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Interview:

Representative

Oregon’s congresswoman
announces she’ll guit Congress,
but stay active on
salmon issues.

with Carlotta Collette

lizabeth Furse was born in
Kenya and raised in South
Africa, two places where
the environment, both natural and
political, 1s a powerful teacher.
“When you’re raised in places like
that,” she says, “you are very
much aware that you’re a small
part of the whole scene.” That
observation notwithstanding,
Furse and her family played fairly
large parts in the scenes they en-
countered in Africa.

Her family was moved to
South Africa at the start of World
War 1I, when Furse was 2, be-
cause her father, an officer in the
British Navy, was sent to com-
mand the dock at Cape Town.
Cape Town was a major troopship
port when the Red Sea was closed
during the war.

After the war, Furse’s mother
became active in protests against
apartheid. She was a co-founder
of the women’s anti-apartheid or-
ganization called “Black Sash.”
Fifteen-year-old Elizabeth demon-
strated alongside her mother when
the group marched on the House
of Parliament in Cape Town. This
was extremely dangerous, even
for British women. “I saw very
clearly the brutality,” she recalls,
“which for the first time in my ex-
perience was directed at white
people.”

Those demonstrations in South
Africa were the first protests in
what was to become a very active
political career. Furse has been a
supporter of civil and human
rights ever since, moving from
anti-apartheid demonstrations in
South Africa, to farmworker sup-
port in Southern California, to
work on Native American treaty
rights in the Pacific Northwest.
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Her first move was from Cape
Town to London, where she met
and married an American. The
young couple moved to Southern
California in 1958. At that time,
Cesar Chavez, founder of the
United Farm Workers union and
organizer of the grape boycott
that gained national attention in
the 1960s, was just beginning his
life-long effort to improve
farmworker conditions. Furse
worked with Chavez and also with
a self-determination organization
for young women in Watts, a
largely black neighborhood in Los
Angeles.

From Southern California, she
moved to Seattle where she was
to become active on American In-
dian treaty issues. “There was a
war going on on the Nisqually
River,” she recalls, the war over
Indian rights to fish. “The whole
issue in the newspaper was that
these were Indians fishing ille-
gally,” Furse explains. “That was
not the truth at all.”

Furse studied the issue, met
with some of the tribal leaders, in-
cluding Billy Frank Senior, who
was then 102 years old, and got
involved. They formed a group
called Citizens for Indian Rights,
which later became the National
Coalition to Support Indian Trea-
ties. “We were pretty successful
for a small group,” she says.

From Washington, Furse
moved down to Oregon, where
the state’s Legal Services Corpo-
ration had a program for Native
Americans. Several Oregon tribes
had lost their tribal status, as well
as their lands, in the Termination
Act of 1954. Furse worked to
have them reinstated, shepherding
through Congress three pieces of
legislation that succeeded in re-

turning tribal status to the Grand
Ronde, Coquille and Klamath
tribes.

Her concern over government
funding priorities and the dispro-
portionate amount that goes
toward military spending led her
to create the Oregon Peace Insti-
tute in 1985.

Furse decided to run for Con-
gress in 1992, when then-Oregon
Congressman Les AuCoin quit to
run for the Senate. “I looked at
the candidates who were running
in his district,” she remembers,
“and [ thought no one would be
talking about the issues I think are
important. And because I can’t
bear to do anything at less than
110 percent, we won. Then we
were stuck.”

“Stuck” in the Congress, Furse
quickly won praise as a bipartisan
able to work well on numerous
issues with representatives from
either political party. “If you talk
to people,” she says, “I think
they’ll say I'm not a bomb
thrower.” She has focused on
several key areas: public health,
especially diabetes and infant mor-
tality; cutting military spending
(“T"m the only member of Con-
gress that has for four years in a
row managed to get a cut in mili-
tary spending on a bill on the
floor.”); and protecting the envi-
ronment.

It is her love for the environ-
ment and her intent to focus more
on other issues dear to her heart
that led Furse to announce this
spring that she will not seek a
third term in Congress.

“I truly believe that this job is a
public service,” she explains. “If
you want to keep coming back to
your district, you are always hop-
ping on planes. If I stayed in

office, I would tend to stay in
D.C. more because of the strain of
travel. But I promised when I ran
that I would be from Washington
County, not Washington D.C.,
and I really meant that.”

Her experience has taught
Furse that “you can make differ-
ences wherever you are, whether
in Congress or not.”” In fact, she
maintains, “Sometimes you're a
bit more free to make a real differ-
ence outside of Congress. When
you get elected, you think there
are three or four issues, and those
are the 1ssues you really want to
work on. But there are thousands
of other 1ssues that you really have
to pay attention to because they
are issues your constituents care
about. As much as I found it ab-
solutely fascinating, 1 also found it
completely overwhelming. SoI'm
looking forward to focusing.

“I"'m also looking forward to
spending more time with my fam-
ily. My family didn’t move with
me to D.C. With most women,
when they re elected their families
don’t move with them. When men
are elected, their families move. 1
have a little grandson, and I’d like
to be part of his raising.”

Furse and her husband, attor-
ney John Platt, live west of
Portland, Oregon, where they own
and operate Helvetia Vineyards.

You have on several

> occasions raised the issue
that Northwesterners should
play a key role in governing the

- Columbia River hydropower

system, particularly as it relates
to salmon recovery. Could you

explain why and how you would
approach it?

In my view, governance of
the river, by definition, re-
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quires the three sovereigns: the
states, the tribes and the federal
government. There may be thou-
sands of stakeholders, but for the
decisions, you’'ve got to have
those three who have the author-
ity. I would like to see those three
sovereigns get locked in a room
together to develop a single
[salmon recovery] plan. T don’t
think they’ll get 100 percent
agreement on everything, but
maybe 80 or 90 percent. Then
they can seek arbitration or de-
velop some model to resolve the
final differences.

I don’t think you can have util-
ity industry restructuring in the
Northwest without settling river
governance. It’s got to be re-
solved first because there’s no
certainty without it. 1 can see no
way around it. I don’t want there
to be a way around it. I think it’s
absolutely essential. How do we
talk about subscription [for power
sales], how do we say to the river
users that we’re going to do this
or that, how do we talk to the
power companies if we don’t
know what’s planned? I think cer-
tainty comes with the governance
decisions.

I’m very pleased that [Oregon]
Governor John Kitzhaber has
called a series of meetings. 1
wrote to all the governors and all
the tribes and to the federal gov-
ernment four years ago and again
this year, asking for a meeting of
the sovereigns.

I think the tribes, rightly or
wrongly, do not feel included in a
way that is meaningful. I want
tribes to be treated as sovereigns,
not just to be consulted. They
really have the big stick. They
have the power to sue under the
trust responsibility [a federal doc-

I don’t

think vou can
have utility
industry
restructuring
in the Northwest
without setiling
river
governance.

trine regarding actions between
sovereign nations]. It’s an enor-
mous power. | think they’ve been
very restrained. Without meaning-
ful involvement, they are much
more likely to file a lawsuit.
They’ve sued in the past. They
will again, I believe.

% Would you amend the

4 Northwest Power Act to
add tribal representation on the
Council?

Well yes, if all things were

equal, but you don’t want to
open legislation up because then
more amendments get introduced.

Do you think the tribes
want a seat on the

Council? Or will they want
something that’s equal but out-
side the Council? '

That’s an excellent legal

question: do they give up
sovereignty by being on the Power
Planning Council? Or do we in-
stead say: “The Power Planning
Council speaks for the states, the
tribes speak, then the federal gov-
ernment. Then they all come
together, and we have a decision.”

There needs to be a structure

that acknowledges that the Power
Planning Council is one group, not
the whole thing.

How will Bonueville’s role
be affected?

By the very nature of the

change in the power indus-
try, Bonneville is going to have to
change. Bonneville is going to
have to understand that it’s not in
the driver’s seat anymore. Gas
companies are going to be the
driving force in the energy indus-
try.

I think we’re going to look at
the dams very differently. People
will not accept the terrible cost of
salmon if they don’t have to rely
on those dams for all their elec-
tricity. People will want to adjust
the dams to a more natural river
flow.

There needs to be more over-
sight, especially of Bonneville’s
fish and wildlife budget. T would
like to see an economic analysis of
the fish and wildlife program. 1
may even call for a hearing on
that. I’m not sure I’d get one, but
it’d be nice to see each agency
come in and say, “This is what we
do with our part of the budget.”
Then we’d go back and say,
“What did we get for that? What
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does the Corps’ budget get us?
Does Bonneville’s budget get us
anything?”

I'd like to see some smaller-
scale projects funded. I'm not a
scientist, so mark what I say as
just prejudice. I believe we should
do more outplanting [seeding
hatchery-bred salmon in streams].
I believe that worrying about these
“museum” species fish might not
be the answer. Maybe we’re go-
ing to have to do some things that
are just small experiments rather
than just huge, grandiose things.
I’'m concerned that we not start on
a path that by 1999, when a deci-
sion is to be made, we’re already
too invested if we find it’s the in-
correct choice.

I believe the whole brouhaha
with Canada over the fish is a
wake-up call to us. Why should
Canada and Alaska restrict their
fishery if we continue to destroy
ours? Now that the chairman of
appropriations is an Alaskan, he’s
going to ask those questions, too.
Although I'm not thrilled that all
the political power is in Alaska
right now, at least we might find a
strong voice that says, “Fix the
Columbia River because we’re not
going to fix it on the backs of our
fishermen.”

Have yvou thought about
how we might fund fish
and wildlife recovery without
Bonneville?

First, it’s a federal responsi-
% bility, in part, because of
trea‘ueq and the responsibility to
have a fishable surplus, which
we’re not providing. So there’s a
Treasury obligation. If we can
separate the WPPSS debt [for ter-
minated Washington Public Power
Supply System nuclear projects]

from fish and wildlife expenditures,
there’s a public willingness to step
up to the plate. But there’s not the
same willingness to fund WPPSS.
Is it a line item? Well, this Con-
gress just voted for nine more B-2

bombers than anyone had asked for.

That’s $27 billion over 20 years.
You could get a lot of salmon for
that. So is it an obligation? Isita
priority? We reckon 60,000 jobs
have been lost in the salmon indus-
try. People will argue with that
figure. But are those jobs just as
important as jobs at McDonald-
Douglas? Yes. I think we have to
prioritize. I think the public will
pick up some, but I think the fed-
eral government’s obligation
remains.

What is your appraisal of
the federal agencies per-
formance on salmon recovery in
the Northwest?

I think Randy Hardy
[Bonneville’s retiring admin-
1st1 ator] tried hard to educate
members of Congress. He came in
at a very hard time for Bonneville.
[ think he probably felt constantly
under attack. I'm not thrilled with
everything Bonneville does, but
I’'m particularly not thrilled with
what NMFS [the National Marine
Fisheries Service] does.

I don’t think there’s an under-
standing at NMFS that there’s a
history here of resentment and
concerns that NMFES has over the
years played the heavy hand. Then
new directors come in, and they
act like they can start without all
the history to deal with. T think
NMEFS has to understand that we
have to have local solutions. That
means consulting at the regional
level, but it also means involving
state and tribal sovereigns in the
decisions.

I quite frankly don’t think that
NMFS understands that tribes are
sovereigns. I think they see them
as another “user group.” It’s un-
derstandable that the general
public might teel that, but it is not
acceptable that a federal agency
feels that. I think there’s a lot of
resentment about that.

How would vou change
2 that? What would you
have them do?

I would want them to get a
good communicator. Some—
body who’s willing to sit down
and say, “Show me what works.
How can we make this work?”
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We need somebody who can go to
different agencies and bring them
together. Somebody who would
not feel threatened about the three
sovereigns. Someone who could
say, “Yes, we are only one of
three.” Somebody who would
keep working on this thing with a
sense of urgency. Probably some-
one higher than Will Stelle
[regional director for NMFS].

We used to talk about the
“salmon czar,” but what we need
is a “salmon communicator.”
Someone who could meet regu-
larly and explain to people what’s
going on, how the money’s being
spent, and what we are getting for
our money and effort. I do think
people would feel more comfort-
able if they understood where the
money 1s going.

2, What do you think about
i~ the recent move to get the
Council to help Bonneville cut
its expenses?

I’d like to see whether the
- Council thinks it can do

that. Will they have enough con-
trol over Bonneville? When
Bonneville rears its little head and
says, “We’re the federal agency,”
then it’s going to be very hard.

This is the kind of thing |
would like that salmon communi-
cator to do — bring those
agencies together and say, “Now
we’re going to decide, we as the
three sovereigns, we as a group,
are going to decide.” Then I think
you get some accountability. 1
was very pleased to see the tribes
forced accountability into the
memorandum of agreement [re-
garding a cap for Bonneville
expenditures on fish and wildlife
recovery|.

s What are vour feelings
.~ about renegotiating the
memorandum of agreement?

Well I'm cautious. I'd like

to see the current memoran-
dum of agreement played through
a bit more before we consider a
new one. Let’s force some things
to work before we start to change
it. It’s rather the way I feel about
national restructuring of the utility
industry. The states should do
what they need to do. Then there
are going to be three or four is-
sues where we’ll all have to say,
“You know, those are national.
You really can’t deal with this
state-by-state.”

I think the memorandum of
agreement has to work, and
people have to be committed to
making it work, then let’s see
what needs to be changed. But
whatever happens, it cannot be
done politically. There’s too
much political pressure. People
are playing up their own agenda
rather than the fish agenda.

My bottom line is I'd like to
see one recovery plan. The three
sovereigns must be accountable to
that one plan. And there must be
a system of arbitration that every-
body agrees to. Then we really
will know what we’re spending
money on. We’ll have a long-
term view of it — not just this
year or next year's harvest.

I don’t want us to just think of
the Endangered Species Act re-
covery. | want to see harvestable
surplus, not just preserving “mu-
seum fish.” T have fishing families
all the way down the river who
have spent their lives and their
families’ lives doing this. I don’t
mean we should maintain liveli-
hoods just because they were

there, but we could have liveli-
hoods for those people.

The public is deeply, deeply in-
terested in salmon. Everyday
people can’t always go to public
hearings, for example, so their
voice is not always heard. But
salmon are an icon of this area.
People are sick when they think
the salmon are disappearing. It’s
not like spotted owls to them be-
cause salmon are an icon of
what’s right and what’s wrong in
our environment, our communi-
ties. Northwest citizens need to
be considered in all this decision-
making.

People lose complete trust of
decisions when they feel they are
not a part of the decisions, when
no one has come to them to ex-
plain why they made the decisions.
It’s just a headline in the paper
when the next disaster occurs.
More should be invested in
simple, clear communication,
where people are — on the
Internet, for example. As people
lose faith in government organiza-
tions, they will not trust their
decisions and they won’t pay for
those decisions. It’s ridiculous to
believe that people won’t under-
stand. It’s time to stop playing
politics — who’s up and who’s
down — and start worrying about
the general good. %
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MONTANA DEFENDS RESERVOIR LEVELS AT LIBBY AND HUNGRY
HORSE DAMS TO PROTECT THE STATE’S FISH.

n Northwestern Montana, in
the upper reaches of the
Columbia River Basin, two
large dams generate power for the
West Coast grid and provide flood
control — not only for Montana,
but also for the lower reaches of
the basin hundreds of miles away.
Hungry Horse Dam is on the
South Fork Flathead River near
Glacier National Park. Libby
Dam is on the Kootenai River.
There is an irony in their opera-
tion because while the dams were
built primarily for downstream
benefits, such as flood control and
power generation, they have
caused impacts to upstream fish,
such as bull trout and white stur-
geon, as well as to wildlife. “When
the elevation drops, huge areas of
substrate are exposed at the head
ends of the reservoirs,” said Brian
Marotz, fisheries program officer
for the Montana Department of
Fish, Wildlife and Parks. “It looks
like a lunar landscape,” he said.
The same thing can happen, on
a smaller scale, along riverbanks
downstream as the water level

rises and falls repeatedly with re-
leases from the dams.

“As a result, the shoreline is
not wet long enough to become a
truly aquatic environment, and not
dry enough long enough to be-
come a terrestrial environment,”
Marotz said. “So it is really low
in productivity of food organ-
isms.”

Repeated flooding and expos-
ing of riverbanks downstream
of the dams has the same effect,
he said. Production of food or-
ganisms declines, and sometimes
the areas where fish spawn are
suddenly exposed. When that
happens, the eggs will die if they
dry out. A shot of cold water
trom a dam can lower the down-
stream river temperature rapidly,
and that also can inhibit fish
spawning, Marotz said.

That the problem wasn’t at-
tacked sooner — Hungry Horse
was completed in 1952 — is just
an example of what Marotz calls
trontier thinking. “[ think there
was a sense that natural resources
were unlimited,” he said. “In any

by John Harrison

case, it wasn’t until later that
people started to notice things like
the sudden influxes of cold water
from dam releases, and the decline
in insect and fish production.”

For years, Montanans grudg-
ingly accepted these impacts as a
consequence of dam operation.
There were benefits, as well —
water recreation and tourism in
the reservoirs and, in the case of
Hungry Horse Dam, a big share of
the electricity for western Mon-
tana utilities and large industries,
including an aluminum smelter.
But in 1980, 26 years after the
completion of Hungry Horse and
five years after the completion of
Libby, an opportunity arose to ad-
dress fish and wildlife impacts.
The opportunity was in the North-
west Power Act, a law passed by
Congress in 1980 that created the
Northwest Power Planning Coun-
cil.

The Act directed the Council
to prepare a program to protect,
mitigate and enhance fish and
wildlife, and related spawning
grounds and habitat, of the Co-
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lumbia River Basin that have been
affected by the construction and
operation of hydroelectric dams.
Importantly, the Act directs the
Council to do this in a way that
assures the region an adequate,
efficient, economical and reliable
power supply. The Act stressed
balance — balance between the
needs of fish and wildlife and the
needs of the hydropower system.

zontal axis. Plotted this way, the
flows of an undammed river
would curve trom higher flows in
the spring, when the mountain
snowpack melts, to lower eleva-
tions in the summer, fali and
winter. Reservoir operations,
however, can be different because
water 1s stored and released dur-
ing fall and winter for hydropower
production.

he Council recognized the

importance of addressing
Hungry Horse and Libby dams in
its first fish and wildlife program,
completed in November 1982.
That program called on the U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation, which op-
erates Hungry Horse Dam, and
the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers, which operates Libby Dam,
to consult with the Council and
the Montana Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks to develop
*“...operating procedures which
will limit the drawdown of Hungry
Horse and Libby reservoirs for
power purposes to protect resi-
dent fish to the fullest extent
practicable.” Subsequent versions
of the fish and wildlife program, in
1984 and 1987, reiterated this lan-
guage and added the involvement
of the Confederated Salish and
Kootenai Tribes, whose reserva-
tion includes the southern half of
Flathead Lake and whose ceded
area includes the drainages of the
Kootenai and Flathead river sys-
tems.

The Council envisioned a five-
year effort to develop dam
operating guidelines known as
“biological rule curves.” The term
comes from the appearance of the
guidelines plotted on a graph, with
reservoir elevations above sea
level on the vertical axis and a
one-year time period on the hori-

“At Libby Dam, the river’s
hydrograph was totally reversed,”
said Joe Dos Santos, fisheries
manager for the Salish and
Kootenai tribes. ““The Kootenai
flowed high in the winter for
power generation, and that was
totally opposite the natural re-
gime.”

imilarly, the reservoirs behind
.. Libby and Hungry Horse dams
rose and fell with the demands of
flood control and hydropower
generation. With the direction
provided in the Council’s fish and
wildlife program, Montana’s state
and tribal fish and wildlife manag-
ers developed operating
procedures to moderate the draw-
downs. These original “biological
rule curves” — the curves more
closely approximate natural river
flows — were completed in the
late 1980s.

“They went over like a lead
balloon,” Dos Santos said. “We
focused on the biological needs of
the fish. Implementing those rule
curves would have meant a lot of
lost hydropower revenue. So we
were told to try again.”

The second try was completed
in 1994 and amended into the
Council’s current fish and wildlife
program that year. “We took a
broader look at the problem,” Dos
Santos said. “We took the origi-
nal biological rule curves and

linked them with the realities of
flood control and power produc-
tion. In the end, it was a
compromise — not optimal bio-
logical conditions, but the best we
could get.”

These were called “integrated
rule curves” because they tried to
integrate flood control, power
production and biological protec-
tion.

fter 12 years of work, the

£ % operating guidelines finally
were in place — unfortunately,
just in time to be overpowered by
new guidelines in the 1994 to
1998 biological opinion on hydro-
power operations prepared by the
National Marine Fisheries Service.
The biological opinion directs the
operation of federal dams in lieu
of a recovery plan for endangered
Snake River salmon under the fed-
eral Endangered Species Act.

To help juvenile Snake River
salmon migrate more quickly to
the ocean, the biological opinion
calls for water releases from three
major water storage projects, in-
cluding Hungry Horse and Libby
dams, to boost Columbia River
flows downstream of the
confluence with the Snake.

To provide these flows, the
biological opinion allows for Hun-
gry Horse and Libby dams to be
drafted 20 feet from full pool — if
needed for summer flow augmen-
tation by August 31 each year.
That’s actually an improvement
from previous years, when draw-
downs had been much deeper.
The integrated rule curves, on the
other hand, call for drafting the
two reservoirs in the spring, but
then allowing them to refill to near
full pool and stay at that level
through the summer.

“We built the computer models
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TO THE COUNCIL

Dear Energy News,

Dear Energy News,

I feel compelled to respond to the article in your
spring 1997, issue entitled “Making a River from a
Reservoir.”

The article’s subheadline sets the stage for its
content: “It’s economic impacts versus fish ben-
efits in the debate over lowering the reservoir
behind John Day Dam.” The debate on drawing
down the John Day reservoir in an effort to aid
salmon recovery 1s not centered on economics ver-
sus fish benefits, but on fish benefits exclusively.

We know very little about any potential benefits
to endangered Snake River salmon resulting from a
spillway crest or natural river drawdown of the
John Day reservoir. Such drawdowns may make
the river channel narrower, but whether this would
translate to more fish remains unproven. Re-
searchers at the University of Washington School
of Fisheries believe juvenile salmon survival actu-
ally decreases under a spillway crest or natural
river drawdown.

The biological impact on other fish and wildlife,
however, is more certain. A John Day pool draw-
down would dry up 95 percent of the marsh and
riparian habitat in the mid-Columbia region and
would destroy the wetlands of the Umatilla Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge, important rearing habitat
for fall chinook.

It is presumptuous to state the John Day draw-
down issue as an economic issue. The economic
costs and benefits of the proposal can come later.
First we must focus on the biological aspect of the
proposal, assessing its aid or harm to endangered
salmon.

Sincerely,
Bruce Loveln

Executive Dhrector
Columibia Biver Alliance

I can’t believe that anyone here in the beautiful
Northwest could even contemplate removing our
dams.

We have the cleanest air, and the least
expensive hydroelectric power in the world.

Go back East and see the black air they have
from their coal-fired power plants. Look at one
of their electric bills. Their rivers are polluted,
they aren’t taking care of their own territory or
their natural resources, then they have the audac-
ity to come and want us to remove our dams.

They claim that it is to save the salmon and
other fish. It seems to me that there is a multi-
tude of things causing our fish runs to decrease.
The El Nino, foreign ships setting off our coasts
catching fish, nets covering the river. During the
El Nino, the fish were all going North. Alaska
had an overabundance of fish. Rivers with no
dams were not getting fish runs. (I just read the
coho salmon are coming back to the point of hav-
ing a catching season. They made it over the
dams.)

Our number one priority should be our clean
air, water to raise food for the world, and enjoy
and protect our land. Let the “so called” environ-
mentalists work to clean up their messes back
East, and leave us alone.

The dams are also preventing much flooding
and protecting our homes and businesses.

SAVE OUR DAMS!H!

Yvonne Long
Clarkston, WA
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THE REGION’S FISH AND WILDLIFE

" PROJECT SE LECTION PROCESS

ow would you use $127 million every year to save the Northwest’s salmon and
other fish and wildlife? It may sound like a question you never thought you
would have to answer, but as planners and managers implement changes to the

Northwest’s fish and wildlife recovery effort, public opinion has been an important
consideration.

Everyone agrees that $127 million is a lot of money. Unfortunately, mitigating all the changes development has made
to the Columbia River Basin’s fish and wildlife populations is a lot of work.

Numerous species of fish and wildlife were affected by the construction of the 31 federal dams that dot the landscapes

of Idaho, Montana, Oregon and Washington. And numerous states, agencies, tribes and governments are involved in
making decisions about what to do about it.

So, where does the money for fish and wildlife recovery come from, and who
decides how it is spent? The following pages help answer those important ques-
tions. The Autumn issue of Northwest Energy News will
carry information about which projects the
Council selects at its September
meeting.

To learn more, turn the page...



hrough the Northwest
Power Planning Council
.. (an agency of the four

Northwest states), the Columbia
Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority
(an agency of the region’s state,
tribal and federal fish and wildlife
managers) and the Bonneville
Power Administration, the North-
west reviews, selects, and
implements publicly funded
projects designed to protect and
restore fish and wildlife.

Why? Because salmon and other
fish and wildlife are an important
part of the Northwest’s heritage.
In addition, treaties with North-
west Indian tribes reserved the
tribes’ rights to fish in the river.
The United States and Canada
also have a treaty that commits
the United States to rebuilding
Columbia River salmon runs.

To fulfill treaty obligations, the
United States must find a way to
restore the species that have been
affected by dams and other devel-
opment.

That’s where the Bonneville
Power Administration comes in.
Bonneville is a federal agency that
markets electricity produced by

the federal dams in the Columbia
River Basin. A portion of the
money Bonneville earns from sell-
ing electricity is dedicated to
paying for projects designed to
protect and enhance salmon and

other fish and wildlife populations.

Under a 1995 agreement negoti-
ated by the federal government,
the region’s tribes and Bonneville,
the current fish and wildlife bud-
get allocates approximately $127
million annually to these projects
(about 3 percent of Bonneville’s
average annual revenues of ap-
proximately $3 billion). Because
Bonneville is a federal agency, the
project money must be allocated
in a public process. What follows
is a short description of that pro-
cess.

THE FIsH AND WILDLIFE
PROGRAM

The Northwest Power Planning
Council works with tribal, federal,
state, regional and local govern-
ments; as well as industry,
environmental groups and inter-
ested citizens to define the
region’s fish and wildlife recovery
goals and to develop a framework

HOW PUBLIC MONEY HELPS SAVE SALMON AND OTHER SPECES

NORTHWEST'S FISH AND WILDLIFE PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS

for reviewing and selecting fish
and wildlife recovery projects.
Each project paid for with money
from the Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration must be consistent
with the Council’s program. To
ensure the program is based on
the most up-to-date information,
it is reviewed at least once every
five years. The Council currently
is considering ways to update the
1994 program.

Once the goals and regional
framework are in place, the
region’s fish and wildlife managers
and the public suggest specific
measures to help the region meet
its fish and wildlife goals.

PROJECT PROPOSALS

The Power Planning Council
reviews and approves project
selection criteria developed by the
region’s fish and wildlife managers
through the Columbia Basin Fish
and Wildlife Authority.

Once the criteria are approved,
Bonneville solicits specific project
proposals from fish and wildlife
agencies, universities, local gov-
ernments and others. The Basin
Authority, the Council,

Bonneville, Trout Unlimited and
the Public Power Council then
hold a public review of the pro-
posals to help the region’s fish and
wildlife managers refine and pri-
oritize the recovery projects.

The region’s fish and wildlife
managers then undertake the chal-
lenging task of developing a list of
the highest priority projects,
which they forward to the Power
Planning Council and to a group
of independent scientists called the
Independent Scientific Review
Panel.

SCIENTIFIC SCRUTINY

Based on a recent amendment to
the Northwest Power Act, the
Council created an 11-member
panel of independent scientists to
review fish and wildlife recovery
projects recommended by the
Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife
Authority.



All 11 scientists were nominated
for the panel by the National
Academy of Sciences. The panel
is designed to ensure that the
Council obtains sound, objective
scientific input into its decisions
about fish and wildlife recovery
measures in the Columbia River
Basin and that public funds are
used for only the most scientifi-
cally credible projects.

The Independent Scientific
Review Panel reviews the projects
to ensure they:

e Are consistent with the
Council’s fish and wildlife
program;

# Are based on sound science
principles;

= Benefit fish and wildlife; and,

s Have clearly defined objectives
and outcomes with provisions for
monitoring and evaluating results.

FUBLIC REVIEW

Following the scientific review, the
Council analyzes the recommended
projects, conducts public consulta-
tions and invites comments on the
projects themselves and on the sci-
entific review.

During the 1996 process, the Coun-
cil received comments from parties
as diverse as the Public Power
Council, the Columbia River Alli-
ance, Oregon Trout and Bonneville.
The Council accepts public com-
ments for at least 30 days after
receiving the managers’ recommen-
dations.

The fish and wildlife managers then
have an opportunity to review the
comments and make changes to
their recommendations.

COST-EFFECTIVENESS
REVIEW

The Northwest Power Planning
Council must determine whether
the proposed projects are cost-
effective. The Council conducts
its own analysis, and also estab-
lished an Independent Economic
Analysis Board to provide advice
on and improve cost analysis of
fish and wildlife recovery mea-
sures. The board’s advice helps
the Council conduct annual cost-
effectiveness reviews of the
proposed projects.

APPROVING PROJECTS

When the Council is satisfied the
proposed projects are consistent
with the goals and objectives of
its fish and wildlife plan, are
based on sound science prin-
ciples, employ cost-effective
measures, consider ocean condi-
tions, and have been thoroughly
reviewed by the public, it recom-
mends that Bonneville fund
them. Bonneville has sole au-
thority to select project
contractors, define the scope of
work and negotiate budgets and
contract terms. Bonneville em-

ploys a staff of contract officers
and project managers to write,
oversee and manage individual
projects recommended by the
Council.

PROJECT OVERSIGHT

To ensure its plan is effectively
implemented, the Council peri-
odically selects individual
projects for additional review.
Last year the Council used its
continuing oversight process to
reduce the cost of several
projects by hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars and to redirect
the savings to other worthwhile
efforts.



N -l PROPOSED PROJECTS EVALUATING COST—EFFECT]VENESS

COUNC/L RESPONDS TO C ONGRESS/ONAL C ONCERNS

recent amendment to
the Northwest Power

. $. Act requires the North-
west Power Planning Council to
conduct a cost-effectiveness
evaluation of proposed fish and
wildlife projects before those
projects receive funding.

To conduct the cost-effectiveness
evaluation for proposed 1998
projects, the Power Planning
Council called on its panel of nine
independent economists, the Inde-
pendent Economic Analysis
Board, to assist the Council’s staff
in the development of a cost-ef-
fectiveness methodology.

As a first step, the staff is working
with the economists on a cost-ef-
fectiveness methodology. The
draft methodology analyzes the
possibilities and challenges associ-
ated with conducting a
cost-effectiveness review for fish
and wildlife projects.

To begin implementing the cost-
effectiveness methodology, the
Council is initiating a number of
actions to ensure fish and wildlife
projects make the best use of pub-
lic resources and to satisfy the
Power Act amendment. Those
actions include:

# Implementing an independent
scientific review to provide
guidance regarding which
projects are likely to provide
the most benefits to fish and
wildlife. The independent sci-
ence review also will focus
attention on monitoring and
evaluation of projects, another
step to more effective manage-
ment of the fish and wildlife
program.

®  Conducting an independent
audit of the contracting pro-
cess the Bonneville Power
Administration uses to award
and manage project funds.
The audit will help the Council
ensure that proper controls are
in place at every step of
project implementation and
that the information necessary
to ensure project accountabil-
ity isreadily available.

Developing a comprehensive
array of project and fish and
wildlife program costs, includ-
ing out-year budget needs.

Supporting Bonneville’s use of
an independent contractor to
provide a check on the accu-
racy of capital cost estimates
for construction-related
projects and to provide sug-
gestions for how to cut those
costs while achieving the same
objectives.

Continuing individual project
reviews, in which questions
about the scope, effectiveness
and other issues related to
specific projects are scruti-
nized by the Council and its
staff.

Considering recommendations
for further cost-effectiveness
reforms in the project selec-
tion process from the
Independent Scientific Review
Panel, the Independent Eco-
nomic Analysis Board, the
contracting audit and the
public. Examples of these rec-
ommendations might include
greater emphasis on indepen-
dent peer review, competitive

bid procedures, eliminating
potential or perceived conflicts
of interest, and improved
monitoring and evaluation.

Working with the Drawdown
Regional Economic Group to
refine estimates of the oppor-
tunity costs of various
recovery alternatives. That is,
the broader economic effects
of recovery actions on power,
navigation, irrigation, and the
rest of the region’s economy.



A group of 11 independent
scientists has offered its critique
of the Northwest Power Plan-
ning Council’s fish and wildlife
project selection process and the
recommendations of the region’s
fish and wildlife managers.

As the scientists review a
project, they look to make sure it
is: 1) consistent with the Colum-
bia River Basin Fish and
Wildlife Program; 2) based on
sound scientific principles;

3) beneficial to fish and wildlife;
and 4) has clearly defined objec-
tives and outcomes with
provisions for monitoring and
evaluating results.

Hatchery Funding Questioned
One of the most controversial
recommendations the panel
made in this year’s review was
that the Council not approve
funding for new fish hatcheries
in the Columbia River Basin
until the impact of such facilities
on wild fish and the ecology of
the Columbia River is better
understood. The scientists
called for a comprehensive re-
view of existing hatcheries to
gain a better understanding of
some key components, such as
the ecology of the Columbia
River and its estuary, the basin’s

carrying capacity (the maxi-
mum number of fish it can
support) and other limiting fac-
tors that influence salmon
survival. The scientists also
said the Council needs a more
complete understanding of the
habits and life cycles of wild
and naturally spawning fish
populations in the Columbia
River Basin to better predict
the potential impacts of new
hatcheries on those fish.

The Panel suggested that the
Council evaluate proposals for
the building of new hatcheries,
allowing them to go forward
only if the proponents demon-
strate that they have addressed
those parts of the Council’s
fish and wildlife program that
deal with protection of wild
and naturally spawning fish.

Additienal Concerns

The hatchery issue was just
one of 35 recommendations the
scientists made to the Council.
Among their other recommen-
dations:
® The Council should imple-
ment a competitive grants
program as part of its fish and
wildlife program.
@ The tish and wildlife pro-
gram should recognize and
emphasize sustaining a “nor-

mative ecosystem,” including not
just resident and anadromous
fish, but also wildlife such as
bald eagles, seabirds, marine
mammals, river otters and bears,
as well as less conspicuous wild-
life such as songbirds, bats and
burrowing rodents. The term
“normative” refers to ecosystems
in which there has been develop-
ment, but where sufficient
natural characteristics exist to
sustain fish and wildlife popula-
tions.

& Acquisition of land and land
easements should continue to be
given high priority in the fish
and wildlife program because
habitat is necessary for wildlife
populations and the needed
amount and quality can be quan-
tified reasonably using habitat
evaluation procedures.

® All monitoring, migration-
related research and other man-
agement activities should be
coordinated and integrated across
agencies and tribes through
explicitly stated and complemen-
tary measures.

@ Specific mechanisms should
be developed to coordinate the
Council’s fish and wildlife
program with other programs
that have a significant impact on
fish and wildlife and their habitat

in the Columbia River Basin.

® Projects that substitute one spe-
cies for another should be
approached cautiously, especially
those involving non-native spe-
cies, as their implementation may
pose significant threats to native
populations. Individual substitu-
tion projects should therefore be
reviewed by an artificial produc-
tion review panel prior to being
authorized.

# Increased attention and priority
should be given to research
designed to evaluate effectiveness
of habitat repair measures in terms
of direct assessment of wildlife
populations and their ecology.

B Additional scientific criteria
should be added to those currently
in use to prioritize mitigation
project proposals.
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TIMELINE

Here are the key dates in the process of selecting projects for Fiscal Year 1998:

December 1, 1996
to February 1, 1997 Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority reviews Fiscal Year 1998 projects.

March 7 to April 7 New project proposals prepared and submitted to the Basin Authority.

June 1 Basin Authority submits projects to Council and Independent Scientific Review Panel.
July 15 Independent Scientific Review Panel submits its review to the Council.

July 15

to August 28 Cost-effectiveness review

Review of ocean conditions
Public comment

Additional Council review.

August 29

to September 9 Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority revises its recommendations as necessary,
based on public comments, scientific review and cost-effectiveness review.

September 15 Council decides which projects to recommend to Bonneville.

September 16
to October 1 Bonneville negotiates with project contractors.

October 1 Fiscal Year 1998 begins.

Ongoing Council conducts individual project reviews, management audits.



_ FISH AND WILDLIFE SPECIES OF THE COLUMBIA BASIN

COUNCIL PROGRAM HELPS MORE THAN SALMON

" he Northwest Power Resident fish Birds
Planning Council’s Rainbow trout Great blue heron
.. ColumbiaRiver Basin B

Fish and Wildlife Program is de- L;S trout goghgm spotted owl

signed to protect, mitigate and ontan trout ulle 8r Ouse_

enhance fish and wildlife, and re- Westslope cutthroat trout Band-tailed pigeon

lated spawning grounds and Redband trout Bald eagle

sin that have been affected by White stureeon Whit 1'-0 n

hydroelectric dams. A partial list e g 1.e pe { a

of the fish and wildlife species that Burbot Swainson’s hawk

annual projects are designed to Kokanee salmon Ring-necked pheasant

help includes: Walleye Black-capped chickadee
Yellow perch Mallard duck
Largemouth bass Readhead duck

Anadromous fish Peregrine falcon

Spring, summer and fall Wildlife Pileated woodpecker

chinook salmon Elk

Coho salmon Black bear

Sockeye salmo Cougar

Chum salmon Mule deer

Steelhead White-tailed deer
Pygmy rabbit
River otter
Grizzly bear

Bighorn sheep
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Summary By Columbia Basin Subregions (for more information, visit the Power Planning Council’s Website: www.nwppc.org. Click on “F&W Project Selection Process”)
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FISCAL YEAR 1998 COLUMBIA BASIN FISH AND WILDLIFE AUTHORITY |

RECOMMENDED PROJECTS AND EXPENDITURES

Summary By Columbia Basin Subregions (for more information, visit the Power Planning Council’s Website: www.nwppc.org. Click on “F&W Project Selection Process”)
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. Where does the $127 million
spent on fish and wildlife
projects every year come
from?

. Under a 1995 agreement
negotiated by the Bonneville
Power Administration, the
federal government and the
region’s tribes, Bonneville
must dedicate an average of
$127 million a year to imple-
mentation of the Council’s fish
and wildlife program.
Bonneville is a federal agency
that obtains revenues by mar-
keting the electricity produced
from the federal dams in the
Columbia River Basin.

. Who decides which projects
to fund?

. Projects are reviewed by the
region’s fish and wildlife man-
agers through an organization
called the Columbia Basin Fish
and Wildlife Authority. The
Authority provides recommen-
dations to the Power Planning
Council. The Council uses a
group of independent scien-
tists to review the

. COUNC]

recommendations. After the
scientific review, the Council
conducts a cost-effectiveness
evaluation to ensure the
projects make the best use of
the public’s money; considers
the impacts ocean conditions
might have on the projects’
success; and, solicits public
comments. After the Council
finishes its review, it makes
recommendations to the
Bonneville Power Administra-
tion. Bonneville then selects
contractors to do the work.

. How many projects receive

money from Bonneville
every year?

. The number of projects varies

depending on the cost of those
selected. For Fiscal Year
1997, about 400 project pro-
posals were reviewed. Ulti-
mately, only 224 were recom-
mended for funding. Many
major initiatives, for example,
construction of a new hatch-
ery, are made up of several
individual projects. For this
reason, the actual number of
major projects is less than 224.

A LIST OF ANSWERS TO COMMON QUESTIONS

3. What are the criteria for
determining which projects
receive support?

A. The fish and wildlife managers
are responsible, through the
Columbia Basin Fish and
Wildlife Authority, for devel-
oping the criteria for
reviewing and prioritizing
projects designed to imple-
ment the region’s fish and
wildlife plan. Detailed de-
scriptions of the criteria used
are available from the Author-
ity. Generally, the criteria
include: priority species; cost
considerations; project inte-
gration and partnerships;
cost-effectiveness; consistency
with the Council’s fish and
wildlife program; long-term
manageability; connectivity
with existing efforts and scien-
tific viability.

Q. Who are project sponsors
accountable to once their
projects are approved?

A. Bonneville has sole authority
to oversee contracting and
management of projects.

L DECISION IN SEPTEMBER: APPROVED PROJECTS IN THE NEXT ISSUE OF ENERGY NEWS. |

' FISH AND WILDLIFE PROJECT SELECTION IS NO SIMPLE TASK

However, the Power Planning
Council periodically selects
projects for additional scrutiny.
In addition, ongoing projects
are reviewed annually.

. Can a project be altered once

it has received funds?

. Project sponsors may make

small changes in their project
(plus or minus 10 percent of
particular budget line items) af-
ter consulting with Bonneville.
For larger changes, a project
must go back for review by the
fish and wildlife managers and
the Power Planning Council.

Q. Does the public have any say?

A. Absolutely! Because

Bonneville is a public agency,
fish and wildlife project money
must be allocated in a public
process. The Northwest Power
Planning Council encourages
public comment on the manag-
ers’ and scientists’ project
recommendations.

Compiled by—
Mari Bartoo Jacobson
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Industry leaders and environmentalists create nation’s first new
power plant carbon dioxide standard.

Y ormer Oregon State
Senator Joyce Cohen
believes “‘the best things
take about six years to develop.”
If Cohen is right, the legislation
signed in June by Oregon Gover-
nor John Kitzhaber is ahead of its
time in more ways than one.
House Bill 3283 requires that car-
bon dioxide emissions from new
gas-fired power plants be reduced
by 17 percent — that’s 17 percent
below the cleanest gas plant tech-
nology in use today. It’s the first
legislation of its type in the United
States, probably in the world.
Cohen, now one of Oregon’s rep-
resentatives on the Northwest
Power Planning Council, is ex-
cited about it for a number of
reasons, not the least of which is
the fact that it grew out of an idea

she worked on four years ago
when she was on the state’s Sen-
ate Energy Subcommittee.

At that time, Oregon was look-
ing at ways to adapt its state
power plant siting regulations to
fit both the restructuring of the
utility industry and growing con-
cerns about human-caused climate
changes that could have severe
ecological and economic conse-
quences. Oregon already had
some of the nation’s most rigor-
ous facility siting restrictions,
including one that required power
plant developers to demonstrate a
need for the output of their pro-
posed plants before the plants
could be approved. This so-called
“need-for-power standard” also
required consideration of climate
change impacts from proposed

plants. The standard rarely pre-
vented plant construction — a
proposed nuclear plant was the
exception — but it was considered
an impediment to open competi-
tion by utilities and independent
power plant developers.

“Some utilities and independent
developers want to build power
plants that are essentially on
speculation — with the intent to
sell the power on the open mar-
ket,” says Sam Sadler from
Oregon’s Office of Energy, one of
the organizations that worked on
the new legislation. “The need-
for-power standard was in their
way.”

“There were technicalities
about the need-for-power stan-
dard that made it pretty much
impossible for independent devel-
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opers to gain approval for a
plant,” says Peter Evans, direc-
tor of marketing and
development at U.S. Generating
Company, developer of
Oregon’s largest thermal power
plant.

ete West, an economist with

L. the Renewable Northwest
Project, a Portland-based group
that also worked on the new law,
puts it a little stronger. “When we
were first looking at this, the utili-
ties and developers wanted to gut
Oregon’s facility siting laws,” he
says. “The utilities wanted some
rules, because they’d been regu-
lated all along and were pros at
the rules. The independent power
producers wanted no rules. They
wanted an open marketplace. En-
vironmentalists wanted new
rules.”

The Senate Energy Subcom-
mittee recommended that a task
force be created to explore alter-
natives. It was created in 1995.
“The task force was one-half of a
compromise,” says West. The
other half was an exemption from
the need standard for up to 500
megawatts of new gas-fired power
plants. Because several develop-
ers sought the exemption,
Oregon’s Energy Facility Siting
Council determined it would
award the exemption to one de-
veloper who would win that
opportunity through competitive
bidding.

It was called the “best of
batch” bidding, and its goal was to
find the cleanest plant. There was
opposition to the competitive ap-
proach from a number of venues,
most arguing that the exempt
plant should be the first one that
applied, not the cleanest. But the
“best of batch” approach had

that carbon 'd10x1de» -

emlssmns

frem new gas—ﬁred
_ power plants
bereducedby
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broad support, including that of
the Energy Facility Siting Council.

Four developers were inter-

. ested. One dropped out, but
the three that remained proposed
plants that would be considerably
cleaner than any gas-fired power
plant built in Oregon to date.
“The proposals were radically dif-
ferent in how they would protect
air quality,” says West, “but they
were all able to provide the miti-
gation to get the need-for-power
exemption. They provided a real-
istic market test of mitigation.
They also included local economic
benefits to host communities.”

Developers of the winning
plant, the Klamath Cogeneration
Project, plan to reduce or mitigate
30 percent of their carbon dioxide
emissions. They also addressed
land-use impacts and water quality
in their proposal. “Klamath won
because it provided the most as-
surance that there’d be protections
in place. Their proposal was the
most complex,” adds West.

The bidding process demon-
strated that power plant
developers could and, more im-
portantly, would meet higher
environmental standards if com-
pelled to. Plus, it was clear they
could do so without endangering
their competitive advantage.

“As an economist, I found a lot
of things revealed through this

process,” says West. “We
got a significant amount of
environmental protection out
of it without adding an extra
| burden to the developers. In
. | fact, the developers had ac-
cess to information that
non-profit environmental
groups don’t have, so they
were able to come in with im-
portant innovations we’d
never have known about,” he
adds.

Jith the “best-of-batch”
¢ V results in hand, the utilities,
developers, environmentalists and
state power planners went back to
the table to draft legislation. “It
was a hard fight,” recalls West.
Because all the participants had
what could be viewed as veto
power on any deal, they had to
cooperate. The one goal they
shared was the need to have
something they would not have to
rewrite in two years. The trade-
off they negotiated was to repeal
the need-for-power standard for
all power plants and adopt a car-
bon-dioxide emissions standard
for fossil-fueled power plants.
West says, “The turning point
in the negotiations came when
U.S. Generating Company, which
was the runner-up in the best of
batch bidding, agreed to support
the environmentalists” proposal.”
U.S. Generating’s Evans ex-
plains, “We had said for a long
time that we were willing to sup-
port a carbon dioxide standard as
an alternative to the need-for-
power standard. This was a good
compromise,” says Evans. “Ev-
eryone worked hard to find
common ground, to balance diver-
gent views. People were willing
to spend the time to make some-
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thing that was workable for all
sides.”

n fact, when it came time to

defend the proposed legislation
before the Senate, West says util-
ity and other industry
representatives asked the environ-
mentalists to stay away. “They
knew they would be more suc-
cessful without us, and they were
right. They carried the bill and
got it passed.”

Council Member Joyce Cohen
is delighted that the change finally
came: “This is another example of
Oregon’s long-term diligence in
caring for its natural resources in
cost-effective ways. It reflects the
public’s foresight and concern for
both the state’s environment and
its economy.”

“Power plant developers can
certainly use the fact that a plant
meets the Oregon standard to
their advantage,” says Evans. “As
more people are able to choose
their power supplier, I believe
they’ll want to protect the envi-
ronment. We’ll thump our chests
on this — we can point to the stan-
dard and say our plants meet it.”

The new law appears to be
having an early effect on develop-
ers to the north as well. Staff at
the Oregon Office of Energy re-
port that at least one developer
proposing a plant for the Puget
Sound area has asked for details
about the Oregon standard. They
want to be able to promote their
project as the cleanest one in
Washington. Z=

\

| ~ power plant W}II det them halfway to the standard,
 Sadler from the Orefron Office of Energy.
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says Sam

2. By building an efficient plant that also uses some of its heat

to run an industrial process. an operation known as cogeneration.

This enables the plant to make more use of its heat and offsets the

i need to burn fuel to generate heat at the industrial site.

3. By offsetting the carbon dioxide with such efforts as refor—
estatlon, which sequesters the carbon in soil and wood, and .
releases the oxygen. Devek)pels can take a “monetary pat .
offsetting their emissions by paying into a qualifying fund 57 cents
pet ton of carbon dioxide that needs to be offset. For a typlcal
power plant, the offset fee would be about $3 million.

In July, the Oregon Climate Trust was formed by the state of

_ Oregon, the utility mdustry and the environmental community.

T he Oregon Climate Trust will determine how to invest offset fees

paid by deve]opers The Trust has received initial funding from f .

PacifiCorp and Portland General Electric, the state’s two Iaroest
utilities; and from the three major power plant developers in

Oregon — U.S. Generating Company, the Klamath Coveneratxon .

Project and the Hermiston Generating Project.

Members of the board of the Trust: '
Peter West, chair; economist and policy analyst Renewable
Northwest PrOJect

Terry Edvalson, vice chair; chair of 016001] S EI‘L@I gy Facﬂmes ’
Siting Council . . ,

Nicole Cordan, secretary; program co-chair, Natural Resources ; '
Law Institute, Northwestern School of Law, Lewis and Clalk '
College

John Bohling, treasurer; senior vice president of electric
generation, PacifiCorp

Anna Goldrich, former executive dir ector, Oregon League ot
Conservation Voters

Susan Anderson, director, city of Portland Energy Office

Dave Yaden, head of strategic planning for Tri-Met and former
director of Oregon Department of Energy
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Washington
proposes an
aggressive new
policy that puts wild
salmon first,
hatcheries

second.

/ashington’s Department
of Fish and Wildlife is
proposing a new policy
that would emphasize harvest cut-
backs and restoration of spawning
habitat to protect the state’s di-
verse but dwindling populations of
wild salmon. The gist of the new
policy, announced earlier this year
and discussed and debated at a
number of public meetings around
the state through the spring and
early summer, is that the state’s
salmon management practices
need to focus more attention on
naturally spawning salmon and
less on hatchery production.
Washington’s Fish and Wildlife
Commission, which sets policy for
the Department of Fish and Wild-
life, will vote on the new salmon
policy late this summer.
“We are admitting that our
management has been a prob-
lem, and we are recommending
a very conservative approach in
the future to protect wild
salmon,” Bern Shanks, director
of the Washington Department
of Fish and Wildlife, told the
Northwest Power Planning
Council at a recent meeting.
“We need to change. We are
going to incorporate recent
scientific information to en-
sure that our hatcheries are
not damaging the wild
stocks.”
Washington’s Legislature
ordered the new policy in
1993, but there was little

)
o]
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progress in developing it until
Shanks took over the depart-
ment in July 1996. At that
point, the policy already was
two years tardy. The Legisla-
ture had asked that it be
completed by 1994, in light of
the fact that most of the state’s
salmon populations clearly were
in trouble.

oday, the draft Salmonid

Policy addresses the state’s
past failures with candor and
self-examination. In the intro-
duction to a draft environmental
impact statement on the draft
policy, the Department writes:

“We conducted an examination -

of our ancestor agencies, the
Washington Department of Fish-
eries and the Washington
Department of Wildlife, in at-
tempting to understand how we
had become so integral a part of
an acknowledged resource man-
agement failure. ... In our
self-examination we were forced
to concede that the resource [the
salmon] was not always our client
in a myriad of past actions.”

According to the document,
the state’s fish and game agencies
allowed fishing to continue when
it should have been stopped, failed
to actively enforce fish passage
and water diversion screening
laws in the rivers and streams
where salmon spawn, and failed to
stop the construction of culverts
that now block about 3,000 miles
of streams to access by salmon.
Perhaps most damning, the draft
policy admits these failures were
rooted in the fear of retaliatory ac-
tions by the Legislature and
landowners.

The document describes the
state’s past actions — or inactions
— as “folly,” and adds: “We

“Considerations
such as loss
of regulatory
authority or

budgets
can no longer
be factored
into resource
management
decisions.”

know that in order to be success-
ful, the resource must be our
exclusive client. Considerations
such as loss of regulatory author-
ity or budgets can no longer be
factored into resource manage-
ment decisions.”

At his meeting with the Power
Planning Council, Shanks made it
clear that business as usual is not
in the best interest of the salmon.
“In Washington, we have 12 sepa-
rate salmon stocks either listed or
facing listing [under the federal
Endangered Species Act],”
Shanks said. “In my opinion, this
is going to be the biggest and
most difficult public policy area
we have in natural resources for
the next few years.”

S almon hatcheries and spawn
ing habitat are key issues ad-
dressed in detail in the proposed
wild salmon policy, and there is a
reason. “‘Most of what we are
emphasizing is what we can do
something about — harvest and
hatcheries,” Shanks said. Those
areas embody the key authorities
of the state’s fish and wildlife

agency. Also, Shanks said
Washington’s draft policy is

modeled on a similar policy in
Oregon. This makes sense be-
cause the two states share a
border — and salmon — in the
E Columbia River, he said.

The proposed policy estab-
lishes three general guidelines
for salmon management:

1. Protect native stocks and
natural production of salmon,
especially where conflicts with
non-native species and stocks
occur.

2. Stocks that are threat-

Z s

ened or endangered have a
higher immediate priority than
healthy stocks or species.

3. Stocks with higher ecologi-
cal, cultural or economic value
generally should have higher pri-
ority than stocks or species of
lower value, provided all remain
self-sustaining populations.

The draft policy calls for man-
aging hatchery fish and wild fish
separately, not as a mixed stock.
That’s a big change from current
practice, which allows harvest of
up to 90 percent of all salmon.
The high harvest rate reflects the
abundance of hatchery-bred fish,
but takes a disproportionate toll
on the smaller numbers of wild
fish. In the future, Shanks said,
the state should set harvest rates
for all salmon to reflect the abun-
dance of wild fish. That would
mean a cutback of as much as 30
percent over current levels.

Habitat improvements are more
difficult for his agency to direct,
Shanks said. “Our regulatory
mandate for habitat is limited.”

Nonetheless, the draft policy
addresses water quantity and qual-
ity, and physical conditions such
as the structure of river and
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stream channels, the presence or
absence of pools and riffles in
spawning habitat, installation of
protective screens at irrigation
water withdrawals and dams,
and the impacts of municipal and
industrial water withdrawals.
The draft strategy spells out per-
formance standards and includes

strategies to achieve those stan-
dards.

ecause the state’s authority is
limited to the area within the
normal high water mark of rivers
and streams, the draft policy em-
phasizes the importance of
partnerships between landowners
and government. Locally based

“We are going
to manage this
resource for the
fish, not the
fishermen. If
we manage it
properly for the
fish, the fish
will take care of
the fishermen.”

— 7 NS

watershed improvement strategies - S

will be a high priority if the policy
is approved.

Rules for salmon hatcheries
and harvest would be changed.

~ For example, Shanks said a funda-

mental component of the draft
policy is to mark all hatchery-bred
fish. Usually, this means clipping
the small adipose fin, which is on
the underside of the fish near the
tail. Thus, fishers can distinguish
wild fish from hatchery fish by the
presence or absence of the adipose
fin.

Harvest management is a big
problem, said Sam Wright, a bi-
ologist and aide to Shanks.
“Currently, there are 89 wild
salmon populations being over-
fished — by design — in hatchery
fish management zones. Thirty-
seven of these are in Puget Sound,
20 are along the Washington coast
and 32 are in the lower Columbia
River,” Wright said. “By species,
these include 37 chinook popula-
tions, 42 coho populations and 10
chum populations.” Of these,
coho salmon are in the most dan-

ger, he said.
1\ /|| ore than 3,000 miles of coho
|~ # spawning habitat are
blocked to salmon passage —
“not a mile of that is being used
now, and it could be,” he said.
“This seriously impacts our ability
to pursue effective habitat man-
agement in the future. It’s
unrealistic to ask people to man-
age habitat when you’re not
putting fish in there to use that
habitat.”

Habitat improvements and har-
vest cutbacks are closely
intertwined, Wright said. ““This is
a fundamental, mandatory prin-
ciple: If you are going to have
fish and wildlife in the future, each
population must be able to replace
itself on a sustainable basis,” he
said. “If harvests are expected,
each population must not only be
able to replace itself, it must also
produce surplus production for
harvest. We have the opportunity
to make better decisions than we
made in the past, given the same

information.”

But the state agency won’t
be successful without the sup-
port of others, Shanks said.

He sees the involvement of
. Northwest Indian tribes as cru-
E cial to the state’s success.

“The implementation of any
plan requires the concurrence
of our co-managers, the tribal
governments,” he said.

{_' hanksenvisions rebuilding
m=? Salmon-bearing water-
sheds “from the ground up,”
with the cooperation of local
and tribal governments, land-
owners and other interested
parties. Some of this work
likely will require authorization
through state legislation, and also
financial incentives to landowners,
he said. Underlying this effort is
concern for the long-term health of
the wild salmon populations.

“We are going to manage this
resource for the fish, not for fish-
ermen,” Shanks said. “If we
manage it properly for the fish, the
fish will take care of the fishermen.
That’s a fairly fundamental shift in
our management policy.

“In Washington, there is enor-
mous interest and concern over the
fate of salmon, and an underlying
awareness that what we are talking
about 1s defining the future of this
state and this, our most fascinating
and adventuresome natural re-
source,” he said. “I firmly believe
that the people of Washington are
going to insist that we do an ad-
equate job in the conservation and
recovery of the salmon stocks.
Obviously, there is a lot of work
to do.” 2=

iy
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and

- short list of useful Internet resources on energ

fish, wildlife and other things.

ome days I wonder how we
, got along before we had the
' Internet’s homepages, data
bases and on-line directories. If
anything, there is too much infor-
mation available on the Internet.
Because the old adage, “don’t be-
lieve everything you see in print,”
applies doubly to what you might
read off web sites, and because
some sites bury real information
behind a dozen advertisements, it
is useful to have at least a short
list of sites to go to first. If you
are trying to stay informed about
the electricity industry and/or the
Northwest’s fish and wildlife re-
covery efforts — the key areas of
responsibility of the Northwest
Power Planning Council — check
out these sites:

B www.nwppe.org Start with
our own homepage. We update
our site almost every day, adding
new publications, issue papers,
press releases, etc., to keep elec-
tricity consumers in the region
informed about and involved in
planning for the region’s electric-
ity future and its fish and wildlife
recovery efforts. From our site,
you can comment on issues before
the Council, download or just read
nearly all our publications, and
even run a computer simulation of
the consequences of changes in
dam operations. We include on
our site links to each of the four
Northwest state homepages —
Idaho, Montana, Oregon and
Washington — from which you
can learn more about each state
government, track state legisla-

by Carlotta Collette

tion, even acquire tourism infor-
mation. Also at our site is a
Directory of Organizations, in-
cluding: state and federal
agencies, Indian tribes, utility
groups, utility regulators, etc.
Where possible, we’ve added links
to the homepage of each organiza-
tion.

B www.newsdata.com/enernet/
This site was created and 1s main-
tained by the NewsData
Corporation, which also publishes
Clearing Up, a weekly newsletter
that has been tracking the North-
west energy scene for nearly two
decades. Known as “NW
EnerNet,” the site reports on en-
ergy and fish and wildlife recovery
efforts somewhat more broadly
than the Council’s site. EnerNet
includes several on-line “maga-
zines,” including con.web, which
reports on conservation and re-
newable resource activities in the
Northwest, and NW Fishletter,
which covers salmon recovery and
other fishery news. This is a good
site to visit regularly, as you
would read your daily newspaper.
It also includes numerous excel-
lent links to other relevant sites.

B www.streamnet.org An out-
growth of the rivers assessment
research done for the Northwest
Power Planning Council in the
1980s, streamnet began as a data
base of river reaches and their fish
and wildlife or other ecosystem
characteristics. Not for entertain-
ment surfing, streamnet is packed
with details, probably more than
most people care to know. On the

other hand, if you want to know
which fish spawn in a specific
river mile in the Columbia’s wa-
tershed, or something equally
specific, chances are good you’ll
find it here. This site has maps
and other details about projects
under review for funding through
the Council’s Columbia River Ba-
sin Fish and Wildlife Program. 1If
you go to the Council’s homepage
and click on fish and wildlife
project selection, you’ll eventually
end up here.

B www.ichemp.gov This is the
homepage of the Interior Colum-
bia Basin Ecosystem Management
Project, which is sponsored by the
U.S. Forest Service and the Bu-
reau of Land Management. The
Project, through an open public
process, is developing a new man-
agement strategy for public land
administered by the two agencies
in eastern Oregon and Washing-
ton, Idaho, western Wyoming,
western Montana and portions of
northern Utah and northern Ne-
vada. Included at this site are
schedules of public meetings, tele-
conference opportunities, a
regular newsletter and access to
documents related to the project.
B www.keil.ukans.edw/ This
biodiversity and biological collec-
tions web server links to an
amazing collection of sites around
the world. Pick a species, flora or
fauna, and this site will link you to
universities, research laboratories,
museums, publications, etc., all
over the world that have informa-
tion about that species. Pick a
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science: botany, mycology, geol-
0gy, etc., this site has data bases
on them all. A general science
web site, this one is a great back-
ground resource.

8 www.pnl.gov This site is of-
fered by the Pacific Northwest
National Laboratory, which is op-
erated by Battelle Memorial
Institute. 1 visit it for research
news and for its links to energy
and other research-related sites.
Because the laboratory is part of
the U.S. Department of Energy, it
contains numerous links to other
federal sites. It also links to many
regional newspapers, science jour-
nals and other media.

B www.westgov.org/wieb An-
other good West Coast site with
broader links is this one, operated
by the Western Interstate Energy
Board, under the auspices of the
Western Governors’ Association.
Industry news, links and good fea-
ture material make this site one to
visit on a fairly regular basis.

B www.eren.doe.gov and
www.eia.doe.gov Among the
more useful federal sites are these
two Department of Energy lo-
cales: the site operated by the
Energy Efficiency and Renewable
Energy Network, and the one op-
erated by the Energy Information
Agency. Both are updated regu-
larly, contain a comprehensive set
of links and provide a depth of in-
formation.

B www.usgerp.gov This is the
federal government’s site for re-
search on global climate change.
It includes, among a number of
terrific resources, links to other
government information systems
and research projects. For ex-
ample, you can search for ecology
and biology data contained in data
bases at the Department of the In-
terior, or educational resources at
the Department of Energy. The
links are not comprehensive, but
there is more than enough material
to keep a researcher busy for
some hours.

From our site,
you can comment
on issues before the
Council,
download or just read
all our publications,
and even rumn a
computer simulation
of the consequences
of changes in
dam operations.

B www.energyonline.com Up-
to-date information on
restructuring in the utility industry
is hard to find. This site is a good
place to look. Updated daily by a
private consulting firm, the site
provides news; restructuring blue-
prints from various states; links to
futures markets, pricing and regu-
lators homepages; and access to
industry-specific software. People
at the Council who track restruc-
turing recommend this site.

B www.magicnet.net/~metzler/
index.html This otherwise ob-
scure site is an excellent link to
utilities, publications, news and
other data from the utility indus-
try. It is known officially as “The
Utility Connection,” and it covers
all sorts of utilities — water, elec-
tricity, gas, etc.

8 www.thomas.loc.gov This is
one of the most accessible of the
numerous federal Internet sites. It
is most useful for tracking legisla-
tion, but it includes links to all
other branches of government, in-
cluding the White House
(whitehouse.gov). This is a good
entry point for other government
information, including each of the
branches and departments of the
government. Every agency, in-
cluding the Bonneville Power
Administration (bpa.gov), the

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(fws.gov), the National Marine
Fisheries Service (nmfs.gov) and
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(usace.army.mil), has a site. All
of them can be reached through
the “thomas” site. You can also
reach the Government Printing
Office (gpo.gov) and download or
order publications. Another site
that is widely recommended is the
federal statistics data site
(fedstats.gov), but I find this less
“user-friendly” than some other
sites.

B www.igc.apc.org/igc/econet/
index.html The Institute for Glo-
bal Communications has created a
set of five web sites each dedi-
cated to an aspect of worldwide
communications. The site called
“econet” includes sections on en-
ergy, wildlife species and habitat,
which in turn, link to resources all
over the world. This site could
easily take up an afternoon and an
evening, so wait for rain or winter
and bring a cup of tea and snacks.
This site is loaded. You can
“surf” from newspaper to newspa-
per or go directly to a major
research institute and “dive” into
their data base.

B www.findlaw.com The
Council’s legal division recom-
mended this site for researching
laws, court opinions and regula-
tions. It has separate state, federal
and international sections, as well
as an excellent search vehicle that
links to other sites. For example,
a search for “American Indian
law” produced links to a large
number of other Internet
homepages that focus on legisla-
tion relating to Indians, tribal
laws, treaties and more general
information about various tribes.

said above, this is a very short

list. Out of the millions (is it
billions yet?) of sites, Council
staff use these most regularly, par-
ticularly as entry points to other

sites. B2
=
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West Coast

Portland laundromat first to install
new efficient washing machines.
The completely renovated
laundromat, “The Posh Wash,”
replaced old washers with new front-
loading machines that use about half
the water, energy and detergent of
conventional washers. The new
washers, made by Maytag, are ex-
pected to save the laundromat $3,500
a year or more, as well as cut water
use by about a quarter million gallons
- per year. Long in use in Europe, this
style of machine is only recently en-
tering the U.S. market. In the
Northwest, some retailers are offering
a $130 rebate to consumers who pur-
chase the machines. While the
commercial operation was not eligible
for the rebate, a 35-percent tax credit
was available through the Oregon Of-
fice of Energy. (Source: City of
Portland Energy Office.)
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B.C. Hydro may be violating
MAKFTA by exporting hydropower
that kills salmon, says a coalition of
U.S. and Canadian fishing and envi-
ronmental groups. The North
American Free Trade Agreement in-
cludes a side agreement regarding
environmental standards. The coali-
tion s arguing that the utility is
violating that agreement by selling

electricity from dams that are oper-
ated to maximize hydropower
generation at the expense of migrat-
ing salmon. U.S. hydropower is
generated at dams that release water
timed to protect salmon. In British
Columbia, the dams store water when

the salmon most need it. The water
is released later to generate electric-
ity. The group is asking that the
International Council on Environmen-
tal Cooperation investigate its
allegations. The International Coun-
cil was established to address
incidences where countries lower
their environmental standards to in-
crease international trade. (Source:
Pacific Fishing.)

Morthern California coho listed as
threatened while Oregon’s alterna-
tive recovery plan spares that state
a listing. Officials of the National
Marine Fisheries Service in late April
said they prefer to have states adopt
their own recovery plans, as Oregon
did, rather than apply federal protec-
tion, which almost certainly has
broader implications. In the case of
the California coastal coho, about
700 miles of coastline and as far in-
land as 150 miles upstream will be
affected with restrictions on logging,
irrigation and other activities that
could hurt the threatened fish.
(Source: Los Angeles Times Internet
web site: www . latimes.com.)

Mation

Federal government plans to cut its
energy bills by retrofitting its build-
ings. The plan is expected to lower
federal energy bills by about a quar-
ter, saving approximately $1 billion a
year after all of the government’s
500,000 buildings are renovated.
Previous similar proposals have fallen
short of targets, but the government
intends to avoid problems of the past
by hiring contractors through a
streamlined process and paying them
over time out of the energy savings.
Contracts to perform the first $750
million worth of work have already

been awarded to improve the effi-
ciency of federal buildings in Alaska,
Arizona, California, Hawaii, Idaho,
Nevada, Oregon and Washington.
(Source: The New York Times.)

Race-winning electric car doubles
the range of previous electric ve-
hicles. In the ninth annual “Tour de
Sol,” a competition designed to pro-
mote new electric vehicle
technologies, a converted Geo Metro
traveled 249 miles without needing a
recharge. The car used a battery that
General Motors Corp. will use in its
EV-1 car. The world record range is
373 miles, but that record was set in
a custom-made vehicle. The Metro is
a production model. Cars in this
year’s race also reached faster speeds
than in previous years, an indication
that the electric car technology is ad-
vancing. The winning car, with the
same equipment, including an
onboard charger, sells for $88,000.
Without the charger or long-range
battery the car sells for $33,995.
(Source: The Oregonian, Portland,
Oregon.)

World

New solar technology achieves
record efficiency of 10.96 percent
conversion. The new technology
uses a light-sensitive dye bonded to a
semiconductor to move an electron
and create a positive charge that is
discharged through an electrolyte.
Known as the “Graetzel cell,” after
its inventor, Dr. Michael Graetzel of
the Swiss Federal Institute of Tech-
nology, the new technology is
expected to be a major breakthrough
in solar photovoltaics. The first ap-
plication to be commercialized will be
a transparent version on Swatch
watches. Large-scale commercial
production is expected to begin in
Australia late in 1997. A primary
application is likely to be in architec-
tural glass. (Source: Photovoltaic
insider’s Report.)
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September 11-12 Electrical
Utility Mergers, Acquisitions,
Strategic Alliances, World Trade
Center, Portland, Oregon. For more
information, contact Law Seminars
International, 206-567-4490.
September 12 Third Annual
Endangered Species Act Confer-
ence, Lewis & Clark College,
Portland, Oregon. For more infor-
mation, contact Northwestern School
of Law Continuing Legal Education
Coordinator, 503-768-6672.

September 16-17 Northwest
Power Planning Council Meeting,
The Park Plaza, Helena, Montana.
Formoreinformation, contactthe
Council's central office at 800-222-
3355.

September 24-26 Deregulation:
Reflections, Projections, Marriott
Hotel, Portland, Oregon. For more
information, contactthe Western
Electric Power Institute, 503-231-
1994,

September 29-30 Competition in
California: Ready Or Not, Here
We Come!, San Diego Mission
Valley Hilton, San Diego, California.
Formore information, contact Energy
NewsData, 206-285-4848.

October 17-18 Mative Ameri-
cans, Time, and the Law, Lewis &
Clark College, Portland, Oregon.
For more information, contact
Northwestern School of Law Con-

tinuing Legal Education Coordinator,
503-768-6672.

October 27-29 Sustainable
Building Northwest Conference
and Trade Show, Seattle Center,
Seattle, Washington. Formore

information, call O'Brien and Com-
pany, 206-842-8995.

October 28-29 Northwest Power
Planning Council Meeting, Holiday
Inn Westbank, Idaho Falls, Idaho.
Formore information, contact the
Council's central office at §00-222-
3355.

December 9-10 Northwest Power.
Planning Council Meeting, Council
central office, Portland, Oregon. For
moreinformation, contactthe
Council's central office at 800-222-
3355.

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
The process of amending the Columbia River Basin
Fish and Wildlife Programis justbeginning. A draft

Fourth Northwest Conservation and Flectric Power
Plan

The Council released its Draft Fourth Northwest Power

framework for the programis being developed. In No-
vember 1997 the Council plans to invite recommended
changes to the program. Recommendations would be due
inFebruary 1998. Comments on the recommendations
would be accepted through March 1998. Between April
and June, the Council would compile adraft program
based on the recommendations. The draft fish and wildlife
program will then be released for public commentin July
1998, with a close of comment scheduled for September.
The Council plans to make its decision on the new pro-
gram in November 1998,

Plan in March 1996, but held comment on the draft open
until this spring to incorporate recommendations from the
yearlongreview of the Northwest energy system con-
ducted in 1996. In August, the Council approved release
of an addendum to the draft power plan thatincorporates
recommendations from the energy systemreview and
suggestions for ways to implement those recommenda-
tions. The Council intends to take comment on the
addendum through October 31, 1997, Hearings to take
commenthave been scheduled to coincide withregular
Council meetings:

September 16-17, Helena, Montana (Park Plaza)
October 7-8, Portland, Oregon (Council Offices)
October 28-29, Idaho Falls, [daho (Holiday Inn
Westbank)

A hearing in Washington has yet to be scheduled.
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Hardy richly deserves all the praise being accorded him. An ex-naval officer, he navigated Bonneville

hrough some very rough seas.

Hardy took Bonneville a considerable distance toward establishing itself as a key player in the new utility
marketplace. But the fact is, right now, Bonneville can barely compete with power rates being offered by its
competitars, Yes, the federal agency has the low-cost electricity generated al Columbia Basin dams, but it
also has enormous nuclear power plant debis, and fish and wildlife recovery costs that factor in to price its
power abovie the market, For the long term, Bonneville's electricity could still be a very good buy: when the
nuclear debt is paid off; when there is certainty about fish and wildlife expenditures; and when the agency's
other expenses have been reduced. That's what we are counting on, and that's the
direction the region must now steer toward.

To that end. the Council has begun meeting and consulting with Bonneville, its
customers and others in the Northwest about the agency’s cost structure. Our goal is
1o reassure current and future customers who are considering subscribing to
Bonneville's power thit the agency will be stable and efficiently run.

At the same time, the Council is about 1o decide which fish and wildlife recovery
actions Bonneville should fund this coming vear. Our decisions follow nearly a year of
prioritizing by fish and wildlife managers, review by independent scientists and public
comment. It is the Council’s intent that this process receives the widest possible
scrutiny. 'We simply cannot afford to waste ime or moncy on efforts that will not
produce fish.

The key to all of this is accountability. Northwesterners take pride in our ability to manage our own power
system. We relish our right to make decisions here. But with that right comes the grave responsibility 1o
make pricdent decisions. 1 we fail 10 do so, if our decisions are unwise, the future of the Bonneville Power

Administration, and the public benefits Bonneville bnings us, could be in peril, q?: E': W ,g‘a i t,

Iln late July, Randy Hardy announced that he is leaving the helm of the Bonneville Power Administration.




