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NORTHWEST EI'\ERGY NEWS' December/January 1986 

To assist the electrical consumers of the Pacific Northwest to 
achieve cost-effective energy conservation, to encourage the de
velopment of renewable energy resources, to establish a represen
tative regional power planning process, to assure the region of an 
efficient and adequate power supply, and for other purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled. 

I t's been said that one's task, regarding the future, is 
not so much to foresee it, as to enable it. On December 
5, 1980, President Jimmy Carter signed an historic piece of legis

lation that was to have a profound effect on the Pacific Northwest. Public Law 
96-501, the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation 

Act, was designed to provide for the future electrical energy needs of the 
citizens of the four Northwest states of Idaho, Montana, Oregon and 
Washington. The Act carried a second mandate; to protect, mitigate and 
enhance those fish and wildlife in the Columbia River Basin 
threatened by the development of the region's great hydroelectric 
system. A third, equally important emphasis of the Act called for 
carrying out these plans and programs with the full participation of 
the citizens of the region. 

If it's true that success has many parents, but failure is an 
orphan, the Northwest Power Act must be a success. Nearly 
everyone interviewed for this special issue admitted to laboring 
hard and long to produce a piece of legislation that met the 
needs of the broadest of constituencies. Only one admitted to 
being "among the three people in the Northwest who did not 
write the Act." 

What follows is, in part, a review of the first five years' effort 
to carry out the mandates contained in the Act. But what 
follows is also a look at what major implementors of the Act 
thought the Act would accomplish. Congressman Jim 
Weaver of Oregon brings up the image of blind people 
describing an elephant; each of them "sees" a different 
elephant. 
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"I've got good news and \ A //~A.J- J.-:/~// 
bad news. The good V V rItA y yrlb 
news is, we got 
everything we wanted. 
The bad news is, so did 

A HeH!l11(itgWd'l 
~tr()$fectlVe 

T here's a story they 
tell about how Roy 
Hemmingway broke 

the news to Oregon's governor liat 
lie Norci1west Power Act had passed. 
He is said to have told Vic Atiyeh, "I've 
got good news and bad news. The good 
news is, we got everyliing we wanted. 
The bad news is, so did everyone else." 

Oregon's Hemmingway wa'S one of 
two Norliwest Power Planning Council 
members who were actively involved in 
ci1e creation of ci1e Act. Get:ald Mueller, 
ci1()Ugh not involved to lie degree liat 

Hemmingway wa'S, is the other Council 
member who was ci1ere when it all 
began in the late 1970s. 

Hemmingway confirms lie "good 
news, bad news" comment. "Every 
group worked to get protection for its 
interests in ci1e Act. What was not clear 
wa'i how liose interest'S would work 
togelier once lie Act was passed and 
all lie changing circumstances of lie 
real world had to be dealt wili. While 
lie public and investor-owned utilities, 
ci1e direct service industries and ci1e 
Bonneville Power Administration 
locked in protection for ci1emselves, I 

wa'S afraid ci1eir commitment to ci1e 
welf~lre of ci1e region as a whole got 
weakened." 

I t all began in 1977 wili a bill 
backed by ci1e Pacific Norci1west 

Utilities Conference Committee 
[PNUCC]. "When a regional bill first got 
publicly talked about - ci1is was ci1e 
PNUCC bill - lie utility system alone 
was to do all the planning," Hemming
way recalls. 

':Governors Judge [Montana] and 
Evans [Idaho] both advocated a 

June 1976 
BPA issues Notice of 
Insufficienc\' to its 
customers. 

March 1977 
Oregon Representa
tiveJim Weaver intro
duces in the House 
H.R. 5862, the Colum
bia Basin Energy Cor
poration Act of 1977. 

Sept. 1977 
Washington Senator 
Henrv Tackson intro
duces S. Bill 2080. the 
Pacific Northwest 
Electric Power Supply 
& Conservation Act. 
Bill was drafted by the 
Pacific Northwest 
Utilities Conference 
Committee. An identi
cal bill introduced in 
the House b\' Wash
ington Representative 
Lloyd Meeds. 

Dec. 1977-May 
1978 

August 1978 
Senator Jackson in
troduces S. 3418, The 
Pacific Northwest 
Electric Power Plan
ning and Conserva
tion Act. It is a revised 
version of S. 2080 
based on the spring 
hearings. An identical 
bill introduced in the 
House of 
Representatives. 

June 1977 
Oregon state legisla
ture authorizes crea
tion of the Oregon 
Domestic & Rural 
Power Authoritv 
(DRPA) . 

Senate and House 
committees hold 
hearings in Northwest 
on bills. 

Aug., Sept. & Dec. 
1978 
Hearings held in 
Northwest and Wash
ington, D.C., on the 
bills. Congress ad
journs before legisla
tion is completed. 
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regional siting council, a sort of 'gating' 
body that would decide \vhetber a plant 
proposed by ti1e utilities W~l'i accept
able, After ti1e PNUCC bill W~l'i scrapped, 
Senator Henry Jacbon introduced an
oti1er bill in August 1978, 111is bill first 
bad the idea of a plan for ti1e region 
which would determine how much 
conservation, coal, ~U1d oti1er resources 
would be needed, But it had Bonneville 
doing ti1e foreGl'it and the plan," Hem
mingway add'i, 

"When Governor Atiyeh [Oregon] 
took office he started talking about 
what ti1e states should do witi1 regard to 
mis bilL His aide Lee Johnson [former 
Oregon attorney general] suggested 
me idea of me council. I've sometimes 
been credited for ti1e idea, but Lee W~l'i 
ti1e first one, 

"Governor Ativeh liked ti1e idea of a 
regional body tC) do foreGl'iting and 
power planning, and Lee and I started a 
tour around me four states to see if 
there was interest among me governors 
to propose a joint set of amendments 
that would embodv the idea of a 
regional counciL He and I made a trip 
togemer to Montana to see Governor 

Judge, Lee met witi1 Governor Evans, 
and Atiyeh and I flew up to see 
[Wl'ihington governor] DL\.)' Lee Ray" 
Hemmingway remembers ti1at meet
ing as "h'icinating," 

During the PNUCC bill, ti1e Norm
west states, witi1 ti1e exception ofW~l'ih
ington, had participated in the dis
cussions on ti1e bill. As Hemmingway 
puts it, "One cannot say Governor 
Straub [OregonJ and Dix)' had a warm 
relationship," In fact, ti1ey had cla'ihed a 
number of times, Atiyeh, however, ap
peared determined he W:Cl'i going to 
have a good relationship witi1 Gover
nor }\;.1\: 

lienlmingway was prepared for 
Governor Rly to reject me council idea, 
He assumed she would prefer the 
utilities to do me planning, Governor 
Rly wa,> on record saying she didn't 
ti1ink government should have a bigger 
role than it alreadv had, "Governor 
Atiyeh told me not t(; be so pessimistic," 
notes Hemmingway. Atiyeh met witi1 
her alone for about 20 minutes, ti1en 
called in Hemmingway to give her de
tails, 

"Dixy was absolutely charming," 
Hemmingway says. "This image I had 
of Dixy Lee Ray as the Dragon Lady 
didn't prove to be true. I had known 
Vic from the legislature, but he had 
been in the minority party and hadn't 
carried much legislation, so I didn't 
get to know his skills. It dawned on 
me that day that here was a man who 
had made a great success selling 
Oriental rugs. He had the kind of soft 
salesmanship that this business re
quired, He and Dixy got along just 
fine. If it had been any other Oregon 
governor, that relationship would 
have been strained," 

With Rayon board, Atiyeh called 
together representatives from every 
state to draft amendments for the 

"We had a pool going on 
how many votes the bill 
would get. I don't think 
anyone guessed high 
enough!' 

April 1979 
S, 885, The Pacific 
Northwest Electric 
Power Planning and 
Conservation Act 
introduced to the 
Senate bv: 

S. 885 is identical to S, 
3418 of the 95th Con
gress. Amendments 
are introduced from 
the Governors of the 
four Northwest states, 
Bill sent to the Energy 
and Natural Resources 
Committee. 

Spring-Summer 
1979 
House and Senate 
committees study and 
hold hearings Ot~ bills, 

June 1979 
Additional amend
ments to S. 885 pro
posed hy Senator 
Packwood. 

Aug. 3,1979 
S. 885 passes Senate 
by voice vote. Re
ferred jointly to the 
House Subcommittee 
on Energy and Power 
(Committee on In
terstate and Foreign 
Commerce) and the 
Subcommittee on 
Water and Power Re
sources (Committee 
on Interior and Insular 
Affairs). 

Henrv l\{ Jackson 
(WA)' . 
Warren G. Magnuson 
(WA) 
Frank Church (ID) 
Mark Hatfield (OR) 
James McClure (ID) 
Bob Packwood (OR) 

Representative Al 
Ullman (OR) and 11 
other memhers intro
duce S. 885'5 compan
ion bill, HR 3508. 
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R..etrOSj/ectlYe 

Jackson bill now before Congress. 
"Those amendments were the 
genesis of the Council. That's where I 
met Gerald Mueller," Hemmingway 
adds. "Over the ne:x1: several weeks we 
hammered out amendments dealing 
with the Council, model conservation 
standards, and guarantees of protec
tion for the state siting and rate
making processes." 

The governors submitted their 
amendments in April 1979. Hem
mingway was given the full-time re
sponsibility by Atiyeh to lobby the bill. 
After a while, the other states felt com
fortable with him speaking for the 
states :LS a whole. During the next two 
years, Hemmingway spent more than 
six months in Washington, D.C. The 
bill passed the Senate easily in August 
of 1979 on a voice vote with the entire 
Northwest delegation behind it. 

Meanwhile, in the House, the bill 
had two separate referrals. Tradi
tionally power bills went to the inter
ior committee. But Representative 
John Dingell's energy and power sub
committee of the commerce commit
tee got the bill as well. "Very few dual 
referrals ever get out onto the floor," 
Hemmingway says. The House bill 
had to have four separate votes to 

survive, two subcommittees and two 
full committees before it went to rules 
and the floor. "When the bill finallv 
did clear both committees, we had to 
get all of the recommendations 
reconciled in a process like a third 
committee." 

"Public power was a 
very reluctant bride!' 

Roy Hemmingway 

"As far as lobbying was concerned, 
there were two arenas we concen
trated on. One was what was going on 
in Congress and trying to find ways to 
keep Representative Jim Weaver from 
killing the bill. The second was public 
power. Public power was a very reluc
tant bride. And evervone understood 
if any major group opposed the bill, it 
w:Lsn't going to survive. Public power, 
along with the governors, had a big 
role in killing the PNUCC bill, and 

they were not happy with the bill that 
had come out of the Senate," Hem
mingwayexplains. 

'}\ lot of groups opposed the legis
lation, particularly the environ
mentalists. They saw public power as 
the place to kill the bill, so there was a 
lot of focus on public power. Public 
power understood something im
portant though. Without a bill, 
Bonneville was going to allocate their 
power supply and that was going to 
lead to huge litigation - bigger than 
anything we have seen since the Act 
passed. Generally, public power liked 
the idea of the council because it 
meant someone besides Bonneville 
- with the investor-owned utilities 
and direct service industries whisper
ing in its ear-would do planning. 

"But as we got out of the commerce 
committee, thanks to amendments 
and the realization of the need for a 
new regional blueprint, public power 
began supporting it. The amend
ments it took to win public power's 
support probably resulted in a bill 
more complicated than it should have 
been. Some public power utilities 
wanted to make a condition for sup
port of the bill that WPPSS 
[Washington Public Power Supply Sys-

March 1980 
Representative Al 
Swift (WA) introduces 
H.R. 6677. which fol
lows S. 885's format, 
but revises text to 
eliminate some 
ambiguities. 

May 1980 Sept. 1980 Nov. 17, 1980 Dec. 5,1980 
PresidentJimmr Car
ter signs into law the 
Pacific Northwest 
Electric Power Plan
ning and Conserva
tionAct. 

House Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce reports to 
House on S. 885 and 
recommends passage 
with H.R. 6677 as an 
amendment. The 
amendment replaces 
the text of S. 885 with 
H.R. 6677. Also ap
proved are Represen
tative John DingeU's 
eMI) fish and wildlife 
amendments. 

House Committee on 
Interior and Insular 
Affairs recommends 
passage with similar 
amendments. 

Sept.-Nov. 1980 
For five days, House 
of Representatives 
considers S. 885. 

S. 885 passes House. 
Vote is 284-77 with 
memhers from the 
Northwest supporting 
it 11-4. 

Nov. 19, 1980 
Senate agrees to 
House's amended ver
sion of S. 885 by voice 
vote. 
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tem nuclear plants] 4 and 5 be grand
fathered in. The only deception I 
heard was that some advocates of the 
bill were telling public power that 4 
and 5 were a foregone conclusion," 
he recalls. 

"This was an issue because the 
question being asked was 'where else 
are we going to get the power.' The 
answer, of course, is conservation. But 
to the utilities with their large stakes, 
it seemed 4 and 5 were the answer." 

Virtuallv even' environmental 
group in tl1e Nortl{west and Wa'3hing
ton, D.C., opposed the bill. Hem
mingway believes these groups op
posed the bill because it gave Bon
neville authority to guarantee financ
ing for nuclear plants. Environmen
talists envisioned this would guaran
tee more nuclear plant'). At the time, 
the environmentalists did not believe 
the Council represented a serious 
constraint to Bonneville. Nor did thev 
believe the criteria in the Act for cost 
effectiveness were going to prevent 
Bonneville from acquiring nuclear 
plants, according to Hemmingway 

By the time the bill got out of its 
committees in September 1980, tl1e 
majority of the Northwest House 
delegation was supporting it. When it 
got to the floor, Weaver proposed and 
discussed numerous amendment') to 
it. 

"We actuallv lobbied everv mem
ber in the Ho'use," Hemmingway re
calls. "After a series of delays, the bill 
passed 284-77 in November. We had 
a pool going on how many votes the 
bill would get. I don't think anyone 
guessed high enough." 

"The Act really created a 
new constitution in the 
Northwest for the 
dwindling existing 
energy supply and for 

Now, five years after the bill was 
signed into law, Hemmingway 

has some strong opinions on how it is 
working. "What I didn't anticipate, 
other than the surplus, was that 
Bonneville would not playa leader
ship role in the region. By leadership 
role, I mean being tl1e agency that 
forges union and consensus in the 
region. On the whole, although it is 
not universally true, Bonneville has 
protected itself as an institution more 
than it's furthered the regional 
interest. 

"There will be a time in the future 
when a central institution with the 
authority Bonneville has been given 
will be needed. Bonneville mal' not 
be in a position of trust in the region 
to play that role. 

'As for the Council, I think it needs 

to keep its focus on the long-term 
interest of the region. That focus has 
been diminished bv Bonneville and 
some utilities. During the surplus 
they have taken a much shorter-term 
perspective. There is a real temptation 
when you are the only one pushing an 
agenda to argue points on someone 
else's agenda. The Council has to keep 
in mind its long-term agenda is the 
real agenda. The Council is going to 
be much more of a long-range, point
the-wav bod\~" 

Adcli-essil1g the Act, itself, Hem
mingway says, 'A lot of people have 
said the Act doesn't work because 
we're under different circumstances 
than contemplated at the time the Act 
was put together. I don't think that's 
true. The Act reallv created a new 
constitution in the Northwest for the 
dwindling existing energy supply and 
for planning for new resources. 
Whether we are closer to surplus or 
deficit isn't all that relevant 
when you're planning for the long 
term. 

"I was relieved that we weren't 
faced with imminent deficit. Planning 
would have been done on a crash 
basis. We wouldn't have had the de
liberation we went through for the 
model conservation standards. That 
deliberation will really pay dividends. 

We had the opportunity to develop 
a blueprint for the future that has 
achieved such a broad consensus that 
some people believe the consensus 
has always been there, that it was a 
natural outcome of the 1980s. But," he 
emphasizes, "the idea that we'd rely 
on conservation and flexibility to 
meet resource needs was not an es
tablished regional principle prior to 
the Act." 

Jan. 1981 
Governors of Idaho, 
Montana, Oregon and 
Washington appoint a 
transition team to 
coordinate the forma
tion of the Northwest 
Power Planning 
Council. 

Nov. 1982 
Northwest Power 
Planning Council 
adopts the Columbia 
River Basin Fish and 
Wildlife Program. 

April 1983 
Northwest Power 
Planning Council 
adopts the Northwest 
Power Plan. 

Oct. 1984 
Northwest Power 
Planning Council 
adopts the 1984 
Columbia River Basin 
Fish and Wildlife 
Program. 

Aug. 1985 
Northwest Power 
Planning Council 
releases for public 
comment the Draft 
1985 Power Plan. 

April 1981 
The Northwest Power 
Planning Council is 
formed. 
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H is introduction to 
Washington, D.C., 
was inauspicious 

to say the least. A friend had 
invited Gerald Mueller to stay with 
him and had given him the addfess of 
his place on A Street. "I didn't know 
there were two A Streets, so I got into 
a cab and went to one of them. Rich 
had told me to walk in, so I tried to 
open the door. Someone yelled out 
'Whaddya want.' So I got back in the 
cab fairly quickly 

"I was onlv 30. I had never been to 
Washington. 'Everything was marble; 
the doors were too high; there were 
these magnificent staircases. Then 
you'd find the staff packed like sar
dines in offices. We had to use cafe
terias for conferences." 

Back in 1977, Mueller, now a 
Northwest Power Planning Council 
member from Montana, was working 
for the state of Montana in the utility 
siting division of the Department of 
Natural Resources. Because of that, 
one day he was invited to a meeting in 
the governor's office. 

"There, Hugh Smith, an attorney for 
the Pacific Northwest Utilities Con
ference Committee, described the 
PNUCC bill and told us how great it 
was. I didn't think too much of that. 
But the next day Frank Ivancie (then a 
city councilman from Portland, Ore
gon) showed up. Here we are way out 
in Montana and this guy from 
Portland shows up. That impressed 
us. 

He said the bill was a bad deal and 
we'd better read it," Mueller remem
bers. "We had more meetings, and the 
more we learned about the bill, the 
more we didn't like it." 

In May of 1978, just after Mueller 
had joined the lieutenant governor's 

staff, he W;;LS invited to an energy con
ference in Seattle. It was supposed to 
include all four Northwest governors 
as part of a panel. Since Governor 
Judge couldn't go, he sent his lieuten
ant governor and Mueller, who was 
asked to prepare the speech. "One of 
the things the lieutenant governor 
said was that it would be real nice to 
have some politically accountable 
body charged with electrical energy 
planning," Mueller adds. 

Sterling Munro, then administrator 
for the Bonneville Power Administra
tion, was the moderator of the gover
nors' panel. Mueller recalls that 
Munro and some of the other repre
sentatives there were not particularly 
warm to the idea of a council. They 
thought it would be too political. 

"Sometime later, the states started 
meeting and - partly due to their 
lobbying efforts - the PNUCC bill 
didn't pass. The next version of the bill 
made Bonneville a super agency After 
that, the states got together seriously 
We made a decision early on-a good 
decision-to focus only on the Coun
cil and how resources are selected. 
We drafted amendments that were 
signed by all four governors," Mueller 
explains. 

"The bill wasn't going anywhere in 
the Senate until we showed up with 
the governors' package of amend
ments. We divided up into war parties 
and took key congressmen and 
senators. I was told it was the most 
heavily lobbied bill of the session. 

'As soon as we got the four gover
nors' signatures, the bill began to zip. 
The council concept got stronger. 
Senator Oames) McClure put a lot of 
teeth into the idea, and (Mark) Hat
field beefed up the conservation as
pects," according to Mueller. 

'At this point, the bill had some fish 
and wildlife provisions, but nothing 
like the 4(h) section it ended up with. 
When it went to the House it had to 
have two provisions. First, protection 
for preference [see box, page 28]. A 
rate test was created which said public 
utility rates after the bill could be no 
higher than if the bill had not passed. 
Second, and (Congressman John) 
Dingell was instrumental in this, it 
had to have fish and wildlife protec
tion." Mueller recalls a series of 
negotiations with utilities, tribes, and 
agencies resulted in the 4(h) sections 
of the Act. 

When the bill passed out of com
mittees, the two committee versions 
had to be reconciled. "Meanwhile, 
Congress went home, so the bill 
didn't get out of the House. When they 
came back, it W<LS a lame duck session, 
and ordinarily you don't get much out 
of that," Mueller adds. 
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"Environmentalists never had been 
on board. The only thing we could get 
out of them was 'we don't trust you: 
They foresaw the region would be 
swamped 'with thermal plants. They 
didn't think the bill would do what it 
said it would do. 

"I was surprised at how intact the 
Council ended up being. Roy and I 
lost one battle which, frankly, I'm glad 
we lost. The original bill called for a 
Council of four. We thought it'd be the 
governors. We argued that expanding 
the Council would bring in special 
interest people that you'd have a 
fish member, an environmentalist, a 
business member, labor, etc. As it 
turns out, the governors didn't ap
point special interests. Although 
sometimes it'd be nice to have emIr 
four people to agree on something," 
he reflects with a grin. 

The bill that finally passed had state 
support. "There really was a coalition 
of interests, with the exception of the 
environmentalists," Mueller savs. 

Because of a smaller staff back 
home, Mueller could not put the time 
in Washington, D.c., that Roy Hem
mingway could. "I'd lobby, then go 
home. I always had to call Roy to see 
what had happened. When it passed, I 
had to call him and listen to the cele
bration over the phone." 
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to call Roy and listen to 
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"The business of 
energy is so 
important to the 
Northwest that it 
simply cannot be 
conducted with no 
participation by 
the states:' 

Senator Dan Evans 

DAN EVANS, U.S. Senator from Washington, is a former three 
term governor of Washington and president of Evergreen State 
College. He was the first chairman of the Northwest Power 
Planning Council. 

I first got involved in the whole concept of electrical 
power planning and who should do it during the early '''''Os, when I \vas 

governor of Washington, and I awoke one morning to find that Bonneville had 
just awarded a large contract to Alumax \vithout any warning to or consultation 
with the state. The business of energy is so important to the Northwest that it 
simply cannot be conducted with no participation by the states. 

Shortly after that episode I suggested in a speech to the Northwest Public 
Power A'iSuciation that there ought to be a board of governors of Bonneville, 
whose members would be the governors of the states. I believe that was 
in 1972. 

When I left office I didn't have a direct role to play in these matters for the 
next four years. I did come back [to D.c.] on Evergreen work from time to time, 
and I'd talk with Joel Pritchard, "Scoop" Jackson, and other members of the 
Northwest delegation. I had some concern that early talk about a regional 
power act didn't include participation by the states. There was no planning 
council in the works then. It was seen as a purely federal operation at first. The 
council came [into the bill] late. 

I also had some concern about two members from each state, when 
Washington and Oregon had by far the largest electrical use and problems. But 
that structure turned out to be the best thing. I'm afraid if the Council had been 
weighted in favor of the heaviest user states it would have been much harder to 
get the regional perspective, balance, and independence from special interests. 
Things turned out much better in that respect than anyone could have 
anticipated at the time. 

With my engineering background, my experience as governor, and with my 
own strong views that we have a regional voice in electriCity, 1 became involved 
in the state activity surrounding passage of the Act. Then I was appointed to the 
Council. 

The night before we had our first meeting we all gathered together, just to 
get to know each other. Many of us had never met before. We were of widely 
different backgrounds, personalities, ages-just as disparate as you could get. I 
almost never heard anybody speak out on tbe point of view of just one state. 
There was such a strong devotion to the regional concept and a regional plan. I 
would count that as the most remarkable result of the process. We were not 
always unified on individual issues - but on the importance of a regional 
perspective, we were entirely together. 
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"We maybe 
at the point in the 
next couple of years 
where we need to have 
an extensive series of 
hearings on the Act, 
to see how it's working 
and what potential 
thereisformodilYing 
and improving it:' 

Senator Dan Evans 

NORTHWEST ENERGY NEWS· Decembcr!Januan"198G 

We always worked toward what I call "Evergreen consensus." We tried to 
avoid voting until we could find out each person's objections on an issue. One 
by one, we narro\ved areas of difference. Of course, there were votes and not 
all unanimous. But on the fish and wildlife program and the power plan we had 
total unanimity I think that was very important, especially the first time around. 

The Council was one of the most rewarding experiences I've ever had. It's 
rare that anybody gets to step in and be handed a clean piece of paper, a new 
and untouched enterprise, and set the course. It was a rare privilege. We had 
eight remarkable people "who were willing to fight for an important new set of 
principles. The result was a lot better than it might have been. 

We were in uncharted territory. A lot of concern was expressed at the time
especially by utilities who worried about the new player on the block, and 
about Bonneville's new role. I know some utilities were afraid we might 
interfere with their well-established relationships. And we did. But the end 
result was to make things better. 

Bonneville has assumed some new responsibilities foreign to their tradi
tiunal ones, and carried them out well. I think we were very fortunate to have as 
perceptive a person as Peter Johnson at the head of Bonneville. I think he's 
done a very good job-and a very good job of working with the Council. 

I told him back then that I thought the relationship between Bonneville and 
the Council should be one of creative tension. And it has been. 

The fish and wildlife program has worked very well-not just the technical 
plan but in the growing relationship between the tribes and the many agencies. 
They recognized that they all had to work together to achieve their purposes. 
And that working relationship has made it possible to conclude agreements in 
areas the Act doesn't cover, such as the US/Canada Salmon Treatv and issues 
concerning coastal streams and Puget Sound. . 

Lately there's been a new set of problems. Of course, everyone has had to 
shift gears to handle the surplus, instead of the shortages we expected. But 
there are also very different circumstances now surrounding the relationship 
between publicly and privately owned utilities. One of the current large 
difficulties is the question of whether public and private utilities are going to 
be able to work together to secure future supplies of power. 

We may be at the point in the next couple of years where we need to have an 
extensive series of hearings on the Act, to see how it's working and what 
potential there is for modifying and improving it. 

Everybody is reluctant to meddle, but I think we're getting closer to that time. 
After five years-after this power plan is approved-it may be time for a good 
review We ought to take another look at the exchange and the end goals of the 
Act. We may want to revisit the relationships the Act initiated - how the 
investor-owned utilities and public utilities are fitting together, and so forth. 

We need to continue efforts to protect and enhance the fish and wildlife of 
the Columbia Basin. I think the start has been a good one. We have a good 
chance to see a major restoration of fish on the Columbia. It may take a long 
time, and we may not live to see it. But it's well underway 

I'm pleased that the Council did respond to the Act to produce a respectable 
fish and wildlife program and power plan. The fish and wildlife program will 
work. The power plan is a little more difficult, but the Council has contributed 
to everyone looking at new alternatives. In those respects, it's been a very fine 
start. 

I think we're at the point where we have agencies in place and working 
together, and we're not very likely to run into serious electrical power 
problems such as we had in the '70s. I think we'll have sufficient supply and 
reasonable pricing. 

The Act was a landmark, and it is now being looked at much more strongly 
by other states and regions. I'm working on a piece of legislation that will make 
it easier for states to join together to do this kind of planning, without extensive 
compact considerations. People in New England, the Midwest and the South
east are quite interested. We should be introducing a bill sometime next year. 

m 
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JOHN D. DINGELL, U.S. Representativefrom Michigan, has long 
been known for his work on behalf of the nation's fish and 
wildlife resources. In 1980, when the Northwest Power Bill 
came before the House Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
which he chairs, he was instrumental in incorporating lan
guage callingfor equitable treatmentfor the Northwest'sfish 
and wildlife affected by the development and operation of the 
federal hydropower system. 

T he Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and 
Conservation Act has worked far better over its five \'ears 

than I had hoped, Mal1\' things have contributed, including a reas011ably 
cooperati\'e spirit in the Northwest, together with a recognition of changing 
enerm- and natural resource needs, Very close Congressional overSight has 
also played a role, particularly our hearings in September 1984 involving many 
Northwest players and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission [FERC], 

The provisions of the Act requiring sound enerm' planning, with emphasis 
on alternative energy sources and energy conservation, have been beneficiaL 
Although still needing continuing close scrutiny in their implementation, the 
fish and wildlife Ixm'isions have proven a modeL Indeed, I think those 
provisions are suffiCiently \yell-crafted so that I have been striving to see 
similar statutory language adopted nationally in legislation on hydroelectric 
power relicensing, which we are now considering, lTJ 
"The Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and 
Conservation Act has worked far better over its five 
years than I had hoped:' John D. Dingell 

AL SWIFT, u.s. Representative from Washington, was instru
mental in gainingpassage of the Northwest Power Actin 1980. 

The benefit of hindsight, five years after passage of the Northwest 
Power Act, brings into sharper focus the strengths of the Act, as well as 

areas that may require further work on a regional basis. Nevertheless, without 
denying that more work needs to be done, those of us who worked for its 
passage can take great pride in our work, especially in the mechanisms for 
public participation, and in the creation of the Northwest Power Planning 
Council, 

The Council has served as a national model for comprehensive and 
cost-effective regional power planning, Other regions now look to the leader
ship of the Pacific Northwest with a noticeably jealous eve, and legislation bas 
been introduced that wuuld allow the formation of similar power planning 
councils in other regions, 

In addition, the balance struck between power planning and fisheries 
management ha'i worked well, and shuuld be a ,'iource of additional pride, 

Finally, for the first time, conservation was viewed as an enerm' resource, 
establishing a precedent which the rest of the nation is beginning to follow 

The years ahead will present unique challenges and difficult situations, 
Because of the solid bedrock provided by the Northwest Power Act and the 
Northwest Power Planning Council, we in the Pacific Northwest can, with 
confidence, build on the stable foundation we have put in place over these last 
five years, ltJ 
"Finally, for the Ill"st time, conservation was viewed 
as an energy resource, establishing a precedent 
which the rest of the nation is beginning to folloW.' 

Representative AI Swift 
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JIM WEAVER represents Oregon's Fourth District in Congress. 
He chairs the interior subcommiUee on mining, forest man
agement and Bonneville Power Administration. Weaver also 
served on the interior commiUee at the time the Act was being 
legislated. 

There were three things I wanted at that time. I wanted the 
Bonneville Power Administration to be held responsible to the people 

of the Northwest; I wanted to get as much energy as we could from conserva
tion and renewable resources; and I wanted to make sure there were 
cost-effectiveness restrictions on any new projects. 

Meanvvhile, the bmous or inbmous Northwest Power Bill was heing 
negotiated in secret hy utility interests, and it didn't involve any of those aims, 
That bill - in 1977 was simply to finance nuclear plants. It proposed a 
17-member advisory commission with no authority, made up entirely of 
representatives from utilities. 

I \vas responsihle for killing that hill. I sat in on the water and power 
subcommittee and I stopped that bill. And I fought fire with fire by proposing a 
hill of my own. My hill included an independent council with representati"ves 
elected by the people of the Northwest. It was similar to the Pmver Planning 
Council but with more authority And I had provisions for conservation, 
renewables, and cost-dTectiveness. 

So they went back to work - the Iawy'ers and the utility people and 
Bonneville. They took provisions from my bill and wrapped them around the 
old Northwest power bill. They used the idea of a council, and some parts 
about renewable resources and conservation. But not cost-effectiveness, 
because that wouldn't fit in with nuclear power. Then members of Congress 
said to me, 'This is just like your bill. You'll support it now, won't you?" 

Well, I forced them to put cost-effectiveness restrictions into the bilL But I 
still didn't like the bill, and I still dun't And I don't know of anyone who does, 
Everybody hates it. Public utilities, private utilities, industry, everyhody They're 
like the five blind men feeling the elephant, and each of them hates a different 
part of the elephant 

I filibustered against that hill, you knOw. I was only the second person in the 
history of the House to filibuster a bill on my own, and the other one was my 
great-grandfather,lames Weaver, in 1877. I submitted all kinds of amendments, 
They were good amendments, toc), People would like the Act much better if my 
amendments had been adopted, I wanted to kill WPPSS [nuclear plants] 4 and 
5, Not just because I'm antinuke, I don't like nuclear energy, but I felt the 
Northwest couldn't afford to spend $30 billion on anything. I was sure that if 
we built those plants, electricity would go up and people would use less, and 
we wouldn't need those plants or be able to pay for them. 

And I wanted Bonneville run by a regional board of directors elected by the 
people - not appointed by the governors. I wanted any major projects subject 
to a vote of the people. That was one of my key amendments. There were about 
20 key amendments, I would have settled for any of them, and gotten out of the 
way oftbat bill. But they just ran over me finally They know now that I was right. 

The Act is a disfigured, idiotic piece of muck, with a few pretty little stones 
in it like the Power Planning Council. The best thing about [the legislation1 
was you guys. 

I'm not sure the Act's had a great deal of effect, except it's screwed up a lot of 
things. It was a can of wiggly squiggly worms, a halfway deal that didn't do the 
job, The whole power situation in the Northwest is not working, Bonneville is 
neither fish nor fowl. It's not answerable to the ratepayers of the Northwest 
because it's a federal agency But it's not answerable to Congress because it's 
selt~financing, It's just Sitting out there without any checks or balances. It's just 
the worst of all possible worlds. 

I'm proposing a bill that would do away with the Northwest Power Planning 
Council and replace it 'with a representative authority - the Pacific Northwest 
Power Authorit\~ It would be an actual board of directors that would take over 
Bonneville, do' the hiring and firing, The members would be elected pro
portionately, -with nvo representatives from Oregon, three from Washington, 
and one each from Idaho and Montana, I-'~ 
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[t2l8onneVllle'8 Point 0( \1ew 

"The Act 
survived to deliver 
benefits only because 
Bonneville and 
the Council found ways 
to adapt its terms to 

PETER T. JOHNSON is the administrator of the Bonneville 
Power Administration. 

R emember the enthusiasm that greeted passage of the 
Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act in 1980? 

Bonneville had its work cut out for it as the agency mobilized to execute 
power sales contracts and launch new conservation and resource acquisition 
programs. 

Without benefit of precedent, BPA and the Northwest Power Planning 
Council would have to test a new relationship. This separation of the planning 
and executing functions was unprecedented in the Northwest, and probably 
amwhere else. 

BPA would also playa leadership role in launching programs to "protect, 
mitigate and enhance" the Columbia River fishery 

All of this and more we would have to accomplish under tight deadlines 
prescribed by the Act. Those "were times of perceived shortages of electricity, 
and the Act would dictate the nature of the region's response. By 1985, we were 
to have all provisions of the law in operation. Congress was confident that BPA 
could do it. A few skeptics said "bureaucratic inertia" ,vould forestall us. 

A'i 1985 drew to a close, we observed the accomplishment of most of the 
objectives of the Act. I suspect the year expired with little public notice of how 
far we have come in so short a time. And that's all right. It means we have done 
our job; the machinery ofthe Act is running smoothly, delivering benefits. 

The progress of the last five years is remarkable in view of the changes in our 
utility elwironment. The circumstances underlying the Act began shifting and 
quaking almost as soon as the law was set in place. The tremors of change grew 
violent, and some feared the regional planning scheme would crumble. The 
Act survived to deliver benefits onlv because Bonneville and the Council found 
ways to adapt its terms to today's 'energy world. 

1 don't need to recount the many changes we have seen. The biggest mistake 
any of us could make at this point would be to falter in the pursuit of efficiency 
The Power Planning Council has adopted a policy of acquiring capability It's a 
streetwise approach that works in a time of surplus, and will prepare the 
region to meet future needs. 

As we finish [the first five years under the Act], so we begin. Many new 
challenges lie ahead as we seek to broaden the principles of regional 
cooperation embodied in the Act. Although the Act did not anticipate surpluses 
of energy, it helps the region to focus and plan as "one utility" in solving its 
resource problems. That's a principle that will help maintain loads and 
resources in trim, whether they tip to surplus or deficit. 

Under the Act, our utility community established a new equilibrium a 
balance of interests in the federal Columbia River power system. It has laid the 
groundwork for a new, more efficient way of doing business. 
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"Everybody 
else thought of 
Bonneville as a 100-foot 
gorilla that ought to be 
kept in a titanium cage!' 

St~rJiu.g MWifO 

NORTH\X'EST ENERGY NEWS· Decemher/January 1986 

STERliNG MUNRO was an aide to Senator Henry Jackson until 
he became administrator of the Bonneville Power Adminis
tration in 1978. He served as administrator of Bonneville un
til 1981. He is now a vice president and director of public 
power financing for the investment banking firm of John 
Nuveen, Inc. 

W hen I became administrator in January 1978 there had 
been several proposals [of a bill] made by PNUCC and by others. 

Snohomish PUD had made some amendments. But, really, no legislative action 
had been taken. I don't think there was much optimism that there would be any 
action. 

The first sign of action was when the Northwest senators reached agreement 
on a set of 12 principles. A key concept in this agreement was that Bonneville 
purchase authority was fundamental to leveraging the assets of the federal 
system. Another central principle was that the states ofthe region should have a 
role in shaping decisions that ,vould be made. And there had to be some means 
of resolving disparity over rates. It was agreed that something be done to bless 
the residential and farm ratepayers. 

Finally, w'e had a bill that was drafted by members of Congress, not by 
utilities. 

BonneviHe functioned in a legislative service capacity, providing objective 
analysis. Not everyone views it that way, of course. There was a considerable 
amount of competitiveness over the issues involved. We were, at the time, 
trying to continue what we viewed as some effective joint planning and 
decision making that had developed in the region among public and private 
utilities, different states and interests. We also hoped to expand and improve 
this kind of activit\~ 

It was clear that the utilities themselves, while critically involved in the 
decision-making process, really could not be the only decision makers. It was 
important and desirable to get elected representation involved - not only in 
Congress but at state and local levels. Also, certain interest groups had become 
antagonistically involved; the region needed to have a mechanism for hearing 
them. 

Utilities had proposed a decision-making council made up of utilities. I 
always thought that wasn't going to work. Just as war is too important to be left 
to the generals, these energy matters need civilian (wersight. I did, however, 
support a structure that would give Bonneville a place on the Council. I liked 
that notion because I thought there was a risk otherwise that you might end up 
with separate, competing and conflicting interests. They might not work 
collegially and effectively to reach decisions for the good of all. 

But everybody else thought of Bonneville as a lOG-foot gorilla that ought to 
be kept in a titanium cage. 

The structure arrived at in the Act was to keep the parties separate and apart, 
but forced to pay attention to each other-all of \vhich has been in the process 
of evolvement, with varying degrees of success. Mostly success, though, I think. 

The question becomes, how do you identify where the region wants to take 
itself? And, how do you get there? It's a grand notion. How it gets done is not 
that easily described - how a whole region looks upon itself, and makes 
collective judgments, and deals with individual ambitions. It happens-even if 
it's not all that predictable or organized. 

Like any other entity composed of people, a lot depends upon the people
depends on what those human beings do. I think, by and large, the region's 
been well-served by the people who have had the responsibility [of serving on 
the Council], We've been pretty lucky in those people. It seems to me they acted 
as individuals, with more independence than was expected when the Council 
was structured. 

The framers of this Act came up with what I think is quite a remarkable 
instrument, and quite an accomplishment for the Northwest as a region. I'm 
not sure that it's widely enough appreciated that this Act is and can be a very 
effective set of mechanisms for good decisions. Other areas of the country 
should envy it. Maybe they do. 
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MICHAEL BLUMM is a 
professor of law at 
Lewis and Clark Law 
School in Portland, 
Oregon, and editor 
of the Anadromous 
Fish Law Memo. 

A bout a year 
before the Act 

was actually passed, 
I wrote an Anadromous 
Fish Law Memo on the fish 
and wildlife considera
tions in the pending legis
lation. I recall looking 
over some of the drafts on 
the House side and talking 
to some people who were 
back in Washington at the 
time trying to lobby var
ious congressmen. 

Senator [Frank] Church 
had put in a little blurb 
about fish at the last min
ute. I felt that that wasn't 
enough. There were some 
better ideas being floated 
around by Congressmen 
[Don] Bonker, Dim] 
Weaver and the General 
Accounting Office. And 
Congressman Oohn] 
Dingell [Michigan] took 
this stuff pretty seriously 

There were late night 
and early morning con
versations trying to line up 
people. There was one 
time when I was having a 
hard time trying to get 
through to someone to get 
some enforcement lan
guage in. By the time I fi
nally got through to him, 
he said there just wasn't 
any way there was one 
word tl1at was going to be 
changed. Of course, I feel 
the lack of enforcement 
language in the Act is one 
of the Achilles' heels of the 
legislation. 

Section 4(h) 10 and 11 
were never specific 
enough for me. We still 
don't know whether the 
Council's program is advi
sory or mandatory The 
federal implementing 
agencies have different 
opinions. 

"It seemed to me 
that whoever was 
appointed to this 
Council wasn't 
very likely to 
have much fish 
and wildlife 
expertise and 
would wonder 
what the heck 
they were doing 
with fish and 
wildlife. 

I was worried too about 
the Council itself. It 
seemed to me that who
ever was appointed to this 
Council wasn't verv likelv 
to have much fish ~U1d ' 
wildlife expertise and 
would wonder what the 
heck they were doing with 
fish and wildlife. But, Dan 
Evans knew about fish, 
and he made a big 
difference. 

The fish and wildlife 
program is harder to do 
than the other stuff. It in
volves a lot of players; it's 
complicated; it's not as 
certain. If you put in a cer
tain amount of conserva
tion in a certain number 
of homes or commercial 
buildings or industries, 
you know you're going to 
get some returns. You 
don't know that in the fish 
and wildlife area. You've 
got to wait at least four 
years [the average life 
cycle of the salmon] and 
then "El Nino" can come 
along and screw up every
thing. So, it's just more un
certain, and it requires a 
kind of institutional 
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sophistication that people 
who think of themsel\'es 
as "doers" ha\'e ditTiculty 
with, hecause the\' can't' 
just do it. ' 

\X'hen the Act came out 
and the Council asked for 
recommendations to form 
the program, I \yas con
cerned hecause I had 
wanted to see more 
specific standards in the 
Act that \vould curb the 
Council's discretion, The\' 
e\'en had the discretion to 
reject recommendations, 
So, I was kind of leery of 
what \yas going to come 
out: it all depended on the 
program, 

What I thought was as
tounding was that the 
recommendations that the 
tribes and agencies came 
up with were so compre
hensive, so \yell thought 
out. 

"I would suspect 
that sometime in 
the next decade 
or so, when ,,"',L,L,L' .... I 

intractable 

The utility industn', 
even Bonneyille, cOlildn't 
refute them, The\' \yere 
O\'erwhelmed, A11d the 
Council. by and large, took 
those recommendations 
to form the 11asis for the 
program Those 1981 rec
ommendations ha\'e heen 
the engine, a really critical 
part of the process eyer 
since, 

The Act really created a 
whole new institutional 
framework. not just by 
creating the Council, but 
also by coalescing the fish 
and wildlife interests 
around the Council. and 
making them better man
agers of the resource, Be
fore the Act came (Jut, the 
fisheries scene, at least in
stitutionalh', \vas chaos, 
The Bonneville Power 
Administration, until 19-r6, 
belie\'ed it didn't ha\'e any 
authority ()\'er fish issue< 
They said, "\Xie just dOll't 
deal with fish." / 

So, every year the fish 
and \yildlife agencies and 
tribes would go to the 
Corps of Engineers and 
ask for ,vater for the 
spring migration - what 
we now call the ,,;ater 
budget. They met around 
a negotiating tahle 'where 
the operators had all the 
control. The Corps could 
refuse requests, and not 
even explain the basis for 
the refusal. It was a closed 
process. 

The creation of the Act 
and the Council turned 
that around. Not as much 
as r would have liked. I 
bult the Council for not 
being more serious about 
pushing the water budget, 
for example. 

But, the Council has 
such an open process that 
even Bonne\'ille just had 
to react to it The 
decision-making doors 
have been pushed open in 
the region and lots of 
entities who didn't think 
they could influence deci
sioi1 makers, like the In
dian tribes, have been 
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relativeh- successful. Cer
tainly [11: more successful 
than'the\' e\'er \\'ere 
before, ' 

But all the promises that 
were made haven't really 
been fulfilled yet I think 
there's been a lot of good 
bith. But there's been an 
underestimation of the 
challenge of really chang
ing ri\'er operations to 
produce a co-equal 
partnership. That really 
hasn't happened yet. 

The one thing I fear 
now is the intertie. The 
intertie will make fish pas
sage ~xO\'isi()ns more dif 
ficulL If we don't take care 
of ordering a certain 
amount of spills at \'arious 
projects, those aren't 
going to he available after 
the intertie is upgraded 
and \v'e\e got the capacity 
to sell more power south, 

"The Act really 
created a whole 
new institutional 
framework, not 
just by creating 
the Council, but 
also by 

The Council has been 
much more effective than 
the old ri\'er basin com
missions, which were also 
interstate bodies. I think 
the reason why is because 
the Council has some 
authority over the agen
cies-a!1 admittedl~' un
certain amount. The river 
basin commissions were 
just ad\'isory bodies and 
they just produced a lot of 
paper. The Council can do 
something. It h(~, done 
something. It's \"\Titten a 
plan and it's had some 
success with implement
ing that plan. 

I think that \vhat the 
Northwest has to show the 
rest of the country is a 
working model of' how to 
deal with long-standing 
problems on a shared 
ju risdictional basis. 

The Council wasn't 
given an easy chore, espe
cially on the fish and wild
life side. I would suspect 
that sometime in the next 
decade or so, when some 
intractable problem con
fronts Congress or a 
number of states, some
body's going to look to the 
Pacific Northwest and see 
what an open process and 
shared decision making 
can do. Hopefully we'll 
ha\'e something to show 
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BILL YALLUP is the 
chairman of the Fish 
and Wildlife Com
mission of the 
Yakima Indian Na
tion and a member 
of the Yakima Tribal 
Council. In 1980, 
when the Northwest 
Power Bill was be
fore the u.s. Con
gress, Yallup repre
sented Washington 
Indian tribes in 
legislative 
negotiations. 

IK 

T he Indian tribes 
were not too 

concerned about the 
power stuff in the Act. We 
said, "You can do what you 
want \vith the power, bllt 
we have our treaty rights 
here, and dam proposals 
have never taken into con
sideration those rights." 
The power bill language 
had to be careful so our 
treaty rights wouldn't be 
forgotten. 

Then the Council was 
formed, and Dan Evans 
became chairman. He 
tuok some convincing
not a lot, but some-to 
make a model area for the 
fish and vvildlife program. 
We suggested the Yakima 
River Basin. He took our 
idea and went further with 
it. Section 900 of the pro
gram [the section specifi
cally addressing work to 
improve fish runs in the 
Yakima] was his answer. 

l'()U see, we don't have 
arw hatcheries in the 
Yakima system, so it's 
pretty much wild stuck 
here. Our problems were 
with irrigation canal dams. 
Thousands and thuusands 
of our spring chinook 
ended up in the fields 
everv vear because there 
weren"t screens on those 
dams. 

We went to the Bonne
ville Power Administration 
and said, "We'll back every 
thing you want on the . 
power side, if you'll give 
us the money to correct 
the problems on the 
Yakima." 

"If it weren't for 
the Act, we'd be 
back where we 
were in the 1970s. 
We're very 
thankful that the 

people 
~tt€~e,(1~~" 

The tribes didn't think 
the mone\' would be 
readil\' a\'~lilable, but al
readv 'about half of the 
\vork in the Yakima River 
Basin is completed. In 
197 -' we counted only 50 
salmon redds in the . 
Yakima Basin. In 1985 
there were upwards of 
1,')00 We are seeing the 
salmon return. 

Now it's time to impro\'e 
the large Columbia River 
dams. The bottom line 
overall is the water budget 

"It is time that the 
watershed must 
be protected:' 

BillYallup 

and minimum flows to 
provide water for the 
juvenile fish migration. 

If it weren't for the Act. 
\ye'd be back where we 
were in the 1970s. We're 
very thankful that the 
power people listened. 

It's still a slow process. 
It's still a bothersome situ
ation. The tribes still have 
to wunder whether 
Bonneville will continue 
to support the fish pro, 
gram, and \\"hether Con
gress will continue to 
support implementation 
of it. 

There are so many parts 
to the Act, but as long as 
our tribal rights are rec
ognized, the program will 
be workable. The parts 
that are good, that work, 
we want to keep. The parts 
that are bad, that don't 
work, ,ve want to get rid of 
forever. 

\lV11en they built Bonne
ville Dam b~;ck in the 
1930s, my grandfather 
went down with a delega
tion to meet with Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt. Roose
velt assured my grand
father that Bonneville 
Dam would be the last 
dam. The tribe said, "Okay, 

build it. but make sure 
there are fish ladders and 
protection for our runs." 
Sure enough. the other 
dams went in up the river. 
The fish weren't 
protected. 

We realize electric 
power is important, but 
when people came here 
in wagons there was no 
electric power. The\' didn't 
need this power. Sure, we 
need it now, but we need 
our fish, too. It is time that 
the 'watershed must be 
protected. 
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BILL WILKERSON, is 
director of the Wash
ington Department 
of Fisheries. In 1980, 
he was active in 
negotiations to add 
fish and wildlife 
protection language 
to the Northwest 
power bill. 

T o give you an 
example of the 

way the power bill 
was worked in D.C., 
I was called one night, at 
about 6 p.m. Pacific time, 
to be at a meeting with 
Congressman John 
DingeU at 8:30 a.m. East 
CO:LSt time, Thinking I'd 
only be gone for a meet
ing, I took my briefcase 
and caught the "red eye" 
that night. I ended up stay
ing three weeks. My client 
had to outfit me. I hadn't 
even a change of clothes. 
The demands on people 
working this bill were like 
that. 

The power interest'; in
volved in negotiations on 
the power bill hired me as 
a mediator for two rea
sons: they knew Con
gressmarl Dingell wanted 
fish and wildlife protec
tion in the legislation, and 
they lacked background in 
all the complex details of 
fish management and 
fisheries negotiation. They 
couldn't talk knowledge- . 
abh' to the fisheries 
pe(;ple themselves, and 
they felt I could. 

"The Act is the 
strongest law that 
exists regarding 
the Columbia 
River nsheries:' 

My goal as a lawyer was 
to bring fisheries up to 
equal partnership with 
power interests in the 
region. The Columbia 
River salmon losses were 
enormous. The fish and 
wildlife interests were in 
desperate need of 
authority to protect the re
source. It W:LS important to 
give the Power Planning 
Council that authorit:~ 
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The Northwest Power 
Act was a clear statement 
from Congress that 
"enough is enough." The 
Columbia River runs had 
been largely ignored for 
years. The Power Act 
broadened the responsi
bility of the power inter
ests, of the Bonneville 
Power Administration, the 
Army Corps of Engineers, 
the Bureau of Reclamation 
and others to consider the 
basin's fish and wildlife 
when the\' make their de
cisions. The Act strength
ened the fisheries, The Act 
is the strongest law that 
exists regarding the 
Columbia River fisheries. 

The Council was most 
effective when it pushed 
us all into cooperation, 
The fish and wildlife 
agencies and the tribes 
reached a consensus on 
more than 95 percent of 
the recommendations that 
were incorporated into 
the Columbia River Basin 
Fish and Wildlife Program, 
thanks to the Power Plan
ning Council. The Council 
cajoled fish and power 
interest'; into reaching 
agreement. It helped all of 
us organize and design a 
program. 

I think the Council re
mains effective, but would 
be more effective if it as
sumed the role it had of 
bringing people to the 
table and beating their 
heads until agreement was 
reached. Who better is 
there to bcilitate this than 
the representatives of the 
four states? The law gives 
them plenty of authority, 
but they haven't been as 
aggressive since the pro
gram was finished, 

The only real negative 
I'd articulate is that the 
implementation is a bit 
slower than man\' of us 
had h()ped it wOLdd be. 
That's not entirel\' tbe 
Council's bull. Getting 
people to see that the laws 
have changed, that they 
can't keep doing things 
the way they always did, is 
hard work. There is so 
much contentiousness 
among the various inter
ests, Everything is still a 
debate. If there are going 
to be fish for anvone
the fisheries, the power 
people, or anyone else
there will have to be 
cooperation on ez'e;To,ze~,· 
part. 

I'm concerned about 
apparent power struggles 
in the region. Congress set 
the requirement that we 
work these things out. We 
need everyone's commit
ment to lTlake this work. 
We need the Corps and 
Bonneville, too. We've 
proven we're stronger if 
we pull together. 
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BIUBAKKEis 
executive director of 
Oregon Trout, a 
statewide conserva
tion group made up 
primarily of salmon 
and steelhead 
anglers. 
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I find it astonish
ing that no accu

rate account of sal
mon and steel head losses 
exists for the Columbia 
Basin. Bv not knowing 
what we have lost, it is 
easier to lose it all. 

The Council's fish and 
\\'ildlife program is the 
largest \\'ildlife restoration 
program in the world, yet 
the local media ha\e failed 
to cover it and, as a conse
quence, the public is un
a\\,are of its value. This is a 
problem. It is a prohlem 
hecause special interests 
can capture the program, 
steering the im'estment of 
$""7'50 million to sen'e their 
purposes. 

The traditional solutkm 
to salmon and steel head 
problems on the Colum
hia has been to produce 
more and more fish in 
hatcheries, at greater and 
greater expense. The 
Council's fish program is 
not a single solution pro
gram. It is hroad based, it 
is aimed at true fish restu
ration through hahitat im
provement, adult and 
juvenile protection, and 
agency CO( lperati( lll. 

There is too much em
phasis ()t1 harvest hy the 
agencies. They have lost 
sight of their mission as 
resource managers. Good 
resource management 
nurtures the resource; it is 
concerned 'with the long
term health of the fish 
runs. The numbers will 
take care of themsel\'es if 
\\'e manage for the lung
term persistence of the 
runs. 

But some\vhere along 
the road we have come to 
rely on hatcheries as the 
source of fish, and we 
think of management as 
producing more fish for 
harvest. The first priority is 
rehuilding the health of 
the resource base, and 
harwst is a b\ product of 
management, not its goal. 

"Good resource 
management 
nurtures the 
resource; it is 
concerned with 
the long-term 
health of the 

Recovering a salmon 
run seems eas\', and it 
would be, except for the 
fierce pW\'incial politics of 
fisheries. There is a strong 
bias among managers to 
serve the han'esters rather 
than the reproductive 
needs of the salmon re
source. The states and 
federal governments haw 
traded the salmon off to 
grmy apples, to oyercut 
the watersheds, to pro
duce ener.l,JY. Each agency 
fulfills its mission as if it 
\yere unconnected to an\'
thing else. Thi.'i has caused 
a once rich and hountiful 
ecosystem to collapse. 

The traditional answer 
to this crisis is to abandon 
the rivers and invest in 
technology. But it hasn't 
worked, and it \yon't work 
because the true solution 
is not technological; it is 
sucial. We know what 
needs to be done to re
build the salmon runs; it's 
just that we lack the will to 
do it in the WJ\' that it must 
be done. ' 

"Recovering a 
salmon run 
seems easy and it 
would be, except 
for the fierce 
provincial poll-

" 

The Council's fish and 
wildlife program is the last 
opportunity we haye to 
stem the destruction of 
anadromous and resident 
fish in the Columbia Basin 
caused by hydropower 
dams. If the Council fails 
to adopt a biological ob
jective while striving to 
achieve a numerical goal 
to recover losses, we will 
have lost the best oppor
tunity ever given us to re
store a diverse resource 
and fall far short of 
expectations. 

The Council's fish and 
vvildlife program is imag
inative and unique be
cause it is focused on the 
natural resource. The 
priority given to system
\vide planning and wild 
stocks of salmon and 
steel head is a responsible 
and defensible pOSition. I 
believe that the Council 
recognizes that these 
priorities will result in real 
restorath'e gains for the 
fish resources of the basi n. 

The Council's program 
to restore salmon and 
steel head rllns on the 
Columbia will work and it 
will give us long-term 
benefits that can be relied 
un. The Council is work
ing from an ecological 
perspective which stands 
in sharp (( lntrast to histor
ical salmon management 
that viev;s salmon as a 
product, a crop, and relies 
on the hatchery to fix a 
broken ecosystem. 

Congress i11ade a mis
take giving BPA control 
over the fish program 
funding. That control has 
slowed progress and gives 
ultimate power to the big 
fox over the barnyard. 
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TIMOTHY WAPATO is 
executive director of 
the Columbia River 
Inter-Tribal Fish 
Commission, which 
represents the 
Yakima Indian Na
tion, the Umatilla 
Indian Tribes, the 
Warm Springs and 
the Nez Perce. 

W hen the 
Northwest 

Power Act was being 
considered, the tribes 
took the pusition that 
there had to be strong fish 
protectiun language in the 
Act. \X'e saw the Act as a 
way to s\'stematicalh' ad
dress pr'oblems, pat:ticu
larl\' salmon problems, 
that \yere caused by the 
construction and oi)era
tion of the dams. There 
haw been a numher of 
acts that deal \\'ith certain 
aspects or specific prob
lems v;ith fish and wildlife, 
but there was nothing that 
dealt with the \Yhole thing 
in a systematic manner. 
That \:\'as ".,'hat we saw as 
the opportunity in the Act 

if the language was 
proper. 

The tribes-the 
Yakimas, the Umatillas, the 
\X'~lrm Springs and the Nez 
Perce-succeeded in get
ting language in the Act 
that, in some cases, \yas 
more stringent than the 
fish and wildlife agencies 
wanted. 

The degree of coopera
tion and cummunication 
that yOU see now hetween 
the t'ribes and the states, 
you \yould ne\'er ha\'e 
seen in 1979. The directors 
of the state fisheries agen
cies would not he in the 
same room v;ith the 
tribes. It \yas a continuous 
battle. 

Once the Act 'was 
passed, the agencies and 
trihes worked through an 
ad hoc committee to come 
up with the recom
mendations that were 
submitted to the Power 
Planning Council, that 
then became the fish and 
\\'ildlife program. There 
\',:as no coordinating body 
that included both the 
agencies and the tribes, so 
\ye just formed that ad hoc 
committee. 

"The degree of 
cooperation and 
communication 
that you see now 
between the 
tribes and the 
s,tates, you WOllld 

The tribes had, once 
again, more stringent 
recommendations in 
many cases than the states 
did.1he tribes are prop
erty owners of that salmon 
resource. The\' own half 
the resource, so they take 
a stronger position than 
others might who have 
other priorities. The tribes 
take what might be called 
a "hard nosed" position 
because \\'e just won't 
compromise our treaty 
rights. 

In the first go around 
the Council was still 
struggling for its O\yn 
identity. It had really no set 
way of looking at the prob
lems. Of course there 
were some strong per
sonalities on the Council 
then. Evans 'was the 
chairman and he ran 
things with quite a tight 
fist. 

Then we saw somewhat 
of a lessening of emphasis 
on the fish-I don't know 
if there's a lessening of 
commitment - but more 
and more attention is 
being paid to the power 
side. From the trihal 
standpoint, \\'e are still 
urging the Council to be 
equally as strong on the 
fish side as on the power 
side. We see part of our 
role as urging the Council 
to maintain its total re
sponsibility. It would he 
too easy for the Council to 
water down these issues to 
the lowest common de
nominator. We won't let 
that happen. We just live 
down the street. 

But, I think the Council 
is doing pretty well. I think 
with this new amendment 
process [see page 391 we 
should give as few and as 
specific amendments as 
possible, not a shopping 
list of things. We were bas
ically \'ery happy with the 
original program - but 
\,."e knew it had to be 
amended, and it was. We 
are probably the strongest 
supporters and advocates 
of the Power Council in 
this process. We have been 
from the start. 

We're looking now at 
the losses and goals work. 
I think we'll probably have 
some disputes over losses, 
and we'll almost certainly 
have some disputes over 
goals. The tribes probably 
hold a lot of trump cards 
when it comes to that, be
cause the tribes are the 
owners of that resource. 
State and federal agencies 
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are only managers of their 
50 percent. They've al
ready indicated a willing
ness 'to trade theirs off for 
other resources like 
pmver or irrigation. The 
tribes aren't going to trade 
theirs off. TheV've already 
lost too much~ 

"From the tribal 
standpoint, we 
are still urging 
the Council to be 
equally as strong 
on the itsh side 
as on the power 

We're at the stage now 
where we reallv have to 
start implemen'ting the 
Act. It's five years since the 
signing, four years since 
the Council was set up, 
three vears since the first 
progr:1I11 was written. It's 
time to stop dragging our 
feet and get down to im
plementing it. It's true it's a 
new game for everyone, 
and we have had some 
showcase projects going, 
but they are just show
cases. It's time to get some 
real work underwa\~ 

The whole climate has 
changed dramatically. 
There's much more coop
eration, much more work
ing together. Now'\ve need 
to focus it and get some 
things done. ~ 
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PAT GRAHAM, at the 
time the Northwest 
Power Act was 
passed, was project 
leader for the Mon
tana Department of 
Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks Flathead River 
Basin Study. He has, 
since that time, di
rected Montana's 
implementation of 
the Council's fish 
and Wildlife 
program. 

T he Northwest 
Power Act sure 

brought e\'eryone to
gether. We [Montana De~ 
partment of Fish, Wildlite 
and Parks] put together a 
cooperative effort [to de
\'elop recommendations 
fur the fish and wildlife 
program] with the Con
federated Salish and 
Kootenai Tribes, the Fish 
and \X'i!dlife Service and 
all the operators of the 
dams in l\lontana. It was a 
mammoth task. We started 
from ground zero. But 
there was a commitment 
to produce a comprehen
sin? document. 

There ,,,as a real spirit, a 
chance, an opportunity 
We've seen here a real 
etJort to identify way~ to 
develop solutions to prob
lems. The job is not com
plete, obviously, but it has 
already been successful. 
The biggest challenge now 
may be to maintain the 
qu~ility of people involved 
and the level of enthusiasm 
and commitment. 

"It's important 
the Council not 
pit states against 
each other:' 

Pat Graham 

The success of the 
Council is that the mem
bers represent not just 
their own states, but the 
region as a whole. We 
[Montana] participate in a 
regional restoration pro
gram. I hope people ap
preciate this effort to 
balance the needs of the 
region. It's important the 
Council not pit states 
against each other. 

Thanks to the Council, 
the public is recognizing 
what the true costs of 
power are. It's time to 
balance our energy appe-

tites against the loss r;...-'.-~ 
of fish and wildlife. l 

~ 
Conser
vatlon:8 
\..Vie 
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RALPH CAVANAGH 
is the senior staff 
attorney for the 
Natural Resources 
Defense Council 
(NRDC). NRDC is a 
national nonprofit 
environmental 
organization with 
more than 52,000 
members and 
contributors. 

Our major con
cern about the 

Act and the reason that , . . 
we did not support It, 111 

the final analvsis, W~L'; that 
it looked like' it contained 
the prospect for a com
plete bail-out of the W~Lsh
ington nuclear units 4 and 
5. Which, incidently, \vas 
anticipated by the Wash
ington Public Power Sup
ply System and was on.e of 
the reasons why they llked 
the Act. I think no one was 
more surprised than they 
were when the bail-out 
didn't materialize. 

In the final analYsis, of 
course, the NorthVv'est 
Power Planning Council 
determined the region 
didn't need any more coal 
or nuclear plants. Hind
sight shows that our con
cerns have been made 
moot because the Council 
has proved to be an inde
pendent executive board 
for regional power p,lan
ning. In retrospect, 1m. 
more than happy to admit 
that I'm glad the Act 
passed. 

There were many good 
things about the Act. For 
example, it is useful to 
have express statutory 
authority for the Bonne
ville Po~er Administration 
to invest in electrical 
eners'y conservation and 
small-scale renewable re
sources. That was some
thing which Bonneville, at 
least, claimed a lack of 
authority to do, and it was 
paralyzii1g utility i~1Vest
ment in conservation 
throughout the Northwest 
region. 
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I think the most im
portant issues over the 
next fiye-to-ten years are 
going to involve inter: 
regional power transfe~s. 
That means the transmis
sion system between the 
North~yest and the regions 
surrounding it; the re
lationship between 
Northwest utilities and the 
utilities surrounding the 
region in Canada, Calif~)r
nia and point'; east. I thl11k 
the Council is going to 
have to become involved 
in that process much 
more extensively than it 
has in the past. And I am 
encouraged by the Coun
cil's proposed West Coast 
Energy Study in the draft 
plan. 

But there are many con
texts that the Council has 
been wary about, that it is 
going to have to accept as 
its normal business. For 
example, one of those is 
the conditions governing 
access to the intertie to 
move power in and out of 
the region. That access has 
become a more important 
source of leverage, in 
terms of resource de
velopment in the North
west, than the guaranteed 
purchase authority 
Bonneville has on the re
source development side 
under the Northwest 
Power Act. 

If the Council ignores 
the terms and conditions 
under which resources 
are developed for export, 
or if the Council somehow 
takes the view that that's 
not its proper concern, 
then there's the danger 
that the Council could be
come increasingly in"ele
vant from the standpoint 

of guiding resource de
velopment in the region. I 
unabashedly take the view 
that the Council should 
have a very important role 
in that development. 

"I think. that the 
Northwest 
Electric Power & 
Conservation 
Plan is 
acknowledged as 

I think that the North
west Electric Power and 
Conservation plan is ac
knowledged as an interna
tional model for least-cost 
power planning and for 
regional planning. In the 
electric power business, 
both of those are crucial 
new concepts. The least
cost notion means evaluat
ing all resource alterna
tives, including conserva
tion, on a level playing 
field and using the 
cheapest first. 

The regional notion, 
which the rest of the coun
try hasn't caught up with 
vet but I think soon will, is 
tha~ if yOU look at how 
power: managing utilities 
are organized as power 
marketers across state 
lines, state boundaries are 
really obsolete. Planners 
and regulators have to 
catch on to that idea. 

There are some utilities 
that take the view that the 
plan is out there, it'~ in
teresting, it looks l1lce on a 
shelf, and it need not 
necessarily have anything 
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\vhatever to do with what 
actually happens in the 
Northwest. That is an atti
tude that I can't under
stand and that I don't 
agree with. Olwiously, I 
will think the Council is a 
consummate failure if that 
attitude prevails. But I 
don't expect it to, and 
we 're making every effort 
to see to it that it doesn't. 

No one, least of all me, 
would claim that there 
haven't been problems 
over the past five years. 
There is no question that 
the biggest disappoint
ment has been the fail ure 
to get the model conserva
tion standards adopted on 
time. I see that as a real 
tragedy Obviously we're 
all trying to do the best we 
can, but as of January 1, 
1986, we didn't meet one 
of the most important 
deadlines that the Council 
ever set. 

JIM BLOMQUIST 
workedfor the 
Sierra Club during 
legislation of the Act. 
He spent 27 weeks of 
1980 in Washington, 
D.C. "For a while;' he 
says, "I was the only 
lobbyist on behalf of 
non~utility and non~ 
government interests:' 
He is now the Sierra 
Club's Northwest 
representative. 

W e learned 
something 

about how the political 
process worked when 
Congress was amending 
the Transmission Act in 
1974, \X11en we tried to in
clude conselTation pro
visions we were told to 
forget it, the skids were 
greased. It was clear Bon
neville was the group 
e,'eryone was listening to. 
There was no indepen
dent judgment by Con
gress. The attitude was, 
"Bonneville has always 
provided energy, the' 
enert,'y is cheap, so let's do 
what the,' sa\:" 

In 1976 e,:ervone was 
talking about llow there 
had to be a new purchas
ing arrangement [for new 
resources]. We saw a real 
opportunity to make con
servation a part of any 
legislation. 

Sierra Club and several 
Northwest environmental 
groups convened a meet
ing to figure out what we 
wanted. One of the people 
there was a fellow who 
had been a lobbyist for the 
Oregon Environmental 
Council- Roy Hemming
wav. We determined that 
cost effectiveness should 
be the test of new re
sources, and that there 
should be a regional 
council and a 30-year plan. 

As the year went on, 
Bonneville moved ahead 
and held secret regional 
meetings to draft a bill
secret in that they were 
not known about or open 
to the public. It was our 
impression that Bonne
,'ilIe's involvement in 
legislation had to be ap
proved by the U.S. Office 
of Management and 
Budget, and that the meet
ings had to be open. We 
wrote letters and those 
meetings hecame open. A 
whole series of public 
drafting meetings 
followed. 

When the bill went be
fore the House Committee 
on Water and Power, it was 
our impression that it was 
still a bill to buy thermal 
power. We also"believed 
that it violated all the anti
trust laws of the United 
States and that it placed 
planning in the hands of 
a privileged group of 
people. Frankly, it was an 
awful piece of legislation, 
and an embarrassment to 
the Northwest congres
sional delegation. We 
stopped that bill dead in 
the committee. 

The utilities tried to 
resurrect it, but utility in
,'ol\"ement had tainted the 
product. Sterling Munro 
then became head of 
Bonneville, and he had 
one set of marching orders 
from Senator Henry 
Jackson: to produce a 
piece of legislation. He 
worked semi-publicly and 
quite a bit privately 

We worked for the next 
several years in Congress 
to fight that bill. Its major 
flaws are there to this day, 
and they are time bombs, 
waiting "to explode. The 
worst provisions, and the 
ones I would still like to 
see amended, are the pur
chase guarantees for 
power plants, and the rate 
pool structures. 

Purchase guarantees 
protect utilities from the 
risks of building new 
facilities-but risk is a 
way of ensuring that 
people take their projects 
seriously, that thev exer
cise due" control t~) keep 
costs down. 
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As for the rate pools, 
they do nothing to en
courage consen';ltion, 
Pmyer is sold at a melded 
rate, a\'eraging the costs of 
all the different resources, 
The onl\' real incenti\'e to 
consen'e enerm' is for 
rates to reflect the true 
cost of producing power, 

We proposed separate 
rate pools for federal 
hniropower and for ne",' 
thermal resources, Every 
utility would get an alloca
tion of the cheap hvdro
power. But if they weren't 
aggressive in conserving 
enerm', and they exceeded 
their hydro allocation, 
they w~)Uld have to buy 
from the more expensh'e 
thermal pool, 

The last five veal'S have 
produced m~m)' of the in
tended henefits of the Act 

not because the Act 
produced them, but be
cause the times did, The 
collapse ofWPPSS [nu
clear projects] and the col
lapse of load growth 
created a conservation 
trend based on skyrocket
ing rates, But the law 
didn't create this trend, it 
resulted from economics 
and the poor activities 
and management of the 
utilities over the years, 

People expected the 
Council to be a positi\'e 
leadership force in the 
region, But over the last 
couple of years I\'e seen a 
return to Bonne\'ille call
ing the shots, Public con
cern about enerm' plan
ning has diminished, and 
the Council is getting to 
he more of an insiders' 
game, The people who 
",'ant Bonneville to pur
chase \X'PPSS plants that 
\\'ill never operate are in 
the drh'er's seat-not the 
public. 

It's a tough game to 
keep up with, And I don't 
think it's a fair game, Pub
lic interest groups are 
outnumbered and out
,,;pent. The total budget t()r 
the Nortlw,est Conserva
tion Act Coalition prob
ably doe,')n't represent the 
retainer for Pacific Power 
and Light's attorney. 

If we can't put a new 
birth of public enthusiasm 
back into the process, I 
think we should consider 
intervenor funding, or 
some other method to 
reach groups and make 
sure both sides ha\~e equal 
access to resources, 

A great frustration is 
that Bonne\'ilie and the 
Council have headed 
more and more toward 
making the issues com
plex and obscure, The 
central issue they should 
ask the public al-)out is, 
should Bonneville have 
energy conservation 
programs or thermal 
generation, 

We need to recognize 
that people are not ex
perts, but people are in 
charge of this country We 
need to design decisions 
around people, 
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Look at the level and ex
tent of activit\' it has taken 
to get mediocre model 
conservation standards, 
Look at the debates m'er 
",'hether or not we should 
implement rate penalties 
for political suhdi\'isions 
that don't pass codes, 
There's been a lot of re
treat in that area, And 
there's been a real back
pedaling from rene\yable 
resources other than 
hydropo",~er, 

People on the Council 
have to be leaders, aggres
sive politicians, 1()U have 
to blaze an eneI'm' trail for 
the region, When you have 
a surplus the need doesn't 
seem so clear, But vou 
don't wait until H)L; need a 
sandwich to star:t growing 
wheat. 

"We need to 
recognize that 
people are not 
experts, but 
people are in 
charge of this 
country. We .. ~ ..... ,.... 
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KEN BlUINGTON is aformer 
executive director of the 
Washington Public Utility 
Districts Association; he 
was active in developing the 
consensus that created 
the Northwest Power Act. 
Billington is now retired 
and writing a book about 
his life in public power. 

W e knew we had to 
stay out of hopeless 

fights if we were going to meet the 
people's need for electricity. And 
everything we looked at said we'd 
have power shortages in the 1980s, 

The direct sen'ice industries 
,\'ere getting their termination 
notices, and 85 percent of them 
were in public power territories, 
They were going to come knocking 
on our doors, We were all tied to 
the regional grid-it W~L" obvious 
to most of us that if one customer 
was short, all were going to be 
short, 

It just seemed to a lot of us
public and private utilities, indus
tries and so forth - that there had 
to be a means of melding all the 
regional power efforts into a 
regional power supply We saw the 
possibilities of saving energy in 
Washington that could be used in 
Idaho, We saw the federal dams and 
transmission systems as a poten
tialk tremendous asset to under
write financing for new steam 
plants, We recognized the benefits, 
hut had no way of putting it 
together, 

"We had to stop fighting 
between states, 
between public and 
private utilities, 
between utilities and 
industry. We had to 
avoid old 

Hence, the first versions of the 
Regional Power Act. 

The publics thought it would be 
all right for the investor-owned 
utilities to share in low-cost federal 
power if they didn't impinge on the 
preference clause [see box, page 
28], or seriously affect the cost or 
amount of power available, 

PNUCC put together the first ver
sion of the bill, in 1976, That set off 
some severe argument'), 
Snohomish [Countv PUD] said it 
violated preference-that the pref
erence rate pools weren't large 
enough, for one thing, That issue 
split the parties and delayed us, 
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In December 1976 about 18 
utilities met in Spokane with [then 
u.s. Senator from Washington, Hen
ry] "Scoop"]ackson. He said, "We've 
gotta settle this thing down. We'll be 
torn apart by factors outside of our
selves." So every time there'd be a 
squabble about something or other, 
some family fight, we knew we had 
to keep moving ahead or we'd run 
out of power. We had to stop the 
fighting between states, between 
public and private utilities, between 
utilities and industn: We had to 
avoid letting those (;ld power wars 
get started again. 

In the middle of the legislative 
process you had the fomenting of 
the WPPSS problems. Inflation and 
the increase in construction cost') 
were producing scary numbers. 

Questioning the SupplY Svstem 
brought forth public awal'eriess that 
there should be greater public in
volvement in power industry mat
ters. State governments and other 
groups started to get into the act. 
Quite a few interest groups too ... 
bless 'em-as a onetime public 
power activist, I can understand 
'em. Conservation outfits. Fish 
people. Environmentalists. Rate
payers. A local government study 
group that wondered who was 
going to pay for enforcing building 
codes. All of these voices started to 
get into the congressional 
legislation. 

This kind of clamor made it clear 
that the region had to have a 
stronger type of planning arrange
ment which would be of a non
utility nature. The issue of greater 
state control came up, and it moved 
gradually toward equal representa
tion among the states. 

I had to like the movement 
toward decisions by the people for 
the good of the people. And I 
pushed hard for having this positive 
Northwest voice to plan and ad
ministrate Bonneville activity But, 
you know, responsibility for the 
power supply still rest') 'with the 
utilities. If the light.., go out, the cus
tomers aren't going to call you folks 
at the Power Planning Council. And 
you have to be careful of shifting 
the situation so there's responsibil
ity in the utilities' hands and 
authority in the Council's hands. 

~ 
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CHIP GREENING is a 
Portland, Oregon attorney. 
At the time the Power Act was 
being lobbied he was the 
manager of the Public 
Power Council. 

T he amendments we 
proposed to S.B. 885 

were intended to make sure that 
preference rights for the public 
power companies were protected. I 
think if we had waited one more 
year, the problems would ha\'e 
taken care of themselves and we 
wouldn't have needed legislation. If 
the process had dragged on one 
more year, two things would have 
occurred: the extent of the surplus 
would have become known, and 
the increase in WPPSS cost" would 
have been factored into Bonne
ville's rates. That would have meant 
that the rates of the publicly owned 
utilities would go up and there 
would have been no more pressure 
from the investor-owned utilities 
because of the retail rate disparity 

Those two factors would have 
eliminated the coalition for a bill. 
Planning was an important part of 
the bill, but no one would have 
passed a bill just to do better 
planning. 

A lot of concerns about the plan
ning and fish and wildlife issues 
would have happened anyway be
cause the utility world was cbang
ing. The utilities could no longer 
ride roughshod over the public 
interest. 

"Planning was an 
important part of the 
bill, but no one would 
have a bill just 

Under early leadership, the 
Council got into an anti-utilitv frame 
of mind which has in recent )'ears 
turned around. The Council now 
seems to be listening to the utility 
industrv because the utilities are 
acting ii1 the best interests of their 
customers. 

Some public interest groups are 
slow to pick up on the fact that the 
utilities do not want to build coal 
plants, nor do they want to spend a 
lot of money on power generation. 
The utilities and the Council are 
slowly coming to realize that they 
have a lot in common. 



When the legislation was being 
lobbied, one legislator said there 
was more lobbying on the Regional 
Act than there was on the Alaska 
Pipeline. There were so many 
intenselv-held views and interests 
from one small section of the 
country 

There was no real benefit to pub
lic power from the Act. The 
investor-owned utilities are sucking 
hundreds of millions of dollars out 
of the Bonneville cotTer. The direct 
service industries got a special rate 
deal. But public power can't point 
to anything it got from the Act. ~ 

JIM BOLDT is executive 
director of the Washington 
Public Utility Districts 
Association. 

I joined in resolutions 
supporting early 

concepts of the bill. But 
there were those of us who op
posed it because they feared it 
would break preference. They felt 
it would be the camel's nose 
under the tent. Allow that, and 
pretty soon you've got the whole 
camel in your lap. 

I was concerned at the time 
about how the Council staff would 
grow, and how their role in the Act 
would increase. I saw the utilities' 
domain and prominence in power 
planning leaving. I really lost my 
respect for the concept of the 
regional power council when the 
deal was cut for two members from 
each state-giving Montana equal 
weight with Washington, and so 
forth. That cooled me down on it 
personally and concerned a lot of 
our members. 

But [Council Executive Director] 
Ed Sheets has put together an ex
ceptional group of people-al
though they want to keep decisions 
too close to home. Still, the Council 
has been able to balance its deci
sions and handle issues intelli
gently I've been pleasantly sur
prised. 

It's these personalities on the 
Council that have allowed it to work 
as well as it has. But now the vete
rans are leaving the Council and 
we're entering a second era. 
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The only disappointment I have 
with the Council is the mixed sig
nals it keeps sending on the model 
conservation standards. That waffl
ing has cost the Council in it':) re
lationship with at least part of the 
utility industn~ I think it could have 
beerl handled more carefulh~ In
stead, we keep hearing, ''YeS: there's 
a surcharge. Wait a minute. No sur
charge. Well, maybe in 1986. No
we'll do it in '89. Go beat up the 
legislature now and get a code. 
There's no indoor air quality prob
lem. Okay, there L, an indoor air 
quality problem." 

The best thing about the Act has 
to be the fish and wildlife part. That 
has to be number one. I am so 

proud to have been party in any 
little way to helping protect this re
source for future generations. 

The greatest disappointment is 
the failure of conservation. Conser
vation has simply lost it':) horse
power. We have failed to convince 
ourselves that it is a resource. We 
have tailed to sell it-even though 
we have the ambition to sell other 
resources. 

I like the Council's outreach
the way they're getting involved in 
the intertie and talking \vith other 
regions. They weren't timid. They 
went out and got what they needed 
to put the plan together. 

Preference, exchange and DRPA: Some Crucial Definitions 

"Preference was and is the root of the [rate] disparity in the 
Northwest:' - Bill Robertson 

T he terms "preference" and "exchange" are mentioned by many of the people quoted in 
this issue of Northwest Ellerp..l' Nell'S. Both concepts have to do \vith the statutory right of 

utilities to purchase electrical energy from the Bonneville Power Administration. This 
electricity has a relatively low price because most of it comes from hydropower generated at 
dams built decades ago. The price was extremely low up until 19'"'9, when the Washington 
Public Power Supply System nuclear plants were included in Bonneville's rates. 

There are t,YO kinds of preference in Bonneville's charter: the superior right of public 
utilities to obtain Bonneville's hydropower; and the regional preference that gives investor
owned utilities in the Northwest the opportunity to buv the power bef()re it is offered tu 
out-ofregion customen;. 

When Bonneville did not renew i1westor-owned utility energy contracts in 197 3, because it 
expected a shortage of electricity by 1983, investor-owned utilities believed they could nu 
longer count on firm access to the cheap federal power. The investor-(l\vned utilities began 
huilding their own generating resources mostly coal and nuclear plants. Electricity from 
these new developments cost far more than the federal hydropower. Rates from investor
mvned utilities climbed to double those of public utilities. 

"Roy Hemmingway and Company were running around, and DRPA 
was threatening:' -John Frewing 

The State of Oregon, sen-ed primarilv by investor-owned utilities, responded by f()rming a 
ne\\- public agenc\' which, in essence, was intended to turn the entire state into a public utility 
district. The Domestic and Rural Power Authority (DRPA) would have purchased preference 
power from Bonneville and brokered it to the operating utilities for distribution to residential 
and farm ratepayers. 

The exchange provisions ofthe Northwest Pmver Act were intended to restore rate parity f(Jr 
residential and snull farm customers of the im'estor-owned utilities. These provisions permit 
Bonneville to buy electricity from those utilities at the average system cost of generating it (a 
cost based on the total expenses incurred by the company). 

In turn, the investor-owned utilities can buv Bonneville's low-cost electricity at the same rate 
as public utilities. i\'1ost of the dollar difference of this arrangement \vas to be paid by the direct 
service industries (primarily aluminum companies) - who agreed to the arrangement, 
according to most sources, because they soreh' ,,,anted the long-term contracts and reliable 
energy supply that the Act would guarantee them. 

Not all parties express satishlction with the \\-ay the exchange is working. In 1984, largely in 
response to direct service industry complaints, Bonneville disallowed certain expenses 
claimed by the investor-owned utilities in computing their average system cost. This decision 
lowered the price Bonneville has to pay investor-owned utilities for electricit\· - and raised 
investor-uwned utility rates. 

Only three investclr-owned utilities nO\y participate in the exchange: Portland General 
Electric, Pacific Power and Light, and Utah Power ami Light (in Idaho). 
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JOHN FREWING is manager 
for electrical business plan
ning at Portland General 
Electric. Duringpassage of 
the Act he was a policy 
analystfor PGE. 

"iOR1H\X'EST E~ERGY :\E,,'S' Ikcl'llllx.'r/,lanllar) 19K6 

I can remember reading 
the Act for the first time on a 

very hot and sunny day, reclining 
on a lawn lounger in my back \'ard, 
It took a hell (la long time to read 
and I got quite a sunburn doing it 

I put together a study of PGE's 
perspective on the Regional Puwer 
Act \\;e concluded that a lot of 
things were left unsaid in the Act 
left to later fights, In particular, the 
~(f) [new resources] rates and the 
power exchange prm'isions were 
open to much interpretation. 

Another thing that cauuht m\' eve 
t> " 

in 1980 that hasn't vet been tested 
was the idea of qLl~lt1tifiable 
environmental costs. There's been 
no test because there's been no 
large central . ..,tation acquisition 
since the Act 'was passed, 

PGE had three interests in the 
Act: (1) rate matters: (2) sharing the 
risk in constructing ne\\' plants: (:3 ) 
keeping open opportunities for ex
pansion of our business. 

How did our hopes turn out l 

We're not in agreement with Bon
ne\'ille's determination of our aver
age system cost in calculating ex
change rates. But nobody's e\'er 
happy \vith those kinds (;f decisions. 
On the whole, the Act has certainly 
helped our rates. ' 

Unfortunatel\', \\'hile the Act of 
fered rate benet'its to residential 
and small farm customers, it did not 
help the existing commercial and 
industrial customers of investor
owned utilities. At the margin 
[where profitability becomes an is
sue], rates can infllience decisions 
by those companies to stay or go. 

With regard to construction of 
plants - it hasn't come into play 
yet And the Act was pretty vague on 
how that was going to be done. The 
Act creates no guarantees and no 
strong moti\'ations to keep 7( f) 
[ne\v resources] rates low. The 
[Council's] plan recognizes that this 
problem has to be fixed. 

Investor-owned utilities would 
probably be more likely to sign up 
with Bonneville requirement'i if 
those rates were low and there 
were some evidence of long-term 
stabilh 

A'i fc)r keeping open oppor-
tunities there have been many 
opportunities opened in conser~'a
tion, But this sector is outside the 
regulated utilitv industry and 
doesn't fall under the Act. Conserva-

tion is really a consumer-based 
energy business - self-generation, 
load management, efficient motors, 
energy controls, insulation. We 
don't have a lot of cogeneration yet 
in the Northwest, but that's coming 
too. It's driven by economics. 

'~lotoftlUngswereleft 
unsaid in the Act-left 
to I ..... ,..,..,. ££J ... ..,~. 

What's emerging is that the 
Council may have more power in 
Ush and \\'ildlife than in power 
planning. Bonneville has appeal 
procedures for going around the 
power plan. They don't have those 
- if you will- escape clauses in 
the fish and wildlife area, Those 
pnwisions affect not only rates, but 
the availability of power, I believe 
the fish and wildlife issue may also 
ha\'e stimulated more interest in al
ternative sources of energy [which 
have less environmental impact]. 

The Act created better 
mechanisms for consultation, which 
can permit us to come up with bet
ter results, The Council also pro
vieles a place ,,;here independent 
and credible analysis can be done 
to justify some tough decisions
about the WPPSS nuclear plants, for 
instance. The power plan showed 
there was other ener~)y available 
and allmved the region to change 
its mind on those plants, 

At first, the Council needed to 
advise a small, well-defined 
number of actors. But now, decen
tralization and deregulation are 
going to grow in this business, 
There's no reason there shouldn't 
be a wide \'ariet\' of actors in the 
marketplace for' electrical genera
tion, with more opportunity for 
competition. The Council ought to 
encourage, in its own way, that sort 
of change, More competition will 
benefit the consumer through 
lower rates, and the utilities and 
consumers both through more 
stable rates. ~ 
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JASON KING is director of 
government relationsfor 
Puget Sound Power & Light 
- the only investor-awned 
utility that buys power from 
Bonneville. Duringpassage 
of the Act, King was man
ager offederal government 
affairsfor Puget. 

.30 

T he major issue ofim
portance to Puget [during 

legislation of the Act] was rate parity 
for our residential and small farm 
customers. We were seeking 
cheaper power. We also wanted a 
regional cooperative effort in con
servation. We had already been 
working in that area and saw its 
value. 

The Act is still cogent and correct 
in its priorities - in particular be
cause of the high priority given con
servation among the resources. 

However, parity of rates simply 
isn't there for our residential and 
small farm customers. Whatever 
benefits they might have enjoyed 
through the Act have been largely 
lost due to Bonneville's recent uni
lateral decision [to disallow certain 
categories of investor-owned 
utilities expense] in figuring aver
age system cost. This has been a 
serious disappointment to us be
cause we considered these benefits 
to our customers a cornerstone of 
the Act. 

A lot of us tend to think about that 
period [working the Act through 
Congress] with nostalgia. It was a 
great experience to have those 
close working relationships and a 
shared full time commitment. It be
came our lives in Washington, D.c. 
Manv of us literally lived back there 
and commuted in'this direction. 
There was a great deal of 
camaraderie among the separate 
interests. I count myself quite for
tunate to have been involved with 
so many capable people. And, of 
course, it became a highly satisfying 
accomplishment, working a bill 
through Congress. 

There was a great commonality 
of interest in getting a bill passed. 
We were able to diminish the dif
ferences between us and concen
trate on a common cause. 

The direct service industries 
wanted long-term contracts as
sured. The public utilities wanted to 
avoid the adverse consequences of 
receiving all the cheap preference 
power. They feared the likely chal
lenge to the exclusive benefits they 
had been receiving from the federal 
system. The majority of the residen
tial and small farm customers in the 
Northwest were not receiving those 
benefits. 

Meanwhile, the private utilities 
wanted to get access to cheap fed
eral power. The need for conserva
tion was widely recognized, All 
those things played together to con
solidate the separate and some
times \varring factions. And, of 
course, there was a political con
sensus in the region over the need 
for regional planning and regional 
conservation. 

DRPA [see box, page 28] was basi
cally a ploy by the State of Oregon 
to force some legislation as a rem
edy that would open up the fed-
eral system to private utilities so 
some of those benefits would be 
spread around. I think it was gener
ally acknowledged as such at the 
time. It helped motivate the even
tual effort to pass the Act. 

"We were able to 
diminish the 
differences between us 
and concentrate on a 

The cooperative origins of the Act 
should be a cornerstone for the 
regional plan. We need to work not 
for what this or that person wants or 
needs, but toward decisions which 
serve the region best. Our efforts 
should focus on commonality of 
interests rather than on what'sepa
rates us. I think we've lost a lot of 
that spirit along the way Holding 
together regional cooperative ef
forts is a crucial challenge now for 
the Planning Council and all the 
separate interests. 

There are certainly a tremendous 
number of challenges left in front of 
us. Circumstances have changed 
drastically since the Act became law. 
The situation is now separate and 
distinct from what we thought we 
were working on. The supply has 
altered with regard to the WPPSS 
resources we expected; there's less 
demand than we anticipated then; 
we've seen lower projections re
cently regarding the amount of 
hydropower we thought would be 
available. 

We still must emphasize pro
grams to seek out and implement 
conservation everywhere it can be 
found in the region. ~ 
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BIU ROBERTSON is vice 
president of strategic plan
ning, government affairs 
and communications, 
Pacific Power and Light. 
Duringpassage of the Act, 
he was administrative 
assistant to Al Ullman, 
congressman from Oregon. 
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T his legislation had no 
natural advocate in 

Congress. Of course, no one 
could reaU\' be disinterested eIther, 
because it was a bill that created lots 
of controvers\~ For a chunk of time, 
Al Ullman pulled the duty of keep
ing the troops together. People 
were sort of camped out in his 
office for three Years. His office 
helped keep the bill aliye. It was 
pretty much my job to manage tl~e 
effort - work with the other staffs. 
I saw more of some of those 
regional energy guys for a while 
than I did of nw wife. 

The Act had ~l fairlv narrow set of 
purposes. The functimental idea 
was that we were going to need 
more resources - based on ten 
vears of history and growth. The 
guts of the problem was the prefer
ence clause [see box, page 28], The 
private utilities ha? been cut ?ff 
from firm power m the early 70s 
and suddenly had to build their own 
resources to meet their needs. Tro
jan [nuclear plant in Oregon] was 
built for half a billion, if you can 
believe it. Pacific Power and Light 
went with coal in Wyoming and Cen
tralia. More and more new thermal 
development got reflected in priyate 
power rates. . 

Even though Northwest 1l1vestor
owned utilities' rates, at 3 cents per 
kilowatt-hour, were lower than what 
95 percent of the cou!1try paid, they 
were double those of the Northwest 
public utilities. . .. , 

Folks in investor-owned utihtles 
territories in Oregon looked across 
the riYer at Clark County and its 1 Y2 
cents, and asked, "What hath pref 
erence wrought?" 

DRPA [Domestic and Rural Power 
Authoritv- see box, page 28]would 
have provided a shell public entity to 
give the people of Oregon access to 
preference power. But DRPA or 
other public takeovers would have 
thrown an impossible weight on the 
federal system. They would have 
destroved its advantages. The hydro 
string had just about run out. Pref 
erence loads were up to about what 
the public utilities could handle. 

It was reallv verv difficult for 
anvbod\' to plan. If you're Pacific 
Po~ver ~{nd Light, and you don't 
know if yOU 'II have a market for 
your electricity [because of takeover 
elections and structures such as 
DRPA], would you plan to go ahead 
with half a billion or a billion dol
lars worth of resource investment? 
The answer is no. 

"Preference was and is 
the root of the disparity 

rth " in the No. west. 
Bjij .• Jl9b~rts<J~. 

The public utilities and Bon
neville had the same problem. And 
the industries didn't know if there 
would be any service, if no one 
would build. So each group was 
ready to make some concessions 
that would at least reduce some of 
the pressure. . 

This problem was hornbly hard 
to explain to the rest of the U.S. 
There is nothing anywhere else in 
the country akin to the collection of 
public utility districts we have out 
here. The other congressmen only 
saw that we were worrying about 
rate disparities when the highest. 
rate was lower than almost anythmg 
else in the country What's not com
pletely understood elsewhere is the 
extent to which this region depends 
on electricity for its economy 

The message from the [congres
sionallleadership was "Yc)U gotta 
sort it out before we go in. We can't 
sort our dirty wash in front of a 
45-person committee that has only 
one person from the Northwest on 
it. It's gonna be hard enough de
fending the fort let alone build
ing it." Well, we did n-:ore building 
than was probably safe. 

The greatest difficulty was getting 
anyone to speak for public power as 
a group. They have so man~ dif-. 
ferent configurations and sltuations. 
Thev worried about different 
things. The big question, of course, 
was "Doesn't this diminish prefer
ence?" Well ... it certainly adds 
something to it. 

Preference was and is the root of 
the disparity in the Northwest. Pri
vate utilities and their customers 
felt that they were doing the work, 
taking the risks, and they ought to 
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be getting the benefit of the svstem 
their t:LX dollars were paying for. 

Pacific Power and Light had put 
together regional joint ventures, 
they were running weatherization 
programs, and their customers 
were using about 11,000 kilowatt
hours per year. Meanwhile, up in 
Washington, where they have the 
bulk of the public utilities, everyone 
was fat and happy In Snohomish 
[County PUO] the same class of cus
tomer llsed 23,000 kilowatt-hours a 
year. They're saying "We've got all 
we need in the federal system. 
Solve your own problen1s." 

Hanging on to preference in the 
face of larger regional needs is an 
abuse of preference. Something I 
call the "Pig Rule" applies: If you 
make a little piggy of yourself, 
someone will make sausage out of 
vou. 
o The exchange is a big step for
ward - or actually, two forward. 
The average system cost decision 
was one step back. Once again we 
have a disparity because of, in my 
view, capricious decisions by Bon
neville about what they would 
count as costs [in figuring the ex
change ratel They had a couple of 
legitimate complaints, but their 
decision went far bevond that. 

But I can't imagine that the 
region would have gone about deal
ing with its problems as well as it 
did, or as quickly, if we didn't have 
this mechanism [the Act] for 
rationalizing the process. Would 
any of the agencies be spending as 
much money on conservation' I 
doubt it. With all the separate inter
ests involved, I don't see how we 
would have concluded anything 
about the \XrpPSS nuclear plants. 
And if the direct service industries 
couldn't get power they would have 
had to leave. Bonneville couldn't 
have sold or transmitted all that un
used power. 

Nobody got stuck with the Act, 
but nobodv made out like a bandit 
either. 0 

Tlte 
Direct 
SerV7ce 
IItdllstnes 

ERIC REDMAN is an attorney 
in Seattle, Washington. Dur
ing the lobbying on the 
Northwest power bill, Red
man represented the direct 
service industries. 

I n its original form, the 
Act was designed to 

accomplish something 
very simple, which, even in it') 
final complex form, it did accom
plish. It was designed to allocate 
power by statute among Bon
neville's customers in some 
agreed-upon fashion so that all of 
Bonneville's customers would have 
two things: 20-year power sales con
tracts that they could rely on, and 
freedom from the uncertaintv that 
would have followed am' adr11inis
trative reallocation of p~wer by 
Bonneville. Everyone got that. 

You hear people say the Act was 
in response to a regional power 
shortage, but that is not true. It is 
true that the Act assumed a shor
tage, but even if a surplus had been 
expected, all the contracts were 
going to expire, and there would 
still have been an administrative 
reallocation of Bonneville power. 
And evervbodv knew the court 
battles over th~lt reallocation policy 
could drag on for decades. 

Even with to day's surplus, Bon
neville would not be able to enter 
into 20-year requirements contract'i 
if we did not have the Act in place. 

"You hear people say 
the Act was in response 
to a regional power 
shonage,butd1atis 

" 
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The bill provided a method of 
allocating costs, but it didn't provide 
any method of guaranteeing what 
the costs themselves would be, 
Power costs for Bonneville in gen
eral and direct service industries in 
particular are higher than we an
ticipated, One of the reasons this 
happened is because the ,vhole 
concept of exchange got changed 
after the Act was signed, 

The original concept of the Act 
was that the wholesale cost of 
power to serve residential and 
small farm customers would be the 
same, whether those customers 
were served by public utilities or 
private ones. Rate parity might be 
maintained by Bonneville paying 
money to exchanging utilities - or 
exchanging utilities paying to Bon
neville, if Bonneville's rates went 
higher than private utility rates, But 
the public utility commissions de
cided they couldn't allow such risk")' 
contracts, What happened in prac
tice is that the private utilities now 
can stop exchanging whenever it 
isn't convenient for them, 

The Act did provide, for the first 
time, a procedure and a forum for 
openly thrashing out issues about 

"If yoU want to be one 
of the ones making 
the decisions you have 
to accept that that type 
of rigor and discipline 
is imposed, not by any 

rates, Before, the decisions were 
made unilaterally Customers only 
had the right to make a statement, 
not to cross-examine witnesses, 

It looks as if the fish proviSions 
are going to be a lot more effective 
-and more expensive-than 
some of us anticipated they would 
be, 

What I would really like to see is 
longer terms served 11)' the Council 
members so that the members, and 
not the staff, would, over time, be
come a repository of expertise and 
institutional memory of power mat
ters, The Council wants to be lis
tened to when it speaks, but its abil-

itl' to effectively accomplish that 
objective depends on its being per
ceived as knowledgeable not only 
of public policy but also of technical 
matters. 

Learning about the Northwest 
power system, because it is the 
most complex power system in the 
world, is something that occurs in 
stages, Just when you lift the 
twenty-seventh veil and think you 
finally see the face of the problem, 
you find that what vou really see is 
the twenty-eighth \;eiL I am [lot say
ing decisions can only be made by a 
Mandarin, What I am saying is that 
you have to bring to the process a 
willingness to accept and even revel 
in the complexity of it 

Kai Lee gave a piece of testimony 
during the work on the Act in which 
he said, decisions will be made in 
the end bv those who come early 
and stay l~ite. If yOU want to be 011e 
of the (lneS making the decisions 
you have to accept that that type of 
rigor and discipline is imposed, not 
b\' any institution, but by the com
piexi~' of the system itself 

Clearly, expectations were high when the Northwest Power 
Act became law. 

• There were critical problems facing the region's electrical energy mana
gers and consumers, The Act was designed to resolve them, 

• There was a precipitous decline in the salmon and steel head of the 
Columbia River Basin, The Act was a last ditch effort to turn that around, 

• There was a sense of frustration among consumers of electrical energy in 
the Northwest Electrical rates were rising fast, and there appeared to be no 
mechanism for ordinary people to play a role in the decisions that were 
affecting their electricity bills, 

Five years is not a long time to wrestle with the kinds of changes precipitated 
by the Act But much has happened in these five years in this region, Still, no 
one will argue that the task is completed, What the Northwest has now that it 
lacked five years ago is a structure and a process for tackling the problems-a 
mechanism for enabling change to occur in responsive and responsible ways, 

With this foundation in place, the real work may be just beginning. 
-CC 
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Energy efficient mobile homes are the goal of a new 
contract awarded by the Bonneville Power Adminis
tration. Five manufactured homes will be built to the 
same energy efficiency levels as homes built on site 
under the model conservation standards recom
mended by the Northwest Power Planning Council. 
The manufactured homes will be built in Centralia, 
Washington. Both Bonneville and Battelle Labora
tories will test the efficiencY of the homes without 
occupants for a month. After that, the homes will be 
auctioned off to buyers who agree to allow contin
ued testing during their first year of occupancy 

Free materials about conservation and renewable 
energy are available to the public from the Conserva
tion and Renewable Energy Inquiry and Referral 
Service (CAREIRS). The serYice, operated by Solar 
America, Inc., and the Franklin Research Center 
under contract to the US. Department of Energy 
offers over 170 fact sheets, bibliographies, pamphlets 
and booklets to people seeking basic and inter
mediate level information on solar energy, wind, 
biomass, hydropower and conservation. Most re
quests are answered within 48 hours. Call toll-free 
800-523-2929 or write po. Box 8900, Silver Spring, 
MD 20907. 

The number of low-income homes weatherized has 
doubled since last year, according to the Bonneville 
Power Administration's Conseryation Manager Steve 
Hickok. About 4,100 low-income customers in the 
Northwest had their homes weatherized under BPAs 
residential weatherization program. The $6.7 million 
effort includes such measures as storm windows, 
insulation, weatherstripping and caulking, sealing 
and wrapping heating and cooling ducL';, de
humidifiers, clock thermostats, and heat recovery 
ventilators. To qualify, a utility customer must ha~e a 
household income less than 125 percent of federal 
poverty guidelines. The average family of four with a 
total annual income of $13,313 would qualify. 

The ways in which utilities will expand is the key
note subject of the October 1985 issue of Public 
Power magazine. While expansion in the 1970s was 
characterized by large-scale coal and nuclear genera
tion, the future, according to the article, will be char
acterized by utility programs to influence load shape 
and manage customer demand, smaller facilities of 
standardized design to shorten lead time, stringent 
environmental performance, and flexible finanCing 
appropriate to the technology Other prognostica
tions include improyed efficiencies through new 
conversion cycles, cogeneration, and waste-heat re
covery; increased competition from local resources; 
fuel flexibility that would spread the mix of generat
ing options and employ' multi-fuel capabilities, and 
unit and dispatch availability 

The latest developments in energy storage are the 
subject of a 270-page case study of 13 utilities and 12 
equipment yendors. The study examines the experi
ences and opinions of those involved in four storage 
technologies: heat storage (e.g. heat stored in bricks 
or floor slabs for residential use); cool storage (e.g. 
cooling stored ice, chilled water or ethylene glycol 
for commercial and industrial buildings); compressed 
air energy storage; and underground pumped 
hydro. Although much of the utility industry experi
enced overcapacity, many utilities have problems 
meeting peak demands during certain seasons or 
times of the day Energy storage can solve some of 
these problems. Copies of the report are available for 
$45 ($15 for nonprofit organizations). Write Inform, 
381 Park Avenue South, New York, NY 10016 or call 
(212) 689-4040. 

Russians are hearing about the Northwest's fish and 
wildlife program through an article published in the 
environmental law publication of the Institute for 
Scientific Information of the Academv of Sciences of 
the US.S.R. The article, which appeared in abstract 
form, is "Implementing the Parity Promise: An Eyalu
ation of the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Pro
gram" by Michael Blumm, professor of law at Lewis 
and Clark College in Portland, Oregon. This is the 
second of Blumm's articles which has appeared in 
the Soviet Union. The first dealt with anadromous 
fish resources and their "struggle for peaceful coexis
tence" with the Columbia River hydropower system. 
The fish and wildlife program referred to in Blumm's 
article was developed by the Northwest Power Plan
ning Council. (Source: Lewis & Clark Faculty News) 

An energy hot line was instituted in Washington 
this year to answer questions about how to build 
energy-efficient electrically heated houses. Funded 
bv the Bonneville Power Administration, the hotline 
is' operated by the Washington State Energy Office to 
make energy information easily accessible to the 
public. People who have used the hotline incI ude 
contractors, owner/builders, designers, architect'), 
homeowners, and the "curious." Most questions, ac
cording to the energy office, have centered on con
struction techniques, vapor barriers, and heat re
covery ventilators. The hotline operates weekdays 
between 9 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. and can be reached by 
calling 1-800-692-0202 (in Seattle 352-4198). 
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Legal concerns that govern restoration of Pacific 
salmon runs are the subject of a special issue of 
ElZl'iromnental Lau; the journal of the Northwestern 
School ofLaw at Lewis and Clark College. This special 
issue includes articles by Washington Senator Dan 
Evans, Northwest Power Planning Council member 
Kai Lee, Alaskan Senator Ted Stevens, and Dr.John 
Byrne, President of Oregon State University Topics 
covered in the special symposium range from Indian 
treaty rights to the implications of federal legislation 
and regulatory procedures. Copies of this ,vinter 
issue are available for $8.00 from: Enl'ironmental 
Lau; Lewis and Clark Law School, 10015 SW Terwil
liger Boulevard, Portland, OR 97219. 

As many as 20 million kokanee salmon could be 
produced at the new hatchery that opened in 
November on Idaho's Clark Fork River. The new 
hatchery, a joint project of Washington Water Power, 
the Idaho Department of Fish and Game, and the 
Bonneville Power Administration, is intended to 
onset the loss of fish in Lake Pend Oreille. Hydro
power operations at the Cabinet Gorge and Albeni 
Falls dams on the Clark Fork have been blamed for 
substantially reducing kokanee spawning habitat 
around the lake and altering lake levels, leaving 
spawning nest') (redds) exposed. The hatchery was 
called for by the Northwest Power Planning Council 
in its Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Pro
gram. The new hatchery is expected to nearly double 
the value of the Lake Pend Oreille kokanee fishery 
(currently estimated at $2.7 million annually), ' 
according to Bonneville officials. 
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COMMENT INVITED ON SURVIVAL 
OBJECTIVES 

The Council is taking 
public comment through 
January 24,1986, on the 
objectiyes set for juyenile 
fish suryival at the 
mainstem dams operated 
by the Army Corps of 
Engineers on the 
Columbia and Snake riv
ers. If adopted, these 
guidelines will be an 
amendment to the 
Council's Columbia River 
Basin Fish and Wildlife 
Program. 

The guidelines reopen 
the question of what 
percent of young salmon 
and steel head should be 
expected to survive their 
downstream migration 
past the eight Corps 
dams. Without protec
tion, the young fish must 
pass through the tur
bines at each dam, with a 
resulting fish loss of 
about 15 percent per 
dam. To avoid the tur
bines, the existing pro
gram calls for releasing 
fish-laden water through 
spillways (spilling), in
stalling or improying 
mechanical bypass sys
tems, and transporting 
the fish around the dams 

in trucks and barges. 
The proposed amend

ment concerns interim 
survival objectives to 
guide spill planning and 
management. These objec
tives may be in place until 
permanent mechanical 
improvements are made at 
each of the Corps dams. 
The objectives would pro
\'ide varying spills based 
on annual water 
conditions. 

Hearings to discLlss the 
proposed change will be 
held in each state in the 
region. Call the Council's 
central office for a 
schedule. 

The Council antiCipates 
making a decision on the 
survival objectives in Feb
ruary 1986, to have them 
in place for the 1986 
spring migration. 

For copies of the pro
posal, see the order form 
on the back cover, or call 
Judy Allender at the Coun
cil's central office, ( 503 ) 
222-5161, or toll free: 1-
800-222-3355 in Idaho, 
Montana, Washington, 1-
800-452-2324 in Oregon. 

-R.c. 
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COUNCIL 
ANSWERS 

MODEL 
STANDARDS 
QUESTIONS 

T he Northwest Power Plan
ning Council has reaf

firmed the need for the region's 
electrically-heated homes and com

mercial bu'ildings to be built to use 
energy efficiently. The Council's action 

gives the go-ahead to a major campaign 
across four Northwest states to upgrade 
energy codes and offer education, market
ing, and financial assistance to improve 
energy efficiency in new buildings. 

At its December 4 meeting, the Council 
adopted an amendment to its model con
servation standards. Among other features, 
the amendment calls for utility financial 
assistance to help builders' construct 
electrically-heated homes to the stan-
dards. These standards set enerto'Y effi
ciencv levels for new electrically-heated 
hom~s and all new commerci~ll build
ings in the Northwest. Their purpose is 
to reduce the need to build expensive 
new thermal plants in the future as 
demand for electricity increases. 
Q. What is new or different about 
the standards? 

The amendment deals with how 
the standards will be im-
plemented and how the costs of 
implementation will be shared. 
While building codes are still 
the objective, the Council has 
introduced greater flexibility 
in how the standards may be 
achieved and how soon. 'Pre
viously, utilities could have 
been subject to a 10 percent 
surcharge on power they 
purchased from Bonneville 
if the standards were not in 
place by January 1986. 
Now, the region has more 
time. What did not change 
was the standards them
selves. They still call for 
the same levels of energy 
efficiency adopted in the 
Council's 1983 Power 

plan. 
Q. What are the new ways 

of implementing the stan
dards? 

In areas where building 
codes do not meet the stan
dards, the amendments call 

for the Bonneville Power Ad-
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ministration and utilities to offer a 
program that will be an incentive for 
builders to construct new elec
tricallv-heated homes to the stan
dards'. This program, called the 
BPA/Utility MCS Program, will offer 
both marketing and financial assis
tance. The marketing segment of the 
program is the Super Good Cents 
package, which Bonneville already 
has offered to utilities in the region. 
Utilities which do not choose to par
ticipate in the BPA/Utility MCS Pro
gram may offer an alternative pro
gram so long as it is judged by 
Bonneville to produce equivalent 
savings and does so. 
Q. What financial assistance will 
utilities be responsible for? 

Bonneville will pay $2,500 per 
home to its utility customers. To 
those utilities which do not pur
chase power from Bonneville, Bon
neville will pay for the value of the 
utility's energy savings to the Bon
neville system. In addition, local 
utilities in the program will make 
payments ranging from $130 to 
$1,070. These payments vary from 
state to state depending on climate 
zone and local building practice. To
gether with the Bonneville payment, 
these payments represent the aver
age amounts it will take to bring a 
house from current building prac
tice to the level of energy efficiency 
required by the model conservation 
standards. The payments should go 
down each year as builders gain 
more experience building energy 
efficient homes. While ratepayers 
ultimately fund the utility payments, 
this is still significantly cheaper than 
paying for new coal plants. 
Q. What are the timelines for 
meeting the standards? 

Utilities must choose to partici
pate in the BPA/Utility MCS Program 
or submit their own equivalent pro
gram by September 1, 1986. The 
programs are to go into effect for 
1987 and must produce at least 30 
percent of the savings possible 
through the Model Conservation 
Standards in that vear. For 1988, the 
Council will set a' new target. Com
pliance will be checked annually 
until at least 85 percent of the new 
electrically-heated buildings in the 
utility area are built to the standards. 
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Q. How will performance levels be 
determined after 1988? 

After the 1987-88 performance 
years, Bonneville will rank the top 
performing utilities which serve 
80 percent of the new housing in the 
Northwest. Performance will be 
measured by the percent of energy 
saved out of the total savings that 
would have occurred had all new 
homes in that utility's area been built 
to the standards. 'The lowest per
former in that utility group will set 
the minimum performance level all 
utilities must meet to avoid the sur
charge. Bonneville will evaluate per
fOl'mance annually 

Q. What about utilities which sub
mit an alternative program? 

Utilities must show that their own 
programs achieve energy savings 
equal to the BPA/Utility MCS Pro
gram. Alternative programs must 
meet the average energy savings 
achieved by participants in the 
BPA/Utility MCS Program and must 
also meet the minimum perform
ance levels described above. 
Q, What about the standards for 
commercial buildings? 

Utilities must submit programs 
for commercial buildings by the 
same dates as for residential 
buildings, and must meet perform
ance and equivalency tests as well. 

Q. How will smaller utilities be 
treated? 

Utilities with annual power loads 
under 25 megawatts (usually serving 
a population under 10,000) can 
avoid the surcharge even if they do 
not meet the minimum perform
ance level so long as they offer in the 
performance year to pay the incre
mental costs of building homes in 
their service territories to the level 
of the standards. The payment will 
be based on the median costs of 
builders in the Residential Standards 
Demonstration Program. To be eli
gible for this option, these utilities 
must be participating in the BPA/ 
Utility MCS Program. 
Q, What about other features of the 
model conservation standards? 

The program for early adopters 
(jurisdictions which have adopted 
codes meeting the standards) will 
continue, induding financial assis
tance to state and local governments 
for code enforcement. Training for 
builders, insulation contractors, and 
lenders is also a continuing feature 
of the standards. In addition, the 
standards require that indoor air 
quality be maintained at a level at 
least as good as that in homes built to 
current codes or practice. The 
Council's plan also calls for continu
ing research on indoor air quality as 
well as research on less expensive 
ways to save electrical energy 

Note: This story only describes 
highlights of the MCS amendment. 
For full information, please contact 
the Council for a copy of the com
plete rule. 

MODEL CONSERVATION STANDARDS 
LOCAL UTILIIT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 1987-88 

Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 

Washington $ 130 $ 280 NA 
Oregon 440 830 NA 
Idaho 1070 1070 $440 
Montana NA NA 440 
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NOTE: At press time, the lateJanuan' 
and February meetings of the 
Northwest Power Planning Coun
cil had not been set. Please call the 
Council's central office for infor
mation on those meetings. 

January 19-22 - 1986 Winter Meet
ing of the American Society of 
Heating, Refrigerating and Air
Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) 
in San Francisco, California. For 
information: Carolyn Ste,vart, 
ASHRAE, 1'"""91 Tullie Circle NE, 
Atlanta, Georgia 30329 
(404) 636-8400. 

January 23 - "Commercial Eneq . .,,: 
Forum: Ventilation Based on Car
bon Dioxide Sensing and Con
trol," sponsored by the Oregon 
State University Extension Service 
in Portland, Oregon. For informa
tion: Sus:m Vogt or Dave Burtner, 
OSU Extension Service, (503 ) 
241-9172. 

February 11- "Commercial 
Enerf.,:r;,- Forum: Applications for 
Energy l\lanagement Systems in 
Grocen' Stores," sponsored by the 
Oregon State University Extension 
Sen-ice in Portland, Oregon. For 
information: Susan Vogt or Dave 
Burtner, OSU EA1ension Service, 
(503) 241-9172. 

February 12-14 -'Streamside 
:\lanagement: Forestry and Fishen' 
Interactions" in Seattle, \V~lshing
ton, sponsored by the l~niversity of 
\X-ashington. For information: 
Diana PerL College of Forest Re
sources, ,\1<-10, Cniversitv of Wash
ington, Seattle, \X'ashingt()fl 9810'). 
(206) 543-086-

March 4-6 - "1986 West Coast 
Energy Management Congress" in 
Los Angeles, California, sponsored 
by the Association of Energy 
Engineers. For information: Alma 
.\lcFarland, 402') Pleasantdale Rd, 
Suite 340, Atlanta, Georgia 30340. 
(404) 44'"""-5083 

June 3-5 - "4th Annual Renewable 
Energy Technologie.s SYmposium 
and International Exposition" at 
the Anaheim Convention Center in 
Anaheim, California. Fur informa
tion: Barbara Fln111, Renewable 
Energy Institute, 1516 King St., 
Alexandria, Virginia 22314. 
('"""03) 683-7795. 

June 8-14 - "11th Annual National 
Passive Solar Conference" at the 
l;niversit\ of Colorado in Boulder, 
Colorad(). Fur information: Susan 
Burley, 2030 17th St., Boulder, 
Colorado 80302 (303) 443-3130. 
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Amendment 
Deadline Delayed 
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