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U.S. VERSUS OREGON 

BIlILDING 
A BETTER 
HARVEST 

I by Carlotta Collette 
here's an ironic :,Tmmetry in the fact that a white
educated Nez Perce Indiim known ;L') "Lawver" W;L,) 

privy to the so-called "Stevens' Treaties" of1855. These 
vTere the four treaties through which most of the Co
lumbia River B;L')in Indian trit1es ceded the Imd that has 
become tile Nordlwest states, while retaining their right'i 
to fish, hunt ;md gatiler nut') and berries "at all usual ;md 
accustomed places:' It is ironic because tilese treaties, 
some of which were signed after only two weeks of 
discussions, have evolved into some of the longest
running, most complex legal battles in the history of 
tile Northwest. 

Now more than 130 years latel~ other lawyers, along 
witil fisheries biologist') and resource mmagers, are still 
attempting to settle questions first raised at that early 
treaty council. The current litigation h;L'i it'3 0\\111 history; 
which goes back nearly 20 years. 

The ca'3e, United States versus Oregon (US. v. Ore
gon), involves the Columbia River fisheries, in which the 
tribes that were parties to the 1855 treaties (the Yakima 
Indian Nation, the Confederated Tribes of the Warm 
Springs, the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla and me 
Nez Perce Tribe) have ;l'iserted their "right of taking fish 
at all usual and customary places in common witil citi
zens of tile territory:" After years of piggybacked lawsuits, 
US. v. Oregon may [1e producing m mlbitious new 
agreement ;mlong the parties to tile ca'3e. 

US. v. Oregon includes a series of federal court deci
sions, beginning in 1969, that consistently affirmed tlle 
tribes' right to tlke a fair share (approximately half) of 
fish pa'3sing ttibal fishing areas. Those rulings were con
sidered landmarks in Indian natural resources law and 
are very inlportant to me tribes involved. Because the 
rulings involved major natural resource reallocations, 
tiley have, particularly in the last decade, heightened ten
sions between Indian and non-Indian fLshers. 

Unfortunateh; me fish runs in tile Columbia River 
B;l'iin no longei- resemble tile runs the Indians fished at 
me time tile treaties were signed. A "fair share" of next to 
nothing is still next to notiling. As tile litany of COUlt cases 
proceeded, it becmle clear to the litigants on both sides 
tilat it would be better to work togetiler to rebuild me 
fish runs, th;m to fight each otiler for shares of a shrink
ing resource. 

L-__________________________________________________________________________________________ ~ 

NORTIl\'CEST ENERGY "iEWS' Octoher/Nm'ember 1986 



The tribes ~md the states of Oregon and Washinbrton 
took a step in that direction in 1977 With encourage
ment from the federal court, they negotiated a five-year 
agreement to allocate harvest of salmon, steelhead and 
other ocean-migrating fish in the Columbia River Basin. 
W11ile the agreement worked in some respect'), it also 
had hilings, particularly in it'i failure to provide means 
for increl'iing the size of t1sh runs in the upper basin. 

\Xlhen it eU1le time to renew the agreement in 1982, 
the parties changed tack. Instead of renewing the old 
agreement, they beg~m a lent-,rthy process not only tu allo
cate harvest rates fur the various stocb of fish, but also 
to develop production pl~ms for incre~l'iing the number 
of fish available for harvesting, particularly in the higher 
reaches of the basin. The goal of this painstaking plan
ning ett()rt is to make fish production complement 
harvest agreement 'i. 

The negotiations are made even more complex by the 
relatively recent interventiuns of the State uf Idaho and 
the Shoshone-Ru111ock Indi~m tribe ofIdaho. &cause 
dlat state is located in the upper Columbia River Ba'iin, its 
fish harvest occurs onl\' after dle fish have run the full 
gauntlet of lmyer river' fisheries. Neidler the state nor the 
tribe h~l'i had direct control over dle luwer river fish haF 
vest ~md, olllsequently, Idaho's fishers em only take left
overs at the end uf a long line of other harvesters. 

The negotiations t<xus on three major areas of 
fisheries' impr()\'ements. The f1rst of these, the spring 

~md summer chinook stocks, have been greatly depleted. 
Negotiators hope that harvest constraints, hatchery pro
ducti( H1 and habitat repair, together with current fish pro
tection measures OIl the river~ will improve their runs. 

Widl the fall chinook ;md coho runs, the negotiators 
are betting that harvest constraints ~md a fair split be
t,veen inriver and ocean harvests will rebuild dle stocb 
wid1()ut ha\'ing to resOlt to new hatcheries. 

The pLm for improving dle steelhead runs includes 
d1ree hatcheries d1at are in construction or plmming on 
the lower Snake River ~U1d in the Umatilla m1d Yakima 
river lXl'.;ins. 

"11le immediate goal;' explained Jim Manin, from the 
Oregon DepaItment of Fish ~md Wildlife, "is to beef up 
the runs, harvest fairly \vhat we have ,md rebuild d1e 
spring mKi summer runs. In a year or so, we'll be able to 
look at ]ong-r;mge plans;' he added. 

i\ll parties in this process have enormous incentives 
to reach agreement, in p;U1, because d1e courts have 
repeatedly ordered negotiations for a new pLm for dle 
Columbia River flsheries. l1le negotiations are also likely 
to play all inlportant role in the Nonhwest Power Plml
ning Council's Columbia River Ba.'jin Fish and Wildlife 
Progr,un, since progrml1 mebures must complement tl1e 
activities of the fish ,md wildlife agencies ;md Indian 
tribes. 

Tinl Wapmo, executive director of dle Columbia River 
InteFTribal Fish Commission said of the U.S. \: Oregon 
proceeding, "More than 15 years uflitigation didn't 
increlse the fish runs one iuta. It did, however, clearly 
establish the tribal right to a fair sh;u'e of dle fishery ~md 
the right to have dlat fishery forevec Widl tlle U.S. v Ore
gon framework, we'll be able to implement that right in a 
cooperative manner dlat improves the fish runs for all 
residents of the Columbia B~L'iin:' 



A 
HOUSEHOLD 
LABORATORY: 
NEW STUDY EXAMINES THERMAL 
PERFORMANCE OF HOMES 

A new study in Washington state 
h;l'i turned homes into labora

tories in order to examine the effect 
of various household components on 
energy efficiency The stud}; which is 
being conducted by the University of 
Washington, was a provision of legis
lation passed in 1985 to upgrade the 
state's building code. 

Proposed by builder representa
tives, the study was included in the 
1985 legislation in order to gain 
builder support for the code upgrade 
bill. 

Funded by a surcharge on local 
building permit'i, the study necessi
tated the construction of four houses 
with identical fkx)f plans based on 
the original prototype house devel
oped by the Northwest Power Plan
ning Council in conjunction \vith its 
model conservation standard..,. 

In early September, Council mem
bers Tom Trulove (W~l'ihington) and 
Morris Brusett (Montana) visited the 
buildings, which were then under 
construction. The two Council mem
bers spoke at length with the build
ing contractors and representatives of 
the Seattle Ma'iter Builders Associa
tion, long-time advocates of this 
research. 

Each house illl'i three bedrexH1ls, 
two baths, a laundry closet, kitchen, 
living room and dining room. The 
floor area of each house is 1,350 
square feet. Although they are all 
single-story with concrete foun
dations and crawl spaces, the houses 
are not identical \vith respect to en
ergy features. Two are built to the 
1980 Washington energy code, and 
two are built to the Council's model 
conservation standard'i. 

While it is true there have been 
many studies on the energy efficiency 
of buildings in the Northwest, the 
University of Washington study is 
unique in its focus on the petform
ance of individual components of a 
building's thennal "envelope:' 11lat is, 
the area that separates the heated 
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Montana Council member Morris Brusett 
visits with contractor Paul Nolan on the site 
of the University of Washington stulh: 

interior space from the colder out
side environment. Ceilings, walls, 
fl(x)rs, d(x)fs ~U1d windows are all 
pal1s of the envelope. 

"11us study will eX~U1line in tre
mendous detail the energ)' pe1i<xm
ance of building components when 
embedded in a complex system of a 
living, breathing house;' says Richard 
Watson, director of the Washingtun 
State Energy Office, which is adminis
tering the study 

Data from the studvwill include in
formation on computer progr~U11s 
that simulate energ)' use in homes 
and on the specific ways heat is trans
ferred through various wall construc
tions. The project will also monitor 
~U1d record thermostat settings; 
power use for space heating, water 
heating and clothes drying in addi
tion to total power use; d1e time and 
degree d1at dcX)rs and windows are 
open; and relative humidity 

Investigation of how occupant be
havior affects the thermal petform
ance of the homes is an important 
part of d1e study Two of d1e homes 
(one code home and one model 
conservation standard home) will be 
occupied by university graduate stu
dent families. The other two will be 

unoccupied. Actual energ)' consump
tion data from studies of large num
bers of occupied homes have varied 
'widely 1110se dL'icrepancies have 
often been attributed to differences 
in occup,mt behavior. The study of 
d1e occupied and unoccupied homes 
might shed some light on dle effect'i 
occupant5 have un energ)' efficiency 

Because the study target'i actual 
petformcU1ce of various residential 
building components, it does not di
rectly deal with tl1e question of the 
cost effectiveness of implementing 
codes d1at adhere to the model con
servation standard'S. The study's find
ings may lead to revision of d1e esti
mates of energ)' savings or me costs 
of conservation mea'iures, but they 
will not direcdy address me cost- ' 
effectiveness question, which entails 
m;mv factors not included in the Uni
versity of Washington study Such fac
tors include me cost'i of power re
sources in the region, retail power 
rates and mOltgage interest tax 
deductions. 

Data from tl1e study will be turned 
over to me Washington State Energ)' 
Office, which will make recom
mendations on the 1986 state energ)' 
code to the Washington Legislature 
in 1988. 



n December 5,1980, 
President Jimmy Carter 
signed into law the Pacific 

Northwest Electric Power Plan-
ning and Conservation Act (the 
Northwest Power Act or just the 
Act), which set into motion a re
gionwide transformation in 
POlicies and priorities that has no 
precedent in the United States. 

The Act created the opportunity 
for Idaho, Montana, Oregon and 
Washington to plan together the 
most efficient, environmentally 
sound and cost-effective means 
to provide for their states' future 
electric power needs. The Act also 
promoted a Columbia River Basin 
fish and Wildlife restoration effort 
that will likely be one ot the most 
ambitious natural resource resto
rations on the planet. 

last December the Northwest 
celebrated or survived_ 
depending on the viewpoint_ 
the fifth anniversary of the Act. 
To mark that event, Energy News 
interviewed a number of people 
Who had been inVolved in the Act's 
development to see 
thought it had accomplished. 
While there were numerous 
caveats, the prevailing mood was 
that the Act had been a Positive 
force in the region. 

.. 
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signing, negoti
ation replaced litigation more 
often, and even the big mainstem 
Columbia dams are under
going reconstruction to make 
them more conducive to the mi
grations of salmon and steelhead. 
Until that work is complete, water 
laden with juvenile fish is being 
spilled over the dams to reduce 
fish mortalities resulting from the 
alternate passage-through the 
turbines. 

Many areas of particular prog
ress stand out in the basin. These 
are covered more fully in the 
summary of the Council's Sixth 
Annual Report on the next few 
pages. 

Each state can take some pride 
in the work going on in its locale, 
yet each state's individual success 
story is ultimately eclipsed by the 
growing cooperation among all 
four states. Some of the same 
forces that created the Northwest 
Power Act and the Council have 
also led the way toward building a 
regional consensus. But that con
sensus is still more a goal than an 
achievement. The old controver
sies run deep. Data can some
times conflict and confuse. The 
power system and the ecosystem 
are both far too complex to be 
easily finetuned. 

The work has begun. There is 
some success; there are some 
failures. Much remains to be done. 
What follows is a summary of the 
Council'S Sixth Annual Report to 
Congress. The Act requires that 
the Council report annually on its 
fish and wildlife activities. The 
Council has chosen to report on its 
power planning, public involve
ment, legal and administrative ac
tivities as well-an indication of 
how tightly the Council's activities 
are interwoven. Copies of the full 
annual report are available from 
the Council's central office. 
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by Paula M Walker 

Ithough it may be a bit 
early for the strains of 
"Auld Lang Syne" for 

most people, agencies and or
ganizations that abide by the con
gressional calendar bid farewell to 
1986 on September 30 and 
greeted the New Year on October 1, 
For the Northwest Power Planning 
Council, the beginning of Fiscal 
Year 1987 provided an opportunity 
to look backward a moment before 
moving ahead, a time to re-assess 
the events of Fiscal Year 1986 and 
to set priorities for 1987 and be
yond, 

Since October 1, 1985, the world 
has watched as the Philippines 
and Haiti installed new govern
ments; oil prices dropped to 1974 
levels; and the Challenger and 
Chernobyl disasters made society 
take a second look at two tech
nological achievements it had 
begun to take for granted, Mean
while in the Northwest, state gov
ernments confronted budget cuts, 
and Expo '86 brought tourists into 
the region on their way to Van
couver, British Columbia, 

During this time, the Northwest 
Power Planning Council continued 
its efforts to balance the conscien
tious development of electrical en
ergy resources with the careful 
restoration of fish and wildlife, 

In its 1986 Annual Report to 
Congress, the Council detailed 
progress in the region regarding its 
power planning and fish and 
wildlife activities, A review of that 
report shows that the Council suc
ceeded in keeping most of its 1986 
"resolutions :' 

During Fiscal Year 1986, the 
Council continued to work with the 
Bonneville Power Administration, 
utilities, federal, state and local 
governments, interest groups, In
dian tribes and others concerned 
aboct Northwest energy and fish 
and wildlife issues, In keeping with 
the spirit of the Northwest Power 
Act, fish and wildlife are not an af
terthought but an equal partner in 
the Council's dual goals of devel
oping an economical, reliable 
power supply for the region and 
protecting its fish and wildlife re
sources, Council activities in 1986 
emphasized both areas, 

Foremost among the events of 
the past year was the decision by 
the United States Court of Appeals 
for the Ninth Circuit upholding the 
constitutionality of the Council. 
A suit initiated in July 1983 by the 
Seattle Master Builders Associa
tion and others challenged the 
validity of the Council's model 
conservation standards, which 
were developed in accordance 
with the Northwest Power Act to 
improve the energy efficiency of 
new buildings in the region, 

The petitioners argued that the 
standards were not cost-effective 
and that the Council used im
proper methods to determine their 
cost effectiveness, A secondary 
aspect of the suit challenged the 
Council's constitutionality on the 
grounds that the selection of its 
members by state governors 
breached the Appointments 
Clause of the U,S, Constitution, 
which requires officers of the 
United States to be appointed by 
the executive branch of the federal 
government. That "secondary" 
issue soon became the primary 
focus as various agencies and 
groups lined up on both sides, fil
ing briefs supporting either the 
Councilor the homebuilders, 

On April 10, 1986, the Ninth Cir
cuit Court ruled in the Council's 
favor on both its constitutionality 
and the validity of its model con
servation standards, Calling the 
Council "an innovative system of 
cooperative federalism," the Court 
agreed with the Council's conten
tion that it is an interstate compact 
agency operating under the Com
pact Clause of the U,S, Constitu
tion, The Court said precedent 
existed for federal agencies to fol
low policies set by non-federal 
agencies, 
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In upholding the 
Council's model 
standards, the Court 
the Northwest Power 
noted that the Act gives 
cil considerable 
paring the plan 
the methodology 
the model conservation 
was within the 
cil's responsibilities. 

When the 
cision was issued, 1986 was al-
ready half over for the . By 
that time, 
other things, approved a new 
power plan; amended the model 
conservation standards; received 
recommendations for changes in 
the fish and wildlife program; and 
voted to amend that program to 
extend the spill period (the time 
during which water is released 
from dams operated by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers to help 
juvenile fish in their downstream 
migration). 

The adoption of the 1986 Power 
Plan represented not only one of 
the Council's major accomplish
ments last year but also reflected 
the ever-changing nature of power 
planning. Although the Northwest 
Power Act requires the Council to 
update its plan within five years, 
the Council decided to re
vising it only two years after 
adopting the initial plan in 1983 
because of the major uncertainties 
hovering over the region's electri
cal energy picture. 

Like dark clouds warning of an 
impending electrical storm, these 
uncertainties cast shadows over 
past assumptions the Council had 
used to make predictions about 
the region's energy future in the 
1983 plan. Since then, questions 
have arisen about the future of the 
two unfinished Washington Public 
Power Supply System nuclear 
projects; the future of the region's 
aluminum industry, which buys 
nearly one-third of the Bonneville 
Power Administration's power; the 
extent of acceptance of model 
conservation standards through
out the region; and the extent of 
surplus power sales and pur
chases outside the region. 

The Bonneville Power Administration and the Eugene Water 
and Electric Board issued the first tax-exempt bonds ever sold 

to fund conservation efforts. The $17 million sale will 
go to weatherize residences in the utility's service area 

in west-central Oregon. 

1986 Power Plan revised 
both the regional forecast and the 
resource portfolio. Because of new 
information, the Council changed 
the region's projected growth rate. 
The current figures project the re
gion to grow from a low of 0.2 per
cent to a high of 2.7 percent, 
compared to the 1983 forecast 
range of 0.7 percent to 2.5 per
cent. If the projected low-end 
growth occurs, the Council pre
dicts the current surplus would 
continue for 20 years and conser
vation could fulfill the region's 
electrical energy needs. At the 
high-end growth rate, the region 
would consume the surplus by 
1990, when it would need new 
resources. 

The Council's resource portfolio, 
which has been compared to an 
investor's portfolio, lists the types 
and amounts of resources that 
would be available to meet growth 
in the demand for electricity. 
Adhering to the directive of the 
Northwest Power Act, the re
sources are listed in descending 
order of cost effectiveness. The 
least costly resources would be 
brought on line first. While the 1986 

Power Plan generally identifies the 
same types of resources that ap
peared in the 1983 plan, a few 
changes stand out. 

Conservation, which has been 
identified as the least costly re
source, is anticipated to provide 
about 1,000 megawatts less than 
was projected in the 1983 plan. 
That decrease corresponds to the 
reduced electrical demand fore
cast in the new plan. Lower growth 
means fewer new buildings would 
be constructed; thus, it would be 
harder to exact energy savings, 
and conservation would be less 
available. 

A second major change in the 
resource portfolio is the recom
mended use of small hydropower 
facilities. The 1986 figure of 200 
megawatts is down from the 920 
average megawatts estimated in 
the 1983 plan, because the Coun
cil has included only new hydro
power available through improve
ments and upgrades at existing 
sites. No new sites will be included 
in the portfolio until the Council has 
completed its hydropower 
assessment study to determine 
areas that should be protected 
from future hydropower 
development 

-
r. 
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percent of the electrically heated houses in Hood 
River County -2,987 houses in all-have been fully 

weatherized as the result of a cooperative effort among the 
Council, the Bonneville Power Administration, Pacific Power 
and Light Company, the Hood River Electric Cooperative, the 
Natural Resources Defense Council, the Pacific Northwest 
Utilities Conference Committee and the Northwest Public 

Power Association. 

A third major change empha
sizes strategies to use the existing 
hydropower system more effec
tively The 1986 plan calls for the 
region to explore ways to firm up 
its "nonfirm" power, that portion of 
the hydro system's output that is 
available only in average or good 
water years, The Council esti
mates that 700 megawatts of this 
secondary power could be firmed 
up to meet the region's needs, 

In yet another departure from 
the 1983 plan, the 1986 plan 
cludes recommended actions for 
the region's public utility commis
sions and investor-owned utilities, 
Those recommendations under
score the major theme of the new 
plan-regional cooperation, 

The Council's Action Plan rec
ommends acquiring cost-effective 
resources, which if not developed 
now, wili be lost to the region 
forever, The best example is the 

standards, If 
aren't implemented 

now to make new buildings more 
energy efficient, those buildings 
will consume inefficiently 
long the current surplus has 
been up, 

Other Action Plan priorities in
clude developing mechanisms to 
transfer conservation savings from 
utilities that have a surplus to those 
that new resources; demon-
strating the cost effectiveness of 
renewable resources; preserving 
the two Washington Public Power 
Supply System plants as potential 
future power resources; and in
itiating a Western Energy Study to 
examine possible benefits of 
power sales between regions, 

In December 1985, the Council 
amended the model conservation 
standards to give utilities and 
builders greater flexibility in how to 
implement them, The standards 
themselves, however, have not 
changed 

In its Action Plan, the 1986 
Power Plan established a new set 
of resolutions for the region to keep 
in order to achieve the Council's 
long-term goals, The current Ac
tion Plan sets near-term steps to 
be taken, but it gives the Bonne
ville Power Administration, which 
has the primary responsibility for 
implementing the plan, greater 
flexibility in how it meets the 
Council's objectives, 

The peripatetic life cycle of Columbia River salmon and 
steelhead has been simulated by a computer model of the 

Columbia River Basin. The model can be used to collect and 
organize data about the fish. The data can then be used to 
test various restoration measures such as facilitating fish 
passage, improving fish habitat or controlling the harvest 

of salmon and stee/head. 
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The amendments delayed the 
previous 10 percent surcharge that 
would have been assessed 
against utilities if the standards 
were not adopted in their service 
areas by January 1986. The Coun
cil also has worked with Bonneville 
to create an incentive program, 
called the BPNUtility MCS Pro
gram, that will encourage builders 
to construct new electrically 
heated homes to the standards by 
offering both marketing and finan
cial assistance. 

Utilities must choose to partici
pate in the program or submit their 
own alternative incentive program 
for approval by Bonneville. The 
programs are to go into effect for 
1987 and must produce at least 30 
percent of the savings possible 
through model conservation 
standards that year. 

The early adopters program 
continued in 1986. Since the 
model conservation standards 
were amended last December, 
four more Washington muni
cipalities have adopted codes 
meeting the standards, bringing 
the total number of early adopters 
to ten. 

Just as the power picture has 
changed in the past year, so have 
fish and wildlife concerns. Having 
revised the power plan to more 
accurately reflect worldwide and 
regional changes, the Council also 
took the opportunity to begin re
fining its Columbia River Basin 
Fish and Wildlife Program. A 
wealth of information has been re
vealed by the Council's study on 
salmon and steel head losses in 
the basin as well as other major 
efforts in the complex process of 
building a framework and sys
temwide policies for the program. 

After compiling 120 years of in
formation on activities that affected 
salmon and steel head populations 
in the basin, Council staff then es
timated how many of the fish were 
lost because of hydropower de
velopment and operations. The 
estimate ranges between 5 and 11 
million adult salmon and steel head 
annually Currently, the basin pro
duces about 2.5 million of those 
fish each year. 

"IORTHW'EST E"iERGY NEWS' Octoher/'lovember 1986 

mon and steelhead data 
covering more than 350,000 

year-round streams in the 
Northwest was developed by the 

Council to map and correlate information about 
salmon and steelhead habitat and other river uses. The data 
base maps stream reaches from one river confluence to the 
next. It can describe stream reach length, width, presence or 

absence of fish, habitat available at low river flows and 
potential for fish production on that reac". The system can 

also cross-reference to data about the CUltural, recreational, 
archeological and other institutional values identified at each 

stream reach. 

Developing a framework for the 
salmon and steel head portion of 
the program also has involved 
planning workshops for fish and 
wildlife agencies, tribal represen
tatives and power interests, where 
a valuable computer model of the 
life cycle of the salmon was devel
oped. The model wjll help fish and 
wildlife interests look at salmon 
and steel head management 
policies from a basinwide per
spective. Other activities in the 
framework-building process in 
1986 included steps to coordinate 
production planning activities in 
the basin and proposals for so
lidifying salmon and steelhead 
research priorities. 

After asking for amendments for 
the program in the summer of 
1985, the Council received more 
than 85 recommendations for 
changes from 25 individuals or or
ganizations by February 18, 1986. 

As a result of a series of discus
s~nsonspecmcamendme~ 
issues, the Council produced a 
draft amendment document for 
the program, which includes 
Council and staff-generated 
amendments as well as those 
received from other entities. 

Major features of the document, 
which was distributed for public 
comment in September, include a 
statement of the responsibility of 
the hydropower system for salmon 
and steel head losses in the basin; 
a description of the Council's sys
temwide approach to restoring 
those fish in the Columbia River 
Basin; support of completion of 
habitat and tributary projects by 
1989; and a policy for substituting 
resident fish (those that do not 
migrate to the ocean) in those 
areas where hydropower facilities 
have blocked ocean-migrating fish 
from their upstream spawning 
habitat. 

11 
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Changes in water budget ac
counting (the body of water re
leased from the dams to help 
juvenile fish travel downstream) 
and transportation policy (the 
practice of moving juvenile salmon 
and steel head around the 
mainstem Columbia dams by 
truck or barge) are also included in 
the draft amendment document. 
These and many other recom
mendations are currently being 
examined by interested parties 
throughout the region who have 
until December 15 to comment on 
the draft. 

Initiating the amendment pro
cess for the fish and wildlife pro
gram is just one of many actions 
the Council has taken in the past 
year to maintain the balance be
tween fish and wildlife needs and 
hydroelectric operations. 

The first fish hatchery to be 
completed under the Council's 
program officially opened last July 
in Idaho. As a resident fish hatch
ery for kokanee salmon, it is de
signed to help reverse declining 
populations of the fish in Lake 
Pend Oreille. 

The Yakima Basin yielded one of 
the happiest tales of 1986-yes, a 
fish tale. Once a home for over half 
a million adult salmon and 
steelhead, the Yakima Basin had 
produced as few as 2,000 as re
cently as 1979. The 1986 salmon 
and steel head runs were recorded 
at 12,000 returning adult fish. Fish 
passage improvements share 
credit for this success along with 
better water management prac
tices and the water budget on the 
Columbia. 

Bonneville funding and con
gressional appropriations in Fiscal 
Year 1986 provided more than $15 
million, which has been spent on 
20 separate fish passage im
provement projects in the Yakima 
Basin. All told, the estimated cost 
of all improvements in the Yakima 
Basin is $46 million. The basin will 
also be the site of a major salmon 
and steelhead hatchery facility 
recommended by the Council. The 
current successes in the Yakima 
Basin represent years of plan-
ning that have paid off in tangible 
results. 

The 120-year history of sport and commercial salmon and 
steelhead catches, cannery output and archaeological and 
anthropological studies regarding the uses of salmon and 

steelhead in the Columbia River Basin were among the 
information compiled by the Council and distributed to the 

public as the Compilation of Information on Salmon and 
Stee/head Losses in the Columbia River Basin. It is the most 
comprehensive record of the status and history of Columbia 

River salmon and steelhead runs ever written. 

During 1986, the Council also 
made some headway in correcting 
mainstem passage problems ex
perienced by juvenile fish at the 
dams as they migrate toward the 
ocean. While many elements are 
involved in improving their 
chances for survival as these 
fish travel both upstream and 
downstream, the water budget 
and fish passage improvements at 
the dams are two of the most 
important. 

The water budget is a block of 
water set aside for use during the 
April 15 to June 15 spring smolt 
migration. It creates an artificial 
spring freshet by releasing water 
that would otherwise be held in the 
reservoirs. This special release re
places the natural runoff that used 
to carry young salmon and 
steelhead from their spawning 
grounds to the ocean in the years 
before dams were built on the Co
lumbia River. In those days, the trip 
took less than a month. The water 
budget increases flows below 
Priest Rapids Dam on the Colum
bia and Lower Granite Dam on the 
Snake River. In 1986, good flow 
conditions, partly as a result of 
high natural runoff conditions, 
helped the young fish reach their 
destination. 

Salmon and steel head received 
an added boost last year through 
a variety of fish passage improve
ments at dams on the mainstem of 
the Columbia and Snake rivers. 
Bypass systems, including fish 
ladders and submersible traveling 
screens, were put in place at sev
eral dams on the mainstem. The 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has 
juvenile fish bypass facilities in 
place at Bonneville, John Day, 
McNary, Little Goose and Lower 
Granite dams. Ice Harbor and The 
Dalles dams have sluiceways that 
are operated as juvenile bypas
ses. And feasibility studies are 
under way at other dams. 
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Channels to help juvenile salmon and steelhead past 
mainstem Columbia and Snake river dams, and screens to 

prevent them from being forced through the dam's turbines 
are being improved at or added to mainstem dams. 

Until these passage improvements are in place, water 
is being spilled at each dam to increase the survival 

of juvenile migrants. 

The Council took another step to 
assist juvenile fish by extending 
the "spill period" for Corps
operated dams on the mainstem 
of the Columbia and Snake rivers. 
Its action extended to August 15 
the time during which water is re
leased at the dams to help the fish 
on their downstream migration. 
The Council's decision sustained 
the minimum 90 percent juvenile 
fish survival rate at seven 
mainstem Corps dams, but the 
extended spill period now covers 
80 percent of the spring and 
summer downstream migrations. 

development and operation of the 
Hungry Horse and Libby dams. 
The proposals, which are being 
considered in the fish and wildlife 
program amendment process, 
would provide habitat protection 
and improvement for elk, mule 
deer, grizzly and black bear, 
waterfowl, bald eagles, white
tailed deer, bighorn sheep, 
Columbian sharp-tailed grouse 
and small mammals. 

Although 1986 had its share of 
good news regarding power and 
fish and wildlife activities in the 
Northwest, greeting the New Year 
on October 1 involved more than 
confetti-throwing and horn
blowing. Because the Columbia 
River Basin has been home for 
both one of the world's largest 
salmon and steelhead populations 
and one of the world's most valu
able hydropower resources, the 
two uses sometimes clash. When 
two such worlds collide, it often 
requires solutions of major propor
tions. As a new year dawns, the 
Northwest Power Planning Council 
will continue working to develop 
those solutions in the months 
ahead. 

With all its activities to help the 
basin's fish populations, the 
Council did not overlook its com
mitment to the wildlife side of the 
fish and wildlife program. Mitiga
tion status reviews of hydroelectric 
impacts on wildlife were com
pleted in Oregon, Washington and 
Montana. Loss studies have been 
completed on the Montana proj
ects and on the Willamette River 
projects in Oregon as well as sev
eral projects in Idaho. 

The Montana Department of 
Fish, Wildlife & Parks has submit
ted proposals to mitigate harm 
caused to wildlife because of the 

More than 400 houses throughout aI/ four Northwest states 
have been built to the model conservation standards through 

the Residential Standards Demonstration Program. The 
program also provided training for home builders, building 

code officials and others in the shelter industry. 
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Efficient appliances 
nationwide are goal 
of Evans' bill 

National energy conserva
tion standards for most 
major home appliances will 
replace individual state 
standard", if legislation in
troduced bv Senator Dan 
Evans of Washington is 
passed by Congress. 

The new bill will unify 
what Evans, a fonner . 
Northwest Power Planning 
Council chairnlan, referred 
to as "a patchwork of differ
ing state requirements:' The 
standards would be phased 
i11 over five years, at which 
nme they would be subjec1: 
to a u.s. Department of En
ergy review for possible 
revision. 

"The National Appliance 
Bill calls for interim 
standards that are generally 
less stringent than those 
called for in the Northwest 
Power Planning Council's 
1986 Power Plan;' explained 
Ed Sheet'), executive direc
tor of the Council. "But the 
bill would improve the effi
ciency of appliances not 
covered by dle power phm, 
and it includes ~m OppOltu
nity to strengdlen dle 
standards later," he added. 

l1le proposed legislation 
was dle result of a com
promise between appkmce 
manufacturers and energy 
conservation advocates. 
Appliance manufacturers 
prefer dle bill's attempts at 
national standardization to 
the costly task of having to 
build appliances to differ~ 
ent codes in each state. 

l1le conservationist", led 
bv the Natural Resources 
Defense Council, calculated 
dle benefits tlley expect will 
accrue over 20 years widl 
the stancL1.rds in place. They 
include nationwide savings 
of up to 30,000 average 

In The News 
megawatts of electricity mld 
natural gas savings equal to 
a tenth of the total U.S. oil 
imports. -CC 

Fisheries agencies 
and Indian tribes 
form new team 

Columbia River Basin In
dian tribes and federal and 
state fish mld wildlife agen
cies have agreed to work 
together as the Columbia 
Basin Fish and Wildlife 
Audlority The new orgmli
zation, formed in late Sep
tember~ replaces the Co
lumbia Basin Fish and 
Wildlife Council. 

The decision GliDe as the 
result of a un;mimous vote 
by me Washington De
partment of Fisheries, tlle 
Washington Depat1:ment of 
Ganle, the Oregon De
partment of Fish and 
Wildlife, me Idal10 Depart
ment of Fish and Wildlife, 
the Columbia River Basin 
Inter-Tribal Fish Commis
sion (CRITFC), the National 
Marine Fisheries Service 
and the U.S. Fish ;md 
Wildlife Service. Each of 
dlese orgmlizations is con
sidered a voting member of 
the group, which intends to 
make tlle majority of its de
cisions by consensus. 

The Montana Depart
ment of Fish, Wildlife & 
Parks has ml option of be
coming a full voting 
member or choosing a les
ser role (along widl dle 
eight basin Indian tribes 
that are not members of 
CRITFC). 

The new organization 
will be different fi'om its 
predecessor, dle Columbia 
Basin Fish and Wildlife 
Council, according to Rollie 
Sclmlitten, who chairs the 
new authority "The group's 
membership is different, 
,vim dle tribes as full par~ 
ticipating and voting mem-

bers along with the other 
active managers on the 
rivet,' explained Schmitten. 

"The group is not an 
'authority' a5 such;' said Ttm 
Wapato, executive director 
of the Columbia River 
Inter~Tribal Fish Commis
sion. "It is a common 
ground for fishery mana
gers to meet and plan for 
me restoration of the Co
lumbia River Basin's fish 
runs;' he added. 

"All fish and wildlife pol
icy questions \\111 now go 
dmmgh this body;' Schmit
ten pointed out. The 
group's members hope to 
reach a consensus on man
agement decisions before 
taking meir concerns to the 
Northwest Power Plmming 
Council mld me Bonneville 
Power Administrdtion, said 
Schmitten. 

-cc 
Cheney becomes 
tenth" early adopter" 

Cheney; Washington has 
become the most recent 
city to adopt building codes 
meeting me model conser
vation st;mdards. The City 
Council held two public' 
hearings before casting a 
unanimous vote for adop
tion in August. 

To allow time to prepare 
for implementation of the 
new codes, the Cheney City 
Council setJanum-y 1, 1987, 
as the effective enforcement 
date. 

Cheney joins the Wash
ington cities of Fircrest, Mil
ton mld Cathlmnet as early 
adopters of codes meeting 
me model conservation 
standards since dley were 
reviewed and reaffirmed by 
the Northwest Power Plml
ning Council last Decem
ber l1le early adopter pro
granl, sponsored by the 
Bonneville Power Adminis
tration, provides fmmlcial 
assist;mce to state and local 
governments for im
plementation and en
forcement of codes that 
meet the levels set bv the 
model conservation' 
st;mdards. 

The omer early adopters, 
all from Washington, are 
the City ofT acoma, Grays 
Harbor County, and me 
municipalities of Stmlwood, 
Elma, McCleary and 
Republic. 

Chenev is dle home of 
Washington Council 
member Tom Trulove, who 
served as the city's mayor 
until joining dle Council. 
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In The News 
TIe-line expansion 
moving ahead 
at Bonneville Power 

me Bonneville Power Ad
ministration will proceed 
with expansion of d1e 
transmission s,-stem con
necting Bormeville's electri
cal facilities in d1e NOlth
west wid1 d10se of d1e Los 
Angeles Department of 
Water and Power, agency of
ficials ~mnounced in Sep
tember 

111is upgrade will in
crease me capacity of me 
system from 2,000 mega
watts to 3,100 megawatts. 
me decision to proceed 
wa5 made after environ
mental assessments con
ducted by Bonneville indi
cated mat no significant en
vironmental impact'i would 
result from me project. 

Several organizations 
<md individuals had expres
sed concerns about me ap
parent lack of need for me 
project; potential impacts 
on fish ;md wildlife in me 
region; and me metholis 
used bv Bonneville to iden
tify moSe impacts. 111e 
Northwest Power Planning 
Council also had com
mented on me Bonneville 
proposal-primarily on 
fish and wildlife issues. 

Bonneville concluded 
mat no significant impact'i 
would occur eimer from 
d1e construction or from 
changes in regional power 
system operations resulting 
from me increased capaCity 

In announcing me 
agency's decision, Bon
neville Administrator Jim 
Jura said me additional ca
pacity produced by me ex
panSion will benefit d1e 
Nord1west by providing 
anomer outlet to market 
surplus powe1~ which will 
yield additional revenues. 

Construction is expected 
to begin in spring of 1987 
with completion scheduled 
for February 1989. 111e 
project is anticipated to cost 
an estimated $95 million. 

-PAfW 

Bonneville holds 
public review 
of nuclear plants 

111e Bonneville Power Ad
ministration ha'i been <lsk
ing a lot of questions about 
d1e partially completed 
W~l'ihington Public Power 
Supply System Nuclear 
Projects 1 and 3 (WNP-l and 
3) to try to come to grips 
wid1 what fate me phmt'l 
should face. Should d1e 
phmb be completed, kept 
in momballs or scrapped, 
Bonneville officials wonder 

111e questions are ;m1Ong 
d1e most complex and dif
ficult ones me Northwest is 
facing,mey relate to con
cerns about me region's 
future electrical energy 
need'i. What rates will elec
tricity consumers be paying 
for d1e resource? What al
ternative resources can re
place d1e plants? How else 
could d1e plant'i be used if 
they are te1111inated? 

Bonneville is me finan
cial backer of d1e two unfin
ished plants whose con
struction was halted in 1982 
and 1983. WNP-l, at Han
ford, Washington, is 63 per
cent complete. WNP-3, at 
Satsop, Wa'ihington, is 76 
percent complete. A total of 
$5 billion has been in
vested in me two projects, 
according to Bonneville. 

111e Nord1west Power 
Planning Council, in its 
1986 Power Plan for me 
region, estimated mat d1e 
plants have an average ex
pected value to me region 
of $630 million - if mev 
can be preserved at mU1i
mal costs and if mev can 
men be completed 'wid1 
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resolution of the tlnancial 
;md legal problems that 
have plagued mem. 

The Council stopped 
short of listing me plants in 
d1e power plan's portfolio 
of resources but consid
ered them potential op
tions mat could be cost-ef 
fective to complete when 
and if d1ev are needed. 

B()nne~ille hopes to 
make recommendations to 
d1e Supply System's board 
of directors by March 1987. 

-cc 
Salmon River Basin 
hydro permits 
overturned 

At d1e urging of d1e Nurd1-
west Power Planning 
Council and od1ers, pre
lin1inary permits issued by 
the Federal Energy Reg
ulatorv Commission 
(}"ERC) for seven hydro
electric dams in Idaho's 
Salmon River B;lsin 
were overtumed on 
September 30. 

me decision, by d1e u.s. 
Court of Appeals for me 
Nind1 Circuit, concluded 
that FERC had issued the 
permits \vid10ut first con
ducting comprehensive 
studies ;md pi<ms to control 
the effects of developing 
;md operating m;my proj
ect') in one ba'lin. (While 
only seven prelimmary 
permits were granted, al
most 50 pem1it applications 
were pendmg when FERC 
acted.) me Court also de
termined mat FERC had not 
established sound reasons 
for failmg to conduct the 
comprehensive studies. 

me National Wildlife 
Federation, d1e Idaho 
Wildlife Federation and d1e 
Nez Perce Indian tribe filed 
me suit against FERC on 
May 11, 1984. me petition
ers were concerned that 
hydroelectric development 

in me Salmon River Basin 
could endanger spring 
chinook salmon and 
steelhead runs in mat b;l')in. 

111e Council had filed a 
brief U1 support of the 
wildlife federations and d1e 
tribe, arguing that FERC 
W;L'i obliged to take into ac
count "to d1e fullest e:xtent 
practicable" the Council's 
fish and ,vildlife program, 
which FERC admitted it had 
not done. 

111e Ninth Circuit mled 
that "d1e Commission Luled 
to consider me Council's 
[Columbia River Ba'iin Fish 
;md Wildlife] Program at 
all-a clear violation of me 
Nord1west Power Act's ex
press requirement d1at d1e 
Council's progran1 be 
'taken into account at each 
relev;mt stage: " 

The COU1t also ruled tlM 
FERC gave no evidence to 
explain why it had decided 
"not to develop a com
prehensive plan, not to re
quire permittees to study 
cumulative impacts, not to 
impose unifom1 study 
guidelu1es on permittees, 
and not to collect environ
mental ba'ieline data:' The 
Court agreed wim the 
petitioners, ,yho argued 
mat FERC had not satisfied 
requirements of d1e Fed
eral Power Act and me 
Northwest Power Act. 

"Congress' commitment 
to coorduuted study and 
comprehensive planning 
along an entire river system 
before hydroelectric pro
jects are aud10rized is a 
central feature of d1e Fed
eral Power Act:' me COU1t 
concluded. 

-cc 

1'5 



Duley Mahar 
Interview with 

HOLLIE SUHmlTTED 
His Seattle office is down on the 
brushy shores of Lake Washing
ton, where, because they can't 
see him through his mirrored 
glass wall, geese walk up and 
peer in. That is just fine with 
Rollie Schmitten, because he 
had a/ways wanted to be a wild
life biologist. 

It didn't quite work out that 
way, but Schmitten ended up in 
fish and wildlife anyway -as a 
manager. He is currently North
west regional director of the Na
tional Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS), a part of the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad
ministration under the U.S. De
partment of Commerce. The re
gional NMFS office is involved in 
regulation, research and man
agement of the Northwest's 
coastal fisheries, with some in
land jurisdiction extending to re
search on salmon and stee/head 
migrations. Schmitten is directly 
responsible for NMFS activities in 
nine western states. 

He is also chairman of the new 
Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife 
Authority (formerly the Columbia 
Basin Fish and Wildlife Council), 
an organization of the basin's 
federal, state and tribal fish and 
wildlife agencies, which meets to 
discuss joint problems and strat
egies. 

Schmitten's dream of becom
ing a wildlife biologist was set 
aside in college when he realized 
"there were very few jobs avail
able at that time, and those who 
secured jobs weren't making 
very much money." So he 
switched to a forestry major and 
didn't have the time to take a look 
at fish and wildlife again until he 
ran successfully for the Wash
ington state legislature in 1976. 

As a state representative, he 
made natural resources his 
priority, chairing the natural re
sources committee in the Wash
ington House from 1979 to 1981. 
He added environmental affairs 
to the committee's charges, be
cause he "felt the whole natural 
resources package included the 
environment as well as timber, 
fish and game." 

In 1981, Governor John Spell
man offered him the directorship 
of the Washington Department of 
Fisheries, where he served for 
two years before joining the gov
ernor's personal staff as chief of 
policy for natural resources. He 
later was named chief of staff. In 
January 1985, he joined the Na
tional Marine Fisheries Service as 
regional director. 

Q How does the National 
• Marine Fisheries Service 

fit into regional fish manage
ment? 

Many of the actions and the 
problems surrounding production 
and management in the Columbia 
River Basin are really between the 
states and tribes, But that's not to 
say that the National Marine 
Fisheries Service or other federal 
entities don't have some Columbia 
River management responsibility. 
All of us agree we don't operate in 
a vacuum. 

-L-________________________ -L~~~~~ ________________ ~~ __ =_ 

16 NORTH\xEST ENERGY :-:E\x',· OctoiJerjr-;()\'emiler 19H6 



The states and the tribes have a 
stake in what occurs in the ocean 
outside three [miles], where it be
comes federal management. If I 
err by allowing overharvest, it cer
tainly is going to have an impact 
on the tribes and vice versa if they 
fail to produce or if they overhar
vest inside the basin. So we've got 
to work together. 

NMFS has some direct man
agement responsibilites as far as 
habitat and the proper conduct of 
hatcheries under the Mitchell Act.1 

Specifically, we help with produc
tion planning and pass funds 
through to the states of Oregon 
and Washington for hatchery op
erations. Finally, we're involved in 
research and development in the 
Columbia River. But, overall, it's 
important to understand that no 
entity stands alone; that each 
one's management activities have 
impacts on others. We work in a 
partnership. 
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Q In what ways have the 
• Northwest Power Act and 

the Northwest Power Planning 
Council's fish and wildlife pro
gram affected salmon and 
steelhead enhancement in the 
basin? 

First, let me say what I view the 
Act as doing. I think it's brought 
about equality for all competing 
users. It certainly has not placed 
one user ahead of the other. It has 
really provided for a basinwide 
look at power, water and fish and 
wildlife needs. It has given fish and 
wildlife managers a forum in which 
we can express our desires as 
equals. 

I wouldn't want to look at the Act 
strictly in dollars and cents, but no 
doubt about it, it has provided the 
necessary funding to get moving 
with the restoration of fish and 
wildlife. The success stories, I'm 
happy to suggest, are some of the 
tributary passage improvements. 
I can see improvements in the 
Wenatchee, the Yakima and the 
Umatilla river basins. 

'The Mitchell Act of 1938 and amendments to it 
provided funding to offset fish losses in the 
Columbia River Basin due to federal water 
project developments and other impacts. The 
program has helped build 22 hatcheries and 
three salmon rearing ponds. 
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Q What areas do you feel the 
• Power Council needs to 

focus on more? 
I would say the Council has 

been the least responsive in en
hancing the fisheries, We're not as 
successful in restoring the upper 
Columbia and Snake river runs, 
And I think there's been little 
progress in resolving juvenile fish 
mortality issues, New hatchery 
propagation and research and 
development that could improve 
the current hatchery processes 
are also still lacking, I believe that 
this is because of the Council's 
strict commitment to the cost
benefit process, and I personally 
don't disagree that the projects 
have to be viable, 

But I disagree with the length of 
time it's taking us to determine 
whether to go or not go with the 
suggested projects, Concerning 
enhancement, I think that from a 
fisheries manager's standpoint, 
there has been neither as fast an 
improvement or as dramatic an 
improvement as many of us an
ticipated, 

And we were hoping for more 
habitat protection, In that area, we 
have concerns about low-head 
hydropower potential, especially in 
the Snake River system and in 
some of the tributaries of the Co
lumbia, I'm not certain we're get
ting the habitat protections that we 
hoped for, 

In general, I think there is too 
much study, too much planning 
and too little action, It's imperative 
that the fish and wildlife directors 
be reasonable, that we don't an
ticipate getting all the requests we 
put forward, I think we have to be 
accountable for what we ask for, 
On the other hand, if we can meet 
the criteria in the Act and the pro
gram, we should be able to go 
ahead with our projects, I feel that 
we have not been granted the 
ability to move forward as fast as 
we'd like, 

Q There has been talk 
• among some power inter

ests suggesting that the Act 
created funding for some" im
poverished" agencies, which 
are now using it to further their 
own goals and build empires 
beyond fish and wildlife protec
tion. Could you respond? 

Certainly, these people are enti
tled to their own opinions, and I 
have not had the opportunity to 
discuss this with them face to face, 
as I'd like to, but let me just state 
that they're wrong, I think the Act 
recognizes all interest groups and 
brings each into an equal position, 
It certainly doesn't put "im
poverished" fish and wildlife 
agencies over power interests or 
water interests or allow empire
building, 

My view is that to survive, we 
have to be reasonable in our re
quests, We have to reflect on and 
understand the needs of the other 
users, Most importantly, we have to 
work together with them. We cer
tainly are not going to back down 
from our needs just because there 
are other needs, but we'll try to 
consider all of them in developing 
a balanced package, I certainly 
want to work in harmony with the 
power and water interests, That's 
why the fisheries managers and 
tribes contacted the [Bonneville 
Power Administration] Adminis
trator and the Power Council and 
why we have agreed to discuss 
policy matters with them on a reg
ular basis, 

Q How receptive have you 
• found Jim Jura 

[Bonneville's Administrator] 
to your interests? 

I am very impressed with the 
new Administrator. Mr, Jura cer
tainly isn't acquiescing to all of our 
requests, but what I'm impressed 
with is that he is listening to us, and 
he's trying to understand some 
very complicated issues, I think 
you'll see some resolution on 
issues that have been on the table 
for several years, 

Today's process of communi
cating with the Administrator and 
Power Council is much superior 
to past practices of allowing 
lower level staff managers to 
wrestle with decisions with little or 
no guidance, 

Q In your view, what prog
• ress has been made in 

managing fish harvests over 
the last few years? 

I think there has been significant 
progress, Even 10 years ago, we 
had each state and each tribe 
regulating its own fisheries both 
inside the state and in the ocean. 
There was little or no coordination, 
But with the Magnuson Act a 
coordinated effort was created, at 
least in ocean management, and 
things have changed dramatically 
since then, 

The Northwest Power Act, 
enacted six years ago, and the 
more recent U,S,-Canada Treaty 
[regarding Pacific salmon har
vests] have helped provide a 
holistic view toward harvest man
agement. These have all been 
parts of the puzzle that helped 
bring about coordinated 
coastwide management. We still 
need to stop the destruction of 
habitat, which we're trying to do, 
but we need some additional help, 

Q You suggest that coordi
• nation is the biggest 

achievement in the fisheries. 
Can you talk about the relation
ship between the fish and 
wildlife agencies and the 
basin's Indian tribes? 

Currently, the relationships are 
probably the most positive aspect 
of fish and wildlife management. 
And I cannot say that loudly 
enough or often enough. If you go 
back to just 1981, when I started in 
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fisheries management, I remem
ber coming aboard as the state 
director and facing nearly 80 
residual lawsuits. Many other suits 
were filed that first year. Today, 
things have changed dramatically. 
Two or three suits per year are the 
norm. 

I think what changed was 
everyone's willingness to take a 
new look; to get away from court 
confrontations; to get away from 
allowing the courts to manage our 
fisheries; and to begin to sit down 
and learn about each other's 
needs through a negotiating pro
cess. What really helped was to 
make the needs of fish Number 
One; to make fish the common 
denominator that we all work from. 

I should add that what goes with 
this is full recognition that the tribes 
are co-managers of the fish and 
wildlife resource. In my opinion, 
they are doing a good job. In this 
past year, the tribes released 58 
million fish regionwide as part of 
their ongoing programs. That's 
significant because those are fish 
for all citizens. I just can't say 
enough about how attitudes have 
changed. 

It's not perfect. We still have 
disagreements. And those dis
agreements occasionally lead to 
lawsuits. But what we've devel
oped is a process in which we can 
talk, in which we can look at our 
differences and at least try to 
reach alternatives to having the 
judicial system manage the fishery 
resource. 

Q What are your particular 
• goals as chairman of the 

Columbia Basin Fish and 
Wildlife Authority? 

From a fish and wildlife per
spective, my goals are to bring 
forward a coordinated effort. I find 
that's where we have the most 
strength when dealing with our 
counterparts. We've been met with 
a lot of willingness from the other 
parties to do this. 
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Q How will the new Basin 
• Authority differ from its 

predecessor, the Basin Coun
cil? What changes are you 
proposing? 

When I came on board nearly a 
year ago as the chairman of the 
Council, I made a commitment to 
the other directors that I was going 
to be an activist. I was going to get 
involved in Columbia Basin mat
ters. I was committed to improving 
our relationships with the Power 
Council, Bonneville, the Corps 
[U.S. Army Corps of Engineers] 
and the Public Utility Districts 
[PUDs]. I think that for the most 
part we've done that. 

We have had a couple of work
ing sessions with the Power Coun
cil. We've scheduled quarterly 
meetings with the new Bonneville 
Administrator. We've had several 
visits with the PUDs, and the mes
sage we're carrying is that fish and 
wildlife directors intend to be 
united in their positions and that 
we want to work with them as 
policy-makers one on one. 

The significant change and 
major improvement of the new 
Basin Authority is that it brings the 
Columbia Basin Indian tribes in 
as full members. At the same time 
we will modernize our charge 
to reflect changes in the basin, 
such as those brought about by 
U.S. v. Oregon [see story on 
page 3] and the U.S.-Canada 
Treaty. We are also looking at re
structuring some of the old coun
cil's subcommittees. But our 
major thrust is to take a united 
front on issues . 

Q There has been some 
• controversy over whether 

the Council's fish and wildlife 
program is for so-called "meat 
or museum" fish. Would you 
comment on that? 

My answer would have to be: a 
balance of both. Certainly it's my 
goal, and I think the Council's goal, 
too, to rebuild the fish runs and re
store the habitat for use by recre
ational, commercial and tribal 
fishermen. I guess it all boils down 
to providing a protein resource to 
the public at a reasonable price. It 
can't strictly be a showpiece re
source, although we should pro
vide opportunities for those who 
just appreciate the aesthetic value 

of salmon. It's a careful balancing 
act of production and of fish
watching. 

There is another side of this 
question: 00 you enhance the fish 
by artificial means at the expense 
of our wild fish, or do you try and 
completely dedicate all your en
ergy and resources to preserving 
the wild stocks? The direction 
we've chosen as salmon mana
gers is a balance of both, recog
nizing that if you overplay either 
side of the equation, it could spell 
disaster. 

There's agreement among 
fisheries managers that we've got 
to look at both aspects of the 
"meat or museum" fish question 
~md that we can't put all our "eggs 
In one basket." 

Q Is it fairly universally ac
• cepted that wild stocks 

are genetically superior? 
That battle has loomed for so 

long, I don't know who's winning. 
I think the better answer is that 
there's a commitment to promote 
both stocks-not one instead of 
the other. It is alleged that the wild 
stocks are more durable. At least 
the sports and the commercial 
[fishing] communities have indi
cated this. I don't know if that can 
be scientifically substantiated or 
not. We've also found that wild fish 
can be more fragile in some ways. 
Any habitat disturbance affects 
them far more than the hatchery 
fish, which are protected in their 
own controlled environment. 
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Q You've had a unique op
• porlunity to see fisheries 

management from both the 
state position and the fe.deral 
position. What are the dIffer
ences? 

I've had the opportunity to 
observe all the directors in the 
Washington state government, 
and I can say without a doubt that 
the director of fisheries is one of 
the most, if not the most, chal
lenging position in the state: The 
difficulty is being in the position of 
having to allocate too few re
sources among too many user. 
groups. I used to liken that to di
viding a candy bar.among your 
children when the first thing they 
always do is compare the pieces 
to see who was favored. Well, the 
same jealousy exists with the user 
groups. It's very tough to. survive In 
a position like the state ~Irector. of 
fisheries over a long penod of time. 
Having to make tough resource 
decisions does not help long-term 
job security. I think that Bill Wilker
son [Washington's director of 
fisheries] has done a tremendous 
job in that regard, and t~at's w~y 
he's survived changes In adminiS
trations. 

The difference in the federal 
position is that you really are a bit 
removed and buffered from the 
pressures of direct contact with the 
user groups. And the issues are 
much broader. In addition to man
agement of domestic ocean . 
fisheries, I'm involved with foreign 
fisheries off the West Coast and 
with development of fisheries pro
ducts as well as enforcement. I've 
thoroughly enjoyed both jobs and 
am absolutely dedicated to our 
natural resources. 

Q You've been in the news 
• quite a bit with the recent 

dramatic seizure of illegal fish 
on the high seas. 

This is really a significant event. 
In early September we announced 
the seizure of 600,000 pounds of 
illegally caught chum and sockeye 
salmon. We have since accounted 
for another 2.9 million pounds of 
salmon. This is the largest seizure 
in the history of the nation and 
most likely the history of the world. 

The whole scam now appears to 
include around 3.5 million pounds 
of fish which were laundered by a 
Taiwanese group through a very 

elaborate scheme of processing 
these fish; labeling them as !ish . 
other than salmon with a California 
corporation name and with phony 
bills of lading, sending them to 
Hong Kong or Singapore and then 
into the Port of Tacoma. The bills of 
lading were changed in the Port of 
Tacoma, where the fish became a 
product of the United States and 
were sent back as such to Japan, 
the ultimate destination. 

We're left with the serious ques
tion' "What's going to happen to 
the fish?" At first I was concerned 
that the fish might have to be de
stroyed, but that's not the case. 
That would have been an extreme 
injustice and a waste of the re
source. On the other hand, we 
didn't want to put them on the 
market all at once and depress the 
market. That would have created 
an adverse situation for our own 
processors. 

I finally reached an agreement 
that the fish will be donated to 
charitable organizations along the 
West Coast. It will be exciting to 
see food banks that, in addition to 
cheese and butter, will also pro
vide salmon. Can you imagine
salmon! Some people may never 
have eaten it before. 

Q One final question; if you 
• were the Power Council, 

what would you do differently? 
I don't think any major overhaul 

is needed for the Power Council. I 
think that, as with many oversight 
bodies, including our own, there's 
a need for an introspective look at 
what you're doing and a need to 
be open to criticism to see how 
you might improve. I thi.nk we've 
had that kind of frank discussion 
with the Council members with 
some success. 

We would like more help getting 
on with some of the projects, get
ting them out of the study phase, 
and getting the process. started. I 
guess it's the business side of mE!' 
I'm impatient, and I want to get thiS 
system going. Certainly, we'll make 
mistakes, but I think we can cor
rect the mistakes. The Council has 
been forthright and easy to deal 
with. We just need to get going. 
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appears to be a plain document, 
but it is a. best"eller tC)f the Coun
cil. "It" is the 1986 Draft Amend

ment Ducument, affectionatelv 
known a.s the "DAD;' which contains 
proposals to amend the Columbia 
River B,Lsin Fish and Wildlife Program. 

The Draft Amendment Document 
contains preliminary recommenda
tions to adopt, modify or reject each of 
more than 80 amendment appli
cations the Council received from var
ious palties la.st wintet: It also incOlVo
rates ,mlendment proposals from dle 
Council and it') staff. 

The document currently is being 
distributed for public comment. Use 
dle order form on the back cover of 
dlis magazine to request a copy Public 
hearings were held in each state in 
October, ,md written comment will be 
accepted through December 15, 1986. 

The Council will consider all the 
comments received and adopt final 
amendments in Februarv 1987. The 
Council will also publish ,i written re
sponse to any ,mlendment proposals 
that are rejected. 

Salmon and steelhead 
planning 

In late Octobel~ every person and 
group 'who received the Draft 
Amendment Document also wa.'i sent 
,m issue paper on systemwide policies 
for salmon and steelhead planning in 
the Columbia River Basin. These 
systemwide policies recognize the 
need to integrate river passage im
provements; salmon and steelhead 
production; and harvesting to im
prove the fisheries in the Columbia 
River Basin. The discussion of alterna
tive phmning strategies described in 
the paper could affect program 
amendments proposed in the Draft 
Amendment Document. 
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Major features of the Draft 
Amendment Document 

• A statement dlat hydropower devel
opment in dle Columbia River RL'iin 
is responsible for a reduction in 
salmon ,md steelhead runs of about 
5 to 11 million adult fish. This state
ment was proposed by the Council 
hst spring. 

• A description of the Council's ap
proach to systemwide planning for 
salmon and steelhead. The ap
proach emphaSizes the inter
dependence of three types of ac
tion-river p,L'iSage improvement, 
fish production and harvest 
m,magement. 

• A set of guiding principles and areas 
of emphasis for salmon and steel
head research in me lXL'iin. 

• Provision for Bonneville Power 
Administration funding of data col
lection on hatchery and natural 
production of fish. . 

• A policy on resident fish substitu
tions (proposed by dle Council last 
spring) ,md dle proposed addition 
to the program of a variety of resi
dent fish substitution projects in 
areas above ChiefJoseph ,md Hells 
Canyon dams. Resident fish are fish, 
such as certain trout or kokanee, 
which do not migrate to the ocean. 
Thev are used ~L'i substitutes for fish 
populations lost when salmon <md 
steelhead passage into parts of dle 
lXL'iin wa..., blocked by hydroelectric 
dams. 

Fish and wildlife activities 
work plan 

In response to the fish ,md wildlife 
program Five-Year Action Plan, the 
Bonneville Power Administration 
plans to relea.se a draft work plan for 
fish and wildlife activities in Fiscal Year 
1987. The draft work plan reflects the 
Bonneville Administrator's recent de
d'iion to reduce Bonneville's fish and 
wildlife program budget to about 
$36.9 million. 11le Council intend'i to 
take comment on dle proposed work 
plan at it'S November 12-13 meeting in 
Portland. Background materials and 
additional information are available 
from the Council. 

(To receive copies of the documents 
mentioned here) use the order fornl 
on the hack cover) 

• Changes in the water budget ac
counting and implementing pro
cess. 11le water budget is a block of 
water set aside to be used in timed 
releases corresponding to spring 
salmon and steelhead runs. It actu
ally increases the regulated flow of 
the river to speed the migrating 
juvenile fish dmvnstream. 

• Changes in the fish transportation 
policy Transportation refers to col
lecting downstrezml migrating fish 
and transporting them in barges or 
truck" around me dams. 

. • Changes in funding of habitat im
provements and projects to clear 
fish passage on tributaries. 

• SUpp011 for Bonneville funding of a 
spring chinook hatchery in north
eL'item Oregon. 

• Provision of Bonneville power for a 
Umatilla pumping project to in
crease water flows for fish in the 
Umatilla River 

• Recognition of the Mont;ma Power 
Company's agreement to fund the 
purchase of water from Painted 
Rocks Reservoir to maintain flows 
for fish. 

• Phms to mitigate the effect of Libby 
and Hungl1' Horse dZUl1S on wildlife 
in Montana. 
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Shorts 
Last year, builder Campbell Massey won an award 
for the most efficient home built in climate Zone 
3 (cooler Montana climates) under the Bonneville Power 
Administration's Super Good Cents Program. This year 
Massey used the promotional funds he received with the 
award to build cut-a\vay wall <U1d floor section displays 
showing tile teatures of a Super Good Cents home. (The 
Super Good Cent') Program markets super energy
efficient new homes.) Massey and Rudy Kratofll of tl1e 
Ravalli County Public Utility District, in tile Bitterroot Val
ley of western Mont<ma, worked with high school con
struction ChL'iSeS to build tile displays, which are now fea
tured in local retail building supply stores and fairs. Next, 
Massey plans to build an entire Super Good Cente; home 
in cooperation witl1 a local high schooL (Source: Bon
neville Power Administration, Super Good Cents Bulletin) 
September 1986) 

Norway is about to take an even bigger bite out of 
the market previously served almost exclusively 
by Pacific Northwest salmon fishers. By 1990, tile 
bounty of Norway's domestic salmon is expected to top 
100,000 metric tons ae; Norwegian saJmon-farnling opera
tions quadruple. In the Noriliwest, Alae;ka harvests about 
290,000 tons, and Washington hauls in about a tenth of 
that. As other countries expand their salmon-fanning 
ventures, overproduction could cause tl1e collapse of 
prices in tile marketplace. (Source: Matple's BusineS5 
Newsletter; 911 Western Ave., #300, Seattle, WA 98104) 

Texas may follow the Northwest with a "least-cost" 
electrical energy policy, if a coalition of citizens' 
groups h~Le; it'i way The coalition, which includes en
vironment<llist'i, enerf,ry conservation advocates, senior 
citizen groups ~md other org~U1izati()ns, ha'i petitioned 
tile Texa'i Public Utilities Commission to adopt new rules 
that would require utilities to use the least costiy method 
of meeting electrical energy needs. According to Tbm 
Smith, director of Public Citizen of Texas and a coalition 
membel~ the move could potentially save Texans 33-66 
percent of tileir ~u11lual energy consumption by tile year 
2000, at less cost tilall the power phmts nmv under con
struction. (Source: Energy Conservation Coalition, 1525 
New I-I~mlpshire Avenue N.W, W<Lshington, D.c., 20036) 

A super battery being studied in California 
might provide one allSWer to tl1e problem of having to 
build enough electrical generating resources to meet 
even occasional peak loads. Southern California Edison 
Compcmy and the Electric Power Research Institute phm 
to build tl1e battery; tile world's largest; a device tilat Call 
store enough electricity for 10,000 customers. The battery 
will be charged at night, when generating equipment is 
usually idle, alld discharged during the day as it is 
needed to meet peak electrical demallCLs. 

The battery' will use tl1ous~mds of lead-acid cells -like 
tl10se in car batteries-,md it will cover an acre of 
ground. The project is expected to cost $10 million alld 
be completed in 1987. (Source: The Wall Street Journal) 

An entire community of town houses with solar· 
generated electricity (photovoltaic) has been 
completed in S~U1 Diego, California-all m-ea witil elec
tric rates tilat are higher thall the national average. Each 
to\\11 house features a I-kilowatt (peak) array of ARCO 
Solar Inc. photovolwic modules. (Solar Energy Intelli
gence Report, July 15, 1986.) 

The Pacific Northwest still has the lowest electric 
rates in the nation, according to a recent survey by tile 
National Association of Regulatory Utility Con11l1issioners. 
The NOlthwest's rates ranged from 3.62 cent') to 4.8 cents 
per kilowatt houe This compares witil a national average 
of about 8 cents per kilowatt hour and a high of over 15 
cents for ~Ul East Coac'it utility (Source: Oregon Swte Uni
versity Extension Service, Eml?GYgraln, Corvallis OR 
97331) 

Total energy consumption during 1986 will in· 
crease 2 percent to 75.4 Quad'i (quadrillion Btu), with 
a funher 4 percent incre,lse by mid-1987, according to 
the US. Energy Information Administration. T1le agency 
also makes tile following projections for tile country's 
energy use during 1986: oil import') will average 4.8 mill
ion barrels per day; up from 4.3 million in 1985; demand 
t()f petroleum products will increase moderately due to 
dem,md for residual fuel by electric utilities; natural ga'i 
consumption will decre,L'le slightly to 17 trillion cubic 
feet; coal consumption will increase less man 1 percent 
to 827 million tons; and electricity generation will in
crease 2 percent over 1985 alld ;mother 5 percent by 
mid-1987 (Source: Oregon State University Extension 
Service, ENERGYgram, Corvallis, OR 97331) 

COLUMBIA FISH COUNTS CLIMBING 

Bonneville Dam (Columbia River) 
Spring Chinook 

Summer Chinook 
Fall Chinook 
Coho 

Steelhead 
Sockeye 

McNary Dam (Columbia River) 
Spring Chinook 
Summer Chinook 
Fall Chinook 
Coho 
Sleelhead 

Sockeye 

Ice Harbor Dam (Snake River) 
Spring Chinook 

Summer Chinook 
Fall Chinook 

Coho 
Sleelhead 

Sockeye 
(Source: U.s. Army Corps of Engineers) 

Average 
1976-1986 

84.262 
35,494 

224,743 
39,743 

185,274 
79,775 

40,380 
23,651 
78,418 

6,556 

88,132 
45,489 

22,425 
6,177 

2,869 

558 
60,477 

231 

1986 

123,177 
31,041 

227.132 

93.084 
356.858 

58,094 

76.058 
25.857 

110.566 
128 

96,761 
46,058 

39,089 
7,748 

1.607 
o 

37,180 
16 

Most salmon and steelhead runs in the Columbia River continued to show improvement 
this year as indicated by the number of adult fish counted at three dams on the river 

system. While some runs do not top the IO-year average, the only runs that did not improve 
over the 1985 counts were the sockeye-whose runs typically are cyclical. The steelhead 

runs for 1986 are likely to be the highest on record. (The figures above are as of September 
21, 1986. The count of fall chinook will Increase substantially at each dam as the year 

progresses.) 

'<ORTHWEST ENERGY NEWS· Octuher/,<()\,ell1her 1986 



I 
• 



-
COUNCIL l'V8uc.o.TIOSS ORDER fOil\! 

_"""' .... """'''' ... .,."""." ............. 01 ... ,.".,...,. "-''''''.00. 
c....mI (:uc",,011 pobI ......... "'_~ ... ~ .. ""_ .,"" .. """ 
.. "",'_J 

-~. 
[] ...... p:v.""~ """"""nJ I~"'''-('''''"", n,) 
C p.,ji'",.,"", .... ~0?* -", 

, -_ ..... --" ..... -1-
0_ .... 01198>"" ... _", .... =010,.<=1_""'"""" ___ ......... _ 

I' --DI9O!6~_'" ....... 010 •••• ~ ...... -......... --~ ... ) 
' .... D~'''''d, .... _''''' 

o 19I16.-.....1""'f>o-"'oI .... _ "-' ~Cw>:t 
D~Woon.o ............. . ..... ""' ... ..--..... ""' ...... "'_"" 
~~ 

...... ; .. .... 
-.. "'" "')' ...... '" <be ~!;,o '" "'" -.. _.I.""" ~ "" "" d<:d t lW __ ...... "..ttJ<m.) I 
D._ .. ~_( ............ ;", g ., 

I ~ 
O""...,'W-_.u ......... _ """"-', .... t.t~ , ............ , -- .. • , , ~ 

--I ' (0<"'''''''''''''''' .... 0>unciI> __ ,~) m.,l6t.otd tt<,_m-l»S 
.......... --.. .... _ ..... , '" '.;o)..(I2.l)Jo """""') .-... --~ '''''.' __ '''''0 .. , ... .... 

''" ' ... ""'-"''''' ""..,....,. --.. ...,..,,., " ... ---
-

, 

:., ~ -"'-
• • • ," " 


