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To Congress and the citizens of the Pacific Northwest: 

In Fiscal Year 2006, the Council issued the first electricity resource adequacy standard for the 
Northwest, a standard that will guide Northwest utilities and Bonneville Power Administration to 
ensure that the electricity supply remains affordable and reliable.  The Council also began work 
with regional utilities and Bonneville to ensure that the region’s rapidly developing supply of 
wind power is integrated into the baseload power supply in a manner that does not erode the 
reliability of the regional transmission system or the power supply. 

In 2006, the Council also supervised the solicitation and independent scientific review of more 
than 500 project proposals to implement the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program, 
which is designed to mitigate the impacts of hydropower dams on fish and wildlife.  For the first 
time, beginning in Fiscal Year 2007, projects will be funded for three years at a time.  This will 
provide project sponsors more surety about funding, and it also will provide the opportunity for 
projects to demonstrate progress toward objectives consistent with priorities identified in 
subbasin-specific plans adopted by the Council in 2005. 

The Council provides Northwest citizens an opportunity unique in the nation to participate in and 
influence decision-making regarding the region’s electricity supply and Columbia River Basin 
fish and wildlife.  Through implementation of its performance-based fish and wildlife program, 
and through the careful and collaborative development of regional energy policy, the Council 
continues to ensure that Northwest electricity ratepayers enjoy the benefits of the low-cost 
federal hydropower system while responsibly addressing the impacts of the system on fish and 
wildlife populations, which have economic and cultural importance to the region. 

I am pleased to submit this report on the Council’s major activities in Fiscal Year 2006. 

 Sincerely,  

               Tom Karier, 
           Chair, 2006 
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The Council, known until 2003 as the North-
west Power Planning Council, is an agency 
of the states of Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and 

Washington and was created as an interstate compact 
agency by the legislatures of the four states consistent 
with the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning 
and Conservation Act of 1980.  The Council’s first 
meeting was in April 1981.

The Northwest Power Act gives the Council three 
distinct responsibilities:  1) to assure the region an 
adequate, efficient, economical, and reliable electric 
power supply; 2) to prepare a program to protect and 
enhance fish and wildlife in the Columbia River Basin 
affected by the development and operation of the Co-
lumbia River hydrosystem; and 3) to inform the Pacific 
Northwest public about energy and fish and wildlife 
issues and involve the public in decision-making.  This 
annual report is organized around the Council’s three 
key responsibilities.

The Power Act created a special relationship 
between the Council and the federal agencies that 
operate and sell the electricity generated at dams in 
the Columbia River Basin.  The administrator of the 
Bonneville Power Administration, the federal power 
marketing agency that sells the output of the Federal 
Columbia River Power System (a system of 31 fed-
eral dams and one non-federal nuclear power plant) is 
required to make decisions in a manner consistent with 
the Council’s Northwest Power Plan and its Columbia 

River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program.  Other federal 
agencies with responsibilities for dams (the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, and 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission) are required 
to take the Council’s Power Plan and Fish and Wildlife 
Program into account at every relevant stage of deci-
sion-making to the fullest extent practicable.

To put it simply, the Council’s legal responsibility 
is to determine how the Columbia Basin hydrosystem 
has adversely affected fish and wildlife, to develop 
and oversee a program to address those effects through 
protection and mitigation recommendations, and to do 
all of this in a highly public manner.  The federal agen-
cies operating the system have legal responsibilities to 
implement or take into account the Council’s recom-
mendations.

 There are eight Council members, two from each 
state, appointed by the governors.  A list of Council 
members and their office locations is at the end of this 
report.

The Council has its headquarters in Portland.  
Council member offices are located in Boise, Idaho; 
Portland, Astoria, and Milton-Freewater, Oregon; Hel-
ena, Montana; and Vancouver and Spokane, Washing-
ton. 

 The Northwest Power and Conservation Council
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The Regional Dialogue on the Future Role of 
Bonneville 

Discussions in the region about the future role of 
the Bonneville Power Administration in Northwest 
power supply began following the 1996 Comprehen-
sive Review of the Northwest Energy System.  The 
Comprehensive Review was an effort initiated by the 
governors of Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Washington 
to ensure that Northwest citizens would benefit from 
electricity industry competition while also continuing 
to enjoy the benefits of the Federal Columbia River 
Power System.  Participants in the Comprehensive Re-
view reached agreement on a path forward.  However, 
little progress was made in implementing the recom-
mendations.

In 2003, the governors issued recommendations on 
protecting Columbia River Basin fish and wildlife and 
preserving the benefits of the Federal Columbia River 
Power System.  Among those recommendations, the 
governors asked the Council and Bonneville to reini-
tiate discussions in the region about the future 
role of Bonneville.

In 2006, these renewed discussions, which 
came to be known as the Regional Dialogue, 
resulted in draft policy proposals by Bonneville.  
Following a public comment period, Bonneville 
planned to make a final decision on the Regional 
Dialogue policy proposals in January 2007.  The poli-
cies would be implemented beginning in 2011.

In its comments to Bonneville, the Council noted 
the general consistency of the Regional Dialogue 
proposals with the Council’s Fifth Northwest Power 
Plan and also commended Bonneville for committing 
to acquire its share of the conservation and renewable 
resources in the plan.

In its proposal, Bonneville would limit its sales 
of firm power at its lowest-cost rates to an amount 
equal to the firm capability of the Federal Columbia 
River Power System and would charge a higher tiered 
rate for increments of power service above that.  The 
proposal also calls for 20-year power sales contracts.  
Both of these proposals are similar to recommenda-
tions of the 1996 Comprehensive Review.

Bonneville proposes to provide rate relief to the 
residential and small farm customers of investor-
owned utilities—an important rate-leveling require-
ment of the Northwest Power Act of 1980.  In its com-
ments, the Council encouraged investor-owned utilities 
and public utilities to reach a financial settlement of 
their residential exchange rights. 

  
 
 

 
 
 
 

Power Planning
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The exact form and amount of these settlements is a 
matter of equity for agreement among utilities and 
state regulators, the Council commented.

Bonneville commits in its proposal to continue ac-
quiring energy conservation and renewable resources, 
and the Council urged Bonneville to be consistent with 
the other resource priorities in the Council’s Power 
Plan, if additional resource acquisition is necessary.   
The Council also asked Bonneville for a clear com-
mitment to implement the Council’s Fish and Wildlife 
Program as part of Bonneville’s stewardship obliga-
tions.

Bonneville proposes a range of options for provid-
ing electricity or cash to Bonneville’s direct-service 
customers, which primarily are aluminum smelters.  
The proposal also seeks public comments on an ele-
ment of the president’s Fiscal Year 2007 budget that 
provides that Bonneville would use any surplus power 
sales (net secondary) revenues in a given year above 
$500 million to make early payments to the U.S. Trea-
sury.  The intent would be to give Bonneville financial 
flexibility to invest in energy infrastructure, energy 
conservation, and fish and wildlife protection.  In its 
comments, the Council reiterates its opposition to the 
budget proposal because of its potential adverse effects 
on Bonneville’s rates and on the regional economy.  
The Council notes that Bonneville has voluntarily 
made early payments on its debt as part of an integrat-
ed business plan for coordinating financial reserves, 
power rates, and Treasury repayment.

Bonneville’s policy proposals are consistent with 
many of goals for the Regional Dialogue in the Coun-
cil’s Fifth Northwest Power Plan, including:

• Preserve and enhance the benefits of the FCRPS for  
  the Northwest
• Not increase and, preferably, reduce the risk to  the 
  U.S Treasury and taxpayers 
• Achieve an equitable sharing of the benefits of   
  the federal power system 

• Develop and maintain widespread support for the 
  federal system and reduce conflicts within the region
• Align the costs and benefits of access to federal 
  power
• Maintain and improve the adequacy and reliability 
  of the Northwest power system
• Make clear who will be responsible for meeting 
  load growth and on what terms
• Provide clear signals regarding the value of 
  new energy resources
• Lessen Bonneville’s exposure to market risk
• Lessen Bonneville’s impact on the market
• Satisfy Bonneville’s responsibilities for conservation 
  and renewable resource development
• Satisfy Bonneville’s responsibilities with respect 
  to fish and wildlife; and
• Accomplish all these goals efficiently and at as low 
as possible a cost to the region’s consumers 

If Bonneville adopts the policies as presented for 
public comment, this would be a landmark in regional 
energy policy and would fundamentally change the 
relationship between Bonneville and its customer utili-
ties for the first time since passage of the 1980 North-
west Power Act.

Electricity Generating Resource Adequacy 

The West Coast energy crisis of 2000 and 2001 
dramatically demonstrated the value of an adequacy 
standard for the electricity supply—and the volatil-
ity that can result without one.  “Resource adequacy” 
means having enough electricity to avoid blackouts, 
brownouts, and exposure to unacceptably high power 
prices in the wholesale power market.

Today, as electricity ratepayers continue to pay 
for the high-priced power utilities had to buy during 
the crisis, the Council, Bonneville Power Administra-
tion, and Northwest utilities are working to develop a 
resource adequacy standard.  The standard would be 
voluntary, but the Council would use it in its energy 
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planning and Bonneville might incorporate it into its 
power sales contracts.  With regionwide agreement on 
what constitutes an adequate power supply, utilities 
that grow short of power would face pressure from 
other utilities to fix the problem.  The goal of estab-
lishing a standard is to be able to assess the regional 
power supply and demand and take action if it appears 
another energy crisis is developing.

In 2000, there was no West Coast standard for 
power system adequacy.  The Western Electricity Co-
ordinating Council, which coordinates electric system 
reliability in North America west of the Continental 
Divide, had a standard for capacity—a recommenda-
tion for reserve power to meet sudden, short-term 
spikes in demand—but not a West-wide standard for 
long-term power system adequacy.

This proved to be problematic, as there was little 
warning of an impending crisis of long-term supply 
and demand.  By mid-2000, demand for electricity 
had been increasing steadily on the West Coast but 
the power supply had not kept pace.  Utility by utility 
throughout the interconnected power generation and 
transmission grid, some had an adequate long-term 
power supply and others did not.  Systemwide, the gap 
between demand and supply was widening.  Together, 
the gap plus California’s then-failing wholesale power 
market, and a drought in the Pacific Northwest that 
reduced the hydropower supply, sent wholesale power 
prices throughout the West rocketing to 10 times the 
normal price, and higher.  Prices didn’t approach nor-
mal again for about seven months, until June of 2001, 
and by then the damage was done.  Consumers faced 
double-digit rate increases to pay for the expensive 
wholesale power their utilities had to purchase, and 
many businesses and industries foundered on the high 
cost of power.  Some failed.

In 2003, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion concluded in a report on the causes of California’s 
problems that a reduced supply of Northwest hydro-

power, along with manipulation of the California 
market by energy traders, played a role.  According to 
Congressional testimony by Pat Wood, then chairman 
of FERC: “… for the first two years of its operation, 
the California market performed well and saved the 
state’s customers billions of dollars.  But after the Pa-
cific Northwest could no longer provide abundant sup-
plies of low-cost hydropower to the regional market, 
the effects of too little infrastructure and inefficient 
market rules adversely affected wholesale prices.”

Hydropower from the Northwest propped up the 
power supply in California, and perhaps elsewhere in 
the West, essentially taking the place of power plants 
that should have been built but were not.  As the hy-
dropower supply dried up, prices jumped up to levels 
never seen before.  For weeks on end in early 2001 the 
wholesale price hovered above $200 per megawatt-
hour—compared to $30 or less before the crisis.

In response, both FERC and California regulators 
recommended a resource adequacy standard for the 
state to ensure that the power supply remains adequate.  
Others, including the Council, were thinking along 
the same line.  Resource adequacy is a key element of 
the Council’s Fifth Northwest Power Plan, which the 
Council began developing in the wake of the power 
crisis and completed in December 2004.

The Power Plan recognizes that hydropower is 
the largest single source of electricity in the North-
west, and that the Bonneville Power Administration 
is the largest single supplier of electricity—most of it 
hydropower.  Most of the hydropower sold to utili-
ties in California and the desert Southwest is sold by 
Bonneville and is surplus to Northwest needs.  The 
Northwest and Southwest are linked by high-voltage 
transmission lines and regularly share power—this oc-
curred to a limited extent even during the energy crisis.  
The Power Plan recognizes this interdependence in 
proposing the collaborative development of a volun-
tary resource adequacy standard.  According to the 
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plan:  “This is not merely a regional issue, because the 
Northwest is part of an interconnected Western system.  
This means the region must work with other inter-
ests in the West to develop a system that will assure 
adequacy, recognize the legitimate differences within 
the West, and ensure that all of the responsible enti-
ties bear their share of the responsibility.  The region 
should address these issues soon.”

While the Western Electricity Coordinating Coun-
cil works to establish a West-wide resource adequacy 
standard, the Council is implementing two action items 
in the Fifth Power Plan:  One is to establish reporting 
standards for assessing power system adequacy, and 
the other is to include the consideration of risk—the 
risk of exposure to unacceptably high power prices, 
for example—in integrated resource planning.  To that 
end, the Council and Bonneville established the Pacific 
Northwest Resource Adequacy Forum to develop a 
resource adequacy standard for the region.  The Forum 
has nearly 90 members who represent utilities, utility 
associations, electricity consumer groups, and others. 

In January 2006, the Forum issued a paper with its 
proposal for a standard.  The standard proposed by the 
Forum consists of a metric (a unit of measurement) 
and target (a measurable amount or value) for both 
energy and capacity.

The Council accepted public comments on the 
energy standard through April and then approved it 
in May.  The capacity standard required more time to 
develop.  The Council planned to release a proposal in 
September and consider approval later in the fall.  The 
Council and Bonneville will propose the energy and 
capacity standard to the Western Electricity Coordinat-
ing Council for inclusion in its West-wide effort.

Wind Power Confirmation 

The rapid proliferation of wind power plants in the 
Pacific Northwest will diversify the region’s electricity 
supply with environmentally clean renewable energy, 
but it also highlights a difficult and as-yet unresolved 
issue:  How can the regional power system be planned, 
operated and configured to integrate in a cost-effective 
manner the large amounts of wind power and other 
renewable resources called for in the Council’s Fifth 
Northwest Power Plan?

In the summer and fall of 2006, the Council and the 
Bonneville Power Administration convened a high-
level policy steering committee in a series of public 
meetings to explore the technical and energy-policy is-
sues that arise from the rapid integration of renewable 
resources into the region’s power supply.  Representa-
tives of electric utilities, renewable energy developers 
and proponents, environmental groups, state public 
utility commissions, and others took part.  The wind-
integration project is addressing the following ques-
tions:  How much wind power and other intermittent 
resources can the regional power system currently 
absorb?  What additional integration capability might 
be secured through a revised or new policy, or through 
operational and market mechanisms?  And finally, 
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what generating, transmission, and other equipment 
upgrades are available to extend renewable resource 
integration capability in a cost-effective manner?

The Council’s Fifth Northwest Power Plan, com-
pleted in December 2004, calls for construction of up 
to 5,000 megawatts of new wind power capacity dur-
ing the 20 years ending in 2024.  Since adoption of the 
plan, wind power development has been occurring at a 
much faster pace than envisioned.  Several factors are 
working in favor of wind power at the moment.  The 
federal production tax credit for wind power has been 
extended, some states have adopted or are consider-
ing renewable energy portfolio standards, and utilities 
increasingly are recognizing the fuel-price and envi-
ronmental-risk-mitigation benefits of wind power.

Between January 2005 and August 2006 more than 
970 megawatts of wind power were completed or were 
under construction in the Northwest.  Construction of 
at least another 660 megawatts or more was expected 
to begin within the next year.  Developers had request-
ed integration services and facilities from transmission 
owners to add more than 3,000 additional megawatts 
of wind power over the next several years. 

Wind power is a desirable resource for several rea-
sons: its fuel is free, it does not pollute, and, particu-
larly with the federal tax credit, its cost is competitive 
with other new resources.  However, unlike thermal 
plants, the fuel supply—wind—is intermittent.  More-
over, wind plants must be developed where the good 
wind resources are located.  This is expected to require 
extension and reinforcement of the transmission sys-
tem. 

The power plan asserts that uncertainties such as 
the long-term cost of wind power, the capacity value 
of wind, transmission availability, the ability to shape 
intermittent wind output to meet load requirements, 
benefits of geographic diversity of wind projects, 

and the impact of the intermittent output of wind on 
other functions of the hydropower system need to be 
resolved in order to confirm the potential role of wind 
power in the Northwest supply.  These uncertainties 
could be resolved by developing commercial-scale pi-
lot projects at promising windy areas.  The power plan 
envisioned that this would occur over about a five-year 
period, but the current pace of wind power develop-
ment accelerates the need to resolve these uncertain-
ties.

The product of this confirmation effort will be a 
renewable resources action plan.  The action plan will 
set forth the findings and recommendations of the 
confirmation effort for the policy steering committee 
to endorse.  To the extent possible, policy and opera-
tional recommendations will be structured to facilitate 
immediate implementation.  Some recommendations 
may require additional analysis, complex contractual 
agreements, or equipment installation and will take 
longer to implement.

 
Implementing the Fifth Northwest 
Power Plan

The Northwest Power Act directs the Council to 
prepare a power plan to assure the region an adequate, 
efficient, economical, and reliable power supply.  The 
Act also directs the Council to review the plan at least 
every five years.  In December 2004, the Council ap-
proved the Fifth Northwest Power Plan, the fifth revi-
sion of the plan since it first was adopted in 1983.

The Council has been monitoring implementation 
of action items in the plan and updating information 
that was used in the modeling that underlies many 
of the action items.  The plan commits the Council 
to publish a biennial monitoring report beginning in 
December 2006.
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In September 2006, when this draft annual report 
was made available for public comment, the Council 
was gathering information to include in the monitoring 
report.  The report will include an assessment of the 
key assumptions in the plan, such as the 20-year fore-
cast of power demand, assumptions about the future 
prices of oil, natural gas, and coal, and assumptions 
about future electricity prices and the costs of various 
generating resources.  The report also will address the 
status of implementing specific actions in the plan, 
such as conservation achievement; the future role of 
the Bonneville Power Administration in power sup-
ply, an issue addressed separately in this draft report; a 
standard for electricity generating resource adequacy, 
which also is addressed in this draft report; the status 
of utility least-cost resource plans in the Northwest, 
and actions related to demand response and transmis-
sion.  The report also will address the status of climate 
change research, state energy policies, and energy 
legislation at the state and federal levels.

 
Transmission Issues

In 2006, the Council continued to track and par-
ticipate in regional discussions to keep the regional 
high-voltage transmission system reliable, affordable, 
and efficient, including the effort to create a regional, 
independent transmission organization and the work of 
the Northwest Transmission Assessment Committee.

Regarding a transmission organization, in January 
2006 the parties that were attempting to create Grid 
West as an independent transmission operator voted 
to dissolve the organization after failing to agree on 
a plan for going forward.  Key to the demise of Grid 
West was the decision by Bonneville not to participate.  
Bonneville operates about 75 percent of the high-volt-
age transmission in the Northwest.  Many of its utility 
customers urged Bonneville to oppose further work 
on the Grid West concept, citing concerns over the po-
tential for higher costs and ceding too much control of 

the Bonneville system to a new organization.  Without 
Bonneville’s participation, the other Grid West partici-
pants decided the organization could not be viable.

Following the demise of Grid West, an alternative 
group, called Columbia Grid, was organized by some 
of the utilities that opposed Grid West.  Columbia 
Grid, like its predecessor Transmission Integration 
Group, which had formed as an alternative to Grid 
West, plans an alternative method for integrating 
operation of the region’s transmission system.  Initial 
members include Bonneville, Seattle City Light, Puget 
Sound Energy, Avista Utilities, and the public utility 
districts of Grant and Chelan counties in Washington.  
Columbia Grid members plan to prepare a series of 
functional agreements.  The first, regarding planning 
and expansion of the transmission system, was sched-
uled for completion in the fall of 2006.

Columbia Grid differs from Grid West in two im-
portant ways:  First, Columbia Grid would have a very 
limited scope of responsibilities that would be defined 
in the functional agreements, and second, Bonneville 
would not turn over any of its transmission control-
area functions unless another utility that owns a large 
transmission grid joins the organization.

In 2006, the Council also worked with the North-
west Transmission Assessment Committee (NTAC) of 
the Northwest Power Pool to develop assessments of 
the cost and feasibility of new long-distance transmis-
sion lines and reinforcements to access new generating 
plants.  For example, the committee studied the cost 
and feasibility of transmitting electricity from new 
generating plants in Canada to the Northwest, Cali-
fornia, and Nevada.  The study suggested that the cost 
of that power would be about the same as the cost of 
electricity from a new combined-cycle combustion tur-
bine plant in the Northwest.  The Council’s staff will 
continue to participate in the Columbia Grid process 
and the NTAC study groups.
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ESA Recovery Planning 

The Council is recognized throughout the North-
west for its expertise and objectivity in analyzing op-
erations of the Columbia and Snake river hydropower 
system.  From time to time, the Council is asked to 
provide input to various parties that are investigat-
ing operational changes in the hydrosystem.  This has 
included proposals by NOAA Fisheries and other par-
ties in response to litigation over the 2004 Biological 
Opinion on Operations of the Federal Columbia River 
Power System.

Under order of the U.S. District Court of Oregon, 
parties to the litigation are working on a new biologi-
cal opinion.  In November 2005, the court ordered 
operational changes for the summer of 2006, follow-
ing on similar operations in the summer of 2005.  Not 
surprisingly, proponents and opponents of the changed 
operations disagreed on the potential costs and im-
pacts, and so the Council staff conducted an analysis 
and reported the results publicly in December 2005.

The Council staff will continue to assist the parties 
developing the new biological opinion with analyses 
of proposed hydropower operations as requested.
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Fish and Wildlife Planning

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Pro-
gram
 
Project Solicitation, Review, and Funding 
Recommendations
 
a. Project-funding recommendations 

Beginning in Fiscal Year 2007, projects that imple-
ment the fish and wildlife program were recommended 
to Bonneville for funding over three years instead of 
one, as they were in the past.  Proposals for projects 
to implement the program in Fiscal Years 2007-2009 
were submitted to the Council and Bonneville in early 
2006.  Building on the local input in subbasin plans 
adopted by the Council in 2005, the Council sought 
comments and advice from local groups throughout 
the Columbia Basin on which project proposals ad-
dressed the highest priorities in subbasin plans and 
should be funded in the 2007-2009 period.

The 540 proposals were reviewed for the Council 
by the Independent Scientific Review Panel (ISRP), 
consistent with section 4.(h)(10)(D) of the Northwest 
Power Act.  The ISRP submitted its 

initial review of projects to the 
Council in June.  The ISRP 
asked some project spon-
sors to respond to questions 
in advance of a funding 
recommendation.  Those 
sponsors had two months 
to respond, and the 
ISRP submitted its final 
recommendations to 
the Council at the end 
of August.

At the same time as the ISRP review, a separate 
project review was conducted at the subbasin level 
and coordinated through the Council’s state offices.  
Participants in this review included state and tribal fish 
and wildlife managers and other federal, local, and 
non-profit organizations that have been involved in 
the fish and wildlife program, in developing subbasin 
plans, and, in some cases, in ESA recovery planning.

The Council made its project-funding recom-
mendations to Bonneville in October.  Projects on the 
Council’s priority list have broad public support and 
also scientific credibility because of the ISRP review.  
The list of projects should be helpful to Bonneville, the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and NOAA Fisheries 
in writing the next Biological Opinion on Hydropower 
Operations.

The Council’s funding recommendations include 
placeholder amounts for projects that may be required 
by the next biological opinion and also for one project 
that currently is the subject of litigation.  That project 
is the Fish Passage Center.  The Council decided not 
to make a recommendation regarding funding for the 
Fish Passage Center while litigation involving the 
center, currently before the Ninth U.S. Circuit Court of 
Appeals, remains unresolved.  In its recommendations, 
the Council dealt with the uncertainty of the future of 
the Fish Passage Center by noting that over the three 
years of the coming Bonneville rate period, approxi-
mately $4 million of the total reserved in the Basin-
wide project category will need to be dedicated to 
fish passage science and analysis, regardless of which 
entity does the work.

Collectively, projects recommended by the Coun-
cil represent an effective, scientifically credible list 
of offsite mitigation actions that can be incorporated 
into the next biological opinion.  A list of the recom-
mended projects, plus links to the project reviews and 
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other information, is on the Council’s Web site, www.
nwcouncil.org.

Meanwhile, the Council completed program fund-
ing recommendations for Fiscal Year 2006 for $157 
million in expense projects and $56 million in capital 
projects. 

b. Ongoing project reviews 

In addition to recommending projects to Bonneville 
to implement the program in future years, the Council 
also monitors the ongoing implementation of projects 
throughout the year.

The Council, Bonneville, and the Columbia Basin 
Fish and Wildlife Authority formed a Budget Over-
sight Group to conduct an ongoing budget-tracking 
process.  The group uses Bonneville’s first quarter 
(January) and second quarter (April) project review 
meetings of each fiscal year to initiate a prioritization 
process to establish which budget adjustment requests 
will be met with the available funding in Bonneville’s 
fish and wildlife spending reserve account.  The pro-
cess includes a public comment period.

In Fiscal Year 2006, the Council recommended nu-
merous within-year budget adjustments to Bonneville 
—15 through August 2006—incorporating where 
appropriate newly defined requirements for projects 
that implement the biological opinions on hydropower 
operations under the Endangered Species Act. 

c. Step review process for major capital projects 

Major capital construction projects, such as build-
ing a new fish hatchery, are developed and funded 
over time as the projects proceed through engineering 
and environmental studies and designs, and environ-
mental permitting processes.  The Council follows the 
progress of the major capital facilities it recommends 

to Bonneville for funding.  This sequenced review 
process is intended to ensure fiscal responsibility and 
provide checkpoints for decision-makers to ensure that 
the scope and intent of each project is being met as the 
project evolves.

The review process has three steps:  1) conceptual 
planning; 2) preliminary design and cost estimation, 
and environmental (NEPA and ESA) review; and 3) 
final design review prior to construction.  Independent 
scientific review of the proposed project is part of the 
review process.

In Fiscal Year 2006, the Council reviewed progress 
on one major project and recommended that it proceed 
to construction.  The $16.4 million Northeast Oregon 
Hatchery is proposed as a collection of facilities to 
enhance production of spring Chinook in the Grand 
Ronde River Basin, a threatened species.  The project 
has been under development through the Council’s 
program since 1987.  Restoring the Grand Ronde 
Basin spring Chinook is a component of a larger, 
long-term planning effort by state and federal fishery 
managers for Snake River Basin salmon and steelhead.  
The new facilities would augment fish production that 
already is occurring at Lookingglass Hatchery, which 
is operated by the Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife as part of the Lower Snake River Compensa-
tion Plan of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

While the Council recommended the Northeast 
Oregon Hatchery to Bonneville in May, Bonneville has 
not yet proceeded with the project.  In approving the 
project, the Council specified that Bonneville should 
confirm to the Council that NEOH would receive an 
appropriate amount of credit in the Federal Columbia 
River Power System Biological Opinion and that the 
project was consistent with NOAA recovery goals.  In 
June, Bonneville determined that the hatchery con-
struction could not begin because the project had not 
completed a full ESA review.  In a letter to the Nez 
Perce Tribe of Idaho, one of the project sponsors, 
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Bonneville said that a  condition of proceeding with 
construction would be “an assessment of the over-
all biological benefits of the project.”  This assess-
ment would result in a decision by NOAA Fisheries 
as to how much credit Bonneville would receive for 
the project against its recovery obligation under the 
Endangered Species Act for the ESA-listed spring 
Chinook.  In September, when the Council issued this 
draft annual report for public comment, neither the 
ESA review nor the assessment had taken place.

In addition to the NEOH Hatchery decision, in 
2006 the Council staff also tracked the progress of 
47 projects and/or project elements that triggered the 
major review process in recent years.1 

Biological Objectives at the Ecological Prov-
ince Level 

In May 2005 the Council prepared a plan for de-
veloping and adding biological objectives to the fish 
and wildlife program.  These objectives will express 
in quantitative terms the nature of the changes the pro-
gram seeks to achieve in key fish and wildlife popu-
lations and their habitats in the different ecological 
provinces of the Columbia River Basin.  Objectives of 
this type would add significantly to the Council’s abil-
ity to guide program expenditures in the most efficient 
direction and evaluate the success of the program’s ac-
tivities over time.  Adding biological objectives to the 
program will be the last step in the program-amend-
ment process that began in 2000.

The Council envisioned moving ahead more 
quickly, but the schedule changed because the neces-
sary technical preparation has not been completed.  
Meanwhile, NOAA Fisheries is conducting a review of 
hatcheries in the Columbia River Basin.  The NOAA 

review is proceeding in two phases.  The first phase, 
currently in progress, addresses Columbia River sub-
basins downstream of Bonneville Dam.  The second 
phase, scheduled to begin in 2007 and be completed 
in 2008, will address those above Bonneville—the 
subbasins of most interest for the Council’s program.  
NOAA Fisheries also is working, in collaboration with 
other parties to litigation in federal court, on a new 
biological opinion on operations of the Federal Colum-
bia River Power System.

In the summer of 2006, the Council issued a discus-
sion paper on the proposed amendment process for 
biological objectives and sought public comments on 
whether to proceed or wait for the completion of the 
federal hatchery reviews and the new biological opin-
ion.  In September, when the draft of this annual report 
was released for public review, the comment period on 
the discussion paper was open.  The Council planned 
to make a decision later in the fall.

Partnership Funding Opportunities

In 2006 the Council continued work it began in 
2005 to facilitate cost-sharing of projects that imple-
ment the fish and wildlife program.  Cost-sharing is 
not a requirement of the fish and wildlife program, but 
many projects already are funded by multiple sources 
in addition to the Bonneville Power Administration.  
As the result of a change in the project proposal forms, 
the Council now is able to track cost-sharing by fund-
ing source, funding provider, and status of the funds.

The total reported cost sharing for all categories of 
funding sources and levels of commitment for projects 
proposed for funding in the next funding period, fiscal 
years 2007-2009, is approximately $340 million.  The 
total amount of funding identified for all of the pro-

1 For example, production initiatives will trigger a review when a project proposes any one of the following: (a) construct significant new 
production facilities; (b) begin planting fish in waters where fish have not been planted before; (c) increase significantly the number of fish 
being introduced; (d) change stocks or the number of stocks; and/or (e) change the location of production facilities.   
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posed projects (540 projects were proposed) over three 
years is approximately $1 billion (the budget is about 
$150 million per year).  Cost-sharing—funding that 
would be provided by entities other than Bonneville— 
represents about 33 percent of the total funding sought 
by project sponsors.  Most of the cost-sharing would 
come from grant programs administered by federal 
agencies.

The Council will continue to work with project 
sponsors to identify and pursue potential cost-sharing 
opportunities for projects that implement the program 

Research Plan and Guidance for Monitoring 
and Evaluation
 
Council Research Plan 

In 2006, the Council completed a plan that identi-
fies major research themes and critical uncertainties 
for research funded through the fish and wildlife 
program.  The plan provides guidance for addressing 
key uncertainties that affect anadromous fish, resident 
fish, wildlife, and the ecosystems that support them.  
The research plan will help the Council manage the 
program by informing decision-making, facilitating 
scientific review, focusing project selection, providing 
a basis for redirecting future research, and making the 
program more effective.  The Independent Scientific 
Advisory Board, which advises both the Council and 
NOAA Fisheries, gave the research plan a positive 
review.

In addition to improving implementation of the 
program, the research plan forges links to research 
activities of the many state, federal, and tribal parties 
that share responsibility for fish and wildlife manage-
ment in the Columbia River Basin.  The research plan 
is intended to improve communication among scien-

tists, cooperation among institutions, and coordination 
of long-term biological monitoring. 

Monitoring Guidance Document 

As a complement to the research plan, in 2006 
the Council also developed a guidance document for 
monitoring the progress and effectiveness of fish and 
wildlife projects.  The guidance document explains the 
steps necessary for developing the capacity to collect 
monitoring information in a consistent, statistically 
valid manner.  Over time, this will help the Council 
develop a mechanism for evaluating the cumulative 
benefits of projects at the subbasin and province scales

Also in 2006, the Council continued its work with 
a regional collaboration called the Northwest Envi-
ronmental Database Partnership, which includes state 
and federal fish and wildlife and land-management 
agencies, and Indian tribes, to develop a unified data 
management structure.  The Council  
also continued its work with the Pacific Northwest 
Aquatic Monitoring Partnership, which is working to 
unify data collection and management.

Collectively, the Council’s research plan, monitor-
ing guidance, and improved data management will 
help assess progress over time toward the basinwide 
goals and objectives of the program and, when they are 
completed, biological goals at the ecological province 
level.
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Public Affairs and Public 
Information

One of the Council’s primary tasks is to engage 
Northwest citizens in the Council’s activities regard-
ing regional energy and fish and wildlife issues.  To 
involve the public, the Council meets monthly at 
different locations around the Columbia River Ba-
sin.  All meetings are open to the public, and there is 
an opportunity for public comment on each agenda 
item.  The Council also conducts periodic public hear-
ings on major Council initiatives.  The Public Affairs 
Division arranges consultations and public hearings 
separate from the regular Council meetings to discuss 
and explain key issues and also gathers public com-
ments at these meetings and through mail, e-mail, and 
telephone contacts.

To inform the public, the Council produces a quar-
terly newsletter, a monthly electronic newsletter, and 
special informational materials, media briefings, and 
news releases.  The Council also regularly 

 
updates its website (www.nwcouncil.org) and uses 
other approaches to inform the public about fish, 
wildlife, and energy issues.  In 2006, the Council com-
pleted a 19-minute film, called “Place and Power—the 
Evolution of the Northwest’s Energy System.”   It 
is available, as a DVD, free of charge by calling the 
Council at 800-452-5161 or by sending an e-mail to 
info@nwcouncil.org.  The film focuses on the devel-
opment of the Northwest’s power system from the 
construction of major dams along the Columbia River 
to the present day.  It provides a comprehensive over-
view of the role of the Northwest Power and Conser-
vation Council to reach a sustainable balance between 
the needs of fish and wildlife and the production of 
electricity.

In 2006 the Council also completed a revision of a 
brochure that describes power plants in the Northwest, 
including location, ownership, and maximum potential 
output.  The brochure, entitled “Electricity Generation 
for the Pacific Northwest,” includes all types of power 
plants.  An online version of the brochure is posted on 
the Council’s website, www.nwcouncil.org.

The Council also issued its fifth annual report 
to Northwest governors on expenditures of the 
Bonneville Power Administration to implement the 
Council’s fish and wildlife program.  The report details 
expenditures from 1978 through 2005 and also in-
cludes information on the status of Columbia River 
Basin salmon and steelhead runs.

Canadian Relations

In recognition of the fact that the Columbia River 
and several of its major tributaries begin in Canada 
and flow across the international border, and consis-
tent with direction in the Northwest Power Act to treat 
the entire Columbia River as a system for planning 
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purposes, the Council maintains regular contact 
with planning entities in British Columbia.  The 
Columbia Basin Trust, a Crown corporation of 
the province, is the Council’s closest counterpart 
agency in the Canadian portion of the Columbia 
River Basin.  Since 1996, a year after the Trust 
was created, Council members and staff have met 
at least annually with the Trust and, in 2000, the 
two agencies formalized a relationship and des-
ignated the vice chairs as official liaisons.  The 
Trust and Council exchange visits twice a year to 
discuss Columbia River issues of mutual concern.  
In 2006, the Council hosted a delegation of board 
members and staff of the Columbia Basin Trust at 
a Council meeting in Walla Walla, Washington, in 
May.

The Council and Trust are collaborating on 
the development of an international partnership to 
share information about the Columbia River sys-
tem in Canada and the United States.  Tentatively 
called The Columbia River Center of Knowledge, 
the concept is an Internet-based repository of 
information on Columbia River history, water 
uses, resources, issues and policies (treaties and state, 
provincial and federal laws, and intergovernmental 
agreements).

The Council and the Trust produced an issue 
paper on the subject in 2006 (www.nwcouncil.org/li-
brary/2006/2006-8.htm) and convened a committee of 
American and Canadian experts on Columbia River 
matters to assist the development of the Web site.

 

In May 2006 Council members hosted directors of the Columbia 
Basin Trust on a tour of Ice Harbor Dam, where they viewed the new 
removable spillway weir in operation.
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Administration

Council Budget 

Budget Formulation 

The Northwest Power Act establishes a formula to 
determine an annual funding limitation threshold for 
the Council.  The Bonneville Power Administration 
provides this funding through ratepayer revenues.

The funding limitation is calculated on the basis of 
.02 mill multiplied by the kilowatt hours of firm power 
forecast to be sold by Bonneville during the year to be 
funded.  The limitation may be increased to .10 mill, 
provided the Council makes an annual showing that 
that the increase is necessary.  Congress assumed in 
the Act that Bonneville would serve all anticipated 
load growth in the region in the future.

The Council continues to be conscious of the need 
for healthy financial conditions for Bonneville.  Since 
1997, the Council has negotiated annual budget ceil-
ings with Bonneville that cover specific Bonneville 
rate periods.  These agreements account for various 
constraints, including the need to:

• Maintain current-level service budgets from the
   preceding budget period 
• Restrict cost-of-living adjustments for personal
   services expenditures 
• Identify efficiencies in operations and administration
   to limit annual inflationary increases to an average
   of 3 percent
• Reallocate staffing where possible to absorb
   new workload without increasing the number
   of full-time employees
• Re-prioritize resources as necessary and reschedule
   or postpone work anticipated during the
   budget-development process in order to respond
   to the most essential requests for studies
   and analyses

Applying these principles, the Council has limited 
annual budget growth to less than 3 percent per year 
over the last nine years (Fiscal Years 1998-2007), and 
by applying the same principles the Council plans to 
limit future budget growth during the next Bonneville 
rate period, Fiscal Years 2007-2009 to the same 
amount, on average.  Here is a summary of the draft 
budgets for that period (reflecting current-level service 
from the Fiscal Year 2006-revised budget):

• Fiscal Year 2007 $9,085,000 (4.4 percent) 
• Fiscal Year 2008 $9,276,000 (2.1 percent) 
• Fiscal Year 2009 $9,467,000 (2.1 percent) 

Funding Methodology Needs Amendment

In 2006, following several years of discussion 
between Bonneville and the Council, Bonneville is-
sued a proposed interpretation of Section 4(c)(10)(B) 
of the Northwest Power Act, the section that describes 
Bonneville’s limitations when funding the Council.  
Bonneville sought public comments on the proposal 
and planned to issue a final interpretation.  The pub-
lic comment period closed at the end of June, but by 
September, when the Council issued this draft annual 
report for public comment, Bonneville had not issued 
its final interpretation.

This funding issue arose because over time 
Bonneville changed the way it provides benefits to 
the residential and small-farm customers of investor-
owned utilities under the Northwest Power Act.  The 
Act mandates that these customers pay the same price 
for electricity as customers of public utilities served by 
Bonneville.

Section 5(c) of the Act provides a mechanism, 
known as the residential exchange, by which inves-
tor-owned utilities may exchange with Bonneville an 
amount of power equal to their residential and small-
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farm customer load.  Bonneville’s power was less 
expensive, and so the effect of the residential exchange 
was to lower the cost of electricity for customers of 
investor-owned utilities.  The price difference was paid 
by direct-service customers of Bonneville in exchange 
for 20-year contracts for Bonneville power.

Over time, the 20-year contracts expired, the 
wholesale electricity market became deregulated and 
competitive, and the residential exchange increasingly 
was carried out through cash payments negotiated 
between Bonneville and each investor-owned utility in 
settlement agreements.  Prior to the use of settlement 
agreements, power exchanged according to the provi-
sions in section 5(c) was treated as a firm-power sale.  
With the use of the settlement agreements, however, 
some parties in the region questioned whether a nego-
tiated cash settlement qualified as a firm-power sale.  If 
not, this would have lowered Bonneville’s firm-power 
sales forecast, thus lowering the Council’s annual bud-
get.  The matter was not addressed by Bonneville in a 
formal policy until this year.

Bonneville’s proposed policy interpretation, which 
satisfies the Council, is consistent with longstand-
ing informal agreements between Bonneville and the 
Council.  From the very beginning of the Council, both 
Bonneville and the Council have understood section 
4(c)(10)(B), especially when read together with the 
residential exchange provision in section 5(c) and the 
rate provision in section 7(b)(1), to require Bonnev-
ille’s total firm power forecast to include the residen-
tial exchange load.  Bonneville and the Council signed 
an agreement to that effect in 1981.  And Bonneville 
and the Council have continued to agree on an under-
standing of the Council funding limit that includes the 
residential exchange load in the firm power sales fore-
cast, notwithstanding the fact that Bonneville now uses 
settlement agreements to implement the residential 
exchange program.  Therefore, the Council supports 
Bonneville’s proposed official interpretation that the 
settlement agreements are the equivalent of the prior 

residential exchange purchase-and-sale arrangements 
even though the actual implementation of both types 
of agreements may involve a combination of both 
power deliveries and monetary benefits or even purely 
monetary benefits.

However, the proposed official interpretation of the 
residential exchange potentially resolves only one of 
several problems associated with the Council’s fund-
ing formula.  The Council believes that the formula 
is in need of amendment, considering the many 
changes that have occurred in the utility industry and 
the Northwest’s energy system over the last 26 years.  
For example, the formula provides no mechanism to 
ensure that the Council’s budget keeps pace with infla-
tion.  This omission is likely attributable to Congress’ 
expectation in 1980 that Bonneville would acquire 
all resources necessary to meet the region’s electrical 
load growth.  Had Bonneville acquired the resources 
to meet regional growth, this would have boosted the 
agency’s firm power sales and automatically increased 
the Council’s budget cap.  In reality, the Council’s 
budget has not kept up with inflation.  In fact, the 
Council’s 2006 budget is about $4 million lower than 
it would be had an inflation factor been applied since 
1981.

The inability of the Council’s budget to keep up 
with inflation threatens the Council’s independent 
planning capability.  Historically, the Council’s staffing 
capability was augmented by engaging independent 
contractors with special analytical expertise.  In recent 
years, failing to keep up with inflation has forced the 
Council to halt or scale back some important projects 
that would have enhanced the Council’s technical 
capabilities.  For example, because of budget reduc-
tions in contracting and personnel, the Council stopped 
updating the data and economic forecasts in its De-
mand Forecasting System models and the models were 
abandoned.  Falling behind inflation has also prevented 
the Council from providing others in the region with 
detailed economic and demand forecast data, which 
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many in the region had relied on for years.  While the 
Council is still the premier energy forecasting entity 
in the region, this slow erosion of capability someday 
will inhibit its ability to serve the region in the manner 
originally intended by Congress and the four North-
west states. 

In 1985, the Council’s staffing costs represented 
31 percent of its budget, and contract costs were 24 
percent.  In 2007, the Council expects its staffing costs 
to be about 54 percent of its budget and contract costs 
only 4 percent.  In addition, the Council has reduced 
the overall number of its full-time employees by ap-
proximately 10 percent since 1985.

There are other problems with the existing formula, 
as well.  In 1980, Congress could not have foreseen the 
changes that have occurred in the electric utility indus-
try and with regard to fish and wildlife recovery in the 
Northwest.  These changes affected Bonneville’s firm-
power sales, and therefore calculation of the Council’s 
budget.  The changes also resulted in increased respon-
sibilities for the Council, including:

• Bonneville load growth projections have not
   materialized as anticipated.  Regional energy
   sales have increased by approximately 4,800
   average megawatts since 1980.  Of this
   increase, Bonneville’s firm sales might have
   increased by nearly 2,800 average megawatts
   had Bonneville met the region’s incremental
   load growth as envisioned by Congress in the Act. 
• Because conservation is a resource under the Act, 
   it could be argued that the conservation that has
   been achieved by Bonneville and its customers
   (880 average megawatts) should be considered 
   in Bonneville’s firm power sales.
• In addition to cost-effective conservation, changes
   in dam operations to improve fish passage have
   diminished power generation capability by
   approximately 935 average megawatts of
   potential firm-power sales. 

• It cannot be determined from the legislative
   history of the Act whether Congress intended
   the 0.10-mill funding limitation to be in constant
   dollars.  If this were the case, inflation would have
   to be added each year to get the nominal
   funding limitation. The limitation in nominal
   dollars for 2005 would be about .20 mills,
   thereby providing an offset to the firm-power
   sales anomalies that have occurred over time. 
• Approximately 60 percent of the Council’s
   budget now supports planning and implementation 
   of the Council’s fish and wildlife program,
   compared to about 15 percent in 1982.  Much of 
   the Council’s added fish and wildlife workload 
   stems from the 1996 amendment to the Act that
   emphasized independent scientific review of 
   fish and wildlife projects proposed for funding 
   and the application of cost-effectiveness principles 
   when recommending projects to Bonneville for 
   funding.  Basing the Council’s funding 
   methodology only on the forecasted sales of
   firm power ignores the new responsibilities related 
   to fish and wildlife recovery that the Council 
   must now budget.

These realities illustrate why it has been necessary 
for the Council to absorb nearly 75 percent in inflation 
costs from 1982 to 2004.  The Council also has at-
tempted to manage and accommodate growing work-
loads under its fish and wildlife responsibilities during 
this same period.  These constraints, along with an 
outdated funding formula, have made it increasingly 
difficult for the Council to carry out its full responsi-
bilities under the Act.

While the Council appreciates Bonneville’s desire 
to clarify how it understands the role of the residential 
exchange in the calculation of the Council’s budget, 
the Council also believes that the proposed interpre-
tation addresses only one of a number of funding 
problems.  The Council looks forward to working with 
Bonneville and others to resolve these problems, as 
well. 
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For additional information about the Northwest Power 
and Conservation Council’s activities, budget, meet-
ings, comment deadlines, policies or bylaws, call 
1-800-452-5161 or visit our website at www.nwcoun-
cil.org.  Copies of Council publications are available 
at the website or by calling the Council.  All Council 
publications are free.

More Information
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35

  Department of Energy 

Bonneville Power Administration 
P.O. Box 3621 

Portland, Oregon 97208-3621 
                                      EXECUTIVE OFFICE 
                                 In reply refer to: DKR-7  

Dr. Tom Karier 
Northwest Power & Conservation Council 
705 West First Avenue, Mail Stop 1 
Spokane, WA  99201-3909 

Dear Dr. Karier: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Northwest Power and Conservation 
Council’s (Council) Draft 2006 Annual Report.  Our editorial comments were provided under separate 
cover.

Congratulations on your 25th year of service to the Pacific Northwest.  Over the years since the passage of 
the Northwest Power Act, the Council has made contributions to regional electricity planning and fish and 
wildlife that could not have been possible otherwise, bringing together the four Northwest States in a 
unique and collaborative partnership toward the joint goal of balancing the fish and power uses of the 
Columbia River. 

In 2006, the Council completed another great year.  I particularly acknowledge your leadership in 
bringing the region’s utilities together to agree on a regionwide resource adequacy standard.  We are 
pursuing long-term contracts beginning in 2011 that give utilities more responsibility for ensuring that 
resources are in place to meet their loads.  This new standard will be critical for the region and for 
individual utilities in assuring regional electric reliability.   

On fish and wildlife efforts, you reviewed over 500 project proposals before submitting your 2007-09 
Fish and Wildlife Program funding recommendations to Bonneville Power Administration (BPA).  We 
appreciate that the Council worked hard to stay within BPA’s established fish and wildlife budget, while 
recommending a diverse and scientifically sound slate of projects.  We applaud the Council for its work to 
anticipate and incorporate Endangered Species Act objectives that may be called for in the new Federal 
Columbia River Power System Biological Opinion.   

In the coming year, we look forward to working with you on biological objectives that better describe and 
quantify the outcomes we are seeking from our fish and wildlife investment.  We also anticipate that our 
joint effort to identify how to get the optimum performance from new wind energy on the electric system 
will be key to helping ensure a reliable, adequate, economic, and environmentally sound power supply for 
the region. 

Again, thank you for your leadership in this region. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen J. Wright 

Comments of the Bonneville Power Administration

Administrator and Chief Executive Officer
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Joan Dukes 
Oregon Council member
Council Vice Chair 

Appointed December 2004

Joan Dukes was appointed to the 
Council by Oregon Governor Ted Ku-
longoski. Dukes resigned her seat in 

the Oregon Senate, where she had served since 1987, to join the 
Council. She is a resident of Svensen, a community near Astoria. 
Dukes, who served a four-year term as a Clatsop County com-
missioner before being elected to the Senate, has a broad base 
of experience in education, transportation, and fisheries issues 
at the local, county, and state levels, including having served as 
chair of the Pacific Fisheries Legislative Task Force, an association 
of western legislators that works on regional fish issues. She is a 
graduate of the Evergreen State College.

Jim Kempton 
Idaho Council member
Appointed January 2001

Idaho Governor Dirk Kemp-
thorne appointed Jim Kempton to the 
Council in January 2001. Kempton, 
of Albion, was a member of the Idaho 
House of Representatives where he 
served on the House Revenue and 
Taxation Committee and chaired the 

Transportation and Defense Committee. Earlier, he served for two 
years on the Environmental Affairs Committee. Kempton earned 
his bachelor’s and master’s degrees in physics from the Univer-
sity of Idaho. He was a fighter pilot in the United States Air Force, 
an assistant professor of physics at the United States Air Force 
Academy and worked in the Pentagon as Department of Defense 
liaison to the secretary of commerce on international co-production 
programs. His Pentagon assignments also included Air Force re-
search and development briefings for the secretary of the Air Force 
and staffing multinational memorandums of understanding in the F-
16 fighter program. He returned to Idaho in 1981 and was engaged 
in ranching until 1990, when he was elected to the Legislature. He 
is an Idaho State Board of Education-appointed member of “Idaho 
EPSCoR,” a National Science Foundation experimental program to 
stimulate competitive research.

Tom Karier 
Washington Council member
Council Chair 

Appointed May 1998

Tom Karier was an associate dean 
at Eastern Washington University 
from 1995 to 1998 and professor of 
economics since 1981. During this 
time, he also served as a research 

associate for the Jerome Levy Economics Institute in Annandale, 
New York. Karier earned a Ph.D. from the University of California, 
Berkeley with a major field in natural resource economics. His 
bachelor’s degree is in both physics and economics from the Uni-
versity of Illinois. His research areas include public policy, taxation, 
labor, international trade, and industrial organization.

Melinda Eden 
Oregon Council member

Appointed January 2003

Melinda Eden, appointed by Gov-
ernor John Kitzhaber and confirmed 
by the Oregon State Senate, joined 
the Northwest Power and Conserva-
tion Council on January 1, 2003, to 
serve a one-year unexpired term. She 
was reappointed by Governor Ted 

Kulongoski to the Council, effective January 16, 2004. She served 
as vice chair in 2004 and as Council chair in 2005. As a previous 
member of the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission, she 
served as chair from 2002 until joining the Council. As a practic-
ing attorney, she concentrated on hazardous substances law and 
previously worked as a newspaper and Associated Press reporter 
and editor. She holds a bachelor’s degree in journalism from the 
University of Maryland and a law degree from the University of 
Oregon.

Eden, a native Oregonian, raises wheat, cabernet sauvignon 
grapes, sheep, and border collies in Milton-Freewater, Oregon, 
which is in the Walla Walla Valley. After three years on the Coun-
cil’s Fish and Wildlife Committee, she now serves on the Council’s 
Power Committee.
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Rhonda Whiting 
 Montana Council member

Appointed December 2004

Rhonda Whiting, from St. Ignatuis, 
Montana and a member of the Con-
federated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, 
was vice president of communica-
tions and intergovernmental affairs 
for Salish and Kootenai Technologies, 

the largest information technology company in Montana, before 
being appointed by Governor Brian Schweitzer to the Council. In 
1998 she was appointed by President Clinton to oversee 17 tribal 
business information centers across the nation, and she also has 
operated her own communications consulting firm. She holds 
bachelor’s and master’s degrees in education, and a law degree, 
all from the University of Montana.

Frank L. “Larry” Cassidy, Jr. 
Washington Council member

Appointed August 1998

Larry Cassidy was appointed to the 
Council by Governor Gary Locke in 
August 1998. Larry also serves as the 
governor’s cabinet appointee to the 
Salmon Recovery Funding Board for 
the State of Washington. He was a 

member of the Washington State Game Commission from 1973 to 
1985, serving four years as chairman. Later, he served a full term 
on the John Day/Snake River Regional Advisory Committee for the 
Department of the Interior. In 2003 Mr. Cassidy was appointed to 
the Pacific Salmon Commission, and served as its chair in 2004.

Mr. Cassidy holds a life membership in Trout Unlimited and the 
Northwest Steelheaders. He is also a member of the Fly Fishing 
Federation and the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation. He served as 
the national vice president of Trout Unlimited and is the president 
of the Association of Northwest Steelheaders. He was also a 
member of the Marine Fisheries Advisory Committee and, prior to 
his appointment to the Northwest Power and Conservation Council, 
was the CEO and owner of two successful family businesses in the 
plumbing field. Mr. Cassidy has resided in Vancouver, Washington 
for the past 37 years. He is a graduate of the University of Wash-
ington.

W. Bill Booth 
Idaho Council member
 
Appointed 2007

Bill Booth, of Coeur d’Alene, was ap-
pointed to the Council in January 2007 by 
Idaho Governor C.L. “Butch” Otter. A resident 
of Idaho for 45 years, Booth is a former 
U.S. Air Force officer and senior minerals 

industry executive in environmental and public affairs. He holds a 
degree in business administration from the University of Idaho and 
earned an MBA from the University of North Dakota while serving in 
the Air Force. As an instructor for the North Idaho College Extended 
Campus, he taught micro and macro economics, environmental 
economics, and accounting. In his spare time Booth enjoys exploring 
the Idaho backcountry. He is an avid fly fisherman and a member of 
Trout Unlimited.  

Bruce A. Measure 
Montana Council member

Appointed December 2004

Montana Governor Brian Sch-
weitzer appointed Bruce Measure to 
the Council in January 2005. Mr. Mea-
sure has been a practicing attorney in 
Kalispell, Montana since 1988. Prior 
to 1988 he was employed in the for-

est industry and served as vice president of the East Side Forest 
Practices Committee in 1984 and 1985.

Mr. Measure served in the Montana House of Representatives 
from 1991 to 1993 and served on the Natural Resources, Fish 
Wildlife and Parks and Judiciary Committees.

Most recently Mr. Measure was president of the Board of 
Trustees of the Flathead Electric Cooperative until his resignation 
in December 2004.
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OREGON

Joan Dukes, vice chair
1642 Franklin Avenue
Astoria, OR  97103 
Telephone 1: 503-325-2006
Telephone 2: 503-229-5171  
Fax: 503-458-5308

Melinda S. Eden

410 N. Main 
P.O. Box 645 
Milton-Freewater, OR  97862 
Telephone: 541-938-5333 
Fax: 541-938-5329

IDAHO

Jim Kempton
W. Bill Booth
450 W. State (UPS and DHL only) 
Box 83720 Boise, Idaho 83720-0062 
Telephone:  208-334-6970  
Fax: 208-334-2112

WASHINGTON

Tom Karier, chair
W. 705 First Avenue, MS-1 
Spokane, WA 99201-3909 
Telephone: 509-623-4386 
Fax: 509-623-4380

Frank L. “Larry” Cassidy, Jr.
110 Y Street 
Vancouver, WA  98661 
Telephone: 360-693-6951 
Fax: 360-693-6079

MONTANA

Bruce Measure
Rhonda Whiting
Capitol Station 
Helena, Montana 59620-0805 
Telephone: 406-444-3952    

CENTRAL OFFICE
851 S.W.  Sixth Avenue, Suite 1100 
Portland, Oregon 97204  
Telephone: 503-222-5161  
Fax: 503-820-2370 
Toll Free: 1-800-452-5161  
Executive Director:  Steve Crow 
Power Planning Director:  Terry Morlan 
Fish and Wildlife Director:  Doug Marker 
Public Affairs Director:  Mark Walker 
General Counsel:  John Shurts 
Administrative Officer:  Sharon Ossmann


