

Everywhere I go, people point
out that “we have the gem of a re-
newable resource” in the
Northwest hydropower system,
Carr said; “it is clean, flexible and
renewable.” As for fish, I agree,
it’s an obligation of the system
and a cost of doing business, like
the environmental controls on a
coal plant, he stated. We strongly
support a continuing and effective
salmon program, Carr said.

The market will not sustain
subsidies, he said. The direct-ser-
vice industries are the first group
of industries in the country to
have open access to the market,
Carr pointed out. If Bonneville is
subsidizing the direct service in-
dustries, they would have stayed
with Bonneville — but instead, 30
percent of the load left, he said.

Federal legislation may be de-
sirable if we could get
Bonneville’s transmission system
under the control or ownership of
customers and get accountability
of the fish and wildlife program —
but it’s not necessary. We can
stretch what we have a long way,
Carr observed. The path is always
putting the consumer first, he con-
cluded.

20
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i, President,
Litchfield and Associates

Litchfield described the goals
for the investor-owned utilities’
comprehensive proposal. These
include: retaining the benefits of
the federal hydropower and trans-
mission systems for all Northwest
citizens; securing important social
values, such as protecting rural
communities from undue hardship;
protecting fish and wildlife; foster-
ing energy efficiency and
renewables; and ensuring that
changes are in the public interest
and consistent with national en-
ergy policy.

In addition, the investor-owned
utilities said Bonneville’s role is
not to become a federal competi-
tor in power or energy services
markets, and its transmission and
power marketing functions should
be separated through federal legis-
lation. Bonneville transmission
must be subject to the same Fed-
eral Energy Regulatory
Commission rules imposed on in-
vestor-owned utilities, and
changes must not increase risk to
the Treasury.

itchfield said the investor-
owned utilities’ energy-effi-
ciency goals call for measures to
be market neutral and adaptable to
new electric utility and competi-
tive structures. They would
eliminate artificial market bound-
aries, opening the market to
energy service companies, as well
as encourage efficient markets,
and provide stable funding and eq-
uitable access to funds.

The investor-owned utilities
recommend focusing conservation
efforts on market transformation,
Litchfield said. They urge state

legislatures to impose a universal
meter charge for all customers,
which would provide funding for
market transformation. “We need
to tell the governors we will stand
up and support this,” he noted. A
two-year interim fund is proposed
as a bridge to the meter charge.
The fund would be centrally con-
trolled, perhaps by the Northwest
Power Planning Council,
Litchfield said. Retail utilities
would contribute to the fund in
proportion to their regional loads,
and Bonneville would contribute
only for its direct-service industry
load, he explained. In the inves-
tor-owned utility proposal, the
contribution would replace current
demand-side management bud-
gets; this would require public
utility commission approval, he
said.

he states should provide retail
customers with access to com-
petitive power markets by the year
2000. The utilities also propose
that state legislatures establish
stranded investment procedures
and allow public utility commis-
sions to resolve stranded
investment recovery for investor-
owned utilities. As for retail
access to Bonneville transmission,
Litchfield said the investor-owned
utilities favor it only when state or
federal legislation permits it and
whenBonneville’s transmission
system is legally separated from its
power marketing.

Litchfield called for the estab-
lishment of an independent grid
operator as a good first step in
transmission restructuring. The
investor-owned utilities have de-
veloped principles and policies for
an independent grid operator,
which include improving transmis-
sion efficiency, establishing a
single tariff and possibly divesting
transmission assets in the future to
create a transmission company.
They signed a memorandum of
agreement regarding an indepen-
dent grid operator to run all
investor-owned utility transmis-
sion by July 1997. The
investor-owned utilities also en-
courage Bonneville’s legal
separation so that the agency can
participate in the independent grid
operator proposal. The investor-
owned utilities called transmission
system wires charges “difficult to
apply.”

As for federal power market-
ing, the investor-owned utilities
support federal legislation that
would create an agency with lim-
ited authority. The agency would
administer the sale of the output
of existing federal generation,
with recognition for public and re-
gional preference. The new
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agency would allocate the Federal
Base System power under long-
term contracts and only at
wholesale. The first priority for
allocations would be for public
loads currently served by Bonnev-
ille, followed by direct-service
industries, investor-owned utili-
ties, and public regional loads not
currently served by Bonneville. If
power is left after these alloca-
tions, the agency could offer it to
the market as a whole and award
it to the highest bidder.

I government
affairs representative for publlc
power

Kanner said, as the principal
beneficiary of the existing system,
public power has much at stake in
the debate. Public power recog-
nizes the need for changing the
system; the question is how to
make the changes. They can oc-
cur administratively or
legislatively. To avoid the risk of
unintended consequences, public
power prefers to see the changes
occur through administrative
means.

The system doesn’t need radi-
cal surgery, he continued.
Bonneville needs to be retained in
federal hands, and organization-
ally, the agency’s power
marketing and transmission func-
tions should be separated. A
single fund should be retained to
secure the Washington Public
Power Supply System bonds, he
said, and fish and wildlife recovery
costs should be capped.

There is a general consensus
that Bonneville should compete
only in the wholesale market, and
that the agency should not provide
for load growth, Kanner said.
Power should be sold first to pref-
erence customers, he continued,

and any customer leaving the sys-
tem would not be guaranteed the
right to return on the same condi-
tions. Public power would
eliminate the residential exchange.

The direct-service industries
could exercise regional preference
rights to Bonneville resources, and
power would be sold on a take-or-
pay basis, so long as customers
have the ability to resell, Kanner
explained. The public power pro-
posal calls for more efficient
ratemaking and full Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission
accounting, he continued.

As for transmission, all players
would have comparable access,
and transmission policies would be
subject to full Federal Energy
Regulatory Commissionreview.
Transmission rates could be used
to satisfy Washington Public
Power Supply System bond cov-
enants and ensure Treasury
payments, as a last resort, Kanner
said.

The Public Power Council’s
Executive Committee did adopt a
consensus position in support of
the idea of a market transforma-
tion trust (a proposal to set aside
money to encourage conservation
through the development and mar-
keting of more efficient products),
Kanner reported. We don’t sup-
port a wires charge for public
purposes, he said, because public
power commits to providing for
these purposes locally, implement-
ing a meter charge if necessary, he
said.

Public power believes in cus-
tomer choice, Kanner said, and
will work locally to implement it.
Utilities also must be able to ag-
gregate services to give true
customer choice.

_anon, director of the
Industrtal Customers of Northwest
Utilities

Canon offered support for a
competitive electric power market
with customer choices. An open
market will lead to better services,
he said, with costs aligning with
factors such as risk. Some cus-
tomers may want to pay more for
a highly reliable supply, Canon
pointed out. His member indus-
tries say choice is not only
important to us, but it flows
through to our vendors and em-
ployees, he continued; we hope by
2000 there is a system with choice
for all.

Conservation and renewables
will be “value-added items,”
Canon stated. Transmission
should be available to all. It’s im-
portant to begin unbundling so
you can “buy what you need and
pay for what you buy.” Stranded
costs are a crucial transition issue,
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he acknowledged. We propose
there be no guarantee of 100 per-
cent recovery, and all customers
and shareholders should share in
the costs. The obligation to serve
would become the obligation to
connect, he said.

As for federal power market-
ing, we see two entities: power
marketing and transmission. We
heard concern about Bonneville’s
ability to pay the Treasury, and we
would urge an allocation of power
for 20 to 30 years, with the ability
to re-market. Public customers
would be first in line and then all
others. Bonneville would coordi-
nate and operate the federal base
system with a customer-driven
board of directors, he said.

Transmission seems “headed in
the right direction” for an open
and competitive market Canon
said. We see the need for an inde-
pendent grid operator, he added.
Canon cited two other functions
that could become issues: operat-
ing and pricing mechanisms so one
system doesn’t lean on another;
and solutions to reliability con-
cerns.

et

Canon said conservation pro-
grams should be phased out of the
rate base, concurrent with the
phasing in of individual choice.
There is strong public support for
conservation and renewables, he
said. The best way to achieve
them is to have customers be able
to express their unique values,
with such offerings as green
power, Canon stated. These
would be customer-driven and tar-
geted by market pricing. We
believe there could be legislative
solutions, he said, citing the Or-
egon Energy Tax Credit, which
has been available for years.

We believe low-income assis-
tance and energy conservation
that is above market value are leg-
islative issues, he said. We have
concerns about having them as
part of electricity rates. =
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YDIII' chance to Speak Up

The Comprehenswe Rev1ew of the Northwest Energy System is heading into the ﬁnal stretches.

After the July 12th forum, staff of the Northwest Power Planning Council were asked to integrate
the five proposals described in the accompanying story. The goal is to develop draft recommenda-

tions for how the benefits of amore competitive electrrcrty mdustry can be broadly shared in the

“ Pacific Northwest.

The integrated draft proposals were presented to the Comprehensrve Review Steenng Cornrmttee
in late July. After the Steermg Committee reviews and refines the proposals, they will be drstnbuted
regionwide for public review. To reach the widest possrble audrence, the draft proposals er be ‘
available from several sources, see below. p

_ After the proposals are distributed, workshops — where the pubhc can ask quesuons and learn k‘
more about the alternatives — and hearings — where the public can comment on the proposals —_—

will be held throughout the Northwest. See the schedule below. -
Hearings will occur in a room adjacent (or close) to the room in which the Workshops er occur.
~ Hearings will begin one hour after the workshops and will run until 9 p.m., or as long as people are
_ providing comments (the workshops will run the entire evening, including durmg the hearings).
Comments will be limited to three minutes. Longer comments can be submitted in wntmg

“Workshops will begin at 5 pm. and the hearmgs wﬂI begin at 6 p m.

‘ il)ay ‘

. Date ; k Locatlon f ‘
~ Wednesday October 9 ~ Eugene ‘
~ Tuesday October 15 p Herrrnston/'I‘n—Cmes
~ Wednesday October 16 ~ Boise ~
_ Thursday October 17 ~Porﬂand(fullSteenngCormtteeheanngwrthmwtedpanelsonly)
Monday October 21 Idaho Falls ~
~ Tuesday ~ October22 Seattle -
~ Wednesday _OCtObCI‘ 23 POﬁland(wotkshopandpubhcheanng)
 Wednesday . November6 ~ Missoula
Tuesday k November 12 _ Wenatchee _
Wednesday November 13 Spokane/LeWISton

To obtam copres of the proposals and other matenals about the Comprehenswe Rev1ew of the

Northwest Energy System or for more mformatlon on the hearmgs calI 800-222- 3355

To comment on the proposals

Write: ~ ‘ ' .

Comprehensive Review, c/o Pubhe Affairs, 851 SW 6th Avenue, Suite 1100, Portland OR 97204
Be sure to include your name, address and phone number If you have a fax number and/or an e-

_mail address, include them.

E—mail
comments@nwppc.org . .

Or, add yourself to the Comprehensive Review e-mail list by sendmg a message to:
listserver@nwppc.org

In the message field, type:

k subscribe compreview yourfirstname yourlastname

An example, usmg a person named John Doe, is:

subscribe compreview john doe

World Wide Web: " ‘
Visit the Comprehensrve Review’s homepage at http //www newsdata com/enernet/revrew/

review html.
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by Carlotta Collette

. O particular exterior fea-
* tures distinguish the new
~  Norm Thompson corpo-
rate headquarters building from
those in other industrial and busi-
ness parks. A discrete, two-story
concrete structure, it is nice
enough looking, landscaped
mostly with native plants like
those that thrive in the watershed
out back, but nothing about its
surface suggests the Norm
Thompson Outfitters, Inc., slogan,

“Suspension bridge” overlooks the entrance lobby at the new Norm Thompson headquarters.

“Escape from the ordinary.” On
the inside, however, there is much
about the building that is extraor-
dinary.

If ever a building could be said
to express an ethos — a whole in-
tegrated set of beliefs and values
— this one is it.

It is energy efficient, beating
Oregon’s already fairly rigorous
commercial building energy code
by about 40 percent. It is resource
efficient, relying almost exclu-

sively on building materials that
have been recycled from other
products and uses. And its interior
space is designed to nurture team-
work over more traditional,
hierarchical management ap-
proaches. There are no “corner
offices,” for example, claiming the
best views of Rock Creek, which
sidles along behind the building.
The corners are open, shared,
work and play spaces where em-
ployees can mingle. A small gym,
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an espresso stand and second-
floor balconies that look out to
the creek are added amenities to
keep the staff, most of whom
work on the company’s catalogue,
creative and happy.

his is a building with its own
metaphor, a theme that re-
flects Norm Thompson’s
affiliation with the out of doors:
“A river runs through it.” Deep
water-colored walls are slanted,
rather than straight vertical, creat-
ing gorge-like hallways that
suggest cuts a river might make.
The halls meander gently rather
than only turning at sharp right
angles. A balcony overlooking the
entrance foyer is made to look like
a suspension bridge.

When Chief Executive Officer
John Emrick began planning the
new headquarters, he figured he
needed a building that would be
easy to lease to other occupants if
Norm Thompson moved out, but
he still wanted a building he could
live with now. “We wanted a ‘va-
nilla’ building price with some
soul in it,” Emrick says. “We
wanted a building that could re-
flect our values. My wife and I,
for many years, have been very
concerned about the environment.
We try to be socially responsible
and environmentally responsible.
We tried to find ways to do this
building responsibly, and we
found out it wouldn’t cost much
more than a conventional build-
ing.”

Emrick thought he’d have a
difficult time finding an architect,
contractors, etc., who would un-
derstand what he was trying to
accomplish. He was wrong. Not
only were there architects and
builders who could deliver
Emrick’s dream building, but
Portland General Electric (PGE),
the utility that serves the suburban
Portland business park where the

building is located, wanted to
help, too.

Portland General worked with
Emrick and his team to make the
headquarters the first PGE-certi-
fied “Earth Smart” new
commercial building. Earth Smart
buildings use all resources as care-
fully as possible, relying on
recycled building materials and ef-
ficient designs and equipment. The
goal is a building that is healthy to
work in and healthy on the envi-
ronment at the same time.

-7 n the Norm Thompson

¢4 building, Portland General
helped the architect, William
Ruecker of Sienna Architecture
Company, selectenergy-efficient
heating, cooling and lighting sys-
tems. The utility provided
incentives to help offset the cost
of newer technologies. A southern
orientation for solar heating and
natural lighting, and openable win-
dows for fresh air and reduced air
conditioning helped lower energy
costs even more. In addition,
Portland General Electric covered
the costs of having the building
commissioned to ensure that all
the new systems worked as they
were designed to and to train staff
in the efficient maintenance of the
structure and its mechanical and
electronic systems.

For the floors, the design team
found beautiful hardwood that had
been recycled from old freight-
train cars. The maple wall
paneling came from “sustainable-
yield” forests, where harvest
practices are designed to encour-
age the long-term health of the
forest. The fiberboard under the
maple veneer was made from re-
cycled wood. The walls are
textured and painted with a mate-
rial made from crushed car
windshields. Old plastic milk jugs
and detergent bottles were
recrafted into solid plastic doors

and dividers for the restrooms.
Recycled tires make up the mate-
rial for the gym floor. Even
construction wastes from the
project were recycled onsite.

4 - early all the materials were
e/ % found locally, so transporta-
tion costs could be saved, too.

Emrick had his own bottom
line in mind when he agreed to all
the innovative new products and
equipment in the building. “If we
figured we could recover our
costs in eight years, I would ap-
prove an idea,” he says. “As it
turned out, with PGE’s help and
the energy and water savings, we
figure we’ll see our payback in
only 4.1 years.”

Norm Thompson’s employees
are happy about the new building,
too. “They’re glad Norm Thomp-
son decided to do this,” Emrick

notes. “They’re glad to be part of
a company that does things this
way.” =

Norm Thompson Outfitters,
Inc., corporate headquarters is lo-
cated at 3188 Northwest Alocleck
Drive in Hillsboro, Oregon, just
west of Portland.

For more information:

» Portland General Electric’s
Earth Smart Program, Doug
Bolyn, 503-464-8652.

* Sienna Architecture Company,
William M. Ruecker, 503-227-
5616.

* Trammel Crow, developer,
Steve Wells, 503-644-9400.

* McCormack Pacific, construc-
tion contractor, Gayland Looney,
503-624-2090.

* Portland Energy Conservation
Inc., building commissioning, Karl
Stum, 503-248-4636 ext. 214.
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. n Cle Elum, Washington, to

_ break ground for a new

© salmon hatchery, Northwest
Power Planning Council Chair
John Etchart — a Montanan, mind
you, where the mountains are
dwarfed only by the sky — mar-
veled at the landscape around him.
The spectacular black-and-white
Cascades. Deep blue skies. A
steady buzz of alder leaves. And
the smells — dust, pine, spring
wildflowers and backwater pools
of the Yakima River.

Clearly, the place was perfect
for salmon. In fact, Indians once
trapped salmon every summer in
the nearby Cle Elum River as the
fish returned to spawn.

Today, those salmon runs are
gone, victims of the many impacts
— some natural, others hu-
man-caused — that have
driven down salmon runs
throughout the Columbia
River Basin. But the
value of this place as an
incubator of salmon is
not lost. Hence, the new
hatchery — but not a typi-
cal one.

The Cle Elum hatchery
won’t be just another set of
concrete pools spilling mil-
lions of genetically
compromised clones into a
river that may or may not
be their ancestral home.
Rather, the project will be
the region’s largest test of
wild stock supplementa-
tion, a process that
involves taking wild
adult fish from the
river, incubating and
protecting their tiny
progeny in an envi-
ronment safe from
predators and eventu-

ally placing the juveniles in accli-
mation sites near the hatchery.

By increasing the number of
healthy, wild juveniles migrating
downstream to the mainstem Co-
lumbia and out to sea, the hope is
to increase returns of adult salmon
capable of spawning in a river sys-
tem ripe for their presence.

It is this hope that drew Chair-
man Etchart, and with him other
state, tribal and federal dignitaries,
who were welcomed by Ross
Sockzehigh, chairman of the
Yakama Nation.

“The Yakama Nation is ex-
ceedingly exhilarated to have
construction under way,”
Sockzehigh said. “The many
years coming are something to
look forward to in replenishing the
fish stocks in the Yakima River
system.”

BREA
GRO
~YAKIMA

The promise of the hatchery is
to rebuild in the Yakima River Ba-
sin at least some semblance of the
abundant salmon runs that once
made up what has been called a
“fish factory.” The Bonneville
Power Administration, which is
funding the hatchery, estimates
that between 600,000 and 960,000
salmon and steelhead once made
their way up the Yakima. The
project looks to add as many as
6,500 spring chinook to last year’s
return of 663 adults. Eventually,
native steelhead will be added to
the facility.

Of course, the ultimate test of
this project — as well as the
smaller supplementation projects

NG
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Photograph courtesy of the Bonneville Power Administration

run by Douglas and Chelan county
public utility districts — will be
whether these fish live up to ex-
pectations that their genes will
mean better returns and better
spawning success. While estuary
and ocean conditions also are ma-
jor factors in salmon survival, the
hatchery should help the region’s
fishery scientists better understand
the role genetics and early life
conditions play in determining
how and why some salmon and
steelhead runs do well and others

do not.

The new Yakima Basin hatch-
ery has broad political and
scientific support, but it has not
been free of controversy. The
Northwest Power Planning Coun-
cil called for construction of the
Yakima hatchery in 1982, in the
Council’s first Columbia River
Basin Fish and Wildlife Program.
But the Yakima River Basin is a
showcase of irri-
gated agriculture,
including many
high cash-value
crops, and river
flow guarantees
for fish and their
effects on water
rights — real or
perceived — have
dominated much
of the
haggling over the
facility. Despite
years of public
hearings, accom-
modations and
assurances that no
water right would
be compromised,
questions
persisted.

Mel Wagner, chair of the
Yakima River Watershed Council,
says recent and ““very positive” de-
velopments should waylay some
irrigators’ attempts to put a last-
minute end to the project. He
notes, “For the first time in 150
years, the Yakama tribe and the
irrigation districts are formally
speaking with one another. And
the Watershed Council will con-
tinue to be a primary local forum
for discussions of these issues.”

Another concern about the
hatchery comes from trout fishers
worried that an infusion of juve-
nile salmon will compete with
trout for the insects that nurture
both species. Their fear is that the
Yakima’s blue-ribbon trout fishery
eventually will be driven out of
existence.

Bob Tuck, fisheries consultant
to the Yakama Indian Nation, dis-
agrees. He says that the trout and
other fish and wildlife in the
Yakima will actually get a boost
from the increased numbers of re-
turning, spawned-out and
decaying salmon the hatchery will

(Left to right) Yakama tribal Chairman Ross Sockzehigh, Power Council Chairman John Etchart,
Bonneville Administrator Randy Hardy, John Dooley from the Bureau of Reclamation, Rich Lincoln
from the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and Fred Ike, Sr. at the podium.

add to the ecosystem.

“If we get good adult returns,
the carcasses of the dead fish will
supply quite a bit of nitrogen and
other nutrients to the soil and the
stream bed,” Tuck says. “In fact, if
you look at what makes this a good
trout stream — lots of aquatic in-
sects, good habitat, clean water —
and look at this project’s agree-
ments on instream flows and
habitat work, you could easily see
the Yakima rival the Deschutes (in
central Oregon) as the best combi-
nation trout, salmon and steelhead
river anywhere in the West. As
both a biologist and a trout fisher-
man, [’m pretty excited about it.”

On one issue there is no debate.
Wild salmon help define the Pacific
Northwest, and Northwesterners
demand a healthy salmon popula-
tion in the Columbia for everybody
— this generation and generations
to come. This project should add
significant new experience and in-
formation to the
region’s under-
standing of what
makes salmon
thrive. It will help
put salmon back in
their place.

— Bill Dunbar is
Washington public
affairs

director for the
Northwest Power
Planning Council.
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; 8 . in Portland,
Oregon at the Monarch Hotel cospon-
sored by the Northwest Public Power
Association and the Bonneville Power
Administration. A one-day forum where
Pacific Northwest Electric utilities will
share ideas and innovations as they
strive to compete in the new market-
place. They will learn about what
customers want and expect in the future,
and hear about the latest technological
advances in the electric utility business.
In addition to various exhibits and dis-
plays, there will also be a full-sized
electric car, an electric mini-vehicle,
Tran 2, and an electric bike, the EV
Warrior, to see and experience. For
more information, call Jim Brands at the
Northwest Public Power Association,
360-254-0109

Systems, Inc.

Dear Editor,

. at the Qual-
ity Inn in Clarkston, Washington. For
more information contact the Council’s
central office, 800-222-3355.

o

{ons : in Vancou-
ver, British Columbia at the Delta
Pacific Resort and Conference Center.
The event is hosted by B.C. Hydro. For
more information, contact: Marla
Sullivan at 916-363-8383 or FAX 916-
363-1788.

, to be held
in Montana. For more information con-
tact the Council’s central office,
800-222-3355.

at the Portland Hilton Hotel.
Cosponsored by the Northwest Power
Planning Council, the Bonneville Power
Administration, and others, this confer-
ence will provide building owners and
operators the opportunity to learn about
the benefits of commissioning from
their peers — other commercial build-
ing owners. There will also be an
exhibitors’ forum where new products
and services will be on display. Work-
shops and tours on the second day of the
conference will provide more in-depth
information. For more information,
contact: Liz Fischer, Portland Energy
Conservation, Inc., at 1-503-248-4636,
extension 215.

4%
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All Comprehensive Review meetings
will be held at the Sheraton Hotel at the
Portland Airport, 10 a.m. to 4 p.m.

For more information or an agenda call
Judi at the Council’s central office, 800-

222-3355.

Editor’s Note: In our Summer 1995 issue, we ran a story detailing a proposal to test forest thinning —
where large, healthy trees are retained, but smaller, diseased or overcrowded trees are cut — as a means
of restoring forest health while also providing fuel for small power plants. Here, one year later, are ex-
cerpts from a letter from the company that had proposed the demonstration, Wheelabrator Environmental

After nearly 18 months of effort, Wheelabrator must walk away from plans to demonstrate integrated bio-
mass power generation/forest health improvement in the Blue Mountains of eastern Oregon at this time.

Ultimately, we could not overcome the loss of our host plant, the Blue Mountain Forest Products plant
at Long Creek. That plant has a sale pending and will be dismantled for use outside the United States. We
had recently switched our focus to the D.R. Johnson plant at Prairie City as a host for the demonstration,
but that arrangement could not be put together on acceptable terms.

It turned out that we were also swimming against a tide of falling wholesale electricity prices in the re-
gion. Also, with electric utility restructuring on the minds of every utility executive, none were willing to
contract for even this small amount of output over a brief period of time. The short-term glut of cheap Ca-
nadian natural gas has really shortened the thinking of utilities about future regional power needs.

All this has left us in a position of not being able to respond to the POGO Timber Sale on the Long
Creek Ranger District of the Malheur National Forest, the first sale in that area designed around the thin-
ning concepts that we have been advocating. We had hoped to be the successful bidder on this sale and to
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use our performance to show early on the value to forest health of an integrated thinning/biomass re-
moval approach.

We sincerely hope that there will be successful bidders on that sale, and others like it in the re-
gion. The national forests are in dire need of such treatment in order to improve the growing
conditions for remaining trees and to remove the huge fire loads in the region. Also, we remain con-
vinced that such sales would restore much of the historical volume of commercial timber, even
though the purpose of the sales will have been to create the “desired future condition” on the site.
Let us state, one final time for the record, that biomass removal is not in competition with any other
forest product. The sale of any other higher-valued product simply improves the economies of re-
moval of the remaining biomass.

The thinning techniques that we have been pushing took center stage at the recent American For-
est Congress and were a point of consensus for nearly all groups at the Congress. We have known
for several years that these methods are a way to lower confrontation over the use of our public for-
ests. In fact, we had briefed several environmental groups regarding our demonstration proposal and
found none that were opposed philosophically. We are positive that follow-on studies by the Blue
Mountain Natural Resource Institute would have demonstrated the environmental benefits of such an
approach.

Our biggest fear at this point is that sales such as POGO will attract no bidders by virtue of the
fact that the infrastructure to consume the fuel fraction is not in place. If this happens, and the con-
cept [of forest thinning to restore forest health and produce electricity] is discredited as a result, this
will be a shame. This concept held the only real promise for being able to deal with huge health and
fuel buildup problems on western forests in a manner that would be supported by virtually all sectors.

Our inability to move forward at Long Creek does not mean that we are abandoning the effort to
move the integrated forest thinning/biomass power concept forward. We will continue to look for
other locations in the West that have the right set of circumstances for such a demonstration. We are
also not backing away from our commitment to biomass power, as evidenced by our recent purchase
of our third wood-burning plant in California.

We are also forming a coalition to work in the next Congress on expansion of the federal tax
credit for “closed loop business” to cover operations such as we had envisioned at Long Creek.
[Currently, tax credits for biomass power plants are only granted if the biomass is grown specifically
for fuel. Forest byproducts or other residues that can also be burned to generate electricity are not
covered by the tax credits.] This will allow the removal of one major impediment by making biomass
power cost competitive in an area of cheap natural gas. We had hoped to accomplish this in the con-
text of an operating demonstration plant, but will now move forward without the plant.

Over the last year and a half, we have met many fine people and organizations who, like us, sim-
ply want to see the right thing done for the forests and communities of the inland West. We wish this
chapter had turned out differently, but the whole book has not yet been written.

Sincerely,

Jerry Duffy, Plant Manager
William Carlson, Vice President and General Manager
Wheelabrator Environmental Systems, Inc.

Anderson, California
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Please send me a copy of the following publications of the Nonhwest P-nw:r
Planning Council. (Note: not all publications are available immediately,
but they will be sent 1o you as soon as possible. )

Publications

Cli9s-CR12) Surmmaries of July [2, 1996 Comprehensive Review Meeting
OiM-CRII) Summaries af July 11, 1996 Comprehensive Review Forum
C1Me-11) Hch Anniel Reporr to Corgreey (avallable Ocrober [, 1006)

Oi96-10) Report to Congress:  Firh and Wildlife Govermance and the
Coliembla River Hydropower Sysrtem

792 Draft Reswlts of the Fisk and Wildlife Manggers® Review and
A::rrmmn?ﬁq.‘ Fixcal Year 1997 Profects f

Cli96-8) Drajfi Fiscal Year 1998 Budrer and Fiscal Year 1997 Revivion

Oree-7) 1996 Directory of Organizations
Ore-5) Draft Fourth Northwest Power Plan

O96-54) Drafi Fourth Northwest Power Plan: Technical Appendices

Of%e4) Proposals for Fish and Wildiife Governance in the Columbia
River Basin

CJi96-2) The Green Book: Trucking Pacific Northwest Electric Unility
Conservation Achievementy 9781994

Mailing Lists

Please add my name to the mailing lists for the following publications.
{Note; please do not check if you already are receiving them. )

O Northwest Energy News (this quarierly magozine)
O Update (public involvement newsletter)

Please defefe my name from the mailing lists for the following publi-
cations (please include the 12-digit number next to your nume on the
mailing [ebel),

O Nowtfiwent Energy News
O Update

MName

Organization

Strest

CityfSute/Zip
{Or coll e Council's central office, 503.222.5161, or toll free 1-800.222.3355,;
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The Council now has a
homepage on the Internet
where you can learn more about the
Northwest's natural resource issues and
obtain copies of many of our documents.
Use the homepage to comment on Council
1ssues, as well.

arly last year, the Council asked several independent scientists to help us understand the

plight of our Columbia River Basin salmon and advise us about the directions we've been

taking to rebuild salmon papulauuns This spring we received their preliminary findings. In
this issue, Dr. Rick Williams, the chair of that group, talks about what they found and what they hope
the region will do with those findings. There is almost certain to be considerable debate in the North-
west over these findings, but let me interject a couple of points here.

First, it"s important to remember that the Council asked these scientists to explore the science, not
make policy. The Council and the region’s fishery managers, utilities and ratepayers, and anyone else
with an interest in the fish or in the hydropower system will have ample oppor-
unity to react to the scientisis’ report. People, for one reason or another, will
be tempied to pick 1solated parts of the report, rushing to use them (o bultress o
favorite argument. A betier use would be the deliberate and reasoned applica-
tion of this learning 1o that which we already know. We will all have a part in
selting the priorities,

And second, I don’t think this report is so much about new actions or a new
fish and wildlife program as it is about a new framework for action. This re-
port can be, to use one of Dr. Williams® terms, a "filter” for reviewing future
action. [t provides a framework we can use (o integrate what we do, to connect
the pieces into a coherent whole that is most likely to yield the best returns.
This new body of knowledge the scientists have provided should m'.]p us make more prudent

choices and hclp us understand some of the consequences of those choices. The choices should be the
responsibility of the region.




