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Interview:

Col

harles “Chuck” Collins
sits straight and tall, so
" straight and so tall that at

a table with his peers, he almost
seems to be standing among them.
He has immense personal confi-
dence and a degree of intelligence
most people who have seen him at
work consider “awesome.”
Words like “brilliant” and “com-
manding” are so often appended
to his name that they have almost
become nicknames. But most
people who watched him in action
this year, as he marshaled the
Steering Committee meetings of
the Comprehensive Review of the

came to call him “the General.”

It is not merely a figurative
title. Collins retired from the U.S.
Army Reserves a year ago after
29 years’ service. He had been
drafted into the Army in 1966,
shortly after graduating from
Gonzaga University with a degree
in philosophy. Beginning as a
private, he quickly moved up to
lieutenant and platoon leader in
Vietnam. After the war, he stayed
on in the Reserves, working his
way through the ranks, until, at
the time of his retirement, he had
achieved the status of brigadier
general.

Collins returned to college af-
ter the war and obtained a
master’s degree in public admin-
istration in 1970 from the
University of Washington. He
put that training to work as King
County chief administrator and

Northwest Energy System, simply

The chair of the Comprehensive

C h a rl e S Review of the Northwest Energy
System speaks about the risks of

| e failing to work together.

with Carlotta Collette

Portrait by Stephen Hayes
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then director of the Seattle/Metro
transit system. ‘

In 1979, Collins was ap-
proached by a group of
Norwegian businessmen who
wanted him to start a manufactur-
ing venture for them. This was
Collins’ introduction to private
enterprise. The company manu-
factured marine floats and buoys
that are used in the offshore oil
industry and in the fisheries.
They exported to about 60 na-
tions.

Collins was working at that
company when, in 1981, he was
approached by Washington Gov-
ernor John Spellman to be one of
the first members of the North-
west Power Planning Council. He
was supposed to be only a part-
time Council member, but his
commitment still meant that he
was off in Portland, where the
Council has its central offices, as
much as he was in Seattle. He fi-
nally decided to start his own
company so he wouldn’t have to
make any more excuses to his
Norwegian bosses.

In business, Collins has been
as successful as he is in public

Colsper West Corporation in Se-
attle, which includes several
garbage companies.

Most people in Washington
State government think of Collins
as one of those “public servants
on call.” He occasionally jokes
about being an “itinerant chair-
man” because he has headed up
several state commissions tack-
ling tough problems, most notably
the State Commission on Student
Learning and the State Higher
Education Coordinating Board.
In fact, his leadership on educa-
tion issues in that state has helped
Washington acquire the reputa-
tion of being one of the best
models for educational reform.
Such leadership led to his being
honored last year as Alumni of
the Year by the School of Public
Administration of the University
of Washington.

o when the governors of

Idaho, Montana, Oregon and
Washington were shaping the
team they would ask to review the
changes in the electric utility in-
dustry and how those changes
might affect the Pacific North-

west, Chuck Collins was the per-
son they asked to chair the
review. According to Roy
Hemmingway, Oregon Governor
John Kitzhaber’s representative
on the review, “Of the four gover-
nors’ representatives who would
recommend a chair for the review,
I was the only one who knew
Chuck. But when they met him,
the others all agreed he was the
person for the job.”

Hemmingway had worked
with Collins when they were both
members of the Power Planning
Council in the early 1980s.
“Chuck has a very keen sense of
the need to establish a long-term
vision. That’s what the governors
wanted from this process — more
than the details,” Hemmingway
says. “He also has a tremendous
gift of insight. He can take rela-
tively few data points and distill
the message from those data very
quickly. He has the ability to sub-
jugate his own personal opinions
or beliefs to the greater vision.
And the ability to lead others to
that greater vision,”
Hemmingway adds.

When he is not in Portland

service. Heis
president of

Retaining for the
Pacific Northwest
the economic
advantages of
those strips of
concrete that cross
the Snake and
Columbia rivers is
at the heart of what
this review is about.

chairing
meetings of

NORTHWEST ENERGY NEWS Autumn 1996




the Steering Committee of the
Comprehensive Review, Collins
divides his time among his fam-
ily, his businesses and his work in
education reform in Washington
State. He and his wife Nancy
have two adult daughters.

Qo Why is the Compre-

hensive Review of the Northwest
Energy System important?

Retaining for the Pacific
Northwest the economic advan-
tages of those strips of concrete
that cross the Snake and Colum-
bia rivers is at the heart of what
this review is about. The gover-
nors of Idaho, Montana, Oregon
and Washington recognized that
the competitive environment the
electricity industry is entering
puts the long-term assets of the
Columbia River federal hydro-
power system at enormous risk.
The competitive environment, un-
directed, would not necessarily
preserve that system’s benefits
for the Northwest.

There are whole sectors of the
Northwest — economically and
socially — that could simply dis-
appear if we lose regional control
of the hydropower system. It’s
hard to imagine central Washing-
ton, eastern Oregon and parts of
Idaho without irrigated agricul-
ture. Irrigated agriculture relies
on that system and the electricity
it is able to produce at low cost.
You fly over the region and you
see all those green circles. The
hydropower system produced
that. It’s a huge advantage.

There are a lot of trees in other
parts of the country, but there are
not nearly as many pulp mills.
Why are those pulp mills here?
Those pulp mills are here because
of the hydropower system.

I believe falling water in the
long run will produce electricity

much more cheaply than burning
natural gas. If you don’t believe
that, frankly, there’s nothing at
risk. ButI do. I believe that, over
time, the competitive advantage
of the hydropower system will be-
come apparent and become very
valuable.

But we are renters of that sys-
tem. We do not control the
system. The landlord is the U.S.
government. We are on effec-
tively short leases at low rent.
The federal government has al-
ways left the economic benefit
here.

But now we are facing compe-
tition for those benefits. The
federal government is facing 50-
year-old baby boomers. When
the baby boom generation reaches
retirement age, the politics of this
country change dramatically. The
assumptions about what the gov-
ernment does and pays for change
radically. As we approach that
event, the pressure will build.

Baby boomers carry two is-
sues: Medicare and Social
Security. Ifit comes to a choice
between baby boomer Social
Security and Medicare, and low-
cost hydropower for the
Northwest, I don’t think there’s a
chance. Frankly, if it comesto a
choice between baby boomer
Social Security and Columbia
River salmon, I don’t think the
salmon have a chance. When the
baby boomers reach Social Secu-
rity age, they’re going to be
cleaning up dollars with vacuum
cleaners in every corner of the
federal house.

Are we going to have the vi-
sion of at least the average
real-estate developer? The aver-
age real-estate developer would
be very concerned about being a
renter in an environment in which
a landlord is going to be in an
economic crisis in 15 years.

That is the risk, and I see it as
an incredible risk. They’ll sell the
Columbia River hydropower sys-
tem or charge market rates and
pocket the money. We’re talking
about billions of dollars a year.
That won’t escape attention.

They need the money.

Qo Why, in the middie of a

very busy and successful busi-
ness career, did you agree to
Sfocus your attention on this Re-
view?

I enjoyed enormously the years
I was on the Power Council. Ire-
member it very fondly. Of all the
things I’ve done in my life, it was
the most intellectually complex
and demanding. Trying to under-
stand the Columbia River
hydropower system, how it oper-
ates and how it is optimized, was
an area in which I occasionally
would feel the horsepower in my
brain run out. It was incredibly
stimulating. It was conceptually,
intellectually and analytically
very demanding.

Issues like education may be
somewhat more contentious.
They may be tougher issues to
resolve in some ways, but they’re
not as difficult to understand.
The memory of that intellectual
challenge was unquestionably
part of my decision.

The second thing was just the
chance to work with people like
Roy Hemmingway and Jim
Litchfield again. They have
first-class minds, and it’s fun to
work with minds of that quality.

Qo What are the key issues

the Steering Committee had to
address? Which were the most
difficult?

Every issue was difficult. The
only area of our consideration that
has proceeded more or less with
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an evolving conviction and con-
sensus has been how to operate
the transmission system, espe-
cially the necessity of separating
the Bonneville Power
Administration’s federal power
marketing functions from its
transmission functions.

I think everyone recognizes
that given the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission’s rulings
[regarding access to transmission
systems] and given the competi-
tive environment, the owners of
electrical generating resources
can no longer control the trans-
mission system. So although
there’s still work to be done, I
would say there’s probably a clear
consensus on that subject, and the
consensus is probably national.

The other areas were and re-
main difficult. For example, how
do we continue to secure energy-
efficiency improvements in this
competitive environment?

When I was on the Power
Council, 40-mill conservation
compared to a 120-mill nuclear
power plant looked like a hell of a
deal. The assumption was, we
needed lots of electricity or lots of
electricity savings. In every case,
the marginal cost of new electric-
ity resources was infinitely
greater than the average cost of
existing electricity, and consider-
ably more than the cost of
conservation. Now as ugly as that
problem was, it made what you
wanted to do very clear. It bor-
dered on being a no-brainer.

The conservation we want to
do now, in many cases,
perhaps even in most, is at prices
that are higher than the average
cost of new generation. As a con-
sequence, conservation programs
are greatly reduced. There’s a
short-term price penalty now that
just wasn’t there a dozen years
ago.

But there still remains in much
of the region a conviction that
long-term conservation and re-
newable resources make sense.
There’s no question that the gov-
ernors will insist that
conservation and renewables be
included in any consensus. The
debate is over how much of these
resources is appropriate. [ don’t
hear anyone holding out for zero.
But to say that the proposal as ad-
vanced has been received warmly
by the utility industry would be an
exaggeration.

When you go out to an indus-
try and say, “We want you to pay
3 percent more so we can run
conservation programs and de-
velop renewable resources,”
that’s a much tougher sell. It’s a
tough sell to utilities.

Another very difficult issue is
the whole area of competition —
who should benefit and how fast
it should happen. You pick up the
paper and read announcements
that industries are getting price
breaks, and utilities are buying
other utilities. What safeguards
should be in place for small con-
sumers? That’s a tough question.

The most difficult question of
all is on what basis should we se-
cure the assets of the Bonneville
Power Administration for the ben-
efit of the Northwest. What’s the
proper sharing of risk and benefit
between the federal government
and the Northwest, and within the
Northwest among the multiple us-
ers of the system? The most
dramatic issue in our case is be-
tween protecting the fish and
power generation.

These are not trivial matters.
If the Steering Committee and the
constituencies they represent
don’t understand the risk, we’re
not going to get to the right place.

Qo What about the issue of

a future role for an entity like the
Power Planning Council?

There’s potentially an impor-
tant role for the Council to
continue to play in the area of fish
and wildlife. ButI see little role
for energy planning in this envi-
ronment.

Whatever role the Council
plays in energy may be largely
because of the quality of the staff.
You just don’t run into that kind
of talent in very many places. It’s
been rewarding to me — kind of
fun — to watch the people in the
electric industry in the region be-
come reacquainted with the
tremendous skill of the Council’s
staff. I don’t know of a regional
review member who has not com-
mented to me on the quality of the
staffing they’ve received from the
Council’s staff. It’s not surprising
to me, or I suspect to Roy, be-
cause we worked with those
people.

So I would say that just as a
function of the talent that’s as-
sembled at the Council, there’s
going to be some future role. It’s
not going to be what it was in
1981 or 1982. Part of what the
regional review is trying to do is
to sort that out.

Qo How would you grade

the process? Has the Steering
Committee served the region
well?

The governors chose this com-
mittee very well. I have been
amazed at their ability to work
constructively with each other and
to compromise. Lined up behind
each of them is a big constitu-
ency. They represent those
constituencies. Those constituen-
cies tend to have the view that
their issues should prevail and
prevail absolutely.
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I’m just a station master. |
mean this sincerely. I have the
greatest admiration for these
members. My part is not difficult.
I don’t have a constituency I’ve
got to go back and face. That is a
big difference. That has been the
strength of what’s gone on here. |
only pray it can continue.

Initially, in this kind of grop-
ing around, you have to figure out
what you’re trying to do and how
you’re going to do it. That’s a
frustrating period. We survived
that. Then you run up against
some tough issues and you take a
preliminary cut at them. We’ve
done that. But locking those is-
sues up, that’s the steep slope,
and that’s the mountain in front of
us.

The committee members have
had the tough duty of trying to
find common ground, trying to
make the compromises that get
you to the middle ground. That
takes courage. We’ve come 75
percent of the way successfully.
The 25 percent that’s left is
tougher.

What happens in a process of
consensus, which is inevitably a
process of

is there are a lot of “half loaves.”
When you walk back to your
group and show them your half
loaf, the first question they ask is,
“Why don’t you have a full loaf?”

Groups tend not to think about
the ultimate consequences of do-
ing nothing. They tend to take the
present and compare it to the re-
sult. The only proper comparison
is the future and the result. If you
don’t have a very clear under-
standing of how at risk the thing
we call the Columbia River sys-
tem is, not many of these
compromises will make sense.
It’s going to take an enormous
amount of discipline and wisdom
that goes far beyond the Compre-
hensive Review.

If we don’t get closure on vir-
tually all the issues with the vast
majority of constituencies, we will
leave too many vetoes in place,
and we will accomplish nothing
with Congress.

Qo Please explain that.

Why do we need to reach a re-
gional consensus?
When I was on the Power

Council, I used to say that the
Northwest has four great assets:
the Columbia River hydropower
system, and Senators Warren
Magnuson, Henry Jackson and
Mark Hatfield. With Hatfield’s
approaching retirement and the
deaths of the other two Senators,
only one of those assets remains.

In the old days, if you wanted
action, you went to see Senators
Hatfield or Jackson or Magnuson
and they just did it. It didn’t mat-
ter if you had all the votes in the
region. They wanted you to have
as many as possible, but if they
decided to do something, there
weren’t many people who could
oppose it successfully.

But we don’t have that kind of
power now, there are many ve-
toes. Almost anyone can veto —
whether you’re an aluminum
company, or a conservation advo-
cate or the owner of a geothermal
plant. We’ve got to take those ve-
toes and minimize them, perhaps
even eliminate them by trying to
find a package that everyone can
agree to.

Despite the enormous change
in our stature in Congress, if the

compromise,

There's no

in any

question that

the governors
will insist that
conservation and
renewables

be included

consensus.

congres-
sional
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cnmnetmon and Customer Choice

= Reliability

| Reliability was maintained through vol-

untary agreements among electric
utilities.

As a consumer, you paid for a uniform

level of system reliability, typically very

| high reliability.

| Price was set to recover the total costs o

S

Cost

The price you paid for electricity was set]
by state and local regulators and was the|
same for all customers within a particu- |

lar class.

the electric utility, thus there was lim-
ited incentive to innovate and reduce
costs.

o=]Choice

{ Consumers had no choice among elec- ||

tricity suppliers or types of service.

| XJAccountability

Electric utilities were accountable to
regulators in the case of
investor-owned utilities, or to elected
boards in the case of customer-owned

| utilities.

| Consumers could not directly influence ||

utilities to improve quality of
service.

Environment

Normal environmental safeguards that

affect most industries applied to electric

utilities. Additional rules were imple-
| mented through utility regulation to

encourage conservation and environ-
mental quality.

| Consumers could not make direct

10

choices about the environmental
impacts of the electricity they used.

T Rehablllty

Still operating under yesterday’s system;,
but a growing number of power suppli-
ers may strain voluntary approach to
reliability.

S|Cost

Anticipation of competition is resulting
in downward pressure on electrlmty
rates.

>]Choice

Some large customers are successfully
pressuring utilities to provide access to
wholesale power markets or, at least to
reduce prices.

Most consumers still have no choice
about electricity suppliers or
services.

Q JAccountability

Electric utilities are accountable to regu- ||
| Consumers will be able to tailor the type
| of electricity service they receive to their
| actual needs.

latory commissions in the case of
investor-owned utilities, or to elected
boards in the case of customer-owned
utilities.

Most consumers still cannot directly in-

fluence utilities to improve the quality of |

| 12 JAccountability
| Providers of electricity services will ulti- |
| mately be accountable for the quality of

| service they deliver. If consumers don’t
| like the service or the price, they can

service.

Environment

Different environmental regulations on
different types of power plants are be-
ginning to affect their competitive
positions in the wholesale market.

Competitive cost pressures are making it ;}k

harder for utilities to pass conservation
and renewable energy costs on to con-
sumers.

| =dReliabilty

[ ‘A greatly increased number of partici-
| pants in the deregulated wholesale power

| and retail energy services markets will |
| require more formal and sophisticated
| reliability controls.

| Reliability will become the direct con-

| ‘cern of competing energy service

| ‘companies because most consumers will
| want reliable service; however, custom- |}
| ers will be able to choose a lower level of |
| reliability to reduce costs. ’

S

Cost

The price consumers pay will depend on |
| type of service and the provider they se-
| lect.

Prices should be reduced by competition
| as in, for example,
| long-distance telephone service.

|Choice

| A greatly increased selection of services
| and providers will make the choice of

electricity service more complicated.

change providers.

Environment

| Normal environmental safeguards that

affect most industries will apply to a de-

| regulated electricity generation industry. |

| The additional safeguards that have been :‘
| implemented through utility regulation
| will be more difficult to implement.

| Variations in environmental require-

ments among states will translate into

| competitive advantages and disadvan-
tages for electricity providers.

| The competitive market will enable con-
| sumers to make direct environmental
| choices, such as buying “green” power. |

NORTHWEST ENERGY NEWS Autumn 1996



| =4Reliabilty

No significant impact on reliability, but

| because some types of

| | conservation reduce peak electricity
| demand, they can reduce the cost of
' Pmaintaining system reliability.

S ICost

| | Conservation and renewable resources

| funded primarily through
| electricity rates. Utility conservation
| and renewable resource investments

| driven by “least-cost” planning to mini- |
| | mize economic cost of new resources. |

"f‘} =|Choice

| Utilities dominate conservation and

| renewable resource development. Indi-
| vidual customers have little choice

| about what investments their utilities

| make.

| JAccountability

| Bonneville, state utility regulatory com- :

| missions, private utilities and public

| utility boards and commissions are re-
| sponsible for conservation and

| | renewable resources.

IEnvironment

| Conservation investments reduced need |}

if for new power plants resulting in less
| pollution and other environmental
| damage.
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Reliability

No change.

S |Cost

As in the past, conservation and renew-
able resources funded primarily through
electricity rates. But, competitive pres-
sures have reduced utility investments
in conservation and renewables.

|Choice

No change.

Q| Accountability

Bonneville is transferring responsibility
for conservation and renewable re-
sources to its customers.

State utility regulatory commissions,
private utilities and public utility boards
and commissions are still responsible
for conservation and renewable re-
sources.

@Environment

No change.

Reliability

No change.

S ICost

Lower cost of alternatives means less
cost-effective conservation available.

| Combined utility and Bonneville invest-
| ment in conservation will be about $140
| million. About $330 million was spent

in 1995, when electricity costs were

| higher.

Combined utility and Bonneville invest-
ment in renewable energy will be about
$40 million. In 1995, they spent about

|- $2 million.

| Greater reliance on private investments

and the development of an active energy |

service market.

o=]Choice

| Potentially greater choice of conserva-
| tion and renewable resources from

| non-utility energy service providers.

' Greater access to “green” power.

Q |Accountability

State utility commissions and public
utility boards and commissions will

| continue to oversee conservation and

renewable resource investments.

Bonneville no longer responsible for
developing conservation and
renewable resources unless its custom-
ers contract with Bonneville for those

| services.

| Greater utility and consumer responsi-
| bility for making investments in

| response to market forces instead of

| regulations.

Environment

Investments may not include all conser-

1 vation that was cost-effective under the
| Northwest Power Act. However, re-

gional investments in conservation

| could be consistent with Act.

Increased investments in renewable re-

sources will help reduce pollution from
| power plants.

11



_Federal Power Marketing
Bonnewlle Power Admmlstranon

| =4Reliability

| Federal power projects provided
reliable power, marketed by the

| Bonneville Power Administration, to

| utilities and industries that

| purchased it directly and provided

| backup to the entire Northwest system,

S Cost

| Federal power was sold at cost.

| Because alternative suppliers were

|| more expensive, electricity users in the
| Pacific Northwest generally paid far

| less for electricity than people in other
| parts of the country.

DED|Ch0|ce
| Most utility and industrial customers of |

| Bonneville had few alternative
| suppliers.

Q |Accountability

| Bonneville was accountable to its

| utility and industrial customers

| through administrative procedures and
| through congressional oversight.

@Environment

| | Bonneville was responsible for

| extensive conservation and renewable
| resource development and most of the
| costs of salmon and wildlife recovery
| programs.

Reliability
Federal projects operate reliably
although some people believe

cost-cutting due to increased competi-
tion could compromise reliability.

$|Cost

Due to declining market prices and
increasing obligations on the federal
system, federal power costs the same or
somewhat more than market prices.

| =qReliability
| Bonneville’s utility and industrial

| customers will have greater input on
reliability.

Some people believe cost-cutting due to
| increased competition could compromise |
| reliability.

|[8]Cost

| Rising market prices and repayment of
| debt probably will make cost of federal
|| power lower than alternative supplies.

| For this reason, some customers are
| seeking other suppliers. As customers
| leave, Bonneville has less money to pay
for public programs and to meet its
| -obligations to taxpayers.

; DfEDIChOIce
There are many options for power

supply for utilities and large industrial
consumiers.

glAccountability

Same accountability mechanisms as in
the past, but increased

competition means Bonneville must be
more responsive to customer concerns.

Environment

| Bonneville’s conservation and renew-
| able resource programs cut sharply due
to competitive pressure.

| Benefits (in the form of low power

| prices) of below-market power go to

| utilities and others who make commit-
| ments to Bonneville.

| Twenty percent of any benefit from
| below-market power sales (after repay-
i ment of debt costs) will be shared with |

taxpayers to cover fish and wildlife costs. ||

| D@DIChome |
| Bonneville’s customers will have choices |
about who supplies their power.

At least 60 percent of the power pur-
| chased from Bonneville is targeted to be
| purchased under long-term contracts.

| Goal is to ensure the future benefits of
| the federal system remain in the North-
| west.

(2 | Accountability

| Accountability enhanced by creation of
| an advisory committee

representing Bonneville customers and
| others.

Bonneville’s salmon recovery costs
limited by federal agreement.

| Customers may call for binding arbitra-
| tion if they have disagreements with
| Bonneville.

E]Environment

Bonneville’s customers and federal
taxpayers will share increased salmon
costs up to a defined limit. Costs above |
that limit will be borne solely by taxpay- |
| ers.

Bonneville’s conservation and renewable |
energy obligations transferred to its
| customers.
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| ={Reliability

| No impact on the reliability of the elec-
| tricity system.

S |Cost

|| Low-income weatherization programs
| and bill payment assistance programs

| electric utility revenues.

| | Government expenditures for low-in-

| policy goals.

| Utility investments in low-income

| conservation.

; Df*?“ﬂlChmce
| Choices about low-income energy ser-

| vices limited to utility and government
| programs.

Q JAccountability

| Low-income energy assistance histori-
| cally a federal responsibility,

| accountability lies only with Congress
| through elections.

Low-income weatherization programs
| funded in part by utilities, so account-

| and locally elected utility commissions
| and boards.

Environment

| | Weatherized homes use less electricity
| and, therefore, decrease environmental
| impacts.
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| are funded by government revenues and ;’:

| come energy services justified as public |

| weatherization justified as cost-effective |

| ability rests in part with state regulators |

~=YReliability

No change.

S |Cost

Federal government revenues for low-
income weatherization programs and

bill payment assistance programs have
been reduced.

Government expenditures for low-in-
come energy services justified as public
policy goals.

Utility investments in low-income
weatherization have been reduced due
to lower costs of electricity and com-
petitive pressures.

==]Choice

Choices about low-income energy ser-
vices limited to utility and government
programs.

@Accountability

About 60 percent of the region’s low-
income weatherization and energy
assistance program funding is provided
by the federal government, so account-
ability rests with the federal
government through elections.

About 40 percent of the region’s low-
income weatherization and energy
assistance programs are funded by
Bonneville and utilities, so account-
ability rests in part with state
regulators and locally elected utility
commissions and boards.

Washington state currently matches
Washington utilities” investments in
low-income weatherization, but states
currently contribute no money to low-
income energy assistance.

Environment

Weatherized homes use less electricity
and, therefore, decrease
environmental impacts.

| =4Reliability

| No change.

S |Cost

| Utilities to dedicate 0.4 percent of
their annual revenues to weatheriza-
| tion of low-income homes.

| Utilities to maintain current level of
funding for low-income energy

| assistance until state government

| adopts alternative funding plans.

o=0]Choice

| Potentially greater access to
| low-income weatherization services
| due to increased utility funding.

| @Accountability

| Local utilities shoulder responsibility
| for low-income weatherization and

| low income energy assistance until

| state governments adopt alternative

| plans.

f Utility funding commitments will be
|- subject to competitive pressures.

ﬁ; Environment

| Increasing pace of low-income weath-
| erization will help offset pollution
| from electricity production.




| Reliability was dependent on coordina-
| tion among companies that typically
| own both generation and transmission.

S [Cost

| | Transmission costs regulated by federal
| and state governments, and by local

| elected boards and commissions.

| Restricted access to transmission an

| obstacle to competition in generation.
| Lack of competition may cause higher
| prices.

| Cost of transmission transactions

| increased by multiple parties involved
| in moving power from one place to

| another.

| D@D|Ch01ce
| Lack of open access to transmission

:f; system restricted choice of energy
| suppliers.

| JAccountability

| Multiple transmission owners, public
| utility commissions, local boards and
| federal government share accountabil-
| ity for performance of transmission

| system.

Lack of single responsible entity may
| hamper accountability.

ff @Environment

‘:‘ﬁ Environmental impacts related to siting |

| of transmission lines.

| b=dReliability

r>qReliability

Reliability still dependent on coordina-
tion among companies that are now
under financial pressure from competi-
tion in generation to cut costs and
maximize sales.

S |Cost

Transmission costs still regulated by
federal and state government, and by

locally elected boards and commissions.

Transmission owners moving to “func-
tionally separate” transmission and
generation decisions to foster competi-
tion, which could lead to lower costs.

|Choice

Increasing choice of suppliers as open
access to transmission system estab-
lished.

Q JAccountability

Same as yesterday.

Environment

Same as yesterday.

Reliability

| Reliability is responsibility of single
| operator that is independent of genera-
| tion ownership.

| [s8]Cost

Decisions about transmission access are
the responsibility of independent grid

| operator with no conflict of interest.

|| Open access to transmission system
| makes competition among generators
| possible.

| Transactions easier, cheaper with “one-

stop shopping.”

|- Consolidation of functions with single
| operator could reduce costs.

| P=JChoice

| Choice of energy suppliers available
| due to open access to transmission
| system.

| 2 JAccountability

| Independent grid operator reports to a
| governing board representing owners,
| users, regulators and others.

Environment

Same as yesterday.
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Canadians in the upper Columbia River Basin unite to

gﬂ

spend hydropower revenues on

by John Harrison

economic development.

n October

1934, Canada

acknowledged
that Grand Coulee
Dam would wipe
out its Columbia
River salmon runs,
but did nothing.

Twenty-seven

years later, in a
treaty with the
United States
signed in 1961,
Canada agreed to
build three dams
on the upper Co-
lumbia River to
maximize power
generation down-
stream in the

healthy and re-
newed natural
. _environment,” ac-
cording to the Act.
The Act created the
Columbia Basin
Trust, described in
its own literature as
“an autonomous and
independent organi-
zation of the
communities” of the
Canadian Columbia
River Basin.
“Creation of the
Trust is an exciting
development for
people on both sides
of the border,” said
John Etchart, a

United States. In
return, Canada received a portion
of the additional power. But Brit-
ish Columbia didn’t need the
power at the time, and so it was
immediately sold — to utilities
downstream. The dams, mean-
while, flooded hundreds of square
miles and forced more than 2,000
Canadians to relocate.

In both instances, the Canadian
government apparently paid little
attention to the impact of U.S. hy-

dropower development on the
natural resources and people of
British Columbia. Today, it
seems, something is being done
about it.

hrough the Columbia Basin

Trust Act, approved by the
provincial legislature in May
1995, millions of dollars are flow-
ing into the Canadian Columbia
River Basin “... to help create a
prosperous economy with a

Montana member
and chairman of the Northwest
Power Planning Council. “I an-
ticipate the Council and the Trust
will work closely together in the
future.”

The Council’s Columbia River
Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
calls for the investigation of
transboundary agreements to im-
prove stocks of fish and wildlife
that migrate back and forth across
the international border, as well
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as improving water quantity and
quality. The Trust is a likely ally
for the Council in pursuing those
agreements, Etchart said. The
Council discussed the potential
for transboundary agreements
with a panel of Canadians, includ-
ing a participant from the Trust, at
its October meeting in Kalispell,
Montana.

he Trust, headquartered at

tiny Nakusp in British Colum-
bia on Upper Arrow Lake (the
Columbia River behind
Keenleyside Dam), is governed
by an 18-member board of direc-
tors. One of the board’s chief
responsibilities will be to decide
how to invest and spend the
Trust’s money.

In an ironic twist, the Trust’s
chief source of future income will
be from the sale of electricity gen-
erated at dams. Recently, the
Trust purchased Brilliant Dam on
the Kootenay River, a Columbia
River tributary, from Cominco,
Inc. The Trust then signed a con-
tract with West Kootenay Power,
a privately owned utility, to buy
the output of Brilliant Dam from
the Trust for 60 years. Thus, hy-
dropower, which caused the
damage that prompted the public
outcry that ultimately led to the
Columbia Basin Trust Act, will
help finance the effort to mitigate
the losses.

Why buy a dam?

“In this region, if you want to
be at the table to make decisions
about the future, then power is
where you have to be,” said Josh
Smienk, who chairs the Trust’s
18-member board of directors.

More important, however, is
the fact that today, unlike 30 or 60
years ago, local people are in-
volved in the decision-making.

“We made a commitment to
citizens of the basin that we’re not
just out here making deals with-
out them,” Smienk said. “That

The committee’s
goals were
simple: return a
share of the
downstream
henefits to the
hasin, and give
control of the
investment of
that money to
the people who
live there.

was the history of the province —
people would simply find out they
had to move. Before we endorsed
and signed our agreement with
the province, we had 16 meetings
with the public throughout the re-
gion. I remember at one meeting
we had a candidate of the Green
Party of British Columbia sitting
across the table from the vice
president of the Royal Bank of
Canada, and they were talking
about investment strategies. They
did a lot of fencing back and
forth, but the result was a lot of
good thinking about how to link

the environment to a healthy
economy.”

uch public involvement was

unheard of in the past, when
the decision was made to build
the giant dam that would stop
salmon and steelhead runs at river
mile 596 in Washington, more
than 600 miles from the headwa-
ters lake in British Columbia.
Salmon once migrated all the way
to Columbia Lake, but by 1940
Grand Coulee Dam eliminated
salmon from 1,100 miles of
spawning grounds and habitat of
the Columbia and its tributaries,
mostly in British Columbia (see
related story). Native peoples on
both sides of the border felt the
loss keenly, for salmon were im-
portant culturally and as a food
source.

Then, in 1961, the next
shockwave hit. Construction of
the four treaty dams —
Keenleyside and Mica on the Co-
lumbia, Duncan on a Kootenay
River tributary in British Colum-
bia and Libby downstream on the
Kootenai in Montana — flooded
231 square miles of lowlands
along the river and its tributaries,
a particularly important loss in
mountainous southeastern British
Columbia and northwestern Mon-
tana, where the population
concentrates near rivers. Reser-
voir levels behind the dams —
Lake Koocanusa behind Libby
Dam backs up into British Co-
lumbia — fluctuated by as much
as 140 feet. More than 2,300
people were displaced. Farms
and forests were flooded. Fish
and wildlife habitat was de-
stroyed. The real benefits of the
treaty were downstream; the im-
pacts were around the dams.

“The treaty was signed before
the people were told about it,”
Smienk said.

Over the years there were pro-
tests, but they were not unified

16
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until the late 1980s, when five re-
gional governments within the
Canadian Columbia River Basin
joined with the Ktunaxa-
Kinbasket Tribal Council and
formed the Columbia River
Treaty Committee. The
committee’s goals were simple:
return a share of the downstream
benefits to the basin, and give
control of the investment of that
money to the people who live
there.

“Every stage of the timing
could not have been more cor-
rect,” Smienk said. “The local
governments were willing to work
together, the First Nations were
willing, and we had a provincial
government that was willing to

listen.”

oday, the Trust’s board of

directors mirrors those who
were involved in its creation. The
board includes two members from
each of the five regional govern-
ments within the basin, two from
the Ktunaxa-Kinbasket Tribal
Council, and six appointed by the
province. Last April, the prov-
ince provided $45 million in
initial funding and has committed
$2 million per year through 2010
for operational expenses. In the
long term, revenues from its
power projects will finance the
activities of the Trust.

The Trust is eyeing two other
dams in addition to Brilliant. One
involves upgrades at Waneta
Dam, located on the Pend Oreille
River just upstream from its
confluence with the Columbia.
Currently, it is owned by
Cominco. The other is
Keenleyside, where the Trust is
conducting an environmental
analysis of the consequences of
adding generators. Money to pay
for all of this will come from the
province, using its share of the
downstream benefits provided in
the Columbia River Treaty.

If we seta
guiding
principle that we
want salmon
hack, then we
wouldn’t do
things in the
future that would
make that
impaossible.

With the treaty expiring in,
three stages around the turn of the
century, the province and the
Bonneville Power Administration,
representing the United States,
attempted to negotiate a new
amount for the benefits. Those
negotiations currently are stalled,
but Smienk said the province in-
tends to honor its commitment to
the Trust. The province created a
new government agency, the Co-
lumbia Power Corporation, to be
the Trust’s partner in these power
projects, and any others, and
agreed to invest $1 billion in them
over time.

Meanwhile, the Trust is pre-
paring its draft plan for the basin,
after numerous public meetings.
Some preliminary proposals,

which Trust Chairman Smienk
said will come in the form of a
workbook, will be discussed in a
number of community meetings
between November 1996 and
March 1997. The Trust plans a
public symposium next spring at
which citizen delegates will de-
bate issues raised in the
workbook. Ultimately, the plan
will guide investments by the
Trust in social, environmental and
economic development schemes.
“Not only will this plan pull
together a vision for the basin, but
it will take into account all federal
and provincial agencies in a coor-
dinated effort,” Smienk said.

H ather than focus on specific
projects, the plan will be built
around guiding principles.
“There’s no way you can be ef-
fective in an effort like this if you
have to throw every decision back
to the public for approval,”
Smienk said. “Instead, you ask
the public for guidance on prin-
ciples and then you adhere to
them — and you’d better be ready
to answer to the public if you
don’t.”

One principle could call for re-
building salmon runs in the
Canadian Columbia River.

“Some people here would like
to see salmon back, and others
say you just can’t do that,”
Smienk said. “It’s an ongoing de-
bate, but if we set a guiding
principle that we want salmon
back, then we wouldn’t do things
in the future that would make that
impossible.”

Regardless, Smienk is excited
by the high degree of public inter-
est the Trust has generated so far.

“We’ve created choices for to-
day and for the next generation,
and we’ve basically gained con-
trol of some of our backyard
again.” z
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by
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Harrison

A Nev! Pro

In

eeking to take advantage of
new scientific information
and to merge elements from
the region’s several fish and wild-
life recovery plans, the Northwest
Power Planning Council voted in
August to consider amending its
Columbia River Basin Fish and
Wildlife Program in 1997. The
Council last amended the program
in December 1994.

“If there is one thing that
people of the Pacific Northwest

Review of
fish and wildlife program
in 1997
could lead to amendments
in 1998.

agree on, it is the need for a
single, comprehensive program
for protecting and enhancing fish
and wildlife,” Council Chairman
John Etchart said.

he Council will not request
recommendations for amend-
ments before February 1997.
That is because the Council needs
time to study new information
that could affect the program. For
example, a report on the science
underlying the Council’s existing
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program was completed in Sep-
tember after more than a year of
work. That report was prepared
by a group of independent scien-
tists and was submitted to the
Council following peer review.

Multiyear work plans on
program implementation

also are being developed to help
guide future decisions. These
work plans will help clarify how
individual program measures fit
the broad goals of fish and wild-
life recovery in the region. The
Council is preparing an issue pa-
per on the science report, the
work plans and other information
being developed that could affect
the program. The Council also is
forming a panel of independent
economists to offer advice on the
impacts of measures in the pro-
gram.

“We want people to take time
this fall to begin thinking about
potential amendments to the fish
and wildlife program, and how all
of this new information should be
reflected in the region’s fish and
wildlife recovery efforts,” Etchart
said.

tchart acknowledged that

there is a lot of confusion
about who is in charge of fish and
wildlife restoration and whose
program takes precedence.
Amending the Council’s program
won'’t solve the authority issue,
but if the region could agree on a
single recovery plan, there would
be less confusion and clearer di-
rection, he said.

Currently, there are several re-
covery plans that affect fish and
wildlife in the Pacific Northwest.
One is the Council’s fish and
wildlife program, which includes
measures to protect and enhance
all fish and wildlife affected by
hydropower development in the

Columbia River Basin. Another
is the draft recovery plan for en-
dangered Snake River salmon
prepared by the National Marine
Fisheries Service. A thirdisa
draft plan for salmon prepared by
the Columbia River Inter-Tribal
Fish Commission. Other groups
have developed their own plans,
as well.

Through the process of amend-
ing its fish and wildlife program,
The Council will provide a re-
gional forum to identify and
attempt to reach agreement on
common elements of the plans.
Areas of agreement could form
the basis of program amendments;
areas of disagreement could be
refined and resolved.

arlier this year, when the

Council sought public com-
ments on its report to Congress on
ways to improve the governance
of fish and wildlife matters in the
Northwest, there was strong sup-
port for a single recovery plan.

“There is no reason the differ-

ent governments and interested
citizens shouldn’t work together,”
Etchart said. “By doing so, we
have a better chance of streamlin-
ing a complex, expensive process
and saving the region’s electricity
ratepayers some money while re-
storing fish and wildlife.” =
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Prioritization
process brings
increased
scrutiny

to fish and
wildlife
spending.

by John Harrison

early two years ago, in the

1994 Columbia River

Basin Fish and Wildlife
Program, the Northwest Power
Planning Council and the
Bonneville Power Administration
initiated changes in the way elec-
tricity ratepayer money is spent on
projects to protect and enhance
fish and wildlife. The Council said
funding decisions, which at the
time were made largely
in-house at Bonneville, must be
more open to public scrutiny, and
those who receive the money must
be more accountable for how it is
spent.

The Council asked the region’s

state, feéderal and tribal fish and
wildlife agencies to devise criteria,
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for Council approval, that would
be used to evaluate projects pro-
posed for funding. These criteria
— for resident fish, anadromous
fish and wildlife — were written
and approved in time to be used
to evaluate projects for funding in
Fiscal Year 1996, and they were
used again for funding of projects
in Fiscal Year 1997.

“Two years ago we heard a
strong consensus from the public
that this process needed greater
accountability, and we have done
that. It’s not perfect, but it is bet-
ter than it was, and we will
continue to refine the process,”
Council Chairman John Etchart
said. “Millions of dollars are
spent every year, and ratepayers
have every right to know their
money is being spent wisely.”

his year, for example, in

August the Council approved
some $125 million in projects to
be funded by Bonneville in the

- coming fiscal year.

“These projects resulted from
an unprecedented public review
process in which our goal was to
protect the ratepayers’ investment
in fish and wildlife recovery and
be sure that money is spent on
projects with the highest chance
of success,” Etchart said. “In es-
sence, the Council is the
watchdog working on behalf of
ratepayers. We are accountable to
the public for how this money is
spent, and we take that responsi-
bility seriously.”

Not all of the projects recom-
mended by the Columbia Basin
Fish and Wildlife Authority, an
association of state, federal and
tribal fish and wildlife managers
that does the prioritization, were
approved by the Council for fund-
ing. Some were set aside for
further review. More importantly,
however, the Council committed
to scrutinize several ongoing pro-
gram measures that have been

“We heard
a strong
consensus
from the
public
that this
process
needed
greater
accountability,

and we have
done that.”

controversial in the past — the
operation of the Fish Passage
Center, for example, and the
squawfish reduction program.
The Fish Passage Center plans
and implements an annual smolt
monitoring program, develops
and implements river flow and
dam spill requests to aid juvenile
fish passage and monitors and
evaluates scientific research re-
garding flows and spills.

nder the Northwest Power

Act, Bonneville finances the
fish and wildlife program devel-
oped by the Council. The program
is designed to protect, mitigate
and enhance fish and wildlife, and
their spawning grounds and other
habitat in the Columbia River Ba-
sin, while also assuring the
Northwest an adequate, efficient,
economical and reliable power
supply.

The projects approved by the
Council for Fiscal Year 1997 are
estimated to cost $125 million.
The actual amount will be negoti-
ated by Bonneville and the
contractors who do the work.
These projects comprise one of
three main elements of
Bonneville’s annual fish and
wildlife budget. The other compo-
nents are Bonneville’s debt
repayment to the federal Treasury
for current capital costs related to
hatcheries and federal dams —
fish ladders, turbine screens and
bypass systems, for example —
totaling about $127 million annu-
ally, and the cost of lost
hydropower that results from
storing water in winter for release
during the spring and summer to
aid salmon migration — about
$183 million in an average water
year. The total of these costs in an
average water year is $435 million.

22
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he Council attached

several conditions to its
approval of the projects for
Fiscal Year 1997. These

include:

@ That funding is not a grant of
money, but approval of work
to be performed.

@ That the funding would also
satisfy Bonneville’s obliga-
tions under the Endangered
Species Act for protecting
Snake River salmon and
Kootenai River sturgeon.
Recovery plans are being pre-
pared for those fish, and while
that work continues, Bonne-
ville is required to ensure that
their survival is not jeopar-
dized by the operation of the
hydropower system.

@ That the fish and wildlife
managers identify project
budget cuts to bring the total
estimated cost of the projects
within Bonneville’s budget.

@ That the Council approves
the efforts described in the
project proposals, not the
estimated costs. The cost of
each project will be negotiated
between Bonneville and
whomever does the work.

@ That Bonneville will review
the budget with the Council
and the fishery managers four
times a year to ensure that
project funding conforms to
the proposed budget and that
the Council is aware of
changes.

“While it is still not perfect, we
have improved the public
accountability of this process, and
[ am pleased with our first-year
results,” Etchart said. “These
were tough decisions because we
recognize that every project pro-
posed to us has its supporters. But
in the end, the Council is respon-
sible for ensuring the public’s
money is spent wisely and that
projects are based on the best
scientific information. We gave
every project thorough scrutiny,
and we are now working to imple-
ment additional improvements to
the process.”

To improve the process next
year, the Council made spe-
cific suggestions to Bonneville
and the fish and wildlife manag-
ers and made several important
commitments itself. These
include:

@ The Council is working with
the National Academy of
Sciences to establish a scien-
tific review panel to evaluate
project proposals annually.
This responds to a recent
amendment to the Northwest
Power Act, sponsored by U.S.
Senator Slade Gorton of
Washington, calling for such
review.

@ Bonneville, in consultation
with the fish and wildlife
managers and other interested
parties, should develop clear
criteria for using competitive
bidding to implement the
projects.

@ As the region plays a new
and larger role in the selection
of projects, there needs to be a
clearer policy for evaluating
project proposals that seek
Bonneville funding when
other state or federal funding
obligations exist for the same
work. The Northwest Power
Act prohibits Bonneville

funding in such instances. The
Council will investigate this
matter with Bonneville, the
fishery managers and others.

@ The Council committed to
help develop multiyear imple-
mentation work plans as the
foundation for the
prioritization process in Fiscal
Year 1998 and beyond. The
work plans will act as a
framework to guide imple-
mentation of the program and
provide a greater understand-
ing of how individual projects
support basinwide fish and
wildlife restoration goals.

@ The Council recognized that
implementation of program
measures designed to main-
tain the biological diversity
and genetic integrity of wild
and naturally spawning
salmon and steelhead popula-
tions has been slow. The
Council intends to work with
fish managers and technical
experts to improve the imple-
mentation of those measures.

he Council asked the fish

and wildlife managers to
submit project proposals in rank
order, based on their technical
merit, not as groups of unranked
projects, as happened this year.
This would make it easier for the
Council to determine which
projects have highest priority,
in the determination of the
managers. £
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Washington’s Clark [County] Pub-
lic Utilities is poised to offer full
retail wheeling by early 1997. The
proposal would enable Clark’s
128,000 customers — residential, as
well as commercial and industrial —
to choose their power supplier. Clark
would offer several options, includ-
ing a “green power” rate, which
would be for electricity generated by
wind turbines or other non-fossil
fueled power plants, and the option
to buy from other suppliers. For ex-
ample, customers could turn to

another utility, to a power broker, or
to independent power producers mar-
keting power from their own plants.
Clark would continue to bill custom-
ers for the use of the utility’s power
lines to deliver the electricity.
Clark’s General Manager Bruce
Bosch is planning to present his
proposal to the utility’s Board of
Commissioners this fall. (Source:
The [Portland] Business Journal.)

Oregon may become the first state
to cap carbon dioxide emissions in
new power plants. The state’s En-
ergy Facility Siting Task Force is
developing a standard that would re-
quire a 17-percent reduction in new
plant carbon dioxide emissions. The
reduction could be achieved through
more efficient equipment, tree plant-
ing to offset the emissions or other
means. The proposal was recom-
mended by a collaborative working
group. It is expected to be consid-
ered by the state legislature early
next year. (Source: Oregon Depart-
ment of Energy.)

New regulatory agreement could
promote renewable resources.
PacifiCorp, the Northwest’s largest
utility, has asked the Oregon Public
Utilities Commission to approve a
plan to separate the utility’s genera-
tion and transmission businesses and
incorporate a system benefits charge
that would help-fund renewables.
The plan was devised by the utility
and several public interest groups.
The Public Utilities Commission is
expected to hold hearings on the pro-
posal over the next two months. If
approved by the Commission,
PacifiCorp intends to test the new
approach for five years, beginning in
July 1997. (Source: Wind Energy
Weekly.)

A record harvest of Alaskan pink
salmon didn’t help fishers this
year. There were so many salmon
— including massive numbers from
fish farms around the world — that
prices were too low to make much
profit. The federal government spent
nearly $10 million on canned salmon
to support the industry, but even still,
tons of Alaskan salmon were given
away or ground up and dumped back
into the ocean. The total value to
fishers of the combined Alaskan
salmon harvest was $100 million
lower than last year’s. (Sources: Pa-
cific Fishing and the Seattle
Post-Intelligencer.)
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NATION

Minnesota is considering withhold-
ing payments to the federal N O /
Nuclear Waste Fund. Arguing that
money in the fund could be used to /f
B P a—
e \

offset the federal deficit instead of
for nuclear waste storage, the Minne-
sota Department of Public Service
has recommended that Minnesota
utility regulators put the one-mill-
per-kilowatt-hour charge into a
separate account within the state
rather than send it to Washington
D.C. Minnesotans pay about $17
million each year into the federal
fund, which is supposed to go toward
storage and disposal of nuclear waste
beginning in 1998. U.S. electricity
consumers as a whole pay approxi-
mately $600 million annually into the
fund, which currently amounts to
about $12 billion. Minnesota is one
of 20 states and numerous utilities
that sued the U.S. Department of En-
ergy over the Department’s failure to
identify and begin development of a . N
waste storage and treatment site. In . e SN
late July, federal courts ruled in favor ‘ y
of the states. Congress responded by
ordering a new approach to the siting
issue. The Minnesota Public Utility
Commission is expected to decide
this fall on whether to withhold the

A
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funds until the issue is resolved. : e S ’ e easm mranls
(Source: Western Energy Update and | L ' ' — mm oS W miass. -
the Minnesota Department of Public ‘ 2 e e waw a
Service.) DA T ~ A Yo
California legislators vote to com- T R TN mrm
pletely transform the state’s | Tm TrTm =T omast quee s - - AT ATTIoET
electricity industry. The legislation ; :
includes a 20-percent rate break for for renewables, conservation and Magnuson Act revisited, renamed,
consumers, rescues utilities from low-income programs will come reauthorized. After nearly four
stranded investments, creates an in- from a 3.3 percent meter charge, the years of often bitter argument, the
dependent transmission-grid operator | other half also will come from the Magnuson-Stevens (after new spon-
and provides hundreds of millions of | state. The legislation was adapted sor, Alaska Senator Ted Stevens) Act
dollars to support renewable re- from the California Public Utilities was approved unanimously by the
sources and conservation. The rate Commission’s 1995 electric industry Senate and reluctantly by the House.
break and relief from stranded invest- | restructuring decision. Full text of The new legislation, which some ob-
ments will be underwritten in part by | the decision can be found on the servers say is the “greenest” law
bonds, backed by the state’s World Wide Web at http://www/ passed by the 104th Congress, fo-
Infrastructure and Economic sen.ca.gov/#legislation. (Source: cuses on stock rebuilding, tighter
Development Bank. Half the funds Clearing Up.) management of harvests and habitat
protection. (Source: National Fisher-
man.)
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Nuclear test facility to be powered
with solar energy. In a novel re-
source turnabout, the Nevada Test
Site, home to federal research on
nuclear technologies, will soon be
obtaining its electricity from the larg-
est photovoltaic electric plant in the
country. The Corporation for Solar
Technology and Renewable Re-
sources, the project’s developer, has
chosen the team of Amoco/Enron So-
lar to build the 10-megawatt facility.
The Corporation has set a goal of de-
veloping 100 megawatts of solar
power in Nevada. (Source: Western
Energy Update.)

WORLD

China and India are likely to push
world energy use up 606 percent by
the year 2015, according to a report
by the Energy Information Adminis-
tration. Carbon dioxide emissions
are also expected to climb 54 percent
during this same period. Leaving Ja-
pan out of the equation, energy use in
Asia is projected to grow by 150 per-
cent by 2015. Energy use in the
United States and Japan is expected
to increase by 32 percent. Natural
gas will probably fuel most of the
increases, while the supply of nuclear
energy is expected to decline.
(Source: The Energy Newsbrief,)

India turning to wind to power a
portion of its new energy growth.
India, with the capability to generate
about 20,000 megawatts of electricity
from the wind, has added 730 mega-
watts of wind power in just the past
four years. The country’s goal for its
current five-year plan (1992 through
1997) was to develop 500 mega-
watts. The plan is to build a total of
2,000 megawatts of new renewable
resources during the planning period,
but other renewables are behind
schedule. (Source: Wind Energy
Weekly.)
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Please send me a copy of the following publications of the Morthwest Power
Planning Council. Mot all publications are available immediately, but they
will be sent 10 you as soon as possible. Nearly all Council publications are
glso available at Aupedwwaw ravppe org or wse the pew sulomated
information service: call 1-800-222-3355 and ask for extension 700,

Pablications

O (96-13) Council By-Laws

0 i96-12) Fiscal Year 1998 Budget and Fiscal Year 1997
Eevisions

Oi96-11) 1996 Annual Report

O (96-10) Repor to Congress: Fish and Wildlife Governance
and the Columbia River Hydropower System

I (96-9) Draft Results of the Fish and Wildlife Managers
Review and Assessment of Fiscal Year 1997 Projects

O (96-7) 1996 Directory of Organizations

O (96-6) Return to the River: Restoration of Salmonid Fishes

in the Columbia River Ecosystem (report by the
Independent Scientific Group requested by the
Morhwest Power Planning Council)

O@6-CR21} Comprehensive Beview Meeting Summary:
October 31, 19946

O (96-CR20) Comprechensive Review Meeting Summary:
Ociober 17, 1996

O (96-CR19) Comprehensive Review Meeting Summary:
September 19, 1996

O 96-CR18) Comprehensive Review Steering Commitize Draft
Proposal

O®6-CR17T) Comprehensive Review Meeting Summary;
August 19-22, 1996

Mailing Lists

Please adid my name 1o the mailing lists for the following publications.
{Note: please do not check if vou already are receiving them.)

O Northwest Energy News (this quarterly magazine)
O Cpdaote (public involvement newsletter)

Please delfete my name from the mailing lists for the following publi-
cations (please include the 12-digit number next to vour name on the
mailing label),

O Northwest Energy News
O Update

Mime
Organization

Street

City/State/Zip
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Energy System released its drafi recommendations for the future of electricity in the region.

Since then, my colleagues, Todd Maddock from Idaho, Mike Kreidler from Washington and
Roy Hemmingway from Oregon, and | have been representing our governors at hearings throughout the
region. We have heard from hundreds of Northwest citizens, all of them concemned that the energy
system they have come to rely on 15 changing.

Their concemn is warranted. The changes under way in the electric utility industry are enormous,
and the benefits from competition can be considerable, but they aren’t assured. | am convinced that
this review has been helpful in charting a good course for us, and [ believe that
a regional consensus on how 1o proceed is an absolute imperative, given the
certainty of legislative action in the next Congress.

Chuck Collins and the Steering Committee members have spent the beher
part of a year wrestling with the complexities of our power system and atternpl-
ing to find ways 1o secure the benefits of a newly competitive industry for all
MNorthwesterners. They are 1o be commended for their diligence and persis-
tence, their willingness to tackle these very difficult issues and, most important,
their willingness to seck out compromises that can move the region forward.

I we can take the next step together — if we can agree on a proposal that
will best serve the Pacific Northwest — we stand a good chance of preserving

our greatest natural resource, the Columbia River, for our citizens.
??L 0 sdat

OnSr:pt:mb-;r 19, the Steering Committee of the Comprehensive Review of the Northwest




