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requesting comment on three alloca-
tion formulas,

Construction and operation of
dams has harmed manv species of
wildlife, primarily by flooding prime
riverside habitat animals depended
on. To address wildlife losses, the
Council called for assessments of
the numbers and species of animals
that may have been lost at each
Columbia Basin dam, and plans for
their recovery. The current proposal
addresses wildlife mitigation plans
already being reviewed by the Coun-
cil and also sets up a process for
adopting future plans.

The mitigation plans being
reviewed are those for wildlite
affected by Grand Coulee Dam in

he Northwest Power Planning

. Council is seeking public
review of its proposal to amend the
Columbia River Basin Fish and
Wildlife Program to incorporate
specitic policies regarding wildlife
species affected by hvdroelectric
development in the Columbia River
Basin. Copies of the proposal are
available from the Council (see the
back cover of this publication ). Com-
ment will be taken at a series of
public hearings (see below).
Interested people may also submit
comment in writing through Sep-
tember 30, 1989. Please label com-
ments “Wildlife Comments; and
send them to the Council’s central
office, 851 SW Sixth Avenue, Suite
1100, Portland, Oregon 97204.

The Northwest Power Act,
which mandated recovery
efforts for the region’s
salmon and steelhead
runs affected by hydro-
power development,
also called for steps to
rebuild wildlife popula-
tions in the Columbia
Basin. Congress, in pas-
sing the Act, required
that Northwest ratepayers
finance these recovery
eftorts as a cost of power
generation at the dams.
The Bonneville Power
Administration includes
these costs in its wholesale
power rates.

Akev issue in the Coun-
cil’'s proposal is what por-
tion of the cost of wildlife
measures should be
borne by ratepavers,
since most of the dams
serve multiple purposes
such as irrigation, navi-
gation, flood control
and recreation in addi-
tion 1o power genera-
tion. The Council is

blic hearings
scheduled on
wildlife action.

Washington; the Palisades, Anderson
Ranch, Black Canyon and Albeni
Falls dams in Idaho; and Cougar,
Dexter, Lookout Point, Hills Creek,
Foster, Green Peter, Big Cliff and
Detrojt dams in Oregon’s Willamette
Basin. The proposals affect water-
fowl, peregrine falcons, deer, elk,
bald eagles, bear, beavers, otters,
mink, cougars and other species.

Public Hearings

Idaho

September 13, 7-9 p.m.
Holiday Inn

Bay1and 2

414 W Apple Way
Coeur dAlene, Idaho

September 20,
79 p.m.
, Shilo Inn
Twin Falls Room
780 Lindsay Blvd.
Idaho Falls, Idaho

September 21, 79 p.m.
Owyhee Plaza Hotel
Regency Room
Eleventh and Main
Boise, Idaho

Montana
September 25, 1:30 p.m.
Outlaw Inn
i Remington Room
7 ] 1701 Highway 93 S.
¥l Kalispell, Montana

Oregon

Northwest Power
Planning Council
851 SW. Sixth
Suite 1100
Portland, Oregon

Washington
September 20, 2-5

and 6:30-8:30 p.m.
Seattle/Tacoma Airport
Large Auditorium

September 27, 9:30 am.
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The Council is revisiting
renewable resources

by Gordon Lee

his past May, two members of the

Northwest Power Planning Coun-
cil visited a sprawling energy site that
taps into pockets of hot water under
California’s blistering Mojave Desert
and a vast wind farm on a breezy, har-
ren hillside not far from Livermore,
California.
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But what those locations may lack in
asthetics and creature comforts, they
make up for in energy potential.
California is the nation’s most
developed region for wind- and geo-
thermally generated electricity, housing
98 percent of the United States” in-
stalled wind turbine capacity and the
majority of its geothermal plants.

Wind farms in California produce
some 194 megawatts of energy and
supply 1 percent of the state’s total
electricity demand. Geothermal plants
supply another 6 percent of California’s
total electrical demand. Plants at the
Mojave geothermal site, when fully
developed, could produce as much as
230 megawatts of electricity for Califor-
nia Energy Company, the San Fran-
cisco-based exploration concern.

The Pacific Northwest could be next.
California Energy is willing to bet $20
million to $30 million in exploration
costs that it will ind similar resources
in the region. That’s how much money
it intends to spend looking for promis-
ing geothermal sites in Oregon and
Washington in the next decade.

In simple terms, the Council visit—
by Idaho member James Goller, Ore-
gon member Ted Hallock and Ed
Sheets, executive director —was an
attempt to gauge the odds of such a
gamble and explore whether the
Pacific Northwest might possess other
untapped renewable energy potental.

The Council’s increasing interest in
renewables isn't haphazard. It co-
incides with plans by the Council to
reassess how the Northwest will meet
its energy needs after the turn of the
century. In the 1990s and beyond, if
both power demand and environmen-
tal sensitivities grow throughout the
region, renewable sources of energy
could play a larger role than ever
before in the power picture,

That reassessment will be part of a
new 20-vear power plan the Council
intends to draft next vear. Renewable
resources — from hvdropower, geother-
mal, wind, biomass, solar and ocean

A
Rundown

of
Renewables

enewable sources of

energy that the
Northwest Power Plan-
ning Council is consider-
ingencompass awide
range of electricity pro-
duction methods and
tuels. Here'’s a rundown:

TN

Wind Resources
Wind energy devices

harness wind power to
make electricity. Typically,
wind machines employ
propeller-like blades that
catchthewindand turna
driveshaft. That driveshaft
spins an electric

generator ‘ ;
Early wind machines

had large capacities of one
megawatt or more. Inre-
cent years, those large
-machines have been aban-
doned in favor of midsize
designs with capacities of
100 kilowatts to 300
kilowatts.

sources — may be able to supply a sig-
nificant porton of the Northwest's
power needs. Preliminary calculations
by Jeff King, senior resources analyst at
the Council, suggest that renewables
and conservation may satisfy as much
as 40 percent of the region’s new
energy needs in the next 20 vears,
under certain economic and demand
conditions.

That would be a big change from
past power plans, in which renewable
energy sources other than hydropower
plaved only a small role in the Coun-
cil's regional energy blueprint. In plans
drafted in 1983 and 1980, the Council
concluded that new renewable energy
sources other than hydropower and
biomass —while technologically feasi-
ble and available —were either too
expensive or unreliable, compared
with conservation and the region’s
traditional resource base.

ut in the years since, environmental

and social concerns have grown over
the costs and impacts of traditional
resources such as coal and natural gas,
When used to generate electricity,
those resources produce carbon
dioxide, a prime suspect in worldwide
increases of so-called greenhouse
gases. If in the future, authorities limit
the amount of carbon dioxide and
other pollutants electric plants may
release, those resources may become
unattractive compared with more
costly alternatives.

At the same time, technological
refinements have shaved the cost of
some renewable resources and
improved the reliability of others. This
means that the cost and reliability dif-
ferences between traditional and
renewable resources are narrowing,
And as energy planners increasingly
take into account a broader range of
social and environmental costs related
to power production, the scales may
tip in favor of renewables in some
cases.

In a sense, the Northwest for years
has practiced renewable religion. It
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depends on one non-polluting,
replaceable resource for most of its
electricity: water. About 75 percent of
all electric generating capacity in the
region comes from hvdropower. In
fact, falling water in the Northwest pro-
duces an average of 16,400 megawatts,
and accounts for some 40 percent of
the United States’ total hydroelectric
output.

Thermal generation from nuclear
plants and from coal-, natural gas- and
oil-fired units accounts for 19 percent
of the Northwest’s electric capacity.

Electricity purchased from outside
the region and small power projects
make up the remaining 6 percent of
the Northwest’s capacity.

While biomass sources such as
wood for years have played a small
role in meeting the region’s energy
needs, other renewable sources of
energy play almost no part in supply-
ing power today. But as the Northwest's
power surplus dwindles in the 1990s,
the Bonneville Power Administration
and the region’s utilities may turn to
those renewables as some of the first
additions they'll make to their resource
mixes.

Here's a rundown of why the
Council is taking another look at
renewables in 1989:

Wind

The Council in the past has recog-
nized wind as a major untapped North-
west energy resource. In its 1986
Power Plan, the Council speculated
that windy areas in the region — such
as in the Columbia River Gorge
between Oregon and Washington and
the Blackfoot area of Montana— might
be able to produce as much as 6,300

megawatts, enough electricity to supply

more than a third of today’s total
regional demand.

That's the maximum amount of
power that the region’s winds theoreti-
cally could generate economically. In
all likelihood, the intermittent charac-
ter of the region’s winds means that

-

- Resources

~ Gebthermal‘en‘ergy
units tap into under-
ground pockets of hot

_ water or steam to make

electricity =~
. Most geothermal plants

__ work this way: wells from
_the surface tap into hot

inderground water. Those

wells act as a release valve,
_allowing water that has
been kept at high pressure
under the surface toturn |

to steam. Piping from the
production wells route
that steam into separators,

which remove unwanted

moisture from the steam
and send it to a disposal

_peint. ~

The separated steam

__proceeds to a turbine and
_generator, which produce

clectricity. Spent steam is
condensed into water and
injected back into the
ground. .

_ All geothermal plants
require wells. Some geo-
thermal resources, such as
The Geysers geothermal |

field, which supports sev-
_eral power plants north of
San Francisco, ate sohot
_that the fluid comes to the

surface as so-called “dry
steam” that can be routed

directly to turbines.

Other geothermal

not all of this potential could be
exploited and folded into the North-
West's existing power svstem.

Even though the fuel is free, cost
still was wind's biggest problem in the
1986 plan. The Council estimated that
potential power could be obtained at
an average of 6.5 cents a kilowatt-hour.
That compared unfavorably with the
4.5 cents to 5 cents a kilowatt-hour the
Council then figured energy would
cost from new coal-fired electric plants.

But inn the vears since the Council
drafted the 1980 plan, wind power’s
costs have shrunk. And if the trend
continues, it may become fully com-
petitive with traditional power sources
within 10 to 20 years.

Utilities might be able to build the
newest generation of wind machines —
currently being developed indepen-
dently in the United States, Europe and

Japan —for $1,000 per kilowatt of

capacity, speculates the Council’s King.
Using similar 1989 dollars, that com-
pares with $3,000 per kilowatt for the
first-generation wind machines of the
late 1970s and early 1980s and $1,400
for the second generation units that
arrived in the mid-1980s, according to
King,

By way of contrast, construction
costs for new mediume-sized coal plants
today would approach $1,200 per
kilowatt of installed capacity: Fuel for
those plants would be an extra
expense.

“Wind’s costs are following a classic
cost curve! King says. “They were high
early on, they dropped rapidly, and
now they're beginning to flatten out”

The latest generation of wind
machines now under development
takes advantage of the best elements
from the first two generations, he adds.
The first generation —which relied on
acronautical engineering experience
to help design the wind machines’
blades and shafts — performed poorly:
Blades sheared off or broke, especially
after prolonged exposure to gusty or
turbulent winds.
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Power engineers compensated for
those early failures in the machines’
second generation, examples of which
the contingent from the Council toured
in May. Those units were larger and
heavier than their predecessors and
have proven to be a reliable source of
power in California. However, the cost
of the energy they produce, while rela-
tively competitive in California, would
have been comparatively high in the
Northwest.

The Council is taking another look
at wind now, because the latest genera-
tion machines look as if they’ll have
smaller capital costs and better reliabil-
ity, King says. At the same time, the
new machines are more efficient,
meaning that they are better able to
convert wind into electrical energy
than older versions.

Moreover, having studied nearly a
decade’s worth of wind experience in
California, the Council staff is more
confident today than in past plans
about the performance characteristics
of wind machines. “The California
experience has driven many of these
improvements;” King notes,

Geothermal

The Council in the past also has
looked to producing electricity from
naturally heated underground water as
another unexploited source of power
in the Pacific Northwest. No geother-
mal-electric power plants operate in
the Northwest, but in its 1986 Power
Plan, the Council — citing a four-state
study by Bonneville — suggested that
some 4,400 megawatts of geothermal-
based electricity might be available in
the region at lower prices than energy
from new coal plants.

The issue then wasn't the cost of
geothermal power, The Council con-
cluded that the resource could be
developed for 3.4 cents a kilowatt-hour
or less, making it quite attractive to
coal-fired alternatives.

Rather, the Council wasn't sure about
the extent and character of this
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plants tap directly into
steam vents at the surface,
which allows them to pro-
duce electricity through

_ turbines and generators

_ without having to drill

_ wellsunderground.

resource in the Northwest, Not enough
was known about amounts of water
underground, its temperature, chemi-
cal composition or hydrology.

In the years since 19806, several com-
panies — including California Energy
and Geothermal Resources Interna-
tional Inc. — have tested the tempera-
ture of underground water at two sites
in Oregon: Newberry Crater and an
area east of Crater Lake National Park.

The companies haven't publicized
the results of most of those tests, but
the signs are encouraging, California
Energy seems confident enough of the
potential to have announced plans to
spend up to $30 million in exploratory
drilling in the region during the next
decade.

California Energy has purchased 54
exploration leases on more than 82,000
acres of federal fand in Oregon, most
near Bend. Tn addition, it has applied
for exploratory leases on 94,000 addi-
tional acres, including 36,300 acres
west of Mount Adams, in Washington's
Gifford Pinchot National Forest,

Solar

The Council’s past power plans also
did not include solar energy in the list
of resources it recommended the re-
gion wirn to for new electricity over
the next 20 years. But new technolo-
gies and falling prices for established
technologies will make the Council
take a second look at this resource for
its 1990 plan,

The Council intends to release a
staff issue paper on solar energy
technologies in fall 1989.

solar wasn't included in the 1983 or
1986 lists of recommended resources
primarily because the Council con-
cluded that it was oo costly, compared
with alternative sources of power such
as new coal plants, Not only were
solar’s costs estimated to be high, three
to eight times greater than new coal-
generated power, but the cloudy
nature of the bulk of the Northwest’s
population centers made it uneconom-




ical, the Council concluded.
However, since 19806, the cost of
photovoltaic cells — the units that col-
lect and transtorm sunlight into elec-
tricity - have dropped dramatically.

“The real potential appears to be in ‘ > o gt
. . i l.u”

photovoltaics, says King.

However, even with those cost
reductions, solar may turn out 1o be
unsuitable for the Northwest. It’s too
cloudy where most of the population
lives, and the Northwest's sunny sec-
tions are too remote. The clearest parts
of the region, southeastern Oregon
and southwestern Idaho, receive only
83 percent of the solar radiation
received by Phoenix, Arizona. Areas
west of the Cascade Mountains receive
less. Western Oregon, for example,
receives about 52 percent of Phoenix’s
sunlight.

Most of the Northwest’s sunshine
falls in the summer and early fall, when
the region’s energy needs are smallest.
“Solar is best for summer-peaking sys-
tems, not winter-peaking systems like
in the Northwest!” King notes. “But
some east-of-the-Cascades utilities are
summer peaking due to irrigaton
loads. Solar’s seasonality might be opti-
mal for these systems!”

Biomass

The Council in 1986 examined two
biomass sources of energy, municipal
solid waste and wood waste, but
included only one on its list of poten-
tial resources for the region. Tt calcu-
lated that if its economy experienced
high growth during the next two de-
cades, the Northwest might be able to
obtain some 215 new megawatts using
wood residue as a fuel. Most of that
power would be a cogenerated by-
product of lumber mill or pulp and
paper operations rather than the out-
put from stand-alone wood fired
plants, which the Council concluded
are a less efticient means to produce
electricity,

The Council also estimarted that the
region, which today produces 10

megawatts from municipal solid waste
incineration, might be able to produce
380 megawatts from that source by the
year 2000. However, the Council didn’t
include municipal solid waste in its
resource portfolio because of air qual-
ity, siting and general public accep-
tance issues.

However, as the Council prepares
the 1990 Power Plan, the availability
and cost of those fuels remain a con-
cern. “What we don’t understand is the
long-term cost and availability of
biomass resources; savs King. “We
have a better sense of the nearterm
Costs”

The supplies of wood waste are
highly sensitive to the fortunes of the
forest products industry, King notes.
When that industry is healthy, relatively
large quantities of residue may be avail-
able. But when the industry suffers a
downturn, or environmental questions
curtail timber harvests, much less
wood waste may be available.,

That sensitivity makes it difficult to
gauge the reliability of wood waste as a
fuel.

With municipal solid waste, on the
other hand, reliability of fuel supplies
isn'tin question. Nor is its price.
Municipalities throughout the region
have more waste than they can com-
fortably handle, and many are happy to
pay parties to take it off their hands.

Rather, the issue centers on public
acceptance of large, garbage-burning
electric plants. The reviews are mixed
throughout the region. Spokane,
Washington, is building a municipal
solid waste plant. Portland, Oregon,
has rejected a similar one. Seatdle is
still debating the siting and safetv of
one.

Currently, the region has three
municipal solid waste units in opera-
tion, in Salem and Coos County,
Oregon, and in Whatcom County,
Washington.
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Ocean

The Council’s 1983 and 1986 power
plans did not include the ocean as a
source to which the Northwest could
turn for new energy in the next 20
years. Most methods to extract energy
out of oceans — from tides, waves, cur-
rents, thermal circulation, salinity differ-
ences or marine vegetation — were too
new, costly or unreliable, and they
didn’t stack up to the more traditional
array of resources the Council
suggested the region plug into when it
needs new power.

But the Council last June reviewed
ocean resources, releasing a staff issue
paper that gauged the applicability of
different technologies to the North-
west’s ocean environment. The paper
concluded that, while several
technologies — especially wave
energy —were promising, more study
was needed before the Council could
include them on its recommended
resource list for the region.

Engineers have considered methods
to extract electricity from ocean waves
for nearly a century. Inventors have
conceptualized hundreds of devices.
But not until the 1970s and 1980s did
technological advancements take place
that made the resource commercially
possible.

Two pilot plants, with respective
capacities of 350 kilowatts and 500
kilowatts, operate in Norway. In Japan,
a 30-kilowatt device at one time
supplied electricity produced by air
turbines driven by wave motion. The
Japanese also market a small wave-
energy device that powers offshore
navigation bouys.

Energy experts consider the waves
off the Pacific Coast the best in the
United States for ocean energy. Some
3,400 megawatts to 5,100 megawatts of
energy could be obtained from devices
off the Oregon and Washington coasts.
But that power would be relatively
costly. A 198-megawatt array of wave
devices in the North Pacific would sup-
ply power at 44 cents a kilowatt-hour,
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in 1988 dollars, according to a recent
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
study. That's more than seven times the
Council’s estimated costs for power
from a new coal-fired electric plant.

Harnessing the power of tides to
run hydroelectric plants has been suc-
cessfully achieved in France and
Canada. A 240-megawatt plant on the
north coast of France has operated
since 1967, while an 18-megawatt plant
in Nova Scotia came into service in
1984.

But those facilities require inlets,
bays or estuaries that have shallow;
narrow entrances and high mean tides.
Energy experts say that the method
produces power most effectively in
areas with 20-foot mean tidal ranges or
more. In the Pacific Northwest, tides
average 6 feet to 9 feet.

Extracting energy from ocean cur-
rents off the Northwest also would be
difficult. While engineers have studied
technologies to drive turbines with
underwater currents, most studies
have focused on swift currents off
Florida, which average 8.2 feet a
second. Currents off the Northwest are
much slower, averaging 0.5 feet a
second, making them a less efficient
energy source.

Neither is the Northwest suited to
generate electricity by exploiting tem-
perature differences between warm
surface waters and colder deep waters.
While several prototypes have been
tested around the world and a 50-
kilowart unit operates in Japan, most
are located in the tropics, where sur-
face temperatures are at least 36
degrees Fahrenheit warmer than deep
water temperatures. Off the Northwest,
the temperature differences average 11
degrees Fahrenheit.

Two other technologies for tapping
into the ocean for energy are still in
the conceptual stage. Analysts note that
energy is released when freshwater
and saltwater mix, and they theorize
that some of that energy can be cap-

9




tured at the point of mixture. In theory,
the site where the Columbia River
flows into the Pacific Ocean could gen-
erate 7,500 megawatts of energy.
Scientists also theorize that utilities
could obtain methane — the primary
ingredient in natural gas — by cultiva-
ting kelp and other marine vegetation.
Gas could be extracted as the vegeta-
tion decomposes, either naturally or in
anerobic digestors. That gas then
would fuel conventional thermal elec-

tric plants. No studies have been con-
ducted about the Northwest’s potential
for growing commercial quantities of
marine vegetation for gasification. But
if the technology were found to be
feasible for the region, one study
suggests that methane could be
obtained for $4.10 to $12.80 per million
British thermal units (Btu), versus
$3.61 per million Btu for tapping into
natural gas conventionally.

W,
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rigacier

When members of the public think
of the Northwest's fish and wildlife
agencies or its energy entities, they
probably think in terms of depart-
ments of fish and/or wildlife and
utilities. If so, they're overlooking a
presence that is one of the largest
inthe arena—the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers.

The Corps, the U.S. Army’s en-
gineering and construction wing,
has 12 regional offices in the Unit-
ed States. The largest of these, the
North Pacific Division, is based in
Portland, Oregon. This division em-
braces 880,000 square
miles —nearly a
quarter of the
U.S. land
area—and
covers the
Pacific
Northwest,
Alaska and
those parts
of Wyoming
Utah and
California
that mark
the outer
reaches
of the
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Dulcy Mahar Interview with
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Columbia River Basin.

The Corps was created in 1775
to provide engineering support for
the Army during the Revolutionary
War. Over the years, Congress
added transportation and water re-
source activities to the Corps’ re-
sponsibilities.

The Corps came to the North-
west to develop navigation routes,
but its biggest role in the region
began in the 1930s with the con-
struction of Bonneville Dam. Today,
in addition to navigation, flood con-
trol and other work, the North Pa-
cific Division operates 21 multi-
purpose hydroelectric proj-
ects in the Columbia

Basin, which produce

13,000 megawatts of

electricity.

Of those, nine are
major dams on the Co-
lumbia and Snake riv-
ers: Bonneville, The
Dalles, John Day,
McNary and Chief

- Joseph on the Colum-
bia; and Ice Harbor, Lower
Monumental, Little Goose
“and Lower Granite on the
Snake.
In command of a
primarily civilian work
force that num-
bers nearly
4,000 —not
counting
contrac-
tors—is
Brigadier
General Pat
Stevens. Al-
though his
Northwest
tenure
began just

The rps’ Northwest leader adds his voice to the region’s fisheries debate.

last November, he is already mak-
ing his mark in the region’s power,
fish and wildlife communities.

“Smooth” is a term one hears fre-
quently in reference to the General.
Although steeped in military tradi-
tion—both his father and grand-
father were Army officers—he is
what one considers “new army,”
with its emphasis on public rela-
tions.

After graduating from West Point
in 1963, General Stevens joined
the Corps and served tours of duty
in Vietnam, Thailand, Australia and
the Persian Gulf, including work
building airfields in the Sultanate of
Oman. Back in the United States,
he served as district engineer in
Vicksburg on the Mississippi River,
which—as he puts it—"“doesn’t
have anadromous fish, but has
catfish, which are easier to get
along with, but not as interesting.”

From there, he went to Washing-
ton, D.C., as chief of staff to the
chief of engineers, before his as-
signment to the Northwest last fall.
It was his first visit to Oregon,
and—If it means anything to the re-
gion’s resource interests—he is
clearly in love with the place. On liv-
ing in the Northwest with his wife
and two children, he volunteers,
“We love it! It's a super part of the
country.”

What do you see as the
« Corps’ historical role in
the Northwest? Has that role
changed?

The U.S. Army’s role in the
Pacific Northwest goes back even
to Lewis and Clark, who were
Army officers. In their role as
explorers for President Jefferson,
they actually were performing a
role common in that era to the

THustration by Lynn Carson



Corps of Engineers. Later, we built
the roads; we did the mapping in
the Pacific Northwest. Captain
Bonneville' was a Corps of
Engineers officer.

By about the turn of the century,
we began to get involved in the
more traditional things you see us
doing today; for example, clearing
the mouth of the Columbia for navi-
gation. Then in the '30s, of course,
we entered into the hydropower
arena with our first big project at
Bonneville Dam. This led to the
work of the next 50 years; primarily
the design and construction of the
navigation, flood control and hydro-
power facilities that the Corps has
become so well known for.

How do we fit into the region
today? Well, in much the same
way as we always have. The
newest ingredient in our region,
as | understand it, is clearly the
Council, created in 1980 to
attempt to gain a consensus within
the region on the trade-offs
between the wildlife and fish
issues and hydropower business.
| think the Council was well con-
ceived, and it has obviously done
aremarkable job in trying to build
a consensus within the region.

To a certain extent, some of the
players who have to play in that
consensus find difficulty in doing
so, and | think the Corps has come
to the forefront in that. During the
time that I'm permitted to lead this
great division, | clearly see it as
one of the things on my plate to try
to bring the Corps in line as much
as we can with what the Council
would have us do. In order to do
that, | not only have to meet the
rules and regulations and statutes
that we, the Corps, live under, but
I've also got to sell that up the pike
to my folks back in Washington, in
the same sense that Jim Jura?®
does to his folks back in
Washington, and all of us who
have these federal “stovepipes’”

So if | had to give you a sum-
mary of where | would like to see
us going in the future, it's to build
a consensus that all the actors —
the agencies and tribes, the
Corps and everybody —can agree
to and get on with. | refer most
particularly to the installation of

The mechanical
bypass facilities are
clearly the best way
to get the smolts
away from turbine
passage.

these contentious fish bypass
facilities, which would thereby
eliminate the requirement to spill *

Are there unique things
=about the Corps in the
Northwest because of the pre-

valence of hydropower?

Clearly, in the Pacific Northwest
hydropower has been one of the
driving factors in the Corps'’ pres-
ence, because of the terrain,
because of the way the country is
out here. We've been called upon
to install an array of hydropower
facilities, and that does make the
North Pacific Division unique in
that respect, although we do have
other hydropower assets around
the country.

Can you give me a ball-
» park feel for what percent
of your Northwest charge is
hydropower related?

Well, on my personal plate it
looms very large, because | must
deal with the issues of the day. It's
difficult to say where most of my
effort is spent from an organiza-
tional sense, because the North
Pacific Division can't count naviga-
tion as less important than flood
control or as mere important than
hydropower or any of the things
that we get involved in. Recreation
is also a big issue. All of those
things compete for the same re-
source, which is the available water.

How do you think the
= Northwest Power Act
changed the Corps’ role, if at
all, in the Northwest?

Well, I think initially the Corps
and all of the agencies, tribes and
everybody involved in water as a
resource here saw the Council

probably as a welcome thing.

| would hope they did. | think it's
proved to be just that. | don't doubt
that there were then, and are still,
issues that are so contentious that
sometimes folks wished there was
some other way of dealing with
them. The issues aren't going to
go away, and we're just going to
have to keep hammering on them
until we reach a solution.

How do you see the
s relationship between the
Council and the Corps
evolving?

It probably started off as a
relationship where each was kind
of looking at the other one’s roles
and missions and trying to reach
some sort of a working relation-
ship. That continues today. Most
particularly it continues in the area
of legislation, which authorizes us
each to do the things we see we
should be doing. | amtold by legal
counsel that there are some clear
areas of overlapping rights and
responsibilities where it's not com-
pletely resolved — particularly the
power to direct, which the Council
feels that it has, and which the
Corps has not always signed up for.

My position is that | will person-
ally do, and ensure that the Corps
does, everything that is humanly
possible to come into line with
what the Council needs. But
where there'’s an issue that would
require me to do something which
| don't feel | legally can, then | feel
obligated to desist in that.

‘Captain Benjamin Bonneville explored and
mapped routes through much of the West
during careers as an Army officer and fur
trader in the first half of the 19th century.
Although named for him, Bonneville Dam is
not on a site he visited.

2Administrator, Bonneville Power
Administration.

3Spill refers to the release of water carrying
young fish through a dam'’s spillway to help
the fish avoid potentially fatal turbines. Spill
is not considered a permanent solution to
aiding fish migration because of its cost in
terms of lost power revenues.

NORTHWEST ENERGY NEWS « September/October 1989



it sounds as though you
agree that the Council is
more than advisory, but that
there may be other laws gov-
erning the Corps, which you
feel override in some areas.

It's not a question of anybody’s
laws overriding the other person’s
law. In dealing with water
resources, the Corps has flood
control, navigation, irrigation,
municipal and industrial water
supply, recreation and the hydro-
power purposes. All of those
things are in legislation as pur-
poses for one or more of our
projects.

The Council is most concerned
with hydropower generation, and
fish and wildlife issues, and how
they relate to each other. Beyond
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that though, | have this other
bunch of things, and | can't trade
those off to satisfy a more narrow
issue that the Council may wish
that | could. And that's where we
tend to get into some legal snarls
from time to time. This has
become very evident in the spill
issue.

Q Speaking of spill, the
Corps has indicated that

it will cooperate only in the first
year of the 10-year spill agree-
ment. You don’t appear to have
been as enthusiastic about spill
as a fix for the problem as other
fish and wildiife agencies.

Well, | don't think that you can
characterize anybody as being
enthusiastic for spill. | think every-

body agrees that spill is a way to
accomplish a certain enhance-
ment, a certain mitigation of the
fish concerns, untit we can get
something better put in place.

The Corps has never supported
spill per se. | don't think that any-
body touts spill as being the fix for
the problem. The agreement that
the Corps has had some reserva-
tions about signing up for would
have done more than just provide
spill for 10 years. It would have
caused us in signing it to sign up
for the installation of mechanical
fish bypass construction through
that period.

One of the reasons we didn't
sign the agreement was that we
can't sign up for something that




would require the president and
the Congress to support a 10-year
program which so far the presi-
dent has not agreed 1o.

On that 10-year agree-
= ment, do you plan to
revisit it each year and deter-
mine your position for that par-
ticular year?

Yes. | personally made the deci-
sion [on spill] this particular year,
with a lot of concerns and advice
expressed by my staff and every-
body else, because | talked to
everybody in the region about it.
Before | can enter into it for
another year, | want to go through
the data that emerges from this
year's efforts. And | might con-
gratulate everybody who's had
anything to do with this. In addition
to my own Corps folks who have
worked on the issue, | think the
whole region has come together
and done a super job on this
year's spill.

But before we can go forward, |
want to be confident that at least |
know where we stand as a result
of this year’s effort. To go beyond
spill on an annual basis, | abso-
lutely am convinced I'll have to go
back into the Chief of Engineers
Office and the Army Secretariat in
Washington to get an agreement
to do that. To agree for more than
ayear probably exceeds my own
authority here.

So you simply want the
freedom to revisit it on an
annual basis, you aren’t neces-
sarily for or against the
agreement.

That's right. I'm not for or against
the agreement. | think there are
better ways to accomplish what
could be accomplished from spill.
But that's something that's not
universally agreed to.

Such as?

Well, we found that fish trans-
port accomplishes more, in what
we've been able to measure, than
spill, for example. And certainly
the mechanical bypass facilities
do. If we can get those completed
and installed, they would be much
more effective than spill. So there’s
two examples.

| will personally do,
and ensure that the
Corps does,
everything that is
humanly possible to
come into line with
what the Council
needs.

The objection that has
been raised to transport
without spill is that you can’t
coliect ail the fish and that
there’s no collection below
McNary Dam. How do vou deal
with that?

Part of the installation of the fish
bypass facilities would involve
such collection facilities. That's
part and parcel of the program.

Q The bypass funding for

= 1990 has passed the
House, and it still has to go
through the Senate. Prior to
1988, it was sufficient for this
money to be included in the
committee report for the Corps
to act. But in 1988, the Corps
said it would not act on bypass
installation without a congres-
sional directive. Do you antici-
pate there will be a replay of
that situation?

No, let me give you my own
understanding of what happened
there, because that was a most
contentious issue as | walked in
the door last November. The presi-
dent has not supported fish
bypass spending in 1988, 1989 or
1990. As a result, in 1988 Con-
gress added some $8 or $9 million
for the fish bypass installation.
There was congressional direction
in Senate report language about
how that money would be spent.

Now at the Army level, even
above the Corps, there was some
disagreement about whether that
report language was directive
and law or not. That became a
very enormous issue, because at
the same time, the Corps and the
Army were trying 1o put together a
program that would meet our own
requirements under the economic
criteria to accomplish fish bypass.

Then along came 1989, the
same thing, the president did not
include it in the budget. It was
added in the Senate. But in '89, it
was actually in the [appropria-
tions] act—the language on how
to spend that money. And further-
more, it directed that the '88 report
language be considered legal,
binding and law. At that point the
Army said, "Absolutely, we'll do it”

Now in 1990, the current alloca-
tion [pending congressional
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approval] is $9.9 million. We have
a program, which the Council’s
been briefed on, for ’88, '89 and
now '90. If it [the allocation] goes
through, it will give us the money
to accomplish this program. Those
three funding years are the begin-
ning of a program which would
allow us, given funding, to com-
plete mechanical bypass installa-
tion by 1996.

Q Will the congressional
«language specifying that
the report language is directive
apply to the 1990 year, or do
you have to have a new con-
gressional directive each year?

No, in my view, we already have
a program. Should the $9.9 million
come through, we'll just follow
through on what we're already
doing. In fact, if we get the funding
every year, however it comes to
us, we will just continue to march.

The issue that's still out there on
fish bypass installation is what is
the most effective design. We've
been spending on the order of $2
million a year trying to determine
what | don't call “research,” but
what | call “testing and evaluation
of modeling systems,” to figure out
the best set of screens, for exam-
ple, and the best angles to have
them set at. We don't have the
answers to that yet. So that's still
an issue that's imbedded within
our ability to try and finish this
thing by 1996.

Q There are two dams — lce
= Harbor and The Dalles —
that the Corps previously
didn’t consider to be cost-
effective for bypass systems.
If the money comes through,
will bypass systems be in-
stalled at these dams?

Yes. They're in the program, but
currently not supported by the
Army. So what does that mean?
That means that the Army has
said, “If the Congress adds the
money to do those and so directs
it, then we will do it” And they're in
the program now.

However, absent congressional
direction to do that, what the Army
is trying to do is seek a consensus
regionally for some regional fund-
ing made available to take care of

In the five-year
period 1984 through
1988, more than 74
million fish were
transported.

those dams, leaving the Army to
do those that we feel are economi-
cally justified. That whole package
then becomes the one that I'm
talking about that started in 1988.
The issue is, who is going to fund
the bypasses and by what per-
centages.

% How would you propose
athe region fund bypass
facilities?

Well, we have negotiations
going on now with Bonneville
[Power Administration], both re-
gionally and at the Washington
level, trying to sort that out. From
the OMB [Office of Management
and Budget] perspective, the
president’s perspective, it may be
that it doesn’t make much differ-
ence how that happens. Whether
Bonneville funds it or the Army

funds it, it's an outlay in that year,

counting against the federal
deficit. So I'm not sure how that's
going to come out.

What the Army has said is that
we would require up-front regional

financing. There are two ways that
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can happen. The way it's currently
happening is the Army puts it in
our budget and then, for that por-
tion of the project that relates to
hydropower, it is billed back
through the ratepayers of the re-
gion. The average for the whole
system is about 85 percent. So
that, for every dollar the Army
spends on fish bypass, about 85

cents of that is paid for by the region
| through the Bonneville bill-back.

The other option is with regional

funding, Bonneville would pay it

up front, so that it would come out
of their program line that year. And
then the region would be paying
100 percent of it through rates
rather than 85 percent.

Q Is your issue who pays?
= You personally are not
against bypass as a fix? This
is the fix that you think makes
the best sense?

Oh, yes, yes. Bypass will work.
The mechanical bypass facilities,
given the testing and evaluation to
bring them on line properly, are
clearly the best way at this point to
get the smolts away from turbine
passage.

But on individual structures,




you start getting into the
economics and the benefit-to-cost
ratio, where the planners and the
economists and the Army look at
some—Ice Harbor and The Dalles
are examples—that have been
determined to be not deserving of
federal funding, but should be
paid for by the region. It doesn't
say it won't work, it's just a ques-
tion of the marginal benefits
against the cost. And those are
the ones the agreement is trying

to hammer out who is going to pay.

I'm not sure that people under-
stand how much money has actu-
ally been spent trying to improve
the fish migration since the installa-
tion of the hydropower facilities.
Our numbers show that we [the
Army] have spent about $550 mil-
lion on hatcheries, bypass, lad-
ders, barges, that kind of thing.
And of that, about 85 percent will,
over the course of many years, be
repaid to the U.S. Treasury by the
folks in the region here, through
Bonneville paybacks.

We're currently spending
between $2 million and $5 million
on research, testing and evalua-
tion. Our operation and mainte-
nance measures, which are
directly attributable to the fish
bypass business, run between
$10 million and $15 million a year.
And that new construction we've
been talking about for the fish
bypass facilities will probably run
around $250 million, if you total up
all of the different funding pack-
ages involved in that.

So if you add all that together,
it's a trerendous amount of
money. This represents an awful
lot of effort by not only the Corps,
but by everybody in the region
pulling together. We're really talk-
ing about $1 billion.

| know that the second
a powerhouse at Bonneville
Dam has baen a problem for
the past several years, as far
as fish passage is concerned.
Are there any new develop-
ments?

We're hopeful. Infact, we've
kept the construction funding line
open on Bonneville I, as we call it,
until we can close that problem
out. I would hope that within the

The Corps
fundamentially is not
a regional
organization.
Everything | do has
to be done with a
national purpose

in mind.

next couple of years, we'll be able
to fix that problem, at least know
what the solution is and put it in
place. As this region begins to

see the capability and require-
ment for power reaching a balance,
Bonneville Il is going to be more
and more urgent. We're not run-
ning it at full capability today.

Most reports indicate that
= this year’s water budget
was considered fairly success-
ful. Do you share that feeling?

Yes, | do. Without reservation, |
think the water budget this year
and for that matter, the spill this
year, have both done very, very
well.

There were some rough spots
on the water budget, primarily
things that relate to what we
thought was the agreement and
what others have asked us to do
in the execution of the water
budget this year. At our recent
meeting of what we call the
Mainstem Executive Committee?
| agreed to sit down with the other
interests and try to come up, if we
have to, with a revisitation of the
water budget. | think the consen-
sus was that we don't want to do
that unless it's necessary. | gather
it's been terribly difficult to get as
far as we've gotten with it.

Q Are you comfortable with
athe water budgetas a
measure? Is it something that
you support?

Yes. The Corps signed up to do
it, and we're not in any way trying
to fight the water budget. | think if
there’s an issue of expanding it,
there may be more than the Corps,
there may be other factions that
come into play. And it is being
talked about. There is some dis-
cussion of increasing the amount
of water allocated.

Q Are you now transporting
= fish downriver primarily
in barges? How many barges
do you have?

Volume is primarily by barges.
The Walla Walla District currently
has four barges, and there are
two more under construction,
which will bring us up to just about
the peak of what we think is the
right amount of transported fish.
Construction is running a little
behind schedule. We'd hoped to
use them this season, and | don't
think we will.

Q How many fish have been
atransported?

In the five-year period 1984
through 1988, more than 74 million
fish were transported. To date this
year, we've moved more than 13
million fish. That's an awful lot of
fish. The other thing we do, of
course, is truck some of them. But
that's a much, much smaller vol-
ume than those moved in barges.

Isn’t there some problem
= with certain stocks — such
as summer chinook — that
don’t survive transporting as
well as other stocks?

Yes. A whole lot of research is
going on. | don't think anybody
has yet agreed on, one, what is
the cause of it; and, two, after you
get that, how do we go about
fixing it. If we could decide what's
causing it, then the fix might, hope-
fully, not be too difficult.

“The Mainstem Executive Committee is made
up of policy-level leaders of Northwest fish
and wildlife agencies and utility groups,
chaired and convenead by the Council.
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if the Council’s fish and
o3 Wildlife program were
open today for recommenda-
tions, what kinds of changes
would the Corps recommend?

Well, and I'm speaking person-
ally, | would absolutely like to see
the bypass systems put in place
at every one of our facilities. When
all of that is behind us, we can
concentrate on other things to
enhance the fishery assets of the
region. That alone would be
superb. While I'm not the biggest
customer of the water budget, |
think the water budget has been
successful. | think it's done what it
was putin place to do. | think our
fish transport systems are working
very, very well. The Corps has
been pleased with those.

There are problems you have
alluded to. As for spill as a mea-
sure, personally, | think it clearly
has an effect. But it's so marginally
effective that there is a lot of doubt
about whether it's worthwhile con-
tinuing. And | think everybody
would like to end it if we could get
our bypass systems in place.

How do you feel about the
<= Corps’ current relation-
ship with the Council?

When | came on board here,
the first thing | did was to try to
meet with everybody who had
anything to say to the Corps. And
so | spent two or three months
trying to get in touch with all those
folks, and | found the Council very,
very helpful. Some of the mem-
bers were extremely helpful in
educating me to what some of the
regional concermns were.

How do the Corps and the
Council get along? | think with
great professionalism. There's
certainly a wide range of issues
that still exist, but I've not been
displeased with the Corps'
relationship with the Council at all.
| think the Council’s staff is highly
professional. | found themto be a
superb bunch of people, and cer-
tainly the Council members are.
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You mention there are a

2 = NUMber of issues remain-
ing. You've touched on most,
but what do you see as the key
issues to be dealt with between
the Council and the Corps?

| think once we can get the fish
and wildlife program issues —and
we've talked about almost all of
them—behind us, that really is
going to reduce the tension that's
existed for several years now.
There's almost nothing that | can
think of that's anywhere near as
contentious as that has been.

There are other things that are
going to come along. And the
Corps, as one of the principal
operators of the system and as an
organization which has dollars, is
always going to be asked to con-
tribute to helping solve whatever
problems people identify. Our
ability to do that will increasingly
be challenged by the question of
what is our statutory requirement,
and how is the federal outlay of
those dollars going 1o benefit the
nation.

That’s a key point we haven't
touched on. The Corps fundamen-
tally is not a regional organization.
Everything | do has to be done
with a national purpose in mind. It
makes it difficult in dealing with
what are defined as regional
issues.

it is sometimes difficult to
22« discern whether a view-
point or a reluctance to do
something originates as a
Corps position or as an OMB
position. And | think that
bypass funding was one of
those fuzzy areas.

Oh, it very clearly is. We had a
very nice visit from a deputy assis-
tant secretary of the Army and our
OMB examiner. They came out
here for three days, and met with
everybody that we could putin
the room to talk about the fish
bypass issues. We had the Colum-
bia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commis-
sion, the Columbia Basin Fish and
Wildlife Authority and the Pacific
Northwest Utilities Conference
Committee. We had the Council
members, Bonneville, Bureau of
Reclamation, the whole Northwest
community was there.

It was a very, very good session.
I'm hopeful that OMB has an
understanding from that of what
we're about out here, and that we
can use that meeting as a basis to
go forward on who'’s going to pay
for what, so we can get these
things [bypass] in place. B




.
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Northwesterners bring conservation concepts to New England.

by Carlotta Collette

rmond Cohen likes 1o describe
b the work he’s doing to help

New Englanders save electricity as

the “fourth generation” of energy
conservation programs. Cohen is a
senior atorney with the Conserva-
tion Law Foundation in Boston, Mas-
sachusetts. His organization has
systematically intervened in hear-
ings before utility commissions in
Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts

and Vermont, each time bringing in
expert witnesses from the Pacific
Northwest bearing the news that
energy conservation should be per-
ceived and purchased as a resource,
just like any other source of energy.
Cohen and his new version of the
“civilian conservation corps; a cadre
of staff and consultants borrowed
from the Northwest Power Planning
Council, the Bonneville Power

Administration, Pacific Power and
Light Company; Portland Energy
Conservation, Inc., and other agen-
cies, have been successful in every
case. Most of New England’s major
utilities are now a part of the “fourth
generation” of conservation efforts.
“The first generation came in the
1970s; Cohen explains, “when con-
servation meant waiting in gas lines
and wearing sweaters. The second
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generation occurred a little later,
when California utilities began giv-
ing rebates to customers who saved
energy.

The Northwest Power Planning
Council pioneered the third genera-
tion with big demonstration projects
like Energy Edge' and the Hood
River Conservation Project? Utilities
began to see that conservation is a
resource that should be purchased
like any other resource, not left to
consumers to finance. Northwest
utilities plowed significant ground
by making the first direct invest-
ments in conservation resource
ACquISItIon programs.

“We're the fourth generation,
because we're taking the ideas and
demonstrations you've piloted in
the Northwest,” he says, “and we're
running them full scale. We need
resources now, and you don't”

Threats of power shortages and
consequent blackouts have made
headlines in New England since the
first years of that region’s economic
recovery in the mid-1980s. Left with
bleak prospects by the 19705’ corpo-
rate flight to the “Sunbelt] New En-
gland turned itself around and has
instead been experiencing steady
economic and electrical demand
growth since 1983. Average electrical
use in the region has been growing
faster than 5 percent a vear since
1986, despite industry torecasts that
predicted something closer to 2
percent average growth rates.

Power constraints are already a
reality in the Northeast. New En-
gland’s Federal Reserve Bank has
issued a study of the region’s power
supplies and with it a warning that
current resources could be

"Energy Edge is a design assistance program
sponsored by the Bonneville Power
Administration to help owners and builders of
commercial structures attain high levels of
energy efficiency.

*The Hood River Consetrvation Project was
designed to test the participation rate for a
conservation program where all the costs
were paid for by the utliy. More than 90
percent of the electrically heated homes in
Hood River County. Oregon, were insulated
through the program.

New England could
cut its future energy
requirement by 35 to
57 percent, while
maintaining the same
level of economic
growth and personal
comiort, just by
making recommended
efficiency
improvements.

insufficient to meet needs early in
the 1990s. The utility industry’s
power-needs forecasting entity has
reported that “emergency proce-
dures” may be necessary even this
summer, if weather patterns mirror
last year’s heat wave.

Emergency procedures could
include “brownouts?” where the
utility cuts power output by about 5
percent, and “rolling blackouts,
where power is turned off in one
place and then another so that no
systemwide shutdown occurs.

v imply stated, New England’s
éf’:conomic recovery proved to be a
mixed blessing, The region’s need
for power, particularly at peak-use
times, grew faster than its utilities
could build new power plants and
adequate transmission and distribu-
tion systems. Furthermore, two com-
pleted nuclear power plants (the
region gets 28 percent of its power
from nuclear) have had spotty
records getting up to speed over
public protests and technical
problems.

At least one major utility, New
England Electric System (NEES),
which serves about 1.2 million cus-
tomers in Massachusetts, Rhode
Island and New Hampshire,
announced in 1985 that it intended
to pull its growth rate back to only
about 1.2 percent a year.

New England Electric had led the

I

region in 1979, by releasing its
“NEESPLAN! which called for invest-
ments in conservation and measures
to shift energy consumption from
peak-use periods to other times of
day. (Utilities must build enough
power plants or other resources to
cover the times when most custom-
ers are likely to be drawing on the
system's supplies of power. By shift-
ing some of this peak use, so called
“load management” strategies
reduce the total amount of electric-
ity the utility must be prepared to
deliver at any one time.)

But even with its energy plan,
New England Electric and other
Northeast utilities engaged in only
small, pilot and demonstration con-
servation programs on the assump-
tion that growth would slow and the
power wouldn't be needed.

n 1987, the pace of change picked
up. The Conservation Law Founda-
tion and more than two dozen pub-
lic interest and consumer groups
formed the New England Energy
Policy Council. Their first product
was a plan for New England’s energy
future called Power to Spare.

Fower to Spare pointed out that
New England spends over $7 billion
each year for electricity, at rates that
are 25 percent higher than the
national average. Some of that big
bill was payment for power plants
constructed a decade earlier, con-
tributing substantally to a doubling
of regional electric rates between
1974 and 1985, The threat that the
region might be about to go that
same route and build additional
electricity generating resources led
the council to illustrate the cost
advantages of efficiency over new
generation.
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By the New England council’s
calculations, that region could cut
its future energy requirement by 35
to 57 percent, while maintaining the
same level of economic growth and
personal comfort, just by making
recommended efficiency improve-
ments. If only half the council’s sug-
gestions were taken, the region
would require about 17 percent less
electricity than utilities were predict-
ing. Furthermore, the study found
that it would cost New England’s
utilities between one-quarter and
half as much to “buy” conservation
outright as it would to get the same
amount of power from new conven-
tional power plants.

But Power to Spare also cited
three major obstacles to full

implementation of conservation
programs in New England: lack of
information about new energy sav-
ing technologies; lack of resources
or incentives to purchase conserva-
tion equipment or pay for efficiency
improvements; and lack of utility
action to acquire conserved electric-
ity as a resource.

To tackle these, the Energy Policy
Council proposed an action plan for
New England. Actions focused on
utility-sponsored programs to
design and fund cost-effective
efficiency improvements and load
management measures in both resi-
dences and businesses. Despite the
apparent logic and practicality of
such an agenda, it took a rapid
sequence of events to move the
utilities.

In August 1987, the first voltage
reduction brownouts in New En-
gland in more than a decade sig-
naled problems meeting electricity
demands with existing supplies.
Then between September and
December, armed with Power to
Spare and backed by a team of
energy experts from around the
country (primarily the Pacific North-
west), the Conservation Law Founda-
tion intervened in the first of what
would become a string of rate and
resource acquisition cases.

“Power to Spare was a conceptual
‘shot across the bow’,” says Cohen.
“But, unlike the Pacific Northwest,
we had nothing like the [Northwest
Power] Act to enforce conservation
investments. We needed a legal
forum to gain support”

The Eastern utilities
are now launching
some of the biggest
direct investment
energy-efficiency
projects ever
attempted.

Connecticut

The first forum came in October
1987 in Connecticut. Connecticut
Light and Power Company, New
England’s largest retail utility, had
requested a rate increase and a com-
plementary decrease in its spending
on conservation. The Connecticut
Department of Public Utility Control,
the state’s regulatory commission,
was hearing the rate case.

The Conservation Law Foundation
brought in Dr. Arthur Rosenfeld,
head of building energy-efficiency
research at Lawrence Berkeley Labo-
ratory in California; Tom Foley, man-
ager of resource planning for the
Northwest Power Planning Council;
and Dr. H. Gil Peach, who was then
a conservation manager with Pacific
Power and Light Company in Port-
land, Oregon.

Connecticut Light and Power was
basing its proposed conservation
cutback on the fact that it already
had surplus energy capacity, and
that conservation could be a natural
outcome of market pressures.

“What swung the commission
was Tom Foley arguing that even in
asurplus there’s a lot you can do;
Cohen relates. Foley explained that
some conservation investments had
to be made when buildings are
under construction to gain the best
value and the most savings. He also
described the Northwest'’s experi-
ence with building the capability to
gear up programs when the power
is needed. The further asset of using
low-cost conservation as a means of
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stabilizing energy loads was also
pointed out by Foley.

“Then Gil Peach told the commis-
sion about Pacific Power and Light’s
experience with the Hood River
Conservation Project;” Cohen con-
tinues, “How that utility was paying
for a ‘conservation power plant”
The commission was convinced. It
ordered the Connecticut utility to
nearly double its spending on
conservation, and further ordered
cooperation between the utility and
its adversaries, the Conservation
Law Foundation,

Northeast Utilities, the parent
company of Connecticut Light and
Power, put up an initial $200,000 to
cover expenses for the expert wit-
nesses whose testimony had won
the case for the Conservation Law
Foundation and to keep the wit-
nesses working with utility staff to
design energy saving programs for
the utility’s customer groups. The
Law Foundation was kept separate
from the financial arrangement so
that it could fairly evaluate the util-
ity’s compliance with the commis-
sion’s ruling,

By early summer 1988, the Con-
necticut utility had in place the
mechanisms to operate some of the
most ambitious conservation pro-
grams in the nation.

Massachusetts

Massachusetts entered the picture
in the spring of 1988. The Conserva-
tion Law Foundation brought its
efficiency experts, including addi-
tional Northwesterners, to testify
before the Massachusetts Depart-
ment of Public Utilities. This time,
the group spent two days detailing
the potential energy savings from
conservation programs, describing
ways to manage direct investments
in efficiency and protect utilities’
profit margins, and critiquing exist-
ing Massachusetts conservation
efforts.

While the department was still
considering the arguments for con-

servation, all seven Massachusetts
investor-owned utilities came for-
ward on their own to negotiate
cooperative agreements with the
Law Foundation. The uncommon
collaboration of conservarion
experts from the West and Eastern
utilities was growing. Bringing Mas-
sachusetts in also carried bits of
Rhode Island and New Hampshire’s
energy loads, because the New En-
gland Electric System, one of the
Massachusetts signers, sells 30 per-
cent of its electricity through sub-
sidiary power companies in those
states.

Vermont

By this time, July 1988, Cohen
and the road show of energy experts
were developing major conservation
proposals in Connecticut, Massachu-
setts, Rhode Island and New Hamp-
shire. Only Vermont and Maine still
needed convincing,

Vermont had been on the original
campaign trail when Power to Spare
was first released. The New England
Energy Policy Council had made a
presentation of the study’s findings
to Vermont’s legislative energy com-
mittee. The state’s Public Service
Board followed up by ordering an
investigation into the benefits and
costs of utility investments in conser-
vation.

In July, the conservation team
made an appearance before the
board, and stood for cross examina-
tion by utility representatives. In this
case, the Vermont board questioned
its own authority to order the sort
of cooperation that was taking place
elsewhere in the region, but Ver-
mont’s largest utility, Central Ver-
mont Public Service Company,
decided to work with the conser-
Vationists.

On July 13, 1989, the Public
Service Board announced that it
was ordering all of the state’s utilities
to develop least-cost power plans
and to invest in all cost-effective
conservation available, The board

referred repeatedly to the North-
west's experience. It even carried
over the 10-percent cost advantage
conservation is given over generat-
ing resources when determining
which resources utilities should
invest in first. Another 5 percent was
added to account for “otherwise
unrecognized external costs” of
generating resources.
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Maine

The Conservation Law Founda-
tion had been discussing the virtues
of conservation with Central Maine
Power, the state’s largest utility, since
September 1987 The Foundation
had intervened in a proceeding
before the Maine Public Utility Com-
mission when the power company
had proposed buying 900 megawatts
of energy and capacity from Canada.

No settlement was reached in
1987, so the conservation group
brought in its team of experts. It
took some time, but in January 1989,
the utility commission ruled in favor
of the conservation option, turning
down Maine’s request for power
imports until the utility had quan-
tified the savings it could garner
from efficiency and load manage-
ment programs.

r E today, nearly all of New England’s

utilities are bragging about their
conservation programs. In full page
advertisements, Massachusetts
Electric, Central Vermont Public
Service Corporation and others
declare their “commitment to
conservation” as a “win:win
opportunity”

Rill Ellis, chief executive officer at
Northeast Utilities, has described
his company’s experience in an
article published in Public Utilities
Fortrightly. “Key among the benefits
of the collaborative process,” he
wrote, “was the potential to reduce
dramatically the burdensome
amount of conservation and load
management litigation in future rate
cases and to limit the focus to essen-
tial issues. This process alone;” he
added, “would save the utility signifi-
cant sums in paperwork, cross-
examination, and time ...”

Together, the Eastern utilities are
now launching some of the biggest
direct investment energy-efficiency
projects ever attempted. Projected
savings over the next decade
amount to nearly 20 percent of the
region’s expected power needs
during that period —and this would
be before the programs are fully
implemented.

Lydia Pastuzek, director of
demand planning at New England
Electric System, figures the new
conservation programs and expan-
sion of some existing ones at the
utility could cut their need for new
resources by one-third. “Our
immediate goal is to reduce our

peak load by 300 megawatts by 1991.

We've already achieved 150
megawatts.”

“Negative electricity demand
growth is not an unreasonable
target, even in an economically
robust area such as New England;
suggests a reportt prepared by the
law group.

Cohen freely acknowledges the
debt his group owes the North-
westerners who paved the way for
New England’s turnaround. In fact,
Cohen borrowed Tom Foley from
the Northwest Power Planning
Council for six months to help New
England’s utility managers deter-
mine ways to incorporate conserva-
tion along with more conventional
resources in utility planning.
Cohen’s organization and the
utilities he is now collaborating
with are paying all of Foley’s
expenses as well as reimbursing the
Council for the cost of hiring sup-
port in Foley’'s absence,

For the Council’s part, Foley’'s
half-year assignment in the North-
east will provide experience with
fully implementing and evaluating
conservation programs. “We want to
monitor the heck out of these pro-
grams so there will be impeccable
data] explains Cohen. “When vou
need the power in the Northwest,

we'll share with you our experience
of what worked and what didn't”
Conservation’s fourth generation
is widening and deepening the trail
to tomorrow’s efficiency. Tt shouldn’t
be too long before that expanded
path returns to the Northwest. 8
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by Ruth L. Curtis

here is a stream in Washington’s

Yakima Valley called Wide Hol-
Jow Creek. At one time, it was a
breeding ground for salmon, but in
1869, a dam was built across the
stream to power a grain mill. That
was essentially the end of the fish
run in Wide Hollow:

The local community still uses

the stream’s power to grind grain
into flour, but now the community

also is involved in an effort to return
salmon to the stream. The people at
the mill, those who also use the
stream’s water for irrigation, the
Yakima Indian Nation and the local
school children are all helping in
this effort. Through their efforts,
guided and funded by the Washing-
ton Department of Fisheries, a fish
ladder has been built around the
mill, screens have been placed in
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Northwest volunteers pitch in to protect fish runs.

front of irrigation diversions on the
stream, salmon eggs have been incu-
bated and voung salmon have been
released into the stream. Soon Wide
Hollow Creek again may have a
healthy salmon run.
This is just one example of the

volunteer work going on all over

the Northwest, as folks seek to do
what they can to protect the North-
west's prized fish and wildlife. Volun-
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teer work to protect and enhance
fish and game is a tradition with
America’s grass-root sports and
environmental groups. But state
agencies only recently began linking
this work with their own goals.

The Northwest Power Planning
Council has been looking at this
work and the programs the states
use to encourage it, because linking
these voluntary activities with the
Council’s Columbia River Basin Fish
and Wildlife Program efforts could
help rebuild salmon and steelhead
runs more quickly and at lower
cost. This linkage also could serve
as an educational tool. Involving
Northwest residents directly in
salmon and steelhead enhancement
efforts encourages public awareness
of and support for program efforts.

This kind of teamwork has
worked in British Columbia, which
has one of the oldest and most suc-
cessful volunteer fish recovery pro-
grams. The British Columbia Depart-
ment of Fisheries and Oceans relies
strongly on public support to
achieve the goals of its Salmonid
Enhancement Program. Like the
Council’s fish and wildlife program,
the Canadian program aims to dou-
ble salmon and steelhead runs in
British Columbia. It includes a vigor-
ous effort to cultivate public aware-
ness of the need to conserve salmon
and steelhead and their habitat. Tt
also draws largely on low-cost or
volunteer labor to implement
specific enhancement projects. In
fact, community involvement gives
projects higher priority in the Cana-
dian program.

he Oregon Department of Fish

and Wildlife’s Salmon and Trout
Enhancement Program (STEP) is
patterned after British Columbia’s.
Started in 1981, STEP consists of
eight biologists scattered throughout
the state serving as community
advisors to more than 6,000 volun-
teers. These volunteers dedicate
more than 100,000 hours of their
time to salmon and trout. According
to Richard Berry, STEP’s coordinator,
the program’s philosophy is
“everyone working together to
accomplish one common objective.”

Thanks to STEP, fish
are NOw spawning in
areas where a few
years ago there were
no fish.

The state funds the biologists
who plan and coordinate projects
while the volunteers provide the
muscle and materials. Much of the
funding comes from the com-
munities and industries in the proj-
ect’s area. Berry says they particu-
larly “have a very excellent program
working with most of the timber
companies within the state. They
provide materials if they happen to
have timber sales in the area—
$25,000 or $35,000 worth of
equipment and supplies for some
projects.”

STEP projects come in all sizes
and are located throughout the state.
In one of the smaller efforts, a volun-
teer is incubating fish eggs in 10 to
15 bathtubs in his backyard. When
mature enough, young fish from his
homemade hatchery will be
released into a local stream.

The Upper Clackamas River in
the Willamette Valley was the scene
of one of the larger projects. The
upper Clackamas used to have a
healthy population of Dolly Varden
trout. In recent years, the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife
questioned whether any Dolly Var-
den were still surviving in the river,
but the department lacked the man-
power to conduct a complete stream
survey. Volunteers were the solution.

This summer, boy scouts and
others, armed with thermometers
and trained by STEP coordinators,
surveyed the river for the most
likely locations of any remaining
trout. These specific locations will
be checked out later by fish and
wildlife staff.

STEP is also working with over
100 schools, where students incu-
bate eggs in aquariums. “All the
classes in the school tend to become
involved with the project —writing,

social science and math, not just
biology, says Berry. “The big day is
the release day when everyone
comes out, Each school hatches
only a small number of eggs, but
the children are learning the value
of those fish and the value of clean,
clear water”

Families, scout troops, schools,
sports enthusiasts and other groups
all have become involved with STEP
projects. STEP biologists try to tailor
the projects to the activity needs of
the volunteers. The Oregon Depart-
ment of Fish and Wildlife provides
lists of needed projects, or volun-
teers can develop their own. The
biologists work with the volunteers
to ensure that the projects dovetail
with the department’s longer-term
plans.

Thanks to STEP, fish are now
spawning in areas where a few years
ago there were no fish, reports
Wayne Bowers, the STEP biologist
in the Portland, Oregon, area. The
educational aim of STEP has been
particularly successful. People have
a better understanding of why
streams need to be protected.

Bowers says that when people
see a bulldozer working by a stream,
“they yell, and the phone starts ring-
ing at the department. They want to
be sure that the stream is not dam-
aged. People also now appear at
planning commission hearings,
asking questions about how a pro-
posed development will affect
nearby streams’”

7ashington’s Volunteer Fisheries
Resource Program is similar to
STEP, but there are a few differences.
The Washington program is split
between two departments. The
Washington Department of Fisheries
deals with salmon projects, and the
Washington Department of Wildlife
deals with steelhead and trout.
These departments have smaller
staffs than the Oregon program, and
the money is funneled directly to
the projects.

Rich Kolb, program manager for
the Department of Fisheries, says
their goal is to try to get as many
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people working together as is possi-
ble within the community: “A lot of
times we start out with one indi-
vidual or small group; he says, “and
we try to help and encourage them
to work with others in their commu-
nity, so that it becomes not just ‘my
project’ but a communitywide proj-
ect” This community involvement
can be seen in the Wide Hollow
Creek project.

“We don't care how big or how
little a project is;” Kolb reports. “If
people want to get involved, we
want to help them in whatever way
we can —whether it's engineering,
pathology or habitat work. We'll
give them expertise and whatever
money the budget allows”

Through the program, many
schools are involved in incubating
fish eggs and releasing the fish into
streams. “These projects are gener-
ally fairly small} reports Kolb. “But
this year, volunteers in Washington

released 95,000 pounds of fish. How-
ever, the long-term goal is getting
the kids to know the value of water
quality; so that when they get older
they will make decisions that benefit
the environment and the resource’”
As in Oregon, the projects are
closely watched to ensure that well-
intentioned people don't damage
the existing habitat and fish popula-
tions. To protect the genetic integrity
of existing runs, everyone who
wants to raise fish has to apply to
the state and be approved. Each
application is reviewed by the
department’s salmon specialists for
disease and genetic considerations,
bv habitat experts to see if the pro-
posed release river or stream is
being managed for wild or hatchery
stocks, and by fish harvest personnel

Oregon STEP volunteers clip fins of tiny coho
salmon to mark them for research and counting
purposes before releasing them.
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to see how the adult fish will fit in
with harvest patterns.

“We try very hard not to turn
down anyone who wants to do
something, says Kolb. “However,
we may have to modify the project
some. But if they want to do some-
thing, we want to help them”

—_—

1e states of [daho and Montana
don’t have such formal programs
to use volunteers as Oregon and
Washington, but the fish and game
organizations in those states are
eager to help volunteers. Montana’s
Department of Fish, Wildlife and
Parks doesn’t have the money to
develop a large volunteer program,
but the regional offices do rely on
local sports groups for some small
projects. For example, on a stream
near Kalispell where livestock were
damaging the habitat of migrating
fish, the Flathead Wildlife Federation
recently installed fencing to keep
cattle away from the stream banks.

Idaho also is aware that there is a
largely untapped resource available.
As in other states, local sports
groups and others are interested in
doing all they can to protect and
enhance Idaho’s fish and wildlife.
Some use has been made of the
volunteers, but not in any formal
fashion. This is changing, however.
The Idaho Legislature recently
approved money for a staff person
to coordinate volunteer efforts, and
that person began working on July 1.

According to Oregon’s Richard
Berry, the key to the success of these
fish recovery programs is each vol-
unteer’s own project. “Each volun-
teer looks at it as a contribution to
the state and the people of the state,
and it’s one that they are very proud
of,” he explains.

Tom Trulove, Council chairman,
agrees that these programs are valu-
able to the Northwest. “As long as
people have a high enough level of
interest to donate their time to make
these things happen, and as long as
agencies are able to provide expert
knowledge and resources, this work
is going to have a mgjor beneficial
environmental impact on the future
of our region”

photograph courtesy of Oregon STEP



isitors to Idaho’s famed Salmon
River are greeted by steep
forested walls and the breathtaking
beauty of this wild area. Idaho's
o o R R history books come alive with tales
Re aln n hablt a‘t ln of the river. Lewis and Clark floated
p g its exhilarating rapids. Tts big fish
I d h ’ attracted Indians; its wildlife
a O S attracted trappers and hunters.
M - Miners traveled great distances hop-
Sa I mOn Rlver Su bbaSI n ing to scratch the river’s bank and
find gold, silver and instant fortune.
But all the intriguing history took
artoll on the river and its tributaries.
Miners left tons of eroded soil and
gravel behind in their quest for ore.
Cattle grazing caused further ero-
‘ sion, as did road construction.
Eight hydropower dams were
- built on the Columbia River
between the Salmon River and
the Pacific Ocean. By 1980, what
was once one of the prime spawn-
ing and rearing areas for wild
chinook and steelhead in the
Northwest was slowly coming to
an end.
In the past, Bear Valley Creek, a
| major tributary of the Middle Fork
 of the Salmon River, was one of the
srincipal spawning and rearing
streams for wild spring chinook in
the Salmon River and possibly in
the entire Columbia River system.
Over the vears, increased
sedimentation caused a general
degradation of the habitat. Spawning
riffles were covered with lavers of
fine soils, while rearing pools,
important to salmon and steethead
trout up to and including the pre-
smolt stage, filled in with sand. The
major cause of the problem was a
placer mine, active during the mid-
1950s, which deposited over the
subsequent vears approximately

by Karen Nelson
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500,000 cubic meters of sediment
into Bear Valley Creek.

Members of the Shoshone-
Bannock Indian Tribes have fished
in Bear Valley Creek for salmon
from aboriginal tmes to 1978, Since
then, the tribes have voluntarily
ceased fishing in the stream as a
conservation effort. But, their etforts
alone could not bring back the
declining wild stock.

n 1982, the Northwest Power Plan-
ning Council listed the stream as a
candidate for a habitat improvement
project in its Columbia River Basin
Fish and Wildlite Program. The
Council was aware of the Shoshone-
Bannock interests and wreaty rights
on the stream and called on the
Bonneville Power Administration to
fund the enhancement project, with
the tribes as project sponsor. Bonne-
ville funded the project as an “off-
site mitigation” effort, meaning it
makes up for impacts caused by
Columbia and Snake river hydro-
electric projects on anadromous
fish stocks.

“The eroded stream banks have
almost been repaired. The planted
vegetation in some areas just needs
to grow, reports Charlie Perrosky;
fisheries staft biologist for the Idaho
Department of Fish and Game,

The sediment from the mine,
which affected fish habitat down-
stream, has now been cleaned up,
according to Petrosky, Bear Valley
Minerals Inc, the private land-
owner, endorsed the project and
signed easements for the feasibility
study and construction efforts to
speed up the enhancement project.
According to Petrosky, private lands
and US. Forest Service land were
fenced to protect the stream from

By 1980, what was
once one of the
prime spawning and
rearing areas for wild
chinook and
steelhead in the
Northwest was
slowly coming to

an end.

erosion from nearby cattle.

In another part of the subbasin,
explosives were used to lower the
height of a 9-foot high natural rock
fall, which partially blocked
upstream passage by adult chinook.
Boulder Creek, which enters the
Little Salmon River, supported
spawning and rearing of summer
steelhead and spring chinook.
Steelhead apparently were able to
pass the falls, but chinook couldn't.
Portions of the solid granite sill were
removed to provide a “stair-step-
ping” of two drops of about 4 to 5
feet, with adequate jumping pools
below each drop.

in other projects in the Salmon
River Subbasin, irrigation diversions
have been constructed; small dams
have been built to increase gravel
bars and pools; streams have been
fenced to keep livestock out and
prevent erosion; grass and shrubs
have been allowed to regrow; and
trees have been planted near stream-
beds to provide shade and cool
water in the summer.

The lower Yankee Fork, part of
the upper Salmon River country,
flows unnaturally straight, restrained
into narrow channels by barren

dredge tilings. Its capacity to nur-
ture salmon and steelhead was
greatly reduced by miners who
began arriving in the early 1870s.

Before long, small-scale panning
became quartz-rock mines deep in
the mother lode, with mills that
crushed tons of ore, leached the
gold out with mercury and shipped
millions of dollars in bullion to out-
of-state owners. Other prospectors
dug huge holes in the mountain-
sides, which quickly eroded the
fragile soil. All the mines were broke
by the ¢arly 1900s.

The Yankee Fork saw another
boom time from 1940 to 1953. Gold
prospectors this time used a large
dredge that could dig 18 cubic yards
a minute. Except for the years of
World War 11, the dredge was con-
stantly active, displacing 6 million
cubic yards of streambed in order
to remove about $1 million in gold
and silver at a cost of nearly §2 mil-
lion. The Snake River Mining Com-
pany, a subsidiary of Silas Mason
Company of New York, had a net
foss of over $700,000.

But the biggest loss to many was
the salmon fishery. According to the
Idaho Department of Fish and
Game's 1965 analysis: “In 1941, due
1o excessive siltation caused by gold
dredging operation ... the Yankee
Fork [is] of very little value to salmon
. In 1957, the stream was closed to
salmon fishing”

Nonetheless, chinook continued
o come back to the Yankee Fork to
spawn. Spawning gravels were still
in good supply, but few smolts were
surviving because of the lack of
sufficient rearing areas. Afier the
mainstern dams were constructed,
fewer and fewer spawning fish swere
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found. In 1980, none were
documented.

Imost 100 vears after Yankee Fork's
almon runs were in trouble, help
arrived. The Council included the
stream in its fish and wildlife pro-
gram. It, too, was targeted for off-site
enhancement for anadromous fish
losses caused by development and

operation of the Columbia River
Basin hvdropower svstem. In 19853,
the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, the
Idaho Department of Fish and Game
and the Challis National Forest
began restoring the fish habitat with
funding from the Bonneville Power
Administration.

More than 30 adjacent ponds
have been connected to the stream

and now provide excellent juvenile
salmon habitat. They also compen-
sate for the lack of natural stream
meandering. Since the ponds
already existed, minimal construc-
tion was needed. The current ponds
require little maintenance, and
biologists say about 200 additional
adult salmon each vear can now
return to the upper Salmon River
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for both sport and tribal fishing,.

“Spring chinook do well in pond
water, so this solution worked. The
Yankee Fork can now rear an addi-
tional 25,000 salmon smolts. About
five times that number of fry can be
stocked in the ponds and left to
forage on natural food; says
Petrosky:

In 1987, the Council adopted a
goal of doubling the numbers of
salmon and steelhead adults in the
Columbia Basin. In order to meet
this goal, the Council has funded
the Columbia Basin Fish and
Wildlife Authority to prepare recom-
mendations for a systemwide plan.

Thirty-one subbasins within the
Columbia Basin will be evaluated to
determine the numbers and stocks
of salmon and steelhead that can be
produced. The fishery agencies and
tribes, which make up the Basin
Authority, are developing these

plans with the assistance of public
and technical advisory committees.
Two dozen different entities are
involved. Once completed and
amended into the program, system
planning will provide the direction
for future action in the basin. The
Salmon River area is one of the
subbasin plans released for public
comment.

While many await the outcome of
system planning, the biologists for
the habitat enhancement projects in
the Salmon River area are waiting to
see if these initial restoration proj-
ects will succeed as planned.

Habitat enhancement in the Salmon
River is only part of the solution.
Once the juveniles begin their jour-
ney to the ocean, they have to be
able to avoid the turbines at eight
different dams and survive the
increased water temperature,
decreased flows and predators in
the reservoirs.

Mining operations left tons of sediment lining
the shores of Bear Valley Creek.

“Success now depends on improv-
ing downstream passage survival of
the juveniles,” says Petrosky. “That
means getting the bypass screens
built around the dams and increased
flows in the spring”

The Council is the first to agree
that these measures are key to
rebuilding Idaho’s runs.
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Puget Sound Power & Light Company of Bellevue,
Washington, received the 1989 Edison Award for
innovative customier outreach and special community
programs.

The award, considered the utility industryv's highest
honor, is given annually to a utility that best serves as a
model for other companies in service to customers.
The Edison Electric Institute, 4 trade group that repre-
sents the nation’s investor-owned utilities, gave the
award to Puger at the group’s annual meeting, held last

June in Portland, Oregon. [Source: Usited Press Internia-

tioncil, 6/8/89)

Portland General Electric Company last summer
celebrated its 100th year of service in Oregon. The
utility first delivered electricity to Portland in June 1889,
generating it 14 miles away at Willamette Falls in Ore-
gon City. That made Portland the first city in the country
to have its streets lit as a result of the long-distance
transmission of power,

That power was relatively expensive, however. Cus-
tomers paid about 20 cents a kilowatt-hour in 1899,
four times the average price today, calculated in 1988
dollars, [Source: Portland General Electric, 6/89]

Utilities in Oregon will have to evaluate the environ-
mental impacts of producing power from new generat-
ing plants or purchasing energy.

Under a new order made by the Oregon Public
Utilities Commission, utilites have 1o submit least-cost
plans that look at all known resources — including con-
servation — when thev contemplate future energy
needs, and to choose the least costly means to meet
that demand. The order specifically directs utilities to
consider “external costs; meaning costs to society that
utilities and ratepayers don’t currently pay, when plan-
ning for new resources.

While Idaho and Washington require that investor-
owned utilities draw up least-cost plans, the order
makes Oregon the first state in the country to require
explicitly that utilities evaluate environmental and other
costs when they plan for new sources of power.
[Source: Oregon Insider, 6/9/89]

The number of sunmer steelhead returning to the
Willamette River during the first five months of 1989
was the lowest in six years.

By May 31 of this year, only 2,179 summer steelhead
had returned to Willamette Falls. That's less than one-
fifth the number that returned by that date the vear
before and represents the lowest count since 1983.

Fisheries experts speculate that this vear’s low count
results from extremely low and warm water in spring
1987, when young salmon returning this vear as adults
migrated to the sea. [Source: The (Portland) Oregorian,
6/28/89]

Negotiators from the United States and Taiwan this
summer agreed to regulaie the Taiwanese driftnet
fleet in the North Pacific Ocean.

The agreement is the first step to control the wide-
spread use of drifinets in the North Pacific. Fishing
fleets from Taiwan, Japan, Korea and other Far Eastern
countries equipped with huge driftnets as long as 10
miles have indiscriminarely killed North American
salmon, porpoises, dolphins and sea birds in interna-
tional waters, environmentalists and US. fishing groups
charge,

The agreement will allow the United States to place
observers on Taiwanese boats and place transmitters
on 10 percent of Taiwan's drifinet fleet this vear and on
100 percent next year, so every boat can be tracked by
.S, satellites.

The agreement also requires that the catch must be
unloaded at Tawianese ports, even if it has first been
transferred at-sea onto cargo boats. Moreover, cargo
vessels that receive fish caught in driftnets must have
satellite transmitters. Cargo boats have been accused of
smuggling Taiwan-caught salmon 1o Singapore, where
it is sold to buvers from Thailand and Europe. [Source:
Seattle (Washington) Post-intelligenicer. 7/1/39)

The Northwest's newest hydroelectric turbine and
generator will have “Made in China” signs attached to
them.

The Dong Feng Electrical Machinery Works in
China’s Sichuan Province last sumimer won a bid to
build a $1.168 million turbine and generator for the
Northern Wasco County (Oregon) People’s Utility Dis-
trict. That equipment should be delivered in October
to a hydropower facility the utility district is installing ar
the north shore fishway of The Dalles Dam on the
Columbia River.

Dong Feng won the job against four other bidders,
all owned by non-US. manufacturers. When thev go
online in 1991, the company’s turbine and generator
will supply enough power for about 2,500 households.
[Source: The (Portand) Oregoniar, 7/6/89)]

— Compiled by Gordon Lee
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Seprember 4-6 — “Electric Plants in
the Greenhouse” Fifth NARLUC
Riesearch and Development
Seminar, sponsored by National
Association of Regukmory Uility
Commissioners, in Coeur dAalene,
[kaho. For more infornmation:
Boh Smith, Idahao Public Utilities
Commission, Seaelouse Mail,
Boise, Idaha 83712,

September 12-14 = "Enengy
Strategies for the 90s; the 11th
annual industrial energy tech-
nology conference in Houaston,
Texas, held in conjunction with
the Gulf Coast Copeneration
Association Exposition. For more
information: Texas ASM Univer-
sity, Department of Mechanical
Engineering, College Station,
Texas 77843,

Scprember 13-14 = Nonhwes
Power PFlanming Council meeting
ar the Holiday Inn in Coeur
dalene, Idaho

Idaho

Moy Power Fanning Councl
Semietuouse Mail

150 et Siaie

B, [ictabo 84720

Tebephone: 206-134-2054

Cosanca] hermibers

Jamnes. Gaallier, vioe diuirmaen

Rodbert Saxvike

Montana

Moribrwest Power Planaing Conencil
Capikd Stataod

Halema, Monkra 556200
Tedephone: Sr-a44-5552

Comainca| Meinlbsers

Jobin Brenden
Stan Grace

September 1819 —“Wild Trouwt 1V,

September 24-27 = "Windpower

October 5 =—5almon and Steelhead

Cctober 11-12 — Northwest PFower

CALENDAR

held in Yellomestone National Park,
AMammoth, Wyoming. For mone
informeation: Frank B Richardson,
404-331-3588 o Gardner Grant
DH-23-5555

B9 the American Wind Energy
Association’s annual meeting in
San Franciscn, Califoenis. Spon-
sored by the American Wing
Energy Association and the 115
Department of Energy. For more
information: American Wind
Energy Associgion, T03-270-8334.

Rownd Table in Portland, Oregon
Spomsored by the Northwest
Power Planning Council.

Planning Council meeting in
Spokane, Washington

Oregon

mofiTaes Poser Plenning Cosncs
00 5% Fish Avenue

Ponkind, Oregon 97201
Telephone: $03-129.5]7]

Coxing| Member:

Tied Hallosck

st Power IPlannbng Councdl
] Pigeon Hiodloe: Road South
Saleen Cinegion 97502

Teleplone: S03-30--8520

Comincil Member

Sorma Paulss

Central Office

Seorbrwest Fooeer Plmniig Counctl
B5] W Sawth, Sisite 1100

Taarkard, Orepon 97104
Telephone: 502225100

Toll Free: [-800-222-3355

i 1-80F §53-23d | i Crrwgon |
Executive [hrector: Echwvand Shaeets
Infemation Darecior; Dudoy Maliis

MNovember B-9— MNorthmest Power
Planning Council meeting at the
Blest Western Colongal Innin
Helema, Montan

December 13-14 — MNorthwes
Powwer Planning Cournci]l meeting
i Crregon

A more detailed cabendar of
Coundcil commiree meetings and
consulations is carried cach
month in Epdare! See order form
o1 kel cover,

Comyfrified by Ricth L Crertis

NORTHWEST POWER PLANNING COUNCIL MEMBERS

Washington

Morireest Poever Planning Counl
NhEngson Seate Ererps Ciifice
B Lo W, 5 E

Ohmpia, Washirggon $6504
Telephone: 206-580-R067

ol Mepnbeer

K. Tood Baodnigper

Konhwest Power Planning Coandil
Anclessony Hall o 3548

Morth Mineh and Eim Swresis

POy Box B

ERiemes, W bt Sk
Telephone: S09-350-7352

Council Aember

Tom Trulone, chaloman

18 purhliaSend e-rfumilih Bn ihe Ssaitboey Fosse Pl
niig Coumcil B85 5W Seaik, Sujle [I00, Porbsd, O
o VTN Hoprinding is cncosstaged. Phrise orrolid the
NMorihwesi Prmaer Plineing Council

The Sarismersd Fyerd
B -
a el elecinic wosgs §
Paanryille Pomicr Addarislfdllom, ergiliiniziing ousl

Executive Edlites: Carloiza Colleite
At DHrecion Steplee Sisser
Lclibesrbal Pesiask Hialki Cainis,
CGordon Lese, Dulay Mahar
Prosbuicton: Marty Toadd

piSecisiy puitectlon and pereealile s e
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O (w0-24) Propuosed Rube reganding Wildlife Mingagion
Revised Diyraft Subbasin Plans for sress shove Bonneville Dam (specify river system )

D Hasl Biver
O Fefeen Mile Croek

Dy b Chied foseph Dam
0 Liztde Whine Salmion River and Big Whate Hiver

w Ree v clreyt spshdasin plooris for saroaes belosr Boerrnen ilfe Dot 1ol be o cilondde

O 196 Nonowest Power Flan
O 1997 Columbia River Hasin Fish and Wikdlde Program

O 1989 Annual Repont to Congress

Mailing Lists
PMlease acld my mame 1o the hhhmm(mmm:ﬁ&
Im;hﬂmmmmm

O Nornbueest Evvergey News (this bimonthly magasine )

mmwzxmmmm st the Comsnicl meeting
Dmm puhlh:rmmﬂmdamd:&hdmhﬂﬂhutﬂ}

Fame

Crrgandzition
Street
Cirv/StateZip

{ Or call Judi Hertz at the Council's central office, 503-222-5161, wll free 1-800-222.3355 in
ra i Washington, or 1H0=452-2424 i Oregon, )




