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INTRODUCTION 

The Regional Assessments Division i n  the.U.S. Department of Energy 

(DOE) has undertaken a t o  a s s e s s  t h e  probable consequences of 

va r ious  n a t i o n a l  energy p o l i c i e s  i n  regions  of t h e  United S t a t e s  and t o  

eva lua te  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t s  on n a t i o n a l  energy po l i cy  imposed by cond i t ions  i n  

these  regions.  The program is r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  t h e  Regional I s sues  

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  and Assessment (RIIA) Program. 

Currently t h e  RIIA Program i s  evaluat ing t h e  Trendlong Mid-Mid 

scenar io ,  a  p a t t e r n  of energy development f o r  1985 and 1990 derived from 

t h e  Pro jec t  ~ndependence   valuation System (PIES) model. This scenar io  

assumes a medium annual growth r a t e  i n  both  t h e  n a t i o n a l  demand f o r  and 

n a t i o n a l  supply of energy. It has been disaggregated t o  spec i fy  t h e  

generat ing capac i ty  t o  be supplied by each energy source i n  each s t a t e .  

The scenar io  does - not  r epresen t  a  p red ic t ion .  Rather, i t  provides a hypo- 

t h e t i c a l  base l ine  a g a i n s t  which t o  eva lua te  t h e  impacts and c o n s t r a i n t s  

a s soc ia ted  with a p a r t i c u l a r  p a t t e r n  of energy development. 

P a c i f i c  Northwest Laboratory (PNL) has t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  evaluat ing 

t h e  scenar io  f o r  t h e  Federal  Region 10,  c o n s i s t i n g  of Alaska, Idaho, Oregon, 

and Washington. PNL i s  i d e n t i f y i n g  impacts and c o n s t r a i n t s  a s soc ia ted  wi th  

r e a l i z i n g  t h e  scenar io  i n  a v a r i e t y  of c a t e g o r i e s ,  inc luding a i r  and water 

q u a l i t y  impacts, h e a l t h  and s a f e t y  e f f e c t s ,  and socioeconomic impacts. 

This r e p o r t  summarizes t h e  a n a l y s i s  of one such category:  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  

constraints--defined t o  inc lude l e g a l ,  o rgan iza t ionh l ,  and p o l i t i c a l  b a r r i e r s  

t o  t h e  achievement of t h e  scenar io  i n  t h e  Northwest. 

This assignment has severa l  inherent  l i m i t a t i o n s .  F i r s t ,  t h e  scenar io  

f o r  t h e  Northwest focuses  pr imar i ly  on e l e c t r i c  power genera t ion.  Not only 

a r e  t h e  production and consumption of o t h e r  energy sources important,  but  

many of these  sources compete d i r e c t l y  wi th  e l e c t r i c i t y  i n  end use. For 

example, geothermal energy, n a t u r a l  gas,  and o i l  a r e  a l t e r n a t i v e  sources of 

space and process hea t .  Second, t h e  scenar io  p r o j e c t s  capac i ty  r a t h e r  than 

energy. This  emphasis may be misleading, e s p e c i a l l y  i n  a region such a s  t h e  

Northwest t h a t  r e l i e s  heavi ly  on hydropower. Capacity r e f e r s  t o  t h e  maximum 

ins tantaneous  power output  of a  genera t ing f a c i l i t y .  Energy r e f e r s  t o  power 



ou tpu t  over  time. While c a p a c i t y  determines the  peak load t h a t  a  f a c i l i t y  

o r  system can handle f o r  a s h o r t  du ra t ion ,  a v a i l a b l e  energy determines the  

a b i l i t y  of a  f a c i l i t y  o r  system t o  handle loads  over a longer  per iod.  

Thi rd ,  t h e  s c e n a r i o  p r o j e c t i o n s  do n o t  inc lude  s e v e r a l  p o t e n t i a l l y  important 

sou rces  o f  e l e c t r i c  energy: wind, biomass, s o l a r .  Fourth,  the  s cena r io  

d i saggrega te s  i t s  p r o j e c t i o n s  t o  t he  s t a t e  l e v e l .  Because genera t ing  f a c i l -  

i t i e s  i n  Idaho, Oregon, and Washington a r e  i n t e rconnec ted  through the  t rans-  

miss ion  f a c i l i t i e s  of t h e  Bonnevil le  Power Adminis t ra t ion ,  s ta te -by-s ta te  

a n a l y s i s  of t he  r e g i o n a l  power system can be misleading.  F i f t h ,  the scen- 

a r i o  p r o j e c t i o n s  f o r  Alaska,  which s p e c i f y  a  50% reduc t ion  i n  gene ra t ing  

c a p a c i t y ,  a r e  h igh ly  u n r e a l i s t i c .  

T h i s  r e p o r t  a t t e m p t s  t o  work w i t h i n  these  l i m i t a t i o n s .  F i r s t ,  i t  

focuses  on power gene ra t ion .  Second, i t  concen t r a t e s  p r i m a r i l y  on b a r r i e r s  

t o  expanding e l e c t r i c a l  gene ra t ing  capac i ty .  Th i rd ,  i t  d e a l s  on ly  tangen- 

t i a l l y  wi th  g e n e r a t i o n  technologies  o t h e r  than those s p e c i f i e d  i n  t he  scen- 

a ~ i o .  Fourth,  i t  does a t t empt  t o  provide some r e g i o n a l ,  a s  opposed t o  

s o l e l y  s t a t e ,  pe r spec t ive  by inc lud ing  an  in t roduc to ry  chapter  on r eg iona l  

power arrangements.  F i n a l l y ,  t h i s  r e p o r t  does not  d e a l  wi th  Alaska: while 

t h e r e  a r e  many important  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  i s s u e s  i n  the energy f i e l d  confront-  

i n g  t h a t  s t a t e ,  t he  u n r e a l i s t i c  s cena r io  f i g u r e s  provide a  poor basis f o r  

d i s c u s s i n g  them. These l i m i t a t i o n s  should be k e p t  i n  mind i n  reading t h i s  

r e p o r t .  

The r e p b r t  c o n t a i n s  f i v e  chap te r s .  Chapter One i s  an execu t ive  

summary. Chapter two provides  an overview and i n s t i t u t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s  of 

r e g i o n a l  power arrangements.  Chapters  t h r e e ,  fou r ,  and f i v e  i d e n t i f y  i n s t i -  

t u t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  t o  achievement of t h e  s c e n a r i o  i n  Idaho, Oregon, and 

Washington r e s p e c t i v e l y .  

The a u t h o r s  wish  t o  acknowldege t h e  suppor t  and guidance provided f o r  

t h i s  s t u d y  by t h e  Regional  Assessments D i v i s i o n  i n  DOE. 



CHAPTER ONE : EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Table 1 presents  t he  s c e n a r i o ' s  p r o j e c t i o n s  of e l e c t r i c a l  genera t ion  

capac i ty  i n  each northwestern s t a t e  by energy source ,  toge ther  with c u r r e n t  

capac i ty .  Table 2 summarizes t he  degree and na tu re  of the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  

c o n s t r a i n t s  t o  r e a l i z a t i o n  of each s c e n a r i o  element t h a t  involves  a s i g n i f i -  

c a n t  i nc rease  i n  capac i ty .  With s e v e r a l  except ions ,  these  c o n s t r a i n t s  a r e  

r e l a t i v e l y  modest. 

1.1 IDAHO 

1.1.1 Hvdroe lec t r i c  

The scena r io  appears  l i k e l y  t o  be f u l l y  r e a l i z e d  i n  Idaho. Most of the  

capac i ty  t h e r e  is to be hydroe lec t r i c .  Current  p lans  c a l l  fo r .  a d d i t i o n  to  

h y d r o e l e c t r i c  capac i ty  we l l  beyond t h e  l e v e l  s p e c i f i e d  i n  t he  scenar io .  

Although many of t hese  plans a r e  s t i l l  pre l iminary ,  no p a r t i c u l a r  oppos i t i on  

has developed; only about  one t h i r d  of t h i s  capac i ty  need be b u i l t  t o  b 

r e a l i z e  the  scenar io .  

1.1.2 Geothermal 

A s  i n  t h e  o t h e r  s t a t e s ,  r e a l i z a t i o n  of t h e  geothermal po r t ion  of the  

scena r io  f aces  severe  t echn ica l  and economic problems. However, much of the 

moderate temperature power gene ra t ion  technology 'necessary  t o  make geother-  

m a l  power economically competi t ive is being developed i n  Idaho. The U.  S. 

Department of  Energy, t h e  Idaho Water Resources Board, and va r ious  s t a t e  

u t i l i t i e s  a r e  p a r t i c i p a t i n g .  Therefore,  i f  t he  technology proves comrner- 

c i a l l y  f e a s i b l e ,  the i n s t i t u t i o n a l  c l ima te  i n  Idaho appears  r e l a t i v e l y  

favorable .  

1.2 OREGON 

1.2.1 Nuclear 

The i n s  t i  t u t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  t o  achievement of the  scena r io  a r e  

perhaps most severe  i n  Oregon. P o l i t i c a l  oppos i t i on  t o  nuc lea r  power i n  the 

s t a t e  is s i g n i f i c a n t ,  and opponents have some l e v e r s  t o  de lay  the  new 



TABLE 1 

Current Capaclty and RI I A  Scenarlo 1 fo r  Electrical Power Generatlon 
I n  t h e  P a c l f l c  Northwest Reglon 

(Capac I t y  I n  Megawatts) 

GAS OIL COMBINfD COAL GAS OIL 
STATE YEAR PEAKING PEAKING NUCLEAR CYCLE STEAM STEAM STEAM HYDRO GEOTHERMAL TOTAL 

Alaska* 

Current capacl t y  1978 51 0 4 16 0 54 14 0 131, 1,125 

Scenario 1985 0 392 
1990 0 392 

Idaho 

Current capac l t y  1978 50 5 

Scenar I o 1985 50 0 
1990 0 50 

Oregon 

Current capacl t y  1978 392 1,216 58 5 0 36 8 5 7,445 0 9,759 

Scenar l o  1985 
1990 

Washington 

Current capacity 1978 

Scenar l o  1985 
1990 

Total Reglon 

Current capacity 1978 626 73 0 2,016 585, 1,384 50 293 22,990 0 29,129 

Scenar i o 1985 50 1,373 6,832 61 0 1,850 15 190 30,191 0 41,411 
1990 0 1,421 610 1,850 15 190 30,94 1 1,000 45,359 

Wesentad here fo r  reference only. 

f 



TABLE 2 

( n s t l  t u t  tonal Constraints t o  Roal l zat lon o f  the Scenar lo  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

STATE NUCLEAR COAL STEAM HYDROELECTRIC GEOTHERMAL 

Idaho Low - 
o Capaclty planned we1 1 In o Arrangements fo r  trans- 

excess o f  scenar lo. fe r r lng  Ra f t  Rlver f a c l l l t y  
and resources mdevol oped. 

o But s ta te  procedures 
estab l l shed . 

. . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . o U t l l  l t l e s  already Involved. 

Med l urn 

o EFSC c e r t l  f lcat lon 
questionable and l l k e t y  
t o  be appealed. 

o Flnanclal uncertalnty 
created by proh l b l t  Ion 
o r  lncluslon o f  aJlP I n  
r a t e  base. 

Low - High - 
o Construction In progress. o Planned capacity 

represents on1 y 67s of 
scenar lo. 

Med l urn 

o Federal procedures very 
slugglsh. . 

o But s ta te  procedures 
pa r t l a l  l y  establ  lshed. 

o U t l  l l t l e s  par t la l  l y. 
. . .  Involvel. . . 

Washlngton Low - 
o ,State s l t l n g  p e n l t s  

gran $ed. 

o NRC construction permlts 
granted. 

. . .  
Low - 

. . 
Hlgh - 

o 801 of capacl t y  l lke l  y to  o s ta te  laws mclear.  
be canpleted. 

o 20% of  capaclty s t  I 1  l I n  o State proced~res no t  
ea r l y  plannlng, faclng estab l l shed. 
sane legal and pol l t i c a l  
obstacles. o Federal pocedures 

slugglsh 



n u c l e a r  f a c i l i t y  embodied i n  the scena r io .  S t a t e  s i t e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  hear- 

i ngs  have been reopened t o  cons ider  t h e  imp l i ca t ions  of the  events  a t  Three 

Mile  I s l a n d .  Whatever the dec i s ion  of the s i t i n g  counci l ,  i t  is  l i k e l y  t o  

be appealed t o  t he  Oregon Supreme Court. Oregon v o t e r s  have r e c e n t l y  banned 

i n c l u s i o n  of " c o n s t r u c t i o n  work i n  progress"  i n  the  r a t e  base,  c r e a t i n g  

, f i n a n c i a l  u n c e r t a i n t i e s  f o r  the  p l a n t ' s  b u i l d e r s .  Moreover, NRC r e g u l a t o r y  

responses  to  t h e  even t s  a t  Three Mile I s l a n d  could a l s o  de lay  cons t ruc t ion .  

1.2.2 Hydroe lec t r i c  

The h y d r o e l e c t r i c  po r t ion  of t h e  Oregon scena r io  may not be r e a l i z e d  

because c u r r e n t l y  planned a d d i t i o n s  to  c a p a c i t y  do not  inc lude  cons t ruc t ion  

of  pumped s t o r a g e  f a c i l i t i e s .  Lead times a r e  s u f f i c i e n t l y  long t h a t  should 

more u t i l i t i e s  begin planning the  r e q u i s i t e  capac i ty  immediately, even 

modest p o l i t i c a l  o p p o s i t i o n  could de lay  completion of the f a c i l i t i e s  w i th in  

t h e  t i m e  frame of t h e  scena r io .  

1.2.3 Geothermal 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  problems of t e c h n i c a l  and economic f e a s i b i l i t y ,  t he  

development of geothermal e l e c t r i c i t y  gene ra t ion  i n  Oregon must contend wi th  

e x c e p t i o n a l l y  slow f e d e r a l  responses t o  a p p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  geothermal l e a s e s  

i n  t h e  s t a t e .  However, s t a t e  procedures a r e  reasonably we l l  e s t a b l i s h e d  and 

a t  least some u t i l i t i e s  are a c t i v e l y  pursuing the development of geothermal 

resources-at l e a s t  t o  t he  s t age  of acqu i r ing  l e a s e s  on p r i v a t e  property.  

While t e c h n i c a l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  dominate, t he  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  

c l i m a t e  f o r  geothermal  i s  somewhat more f avo rab le  i n  Oregon than  i n  

Washington, though no t  so  favorable  a s  i n  Idaho. 

1.2.4 Coal Steam 

The coa l  steam p l a n t  a t  Boardman, Oregon, is midway through 

c o n s t r u c t i o n  and is l i k e l y  t o  be completed we l l  be fo re  1985. 



1 .3 WASHINGTON 

1.3.1 Nuclear 

I n  Washington, the  nuc lea r  f a c i l i t i e s  included i n  t h e  scena r io  a r e '  

under cons t ruc t ion .  S t a t e  s i t i n g  permits  and NRC cons t ruc t ion  permits  have . 

been granted.  P o l i t i c a l  opponents of t hese  nuc lea r  p r o j e c t s  i n  t he  s t a t e  

such a s  the  Crabshe l l  A l l i ance  have few l e g a l  channels  l e f t .  Although c o s t  

e s c a l a t i o n  and charges o f .poor  management may l ead  the  Washington l e g i s l a -  

t u r e  t o  r e s t r u c t u r e  the  Washington Pub l i c  Power Supply System, b u i l d e r  of 

t h e  f a c i l i t i e s ,  such a  move is u n l i k e l y  t o  de l ay  completion of the  f a c i l i -  

t i e s  beyond 1990. Poss ib l e  new NRC r egu la to ry  requirements  imposed i n  the  

wake of the  events  a t  Three Mile I s l a n d  could a l s o  slow completion, bu t  

probably not  beyond 1990. 

1.3.2 Hydroe lec t r ic  

Most of the Washington a d d i t i o n s  t o  h y d r o e l e c t r i c  . capac i ty  i n  

Washington a r e  a l s o  s u f f i c i e n t l y  we l l  advanced t h a t  they a r e  l i k e l y  to  be i n  

p l ace  by 1990. However, some 20% of the  h y d r o e l e c t r i c  capac i ty  requi red  t o  

meet the  scena r io  is s t i l l  i n  t he  very e a r l y  planning s t ages .  Of  t he se ,  

some f e d e r a l  p r o j e c t s  may no t  r ece ive  necessary  Congressional  approval .  Two 

p r o j e c t s  proposed by S e a t t l e  C i ty  Light-the r a i s i n g  of High Ross D a m  and 

the  cons t ruc t ion  of a  dam on Copper Creek--also f a c e  p o l i t i c a l  and l e g a l  

oppos i t i on  t h a t  could b lock ,  o r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  de l ay  them. 

1.3.3 Geothermal 

Technical  and economic cons ide ra t ions  tend t o  preclude t h e  development 

of s i g n i f i c a n t  geothermal e l e c t r i c a l  gene ra t ing  capac i ty  i n  Washington by 

1990. I n s t i t u t i o n a l  cons ide ra t ions  only compound the d i f f i c u l t i e s :  t he  

s t a t e  has not  developed s t a tu to ry ,no rms  f o r  l e a s i n g  geothermal resources  on 

s t a t e  land;  the s t a t e  has not  developed procedures  f o r  g r a n t i n g  the  requi red  

d r i l l i n g  permits  on p r i v a t e  o r  s t a t e  land;  and f e d e r a l  procedures  f o r  l ea s -  

i n g  f e d e r a l  land a r e  a t  b e s t  expected t o  be slow. 
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CHAPTER TWO: 
INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR 

REGIONAL POWER GENERATION 

Power genera t ion  i n  the  P a c i f i c  Northwest i s  a r e g i o n a l  undertaking.  

The Columbia River Basin d r a i n s  major po r t ions  of Washington, Oregon, and 

Idaho. The Federa l  Columbia River Power System--the d a m s  and genera t ing  

f a c i l i t i e s  of t he  Army Corps of Engineers  and the Bureau of Reclamation, and 

the  t ransmiss ion  f a c i l i t i e s  and marketing a u t h o r i t y  of the  Bonnevil le  Power 

Administrat ion (BPA)-accounts f o r  46% of t he  power produced i n  t he  

t h r e e - s t a t e  area.'  The wheeling s e r v i c e s  of BPA's bulk t ransmiss ion  

system a l s o  enable  the  pub l i c  agencies  and investor-owned u t i l i t i e s  t h a t  

produce the remainder of t he  r eg ion ' s  power t o  buy and s e l l  t o  each o the r  

through the* Northwest Power Pool.  

P h y s i c a l l y ,  the  r eg iona l  power system is  almost completely i n t e g r a t e d .  

I n s t i t u t i o n a l l y ,  however, i t  i s  fragmented i n  important  ways. Each s t a t e  

has autonomous i n s t i t u t i o n s  f o r  s i t i n g  and r e g u l a t i n g  power gene ra t ion  and 

t ransmiss ion  w i t h i n  t h a t  s t a t e ' s  borders  .2 Each s t a t e  con ta ins  a 

1 
Comptroller General ,  Report t o  t he  congress ,  Region a t  t he  

Crossroads-The P a c i f i c  Northwest Searches f o r  New Sources of E l e c t r i c  
Energy (Washington, D.C.: General Accounting Of f i ce ,  EMD-78-76, August 10, 
1978),  p. 3.7. Investor-owned u t i l i t i e s  account f o r  29% and publicly-owned 
u t i l i t i e s  f o r  25% o f  the r eg ion ' s  capac i ty .  

2 
I n  Washington, the  Energy F a c i l i t y  S i t e  Evalua t ion  Council must 

approve 311 nonfedera l  thermal power p l a n t s  and power t r ansmis s ion  
f a c i l i t i e s  (RCW Ch. 80.50); t h e  Washington U t i l i t i e s  and Transpor t a t ion  
Commission r e g u l a t e s  the r a t e s  of investor-owned u t i l i t i e s ,  (RCW Chs. 80.01, 
80.04). I n  Idaho,  t he  Pub l i c  Ut i l i t ies  Commission i s s u e s  c e r t i f i c a t e s  of 
convenience and n e c e s s i t y  f o r  the gene ra t ing  and t ransmiss ion  f a c i l i t i e s  of 
i nves to r -  owned u t i l i t i e s  and r e g u l a t e s  t h e i r  r a t e s  ( IC 61-101-61-714). I n  
Oregon, t h e  Energy F a c i l i t i e s  S i t i n g  Council must approve a l l  nonfedera l  
power p l a n t s  and power t ransmiss ion  f a c i l i t i e s  (ORS 469.300-469.580); t h e  
Pub l i c  U t i l i t y  Commission r e g u l a t e s  the  r a t e s  of investor-owned u t i l i t i e s  
(ORS 756.060). 



d i f f e r e n t  mix of pub l i c  ve r sus  p r i v a t e  u t i l i t y  ownership, and r e s i d e n t i a l 1  

r u r a l  ve r sus  commercial/ indus  t r i a l  end-use . The l a r g e  number of 

r e g i o n a l  power o r g a n i z a t i o n s  and agreements,  with t h e i r  overlapping 

memberships and missions.,  complicates  r eg iona l  decisionmaking. 4 

U n t i l  r e c e n t l y ,  the  advantages of phys i ca l  i n t e g r a t i o n ,  coupled wi th  t h e  

a v a i l a b i l i t y  of inexpens ive  hydropower from the  f e d e r a l  system, have over- 

shadowed the p o t e n t i a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  posed by i n s t i t u t i o n a l  f ragmentat ion.  

A s  r e g i o n a l  l oads  have begun t o  o u t s t r i p  t h e  supply  of hydropower, however, 

t he  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  i s s u e s  have . r i s en  t o  t h e  fo re .  Three a r e  of c e n t r a l  

importance: ( 1 ) t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  of e x i s t i n g  , .Cheap hydropower; ( 2 )  t h e  

s e l e c t i o n  of a l t e r n a t i v e  sources  t o  s e rve  f u t u r e  needs; and ( 3 )  t he  f inanc-  

i n g  new power gene ra t ion  f a c i l i t i e s .  These i s s u e s  r a i s e  both s u b s t a n t i v e  

and p rocedura l  ques t ions .  Subs t an t ive ly  , who w i l l  r ece ive  f e d e r a l  hydro- 

power and a t  what r a t e s ?  What sources  of energy w i l l  supply load grrowth? 

Who w i l l  provide t h e  c a p i t a l  t o  fina.nce these  new sources?  P rocedura l ly ,  

who w i l l  answer the  s u b s t a n t i v e  ques t ions  , according t o  what processes? 

What r o l e  w i l l  t h e  s t a t e  and f e d e r a l  governments, p u b l i c l y  owned and 

investor-owned u t i l i t i e s  and va r ious  c l a s s e s  of consumers have i n  making 

s u b s t a n t i v e  dec i s ions?  Resolu t ion  of t h e s e  i s s u e s  i s  l i k e l y  t o  have f a r  

more impact on the  course  of power gene ra t ion  i n  t h e  Northwest than the  

i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n s  of s p e c i f i c  u t i l i t i e s  i n  Idaho,  Oregon, and Washington. 

A t  the  same t i m e ,  r e g i o n a l  arrangements w i l l  impor tan t ly  a f f e c t  such deci- 

s i o n s .  This  c h a p t e r  provides  a r eg iona l  pe r spec t ive  t h a t  should be kep t  i n  

'Market shares  a r e  a s  fo l lows:  Washington, 77% p u b A c l y  owned, 23% 
investor-owned; Oregon, 37% pub l i c ly  owned, 63% investor-owned; Idaho, 14% 
p u b l i c l y  owned, 86% investor-owned. (U.S .  Department of Energy, Of f i ce  of 
t h e  Regional Represen ta t ive ,  "Regional E l e c t r i c  Power Planning I s sues  i n  t he  
P a c i f i c  Northwest," S e a t t l e ,  June 1978, p. 6.) End-use consumption i s  as 
fo l lows:  Washington, 31% r e s i d e n t i a l ,  3% . i r r i g a t i o n ,  66% commercial/ 
i n d u s t r i a l ;  Oregon 36% r e s i d e n t i a l ,  2% i r r i g a t i o n ,  64% commercial1 
i n d u s t r i a l ;  Idaho ,  28% r e s i d e n t i a l ,  16% i r r i g a t i o n ,  55% commercial/ 
i n d u s t r i a l .  Computed f f ~ m .  N~rthwest Energy Po l i cy  P r o j e c t ,  Energy ll~manrl 
Modeling and Forecas t ing /Study Module 11 ( S p r i n g f i e l d ,  VA: Nat ional  
Techn ica l  Informat ion  Se rv i ce ,  1977) ,  p. 109, "Energy Consumption 1974." 

4 
Regional  power o rgan iza t ions  and agreements inc lude :  Northwest 

Power Pool ,  P a c i f i c  Northwest Coordinat ion Agreement, Western Systems 
Coordinat ing Counci l ,  Mid-Columbia Hourly Coordinat ion Agreements 
(investor-owned u t i l i t i e s ,  pub l i c ly  owned u t i l i t i e s ,  and f e d e r a l  agenc ie s )  ; 
P a c i f i c  Northwest U t i l i t i e s  Conference Committee (investor-owned and 
p u b l i c l y  owned u t i l i t i e s ) ;  Columbia River  Water Management Group ( f e d e r a l  
agenc ie s ) ;  and Intercompany Pool (investor-owned u t i l i t i e s ) .  



mind when reading the d i scuss ions  on t h e . i n s t i t u t i o n a 1  b a r r i e r s  to  t he  

s p e c i f i c  f a c i l i t i e s  necessary f o r  the  achievement of the  scenar io .  

This  chapter  is presented i n  t h r e e  p a r t s ,  The f i r s t  ske tches  the back- 

ground of t hese  i s sues .  The second s t a t e s  the  c u r r e n t l y  proposed a l t e r n a -  

t i v e s  f o r  t h e i r  r e so lu t ion .  The t h i r d  provides some a n a l y s i s  of poss ib l e  

outcomes. 

2.1 BACKGROUND 

The unique i n s t i t u t i o n a l  arrangements ' fo r  power gene ra t ion  i n  Idaho, 

Oregon, and Washington d a t e  from the cons t ruc t ion  of t h e  Grand Coulee and 

Bonnevil le  Dams by the  Bureau of Reclamation and the  Army Corps of Engineers 

i n  the  1930s. A t  t h a t  t i m e ,  the  Bonnevil le  P r o j e c t  Act c r ea t ed  the  

Bonnevil le  Power Administrat ion t o  market the f e d e r a l l y  generated power a t  

wholesale  p r i c e s  and provide the  r e q u i s i t e  bulk t ransmiss ion  s e r v i c e s .  5 

To encourage the  formation of pub l i c ly  owned u t i l i t i e s ,  the Act gave pub l i c  

agencies  f i r s t  c laim t o  BPA's hydropower i n  t he  form of t h e  "preference  

clause."  A s  a consequence, p u b l i c l y  owned u t i l i t . i e s  have prospered,  espe- 

c i a l l y  i n  ~ a s h i n ~ t o n . ~  Indeed, many have r e l i e d  e x c l u s i v e l y  on BPA f o r  

power, as have d i r e c t  i n d u s t r i a l  u s e r s  ( c h i e f l y  aluminum p l a n t s  t h a t  sprang 

up before  and dur ing  World War 11) .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  bo th  investor-owned and 

p u b l i c l y  owned u t i l i t i e s  have supplemented se l f -genera ted  power w i t h  t h a t  

purchased from BPA. BPA's r o l e  broadened f u r t h e r  when it  w a s  au thor ized  by 

' Congress t o  t ransmi t  nonfedera l  a s  w e l l  a s  f e d e r a l  power. This  a c t i o n  made 

p o s s i b l e  a t r u l y  r eg iona l  system i n  which a given f a c i l i t y  might buy f e d e r a l  

and nonfedera l  power and s e l l  se l f -genera ted  power, f e d e r a l  power, and power 

suppl ied  by o t h e r  u t i l i t i e s - a l l  through Bonnev i l l e f s  high-voltage transmis- 

'16 U.S.C. 832-832d. 

6 ~ h e  varying success  of p u b l i c l y  owned u t i l i t i e s  i n  Idaho,  o reg in ,  
and Washington probably stems from d i f f e r i n g  s t a t e  laws. Idaho law does not  
a u t h o r i z e  the  formation of PUDs a t  all: p u b l i c l y  owned u t i l i t i e s  a r e  
confined to m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  and r u r a l  e l e c t r i c  coopera t ives .  Oregon law 
r e q u i r e s  one e l e c t i o n  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a PUD and a second e l e c t i o n  t o  fund i t  
(ORS Ch. 261). In Washington, v o t e r s  can e s t a b l i s h  and fund a publ ic  
u t i l i t y  d i s t r i c t  (PUD) i n  a s i n g l e  e l e c t i o n  (RCW T i t .  54) .  Region A t  t h e  
Crossroads,  pp. 3.6-3.9. 



s i o n  l i n e s ,  which now c o n s t i t u t e  about 80% of the  r eg ion ' s  t o t a l  high 

v o l t a g e  system. 
7 

To d a t e ,  t hese  arrangements have worked remarkably w e l l .  U n t i l  

r e c e n t l y ,  t h e r e  w a s  enough inexpensive f e d e r a l l y  suppl ied .  hydropower t o  

s a t i s f y  the  demands of p u b l i c l y  owned u t i l i t i e s ,  inves  tor-owned u t i l i t i e s ,  

and d i r e c t  i n d u s t r i a l  uses  a l ike-a t  e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y  reasonable r a t e s  

compared t o  those  pa id  by customers i n  o t h e r  p a r t s  of t h e  United S t a t e s .  

However, by t h e  19609, few environmental ly  and economically accep tab le  dam 

s i t e s  f o r  la rge-sca le  f a c i l i t i e s  remained. I n  1973, BPA stopped s e l l i n g  

i n v e s  tor-owned u t i l i t i e s  f i r m  (guaranteed)  wholesale  power .8 I n  1976, 

Bonnevil le  put  t he  r e g i o n ' s  pub l i c ly  owned u t i l i t i e s  on n o t i c e  t h a t  a f t e r  

1983 they  would no longe r  be a b l e  t o  s a t i s f y  p ro j ec t ed  needs from a v a i l a b l e  

BPA power.g At t he  same time, BPA announced t h a t  t h e  d i r e c t  s e r v i c e  

i n d u s t r i e s '  c o n t r a c t s  f o r  power would not  be renewed when they  expi red  i n  

t h e  1 9 8 0 s . ~ ~  Bonnev i l l e ' s  wholesale customers have responded i n  

d i f f e r i n g  ways t o  t h e  prospec t  of i n s u f f i c i e n t  supp l i e s .  Both p u b l i c l y  

owned and investor-owned u t i l i t i e s  have begun t o  b u i l d  t h e i r  own gene ra t ion  

f a c i l i , t i e s ,  l a r g e l y  thermal.  For t h e  investor-owned u t i l i t i e s ,  t h i s  s t e p  

has  meant ob ta in ing  c a p i t a l  from the  p r i v a t e  market and passing t h e  c o s t s  

a long  t o  r e t a i l  customers.  The p u b l i c l y  owned u t i l i t i e s  have adopted a more 

complicated course .  E i t h e r  s e p a r a t e l y ,  o r  j o i n t l y  through the  mechanism of 

t he  Washington Pub l i c  Poweer Supply System (WPPSS, comprised of p u b l i c l y  

owned u t i l i t i e s  i n  Washington), they  have b u i l t  thermal power p l a n t s  and 

ar ranged  t o  s e l l  t h e  ou tpu t  t o  BPA. This power is then blended wi th  feder-  

a l l y  generd ted  hydropower and t h e  combination s o l d  t o  Bonnevi l le ' s  customers 

a t  r a t e s  t h a t  average  the two power sources .  (This  procedure, known as n e t  

b i l l i n g ,  is desc r ibed  i n  more d e t a i l  below.) The d i r e c t  s e r v i c e  i n d u s t r i e s  

have responded p r imar i ly  by engaging i n  pub l i c  r e l a t i o n s  and lobbying 

# 

7 ~ e g i o n  A t  the  Crossroads ,  pp. 3.2-3.3. 

8 ~ n s t i t u t e  of Environmental s t u d i e s ,  Un ive r s i t y  of Washington, 
Background Paper 5 ,  "The His tory  of Hydroe lec t r i c  Power i n  t h e  P a c i f i c  
Northwest ," nod.  

g '*History of Hydroe lec t r i c  Power.** 

1°**llis t o r y  of Hydroe lec t r i c  Power. 



e f f o r t s  aimed a t  changing f e d e r a l  law t o  secure t h e i r  continued access  t o  

low-cost f e d e r a l  hydropower. A l l  t h r e e  s e t s  of Bonnevil le '  customers face 

the  same problem-the i n a b i l i t y  of f e d e r a l  hydropower supp l i e s  t o  meet 

r eg iona l  power demands. This  genera tes  t he  i s s u e s  addressed here.  

The f i r s t  s u b s t a n t i v e  i s s u e  concerns a l l o c a t i o n  of the  now c l e a r l y  

f i n i t e  supply of f e d e r a l  hydropower: t h a t  i s ,  who is t o  r ece ive  the power, 

and a t  what r a t e s .  Under c u r r e n t  arrangements,  all of t h i s  power could 

e a s i l y  go t o  pub l i c ly  owned u t i l i t i e s ,  which a r e  preference  customers under 

the  Bonnevil le  P r o j e c t  Act. Although obvidusly s a t i s f a c t o r y  t o  t he  pub l i c ly  

owned u t i l i t i e s ,  t h i s  r e s u l t  is p l a i n l y  unacceptable  to  the  investor-owned 

u t i l i t i e s  and the  d i r e c t  s e r v i c e  i n d u s t r i e s .  Nor i s  it a ma t t e r  of merely 

corpora te  concern. Cut o f f  from inexpensive f e d e r a l  hydropower, the 

investor-owned u t i l i t i e s  would have t o  r e l y  ever  more heav i ly  on thermal 

power genera t ion  c o s t i n g  some 10 t i m e s  a s  much.'' The i r  r a t epaye r s ,  

both r e s i d e n t i a l  and i n d u s t r i a l ,  a r e  u n l i k e l y  to q u i e t l y  endure the widening 

d iscrepancy  i n  r a t e s  t h a t  would r e s u l t .  These r a t epaye r s  could be a poten t  

p o l i t i c a l  f o r c e  . in  themselves. While i n  Washington investor-owned u t i l i t i e s  

s e rve  about 23 percent  of the  market, i n  Oregon investor-owned u t i l i t i e s  

account  f o r  63% and i n  Idaho, 86%. l2  S i m i l a r l y ,  i f  t he  aluminum 

indus t ry  and o t h e r  i n d u s t r i a l  u s e r s  were forced  t o  r e l y  s o l e l y  on expensive 

thermal power, t h e i r  continued concen t r a t ion  i n  t h e  reg ion  seems problem- 

' l ~ h e  weighted average product ion c o s t  i n  1976 w a s  1.8 m i l l s  per  
k i l o w a t t  hour f o r  h y d r o e l e c t r i c  power, and 17.2 m i l l s  per  k i l o w a t t  f o r  coa l .  
Comparable f i g u r e s  f o r  t he  Tro jan  nuc lear  f a c i l i t y  i n  Oregon were 20 m i l l s  
per  k i lowa t t  hobr; f o r  t h e  Hanford N-Reactor, 10  m i l l s  per  k i lowa t t  hour. 
Region A t  t he  Crossroads,  pp. IV-10-IV-11. 

12 
U.S. Department of Energy, Of f i ce  of t he  Regional Representa t ive ,  

"Regional E l e c t r i c  Power Planning I s s u e s  i n  t h e  P a c i f i c  Northwest," p. 6. 



a t i c .  l3 Given these  f o r c e s ,  t he  p u b l i c l y  owned u t i l i t i e s '  unique 

s t a t u s  may g ive  way t o  some form of shar ing  wi th  the investor-owned u t i l i -  

t i e s ,  and poss ib ly  the i n d u s t r i a l  u se r s  a s  w e l l .  

The second s u b s t a n t i v e  i s s u e  is how t o  make up t h e  s h o r t f a l l  between 

e x i s t i n g  hydro and thermal power genera t ing  capac i ty  and p ro j ec t ed  demands 

f o r  t h e  1990s. The b a s i c  op t ipns  a r e  conserva t ion;  r e l i a n c e  on " s o f t  path" 

technologies  such as s o l a r ,  biomass, and wind; s u b s t i t u t i o n  of n a t u r a l  gas  

and geothermal f o r  e l e c t r i c i t y  a s  a source of space hea t ;  and c o n s t r u c t i o n  

of new thermal power p l a n t s .  Few doubt t h a t  conserva t ion  and renewable 

r e sou rce  technologies  can make a con t r ibu t ion .  Reduced r e l i a n c e  on elec-  

t r i c i t y  doub t l e s s  has  some r o l e  t o  play a s  wel l .  Disagreement c e n t e r s  on 

the  n e c e s s i t y  of adding more thermal power p l a n t s  beyond those a l r eady  under 

c o n s t r u c t i o n  o r  planned. For example the  Natura l  Resources Defense Council 

s tudy  of  Terry Lash and  Roger Beers argue t h a t  a d d i t i o n a l  thermal c a p a c i t y  

is  unnecessary. 
14 

However, such conclus ions  d i f f e r  sha rp ly  from the  

p r o j e c t i o n s  of u t i l i t y  p lanners .  For example, f o r  the  year  1995 the " a l t e r -  

n a t i v e  scena r io"  f o r  t h e  West Group Area developed by t h e  Nat iona l  Resources 

Defense Council  p r o j e c t s  energy demand which i s  42% l e s s  than t h a t  p ro j ec t ed  . 

by the  P a c i f i c  Northwest U t i l i t i e s  Conference ~ o r n m i t t e e . ' ~  Absent very 

s t r o n g  p o l i t i c a l  p re s su re s  t o  the  c o n t r a r y ,  the u l t ima te  dec i s ions  w i l l  r e s t  

w i th  u t i l i t y  p lanners .  They seem most l i k e l y  t o  t r u s t  t h e i r  own demand 

p r o j e c t i o n s ,  and t o  meet the  demand wi th  convent iona l  sources .  Thus, t h e  

1 3 ~ s  P r o f e s s o r  K a i  Lee of t h e  U n i v e r s i t y  of Washington I n s t i t u t e  of 
Environmental S t u d i e s  has  argued,  t h e  r o l e  of t h e  d i r e c t  i n d u s t r i a l  u s e r s  i n  
t h e  r eg ion ' s  power system is  more complicated than  the s tandard  image of 
i n d u s t r i e s  consuming a g r e a t  d e a l  of power and supplying few jobs. Because 
a t  l e a s t  ha l f  of t h e s e  u s e r s  a r e  w i l l i n g  t o  purchase power t h a t  is more 

a i n t e r r u p t i b l e  than  is l i k e l y  to  be  accep tab le  t o  o t h e r  c a t e g o r i e s  of u s e r s ,  
t h e i r  presence provides a form of peaking power: power than can be d i v e r t e d  
i n  times of s h o r t  supply and s t rong  demand. I f  the  merits of t h i s  r o l e  can 
be s u s t a i n e d  i n  the h e a t  of p o l i t i c a l  deba tes ,  the d i r e c t  u se r s  may remain 
an  important  p a r t  of t he  r e g i o n a l  energy system. 

14 
Roger Beers and Te r ry  R. Lash, Choosing an  E l e c t r i c a l  Energy 

Fu tu re  f o r  t h e  P a c i f i c  Northwest: an  A l t e r n a t i v e  Scenario (Washington, 
D.C.: Energy Research and Development Adminis t ra t ion ,  January  31,  1977),  p. 

1 5 ~ e e r s  and Lash, p. 29. 



r eg ion ' s  u t i l i t i e s  seem l i k e l y  t o  r e l y  a t  l e a s t  p a r t i a l l y  on new thermal  

power p l an t s  t o  meet t h e  pro jec ted  demand f o r  e l e c t r i c i t y  i n  the  1990s. 

The t h i r d  s u b s t a n t i v e  i s s u e  is  how t o  f inance  new thermal power. One 

mechanism is "ne t  b i l l i n g . "  Under ne t  b i l l i n g ,  BPA promises t o  "buy" a 

u t i l i t y ' s  sha re  of t he  e l e c t r i c i t y  generated by a thermal power p l a n t  i n  

whose c o n s t r u c t i o n  the u t i l i t y  p a r t i c i p a t e s .  BPA then blends t h i s  more 

expensive thermal power with i t s  cheaper hydropower and s e l l s  t he  combina- 

t i o n  to a l l  i ts  customers,  inc luding  the  u t i l i t y  from which it bought t he  

thermal power, a t  an  averaged r a t e .  The accounting f o r  such t r a n s a c t i o n s  i s  

s l i g h t l y  more complicated than t h i s  summary would sugges t. Rather than 

a c t u a l l y  purchasing t h e  thermal power, BPA c r e d i t s  the u t i l i t y ' s  account i n  

an equ iva l en t  amount. Bonneville then s u b t r a c t s  t h i s  sum from the u t i l i t y ' s  

b i l l  f o r  the  power i t  rece ives .  Hence, "ne t  b i l l i n g . "  By a c t i n g  a s  guar- 

a n t o r ,  BPA eases  the  u t i l i t y ' s  acces s  t o  i n v e s t o r s  who may be ' r e l u c t a n t  t o  

i n v e s t  i n  o therwise  r i s k y  power p l an t  cons t r u c  t i o n  ventures .  I n  e f f e c t  , 
"ne t  b i l l i n g . . . s h i f t s  f i n a n c i a l  r i s k s  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  thermal p l a n t s  from 

t h e  d i f f e r e n t  customers t o  t h e  f e d e r a l  government through BPA. This  occurs  

because BPA ag rees  to  pay f o r  i ts  preference  customers '  sha re  of p l a n t  capa- 

b i l i t y ,  even i f  the  p l a n t  never produces e l e c t r i c i t y . " 1 6  The c o s t  of 

the  guarantee is borne by BPA's customers. When introduced to  f i nance  

po r t ions  of WPPSS 1, 2 ,  and 3 and t h e  Tro jan  nuc lea r  f a c i l i t y ,  n e t  b i l l i n g  

w a s  qu ick ly  perceived a s  i n e q u i t a b l e  by investor-owned u t i l i t i e s  and many of 

t h e i r  customers s i n c e  BPA's mandate p r o h i b i t s  use of the arrangement f o r  

f i nanc ing  p r i v a t e l y  owned power p l an t s .  Investor-owned u t i l i t i e s  would have 

t o  *pay increased  c o s t s  f o r  power purchased from BPA t o  he lp  cover  the c o s t s  

of p l a n t s  cons t ruc t ed  by pub l i c ly  owned u t i l i t i e s .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  r e a l i z i n g  

t h a t  t h e i r  acces s  t o  -low c o s t  power from 'BPA would be i n c r e a s i n g l y  l i m i t e d  

i n  the  next  few yea r s ,  they were having t o  proceed t o  cons t ruc t  t h e i r  own 

gene ra t ing  f a c i l i t i e s  without  b e n e f i t  of t he  BPA guarantee  enjoyed by the  

r eg ion ' s  p u b l i c l y  owned u t i l i t i e s .  

I n  f a c t ,  t he  arrangement i s  hard ly  proving t o  be a bonanza f o r  any of 

BPA's customers. As a r e s u l t  of r ecen t  c o s t  e s c a l a t i o n  i n  the c o n s t r u c t i o n  , 

1 6 ~ e g i o n  A t  t h e  Crossroads,  p. 3.13. 



of WPPSS' n e t  b i l l e d  f a c i l i t i e s ,  Bonnevil le  has announced a wholesale r a t e  

i n c r e a s e  of 40% f o r  November, 1979. Addi t iona l  pro jec ted  inc reases  a r e  28% 

i n  1981,  24% i n  1983, and 15% i n  1985. Previous ly ,  Bonnevil le  has r a i s e d  

r a t e s  o n l y  twice i n  i t s  40 yea r  h i s t o r y ,  f o r  a t o t a l  of 31%.17 Of 

course ,  Bonnevi l le ' s  growing r e l i a n c e  on thermal power makes some r a t e  

i n c r e a s e s  i n e v i t a b l e .  Thermal power is  i n h e r e n t l y  more c o s t l y  than  power 

from the  e x i s t i n g  hydro f a c i l i t i e s .  However, the  c o n t r a c t u a l  arrangements 

f o r  t he  ne t  b i l l e d  p l a n t s  may not  have c rea t ed  adequate  i n c e n t i v e s  f o r  WPPSS 

t o  keep c o s t s  t o  the  minimum, s i n c e  BPA ag rees  t o  pay f o r  the  debt  s e r v i c e  

on WPPSS' bonds "whether o r  not  t he  P r o j e c t  is completed, operable ,  o r  

o p e r a t i n g .  ..I8 

C u r r e n t l y ,  t he  p o t e n t i a l  c o n t r i b u t i o n  of n e t  b i l l i n g  t o  t h e  f inanc ing  

of new thermal power p l a n t s  is  l i m i t e d  i n  t h ree  ways. F i r s t ,  a u t i l i t y ' s  

c r e d i t  f o r  supplying thermal  power t o  BPA cannot  exceed 85% o f  Bonnevil le 's  

b i l l  t o  t h e  u t i l i t y .  Second, a s  prev ious ly  mentioned, n e t  b i l l i n g  is 

u n a v a i l a b l e  t o  investor-owned u t i l i t i e s ,  which a r e  most dependent on s e l f -  

gene ra t ed  power. Thi rd ,  under a Treasury  Regulat ion of August, 1972, i f  a 

p u b l i c l y  owned u t i l i t y  sells more than  25% of i t s  i n t e r e s t  i n  a f a c i l i t y ' s  

o u t p u t  t o  BPA, the  bonds used t o  f i nance  t h e  f a c i l i t y  w i l l  l o s e  t h e i r  t a r  

exempt s t a t u s .  
19 

I n  l i g h t  of the  r e luc t ance  of i n v e s t o r s  t o  f i nance  thermal power 

p l a n t s  under c u r r e n t  arrangements,  some form of f e d e r a l  o r  s t a t e  guarantee ,  

p o s s i b l y  a form of n e t  b i l l i n g ,  seems l i k e l y  t o  emerge. 

- - 

17"3 Nuclear P l a n t s  W i l l  Hike SPA'S Rates by 152 Percent , '*  S e a t t l e  
P o s t - I n t e l l i g e n c e r ,  February 20, 1979, p. A l .  

1 8 " s t a t e  Power System May T r i p l e  Rates t o  Build Nuke P l a n t s  ,** The 
U n i v e r s i t y  Dai ly ,  February 7 ,  1979, p. 1. 

"26 U.S.C. 103; Treas.  Reg. 51.103-7(b)(5). 



2.2 ALTERNATIVE PROPOSALS 

Numerous groups have proposed p o l i c i e s  f o r  dea l ing  with the  t h r e e  

s u b s t a n t i v e  i s s u e s  and with the  procedura l  ques t ion  of where decisionmaking 

a u t h o r i t y  should r e s ide .  Some, but  not  all, would involve  f e d e r a l  l e g i s l a -  

t i o n  t o  rep lace  c u r r e n t  arrangements under the  Bonnevil le  P r o j e c t  Act. Four 

primary proposa ls ,  and s e v e r a l  l e s s  comprehensive approaches, a r e  ou t l i ned  

below. 

The Weaver B i l l  

Congressman J i m  Weaver of Oregon introduced his proposal  f o r  dea l ing  

w i t h  these  i s s u e s  i n  March 1977.~' Th i s  l e g i s l a t i o n  would r ep lace  BPA 

wi th  a f e d e r a l l y  cha r t e r ed  Columbia Basin Energy Corporat ion,  (CBEC), 

c o n s i s t i n g  of f i v e  members. Two members would be appointed by the  

P r e s i d e n t ,  and one each e l e c t e d  by t h e  people of Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and 

Washington together.'' CBEC would purchase nonfedera l  power and pool  

i t  with - f e d e r a l  power.22 The Corporat ion would a l s o  be au thor ized  t o  

c o n s t r u c t  new gene ra t ing  f a c i l i t i e s  of a l l  types.  2 3 

.The Weaver B i l l  would address  the  a l l o c a t i o n  ques t ion  by e l imina t ing  

t h e  Preference  Clause. CBEC would purchase the  power generated by cooperat- 

i n g  p u b l i c l y  owned and investor-owned u t i l i t i e s ,  meld i t  wi th  f e d e r a l l y  

genera ted  power, and r e s e l l  the  power t o  t h e ' u t i l i t i e s  and d i r e c t  s e r v i c e  

i n d u s t r i a l  customers through th ree  r a t e  Rate I power would 

c o n s i s t  of a "conservat ion percentage" of p re sen t  r e s i d e n t i a l  consumption, 

s o l d  by CBEC t o  pub l i c ly  owned and investor-owned u t i l i t i e s  a t  a c o s t  equa l  

t o  t h a t  of t h e  lowest  c o s t  hydro power, f o r  r e s a l e  t o  r e s i d e n t i a l  customers 

a t  p r i c e s  i nc lud ing  u t i l i t y  ope ra t ing  c o s t s ,  and i n  the  case  of i nves to r -  

2 0 ~ . ~ .  5862, 95 th  Cong., 1st Sess. (1977). 



owned u t i l i t i e s ,  a reasonable  allowance f o r  p r o f i t .  Rate I f  power would 

c o n s i s t  of a l l  remaining energy a v a i l a b l e  from f a c i l i t i e s  cons t ruc t ed  and 

ope rab le  be fo re  CBEC's es tab l i shment .  Rate I1 power would be so ld  a t  c o s t  

of product ion and t ransmiss ion ,  i n  t he  fol lowing p r i o r i t y :  f i r s t ,  t o  meet 

remaining r e s i d e n t i a l  demand; second, t o  meet demand of n o n r e s i d e n t i a l  

u t i l i t y  customers; t h i r d ,  t o  d i r e c t  i n d u s t r i a l  customers of CBEC. Rate I11 

power would c o n s i s t  of energy generated from f a c i l i t i e s  coming on l i n e  a f t e r  

CBEC's es tab l i shment .  It would be s o l d  a t  c o s t  of product ion t o  meet a l l  
1 

remaining demand. 

The Weaver b i l l  would address  t h e  q u e s t i o n  of meeting f u t u r e  load  

growth by r e l y i n g  heav i ly  on conserva t ion .  CBEC could c o n s t r u c t  new gener- 

a t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  on ly  a f t e r  determining t h a t  the. technology chosen would 

c o n s t i t u t e  the most economical means of balancing energy supply and demand. 

S i m i l a r l y ,  CBEC could  a g r e e  t o  ' purchasepower  from util i ty-owned f a c i l i t i e s  

b u i l t  a f t e r  CBEC's e s t ab l i shmen t  only a f t e r  approving the c o n s t r u c t i o n  on a 

similar bas is .  25 Through power s a l e s  c o n t r a c t s ,  CBEC would impose 

s t r i n g e n t  i n s u l a t i o n ,  wea the r i za t ion ,  and conse rva t ion  requirements on a l l  

s t r u c t u r e s .  CBEC would fund these  conse rva t ion  a c t i v i t i e s  through d i r e c t  

g r a n t s .  2 6 

The Weaver b i l l  would address  t h e  ques t ion  of f i nanc ing  new thermal 

power f a c i l i t i e s ,  i f  necessary ,  by a u t h o r i z i n g  CBEC to  c o n s t r u c t  the f a c i l -  

i t i e s  i t s e l f . 2 7  CBEC could o b t a i n  t h e  necessary  funds through Congres- 

s i o n a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  o r  i s suance  of i t s  o m  bonds.28 CBEC could  a l s o  

e a s e  the  acces s  of u t i l i t i e s  t o  c a p i t a l  by agree ing  t o  purchase the  ou tpu t  

of new f a c i l i t i e s .  The Weaver B i l l ,  however, con ta ins  no p rov i s ion  t h a t  

would a l l o w  p u b l i c l y  owned u t i l i t i e s  t o  r e t a i n  t h e  t a x  exempt s t a t u s  of 

t h e i r  bonds i f  they took t h i s  course.  



2.2.2. The PNUCC B i l l  

The P a c i f i c  Northwest U t i l i t i e s  Conference Commit t e e  (PNUCC) , a group 

of p u b l i c l y  owned and investor-owned u t i l i t i e s ,  d r a f t e d  l e g i s l a t i o n  in t ro -  

duced i n  Congress i n  September of 1977.~'  This  l e g i s l a t i o n  would r e l y  

heav i ly  on an expanded r o l e  f o r  BPA, which would acqu i r e  new powers. The 

b i l l  would a l s o  e s t a b l i s h  the P a c i f i c  Northwest Planning and Conservation 

Organiza t ion  (PNEPCO), a Washington co rpo ra t ion ,  whose members would c o n s i s t  

of a l l  pub l i c ly  owned and investor-owned u t i l i t i e s  i n  t h e  reg ion  d e s i r i n g  to 
30 jo in .  . BNEPCO would prepare load and resource  f o r e c a s t s ,  promote 

power conserva t ion ,  s tudy  a l t e r n a t i v e  energy sources ,  review u t i l i t i e s '  

long-range planning,  provide ove r s igh t  s e r v i c e s  s p e c i f i e d  i n  BPA power 

purchase c o n t r a c t s ,  and p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  p l a n t  s i t i n g  s t u d i e s .  3 1 

The PNOCC B i l l  would address  the  a l l o c a t i o n  i s s u e  by modifying the  

Preference  Clause t o  a l low investor-owned u t i l i t i e s  and d i r e c t  i n d u s t r i a l  

u s e r s  t o  share  i n  cheap hydropower. Bonneville would a l l o c a t e  power through 

t h r e e  r a t e  pools. Rate Pool  A would c o n s i s t  of about 2 / 3  of e x i s t i n g  

f e d e r a l  hydropower and n e t  b i l l e d  thermal power, t o  be purchased by pub l i c ly  

owned u t i l i t i e s  a t  low cos t .  Before 1985, Rate Pool  B would c o n s i s t  of the  

remaining f e d e r a l  hydropower and n e t  b i l l e d  thermal power, p l u s  4,000 MWe of 

most ly thermal power owned by t h e  investor-owned u t i l i t i e s .  U n t i l  1985 

investor-owned u t i l i t i e s  and d i r e c t  s e r v i c e  i n d u s t r i e s  would s h a r e  Rate Pool 

B power a t  medium r a t e s .  Af te r  1985, Rate Pool  B power would inc lude  

inc reas ing  amounts of new thermal power, wi th  r a t e s  i n c r e a s i n g  commensu- 

r a t e l y .  Af te r  1985, Rate Pool B power would meet ha l f  of t he  p u b l i c l y  owned 

u t i l i t i e s '  load growth, ha l f  of the  investor-owned u t i l i t i e s '  load growth, 

and h a l f  of the  maximum 1% annual  l oad  growth of ,the d i r e c t  s e r v i c e  indus- 

t r i e s .  Remaining load  growth a f t e r  1985 would be met by Rate Pool C,  
1 

c o n s i s t i n g  of new thermal power not  a l l o c a t e d  t o  Rate Pool  B,  a t  f u l l  c o s t  

o f  production. 32 I n  s h o r t ,  p u b l i c l y  owned u t i l i t i e s  would r e t a i n  

2 9 ~ . ~ .  9020, 95th Cong., 1st Sess. (1977). 
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r i g h t s  t o  about two-thirds of the f e d e r a l  hydropower and would thus be a b l e  

t o  cont inue  t o  sel l  power a t  r a t e s  below those of the  investor-owned u t i l i -  

t i e s .  Nonetheless ,  t he  p u b l i c l y  owned u t i l i t i e s  would be paying h ighe r  

wholesa le  r a t e s  than  under e x i s t i n g  arrangements.  Investor-owned u t i l i t i e s  

would pay l e s s  f o r  power than  i f  they were forced  t o  r e l y  s o l e l y  on thermal  

power. D i rec t  s e r v i c e  i n d u s t r i e s  would obvious ly  pay f a r  more than they do 

p r e s e n t l y ,  bu t  s t i l l  less than the c o s t  of r e l y i n g  e n t i r e l y  on thermal 

power. 

The PNUCC proposa l  addresses  t h e  ques t ion  of meeting new load growth by 

encouraging conse rva t ion ,  a l though t o  a l e s s e r  e x t e n t  than the  Weaver B i l l .  

PNEPCO and BPA would manage a program of conse rva t ion  s t anda rds  to  be 

adopted by t h e  s t a t e s ,  o r  i f  they f a i l e d  t o  do so,  by BPA. A s t a t e ' s  f a i l -  

u r e  t o  adopt s t anda rds  would r e s u l t  i n  a surcharge  on power so ld  t o  BPA 

customers w i t h i n  t h a t  s t a t e .  BPA would be au tho r i zed  t o  make gran t s  and 

l o a n s  f o r  conserva t ion  purposes. The s t anda rds  would be designed t o  encour- 

a g e  conse rva t ion  as an  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  new thermal power.33 However, 

t h e  u t i l i t i e s  would s t i l l  have s u b s t a n t i a l  freedom t o  meet new load growth 

w i t h  new gene ra t ion  f a c i l i t i e s  i n s t e a d  of conserva t ion  measures. 

The PNUCC B i l l  would address  t h e  i s s u e  of f i nanc ing  new power p l a n t s  by 

g i v i n g  BPA the  a u t h o r i t y  t o  buy the ou tpu t  of any new thermal power p l a n t ,  

whether cons t ruc t ed  by a p u b l i c l y  owned o r  investor-owned u t i l i t y .  34 

It would a l s o  amend I n t e r n a l  Revenue Code Sec t ion  103 t o  a l l ow p u b l i c l y  

owned u t i l i t i e s  t o  a s s i g n '  power t o  BPA while  r e t a i n i n g  t h e  tax-exempt s t a t u s  

o f  t h e i r  bonds.35 The PNU'CC proposa l  would thus  r e s t o r e  and expand n e t  

b i l l i n g .  

2.2.3 The Jackson B i l l  

P a r t l y  in  response t o  oppos i t ion  t o  the  PNUCC proposal  by some p u b l i c l y  

owned u t i l i t i e s  ( e s p e c i a l l y  Snohomish County Pub l i c  U t i l i t y  D i s t r i c t  and 



S e a t t l e  C i ty  L igh t ) ,  Senator '  Henry Jackson, chairman of the  Senate  Energy 

Committee, introduced h i s  Northwest r eg iona l  power b i l l  i n  August, 

1978 .36 The Jackson B i l l  would, a l s o  expand B P A ~  s r o l e  i n  r eg iona l  

power supply and planning. It would d i r e c t  Bonneville t o  prepare  a r eg iona l  

power planning and conserva t ion  program i n  c o n s u l t a t i o n  w i t h . t h e  governors 

of  Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Washington and wi th  two newly c rea t ed  groups,  

t h e  Bonneville Consumers' Council  and the  Bonnevil le  U t i l i t i e s '  

Council. 37 

The Jackson B i l l  would address  t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  i s s u e  by a l l o c a t i n g  the  

f e d e r a l  power now rece ived  by d i r e c t  s e r v i c e  i n d u s t r i e s  t o  the r e s i d e n t i a l  

customers .of  t he  investor-owned u t i l i t i e s .  This  po l icy  would be phased i n  

g radua l ly  over a five-year period. E s s e n t i a l l y ,  BPA would sell  a pool of 

power a t  averaged r a t e s  t o  meet the  g e n e r a l  requirements  ( r e s i d e n t i a l  and 

e x i s t i n g  i n d u s t r i a l )  of pub l i c ly  owned u t i l i t i e s  and the  r e s i d e n t i a l  

requirements  of investor-owned u t i l i t i e s .  This  pool  would c o n s i s t  of e x i s t -  

ing  f e d e r a l  power, e x i s t i n g  n e t  b i l l e d  power, and a s  needed, "exchange 

power" purchased from u t i l i t i e s  and power from new resources  otherwise 

acquired by Bonneville.  D i r ec t  s e r v i c e  i n d u s t r i e s  would purchase from 

Bonnevil le  a t  r a t e s  comparable t o  those charged i n d u s t r i a l  customers by 

u t i l i t i e s . 3 8  Presumably, BPA would sel l  power t o  p u b l i c l y  owned u t i l i -  

t i e s  f o r  use by new i n d u s t r i a l  customers and t o  investor-owned u t i l i t i e s  f o r  

use by all i n d u s t r i a l  customers a t  r a t e s  similar t o  those  charged the  d i r e c t  

s e r v i c e  i n d u s t r i e s .  

The Jackson B i l l  would address  t h e  ques t ion  of meeting load  growth by 

emphasizing conse rva t ion  and renewable resource  power genera t ion .  BPA would 

be requi red  t o  meet power o b l i g a t i o n s  through f e a s i b l e ,  c o s t  e f f e c t i v e  

conserva t ion  measures such a s  f i nanc ing  r e s i d e n t i a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  i nc reased  

system e f f i c i e n c y ,  and waste energy recovery. Bonnevil le  would a l s o  provide 

t echn ica l  and f i n a n c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  o t h e r s  t o  promote conserva t ion .  I f  

3 6 ~ .  3418, 95 th  Cong., 2d Sess.  (1978). The i d e n t i c a l  b i l l  has been 
re in t roduced  a s  S. 885, 96th Cnng,, 1st. Sesa. (1979). 



BPA found conserva t ion  measures i n s u f f i c i e n t  t o  meet power o b l i g a t i o n s ,  i t  

would be au thor ized  t o  a c q u i r e  a d d i t i o n a l  r e sou rces  from f e d e r a l  o r  

nonfede ra l  e n t i t i e s ,  accord ing  t o  the  fo l lowing  p r i o r i t y :  waste h e a t ,  

cogene ra t ion ,  o r  renewable resources ;  h igh  energy r e sources ,  such a s  

combined cyc le  o r  magnetohydrodynamic; and o thers .  Bonnevil le  would i t s e l f  

be au tho r i zed  t o  c o n s t r u c t  nonhydro gene ra t ing  f a c i l i t i e s  using renewable 

r e sou rces ,  a s  w e l l  as f a c i l i t i e s  using o t h e r  resources  i f  necessary t o  

a s s u r e  t ransmiss ion  s y s  tem r e l i a b i l i t y  . 3 9 

The Jackson B i l l  would address  t he  i s s u e  of f i nanc ing  new thermal 

g e n e r a t i n g  capac i ty  by r e s t o r i n g  and expanding a  form of n e t  b i l l i n g  t o  

i n c l u d e  pub l i c ly  owned and investor-owned u t i l i t i e s  a l i k e .  40 A s  wi th  

t h e  PNUCC proposa l ,  t h e  I n t e r n a l  Revenue Code would be amended t o  permit t he  

bonds of p u b l i c l y  owned u t i l i t i e s  used t o  f i nance  n e t - b i l l e d  f a c i l i t i e s  to  

remain tax-exempt. BPA i t s e l f  would have expanded a u t h o r i t y  t o  f i nance  i ts  

own c o n s t r u c t i o n  p r o j e c t s  through the  s a l e  of revenue bonds. 4  1 

2.2.4 WPPSS ~ r o ~ o s a l  

A s  a  back-up approach i n  t h e  event  no f e d e r a l  power b i l l  is approved, 

t h e  Washington Pub l i c  Power Supply System,(WPPSS) has r e c e n t l y  proposed a  

more l i m i t e d  r e g i o n a l  e l e c t r i c i t y  gene ra t ion  plan t h a t  i t  c la ims  would 

r e q u i r e  no new l e g i s l a t i o n .  WPPSS, a  j o i n t  ope ra t ing  agency composed of 

p u b l i c l y  owned u t i l i t i e s  i n  Washington, b u i l d s  and ope ra t e s  power p l a n t s  f o r  

i t s  member u t i l i t i e s .  (See the d i s c u s s i o n  beginning on page 80.) Under the  

WPPSS p lan ,  p u b l i c l y  owned u t i l i t i e s  would c r e a t e  a power pool and a s s i g n  t o  

it t h e i r  a l l o c a t i o n  of f e d e r a l  hydropower and any o t h e r  power t o  which they 

have r i g h t s ,  such a s  that genera ted  by t h e i r  own thermal power p l a n t s  o r  

power p l a n t s  i n  which they have a sha re ,  t o  the  e x t e n t  t hese  sha re s  a r e  no t  

a s s igned  t o  BPA. The power pool would then  s e l l  t h e  e l e c t r i c i t y  back t o  t he  

u t i l i t i e s  and t o  i n d u s t r i a l  u s e r s  a t  an  averaged r a t e .  Investor-owned 



u t i l i t i e s  would be l e f t  out  of the plan e n t i r e l y .  Thus, the WPSS p lan  

would address  t he  i s s u e  of a l l o c a t i n g  f e d e r a l  hydropower by channel ing i t  t o  

pub l i c ly  owned u t i l i t i e s  and i n d u s t r i a l  u s e r s ,  t o  the exc lus ion  of i n v e s t o r  

owned u t i l i t i e s .  The WPPSS p lan  does not d i r e c t l y  address  the  ques t ion  of 

how t o  meet f u t u r e  load growth. The plan does env i s ion  cons t ruc t ion  of new 

thermal power p l a n t s  by WPSS o r  i n d i v i d u a l l y  o r  coope ra t ive ly  by p u b l i c l y  

owned u t i l i t i e s .  The proposal  l eaves  conserva t ion  t o  o t h e r s ,  such a s  

i n d i v i d u a l  u t i l i t i e s  o r  BPA. The WPPSS approach addresses  t he  problem of 

f inanc ing  new thermal power. p l a n t s  by r e i n s t i t u t i n g  a form of "ne t  b i l l i n g "  

' for  pub l i c ly  owned u t i l i t i e s ,  a l b e i t  wi th  t h e  r eg iona l  power pool r a t h e r  

than BPA a s  the  n e t  b i l l e r .  The p lan  does not  address  the  ques t ion  of 

f i nanc ing  new thermal power p l a n t s  f o r  investor-owned u t i l i t i e s .  42 ' 

2.2.5 Other Proposa ls  

Various groups have made o t h e r ,  l e s s  comprehensive proposals .  Por t land  

U t i l i t i e s  Commissioner Ivanc ie  has  proposed changing t h e  Preference  Clause 

t o  favor  end-use a l l o c a t i o n  of f e d e r a l  hydropower t o  r e s i d e n t i a l  customers.  

Through 1977 l e g i s l a t i o n ,  t h e  Oregon l e g i s l a t u r e  has at tempted t o  q u a l i f y  

t he  e n t i r e  s t a t e  of Oregon as a BPA preference  customer, to  be known a s  t h e  

Oregon ~ o m e s t i c  and Rural  Power Author i ty  (DRPA). This  "paper u t i l i t y "  

would channel  f e d e r a l  hydropower t o  e x i s t i n g  Oregon pub l i c ly  owned and 

investor-owned u t i l i t i e s .  43 By t h e  terms of the  enabl'ing l e g i s l a t i o n ,  

DRPA's powers were t o  commence March 1, 1979, i f  t h e  U.S. Congress had 

f a i l e d  t o  enac t  a r eg iona l  power b i l l  s a t i s f a c t o r y  to  the  Oregon governor.  

Although Governor Atiyeh has i n s t r u c t e d  t h e  Pub l i c  U t i l i t i e s  Commission t o  

begin hear ings  requi red  t o  s e t  up DRPA, he has a l s o  ind ica t ed  he wishes t o  

awai t  t h e  outcome of r eg iona l  energy l e g i s l a t i o n  i n  Congress. A b i l l  t o  

de l ay  implementation of DRPA f o r  one yea r  has  been introduced i n  t he  Oregon 

l e g i s l a t u r e .  (Telephone conversa t ion  wi th  Michael Grainey, S t a f f  Attorney,  

4 2 " ~ e w  plan: r e a l l o c a t e  e l e c t r i c i t y  without  Congress ' h e l p ,  *' The - 
S e a t t l e  Times, December 15, 1978, p. B10. 

431977 O r .  L a w s  Ch. 888. 



Oregon Department of Energy, Apr i l  30, 1979.) F ina l ly ,  as  indica ted  ahnve, 

a Natura l  Resources Defense Council (NRDC) s tudy has proposed an "a l te rna-  

t i v e  scenar io"  f o r  meeting the region ' s  e l e c t r i c a l  needs without cons t ruc t -  

i ng  any a d d i t i o n a l  nuclear  o r  coal - f i red  power p l a n t s  i n  the  next twenty 

years  beyond those  a l r eady  approved o r  under construct ion-that  is ,  primar- 

i l y  through c ~ n s e r v a t i o n . ~ ~  The NRDC proposal addresses  the  a l l o c a t i o n  

i s s u e  by assuming BPA would continue t o  supply power t o  d i r e c t  s e r v i c e  

i n d u s t r i e s  only so  long a s  t h e i r  p l an t s  a r e  l e s s  t h a n s 3 5  years  old.  I n  

o t h e r  words, pub l i c ly  owned u t i l i t i e s  would gradual ly  consume a l l  f e d e r a l  

hydropower.45 This  scena r io  obv ious ly  does not  reach the i s s u e  of 

f inanc ing  new thermal power p lants .  

2.3 PROSPECTS 

The inadequacy of present  arrangements is c r e a t i n g  s t rong  and increas-  

ing  pressures  on the r eg ion ' s  pub l i c ly  owned u t i l i t i e s ,  investor-owned u t i l -  

i t ies ,  and d i r e c t  s e r v i c e  i n d u s t r i e s  a l ike ;  Obviously, none of the  pr inc i -  

p a l  proposals  is equal ly  s a t i s f y i n g  t o  a l l .  With respect  t o  the  c r i t i c a l  

a l l o c a t i o n  i s s u e ,  t he  choice between a l t e r n a t i v e s  c l e a r l y  repre.sents  a 

" f ixed  sum game:" t h a t  is ,  pub l i c ly  owned u t i l i t i e s ,  investor-owned u t i l i -  

t ies,  and i n d u s t r i a l  u se r s  a r e  competing f o r  a l imi t ed  resource.  S imi la r ly ,  

end-users  i n  the  s t a t e  of Washington a r e  competing with end-users i n  the 

s t a t e s  of Oregon and Idaho. The Weaver B i l l  favors  investor-owned u t i l i t i e s  

and r e s i d e n t i a l  and r u r a l  end-users a t  t he  expense of pub l i c ly  owned u t i l i -  

ties and d i r e c t  i n d u s t r i a l  users .  The PNUCC B i l l  does more f o r  inves tor -  

owned u t i l i t i e s ,  d i r e c t  i n d u s t r i a l  u s e r s ,  and Washington end-users  than i t  

does for pub l i c ly  owned u t i l i t i e s  and end-users i n  Oregon and'Idaho. The 

Jackson B i l l  tries t o  s a t i s f y  pub l i c ly  owned u t i l i t i e s ,  investor-owned u t i l -  

i t ies ,  and end-users  i n  a l l  s t a t e s  l a r g e l y  a t  the  expense of d i r e c t  s e r v i c e  4 

i n d u s t r i e s ,  which will nonetheless  r e t a i n  t h e i r  access to power, a l b e i t  a t  

h igher  r a t e s .  Not s u r p r i s i n g l y ,  t h e  Jackson B i l l  has received the support  

4 4 ~ e e r s  and Lash, p. 3. 

4 5 ~ e e t i  and Lash, pp. 78-79. According t o  the authors ,  the scena r io  
could a l s o  accommodate a complete phase-out of d i r e c t  s e rv ice  customers o r  
f u l l  continued s e r v i c e ,  i f  the Bonneville P r o j e c t  A c t  were appropr i a t e ly  
amended. 



of the  r eg ion ' s  pub l i c ly  owned and investor-owned u t i l i t i e s ,  and perhaps a s  

t h e  l e a s t  of s e v e r a l  e v i l s ,  the  aluminum companies. 

The timing and c h a r a c t e r  of the  outcome i s  l i k e l y  t o  depend heav i ly  on 

Congressional  p o l i t i c s .  46 I n  t h e  Senate ,  support  f o r  t he  Jackson B i l l  

i s  r e l a t i v e l y  s t rong .  In  a d d i t i o n  t o  Jackson,  who i s ,  Chairman of the 

Energy and Natura l  Resources Committee, t he  r e c e n t l y  re in t roduced  b i l l ' s  

cosponsors i nc lude  Senators  Frank Church of Idaho, James McClure of Idaho, 

Robert Packwood of Oregon ( a l l  members of t he  Energy and Natura l  Resources 

Committee a s  w e l l ) ,  and Senator Mark H a t f i e l d  of Oregon. The b i l l ' s  f u t u r e  

i n  the  House of Representa t ives  is more problematic.  An important  House 

backer of the  b i l l  i n  t he  l a s t  Congress, Representa t ive  Lloyd Meeds of 

Washington, Chairman of t he  House I n t e r i o r  Subcommittee on Water and Power, 

has r e t i r e d .  This s e s s i o n ,  the only Northwest member of the  committee is  

Representa t ive  Weaver of Oregon, sponsor of a  competing approach. 4 7 

Don Bonker of  Olympia is  a l s o  s k e p t i c a l  of t h e  Jackson B i l l ,  a s  is 

Representa t ive  John Dinge l l  of Michigan, Chairman of t he  House Commerce . 

Energy and Power Subcommittee. Both a r e  concerned about  t he  precedent  of 

e l imina t ing  pub l i c ly  owned u t i l i t i e s  ' p r e f e r e n t i a l  acces s  to f e d e r a l  power 

and about f e d e r a l  underwri t ing of thermal power p l a n t  cons t ruc t ion .  4 8. 

Of s p e c i a l  concern is the  unusual ly h igh  c o s t  e s c a l a t i o n  of the WPPSS 

nuc lea r  f a c i l i t i . e s ,  c o s t s  which w i l l  be borne by a l l  consumers whose u t i l i -  

t i e s  purchase wholesale power from BPA. Representa t ive  Weaver and o t h e r s  

b e l i e v e  r e s t o r a t i o n  of t h i s  p r a c t i c e  f o r  the  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of thermal gener- 

a t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  by pub l i c ly  owned u t i l i t i e s ,  and i t s  extens ion  t o  i n v e s t o r  

owned u t i l i t i e s  a s  w e l l ,  could r e s u l t  i n  unacceptably h igh  power r a t e s  

because of inadequate  i n c e n t i v e s  f o r  the  b u i l d e r s  of n e t  b i l l e d  p l a n t s  t o  

4 6 1 e ~ e n a t o r s  Ask Jackson t o  Go Slow on NW Power B i l l , ' *  S e a t t l e  
P o s t - I n t e l l i g e n c e r ,  March 15, 1979, p. A7. 

4 7 * ' ~ e n a t o r s  Ask Jackson." 

48v '~ackson  ready f o r  Round 3 on energy b i l l , "  The S e a t t l e  Times, 
March 2,  1979, p. A10; " ' Z i l c h '  Outlook f o r  NW Power Measure," The S e a t t l e  
Pos t - In t e l l i gence r  , March 2 ,  1979. 



hold down cos t s .  49 I n  t h i s  connect ion,  the  r e s u l t s  of a  GAO a u d i t  of 

BPA' s' n e t  b i l l i n g  c o n t r a c t s  wi th  WPPSS, ordered by Representa t ive  Dingel l ,  

could  be c r i t i c a l  t o  t h e  f u t u r e  of t h e  Jackson ~i11.~' A s  a  

consequence, Congress iona l  a c t i o n  may come s lowly ,  o r  no t  a t  a l l  i f  . 

compromise e ludes  l e g i s l a t o r s .  I n  t h e  meantime, t he  u n c e r t a i n t i e s  and 

p r e s s u r e s  may a f f e c t  t h e  s i t i n g  and c o n s t r u c t i o n  of i n d i v i d u a l  gene ra t ing  

f a c i l i t i e s  d i scussed  i n  t h e  remainder of t h i s  r epo r t .  

491*3 Nuclear P l a n t s  W i l l  Hike BPA1s Rates by 152 Percent." S e a t t l e  
P o s t - I n t e l l i g e n c e r ,  February 20, 1979, p. Al. 

5 0 " ~ o n g r e s s  To Audit N-Contracts I n  State , ' .  S e a t t l e  Post- 
I n t e l l i g e n c e r ,  February 7 ,  1979, p. Al. 



CHAPTER THREE: 
IDAHO 

For Idaho,  the  scena r io  s p e c i f i e s  an expansion i n  genera t ing  capac i ty  

from 1,686 MWe i n  1978 t o  2,432 MWe i n  1990. The bulk of t h i s  i n c r e a s e  is  

t o  come from new h y d r o e l e c t r i c  capac i ty ,  wi th  a sma l l e r  amount coming from 

geothermal power. No s e r i o u s  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  s tand  i n  the  way ,of 

r e a l i z i n g  the  h y d r o e l e c t r i c  po r t ion  of t he  scena r io :  s u f f i c i e n t  f a c i l i t i e s  

a r e  under c o n s t r u c t i o n  o r  i n  advanced planning t h a t  the  s cena r io  f i g u r e  i s  

l i k e l y  t o  be met. The a d d i t i o n  of the geothermal capac i ty  is  u n l i k e l y  to  be 

j u s t i f i e d  by t e c h n i c a l  and economic cons ide ra t ions .  However, these  f a c t o r s  

a s  we l l  a s  the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  c l ima te  a r e  more suppor t ive  of geothermal power 

i n  Idaho. than i n  o t h e r  northwestern s t a t e s .  The prospec ts  f o r  some 

commercial-scale geothermal power gene ra t ion  coming on l i n e  by 1990 appear  

r e l a t i v e l y  favorable .  

3.1 HYDROELECTRIC 

The scena r io  env i s ions  t h e  ' add i t i on  of 551 MWe of h y d r o e l e c t r i c  gener- 

a t i n g  capac i ty  i n  t he  s t a t e  of  Idaho by 1985, and no f u r t h e r  a d d i t i o n  

between 1985 and 1990. A s  Table 3 i n d i c a t e s ,  a number of hydroe lec t r i c  

p r o j e c t s  a r e  planned f o r  the  s t a t e ,  r ep re sen t ing  about  1,164 MWe of addi-  

t i o n a l  genera t ing  capac i ty .  However, t he  a d d i t i o n  of a  f i f t h  gene ra t ing  

u n i t  t o  t he  Brownlee Dam is the  only  one of t hese  p r o j e c t s  y e t  under 

cons t ruc t ion .  A l l  o t h e r s  a r e  i n  va r ious  s t a g e s  of planning. None of the  

f e d e r a l  p r o j e c t s  has rece ived  funding f o r  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  and only one of t h e  

p r o j e c t s  proposed by the  Idaho Board of Water Resources has received author-  

i z a t i o n  t o  i s s u e  bonds f o r  cons t ruc t ion  f inanc ing .  Thus, only t h e  225 W e  

of. capac i ty  represented  by the  Brownlee Dam can be s a i d  with some c e r t a i n t y  

t o  be i n  ope ra t ion  by e i t h e r  1985 o r  1990. However,' only about a  t h i r d  of 

t h e  o t h e r  939 MWe being planned need be completed by 1990 t o  r e a l i z e  t he  

hydro component of the  scenar io .  A s  t h e r e  a r e  no severe  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  

c o n s t r a i n t s ,  the  s cena r io  f i g u r e s  w i l l  probably be met. 

Th i s  s e c t i o n  l a y s  out  the i n s t i t u t i o n a l  con tex t  f o r  t h e  cons t ruc t ion  of 

h y d r o e l e c t r i c  power genera t ion  f a c i l i t i e s  i n  Idaho and then d i s c u s s e s  the  



TABLE 3 

ADDITIONAL HYDROELECTRIC CAPACIM PLANNED FOR IDAHO 

PLANT/AGENCY/LOCATION 

Brown l ee D a d  l daho Power Co./Snake 
Rlver,  Washington County 

Pal I sades DadBureau of Rec lanat  ion 
and Idaho Department of Water 
Resources/Snake River,  southeast 
Idaho, B m n e v i l l e  County 

W I ley Dike/ldaho Board o f  Water 
Resources and l daho Power Coo/ 
southern Idaho, SW o f  B l iss ,  10 

Payet te  R i ver Dams-South Fork (Gr i m s  
Pass, Black Bear, B i g  Fal Is, and 
Pine F l a t  dams)/ldaho Board o f  Water 
Resources and ldaho Power Co./ 
South Fork, Payette River,  SW Idaho, 
nor th  o f  Boise, Boise County 

Payet te  R i vers Dams-North Fork 
(Cascade, Fernao f  t, and Banks 
dams)/ l daho Power Co./Nwth Fork, 
Payet te  R i ver, western edge of 
Val ley County 

Dwarshak D a d  U.S. Army Corps o f  
Engineers/ North Fork of the Clear- 
water R i ver, Clearwater County 

Lucky Peak Dadcorps o f  Engineers 

Swan Fai Is-Guf f y  Dams/ldaho Board o f  
Water Resources and Idaho Power Co./ 
Snake River,  Owyhee County 

SCHEDULED 
COMPLETION 

1979 

19857 

198586 

1985-86 

1985-87 

? 

7 

? 

CAPAC I lY 
(MEGAWAVS) 

225 

90 

86 

8 5 

n o  

220 

7 5 

113 

CURRENT STATUS 

Under construct ion. 

Author I z a t  ion from 
Congress and s t a t e  
leg is la ture.  

Permits stage. 

Under study. 

Under study. 

Design mm. 

Survey report. 

DE IS ,  FERC I lcense 
app l fcation. 

-. - -. ./ 



. c u r r e n t  s t a t u s  of p r o j e c t s  now planned and. the i n s t i t u t i o n a l  ' c o n s t r a i n t s  t o  

t h e i r  completion by 1985 o r  1990. 

3.1.1 I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Context 

V i r t u a l l y  a l l  of the e l e c t r i c i t y  now generated i n  Idaho is hydroelec- 

t r i c  power. I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  Washington, Idaho i s  served p r imar i ly  by regu- 

l a t e d ,  inves  tor-owned u t i l i t i e s .  Indeed, these  p r i v a t e l y  owned u t i l i t i e s  

s e r v i c e  about 86% of the  s t a t e .  The remainder is served by municipal  u t i l i -  

t i e s  o r  r u r a l  e l e c t r i c  coopera t ives  .' However, Idaho ' s investor-owned 

u t i l i t i e s  do not  bu i ld  and ope ra t e  a l l  the  genera t ing  capac i ty  upon which 

they  r e l y  f o r  power. I n  some i n s t a n c e s ,  they purchase power from f a c i l i t i e s  

b u i l t  i n  whole or  p a r t  by t h e  Idaho Board of Water Resources. In  s t i l l  

o t h e r  ca ses ,  they r e l y  on power marketed by BPA from f a c i l i t i e s  b u i l t  and 

opera ted  by t h e  Army Corps of Engineers  o r  t he  Bureau of Reclamation. Thus, 

t h e r e  a r e  t h r e e  ways of br inging  genera t ing  capac i ty  on l i n e  i n  t he  s t a t e  of 

Idaho, even' i f  most of i t . i s  even tua l ly  so ld  t o  end-users by the s t a t e ' s  

investor-owned u t i l i t i e s :  p r i v a t e l y  b u i l t  f a c i l i t i e s ,  Board of Water 

Resources f a c i l i t i e s ,  and f e d e r a l l y  b u i l t  f a c i l i t i e s .  

3.1.1.1 P r iva t e ly -Bu i l t  F a c i l i t i e s  
I 

Const ruc t ion  of a p r i v a t e l y  owned h y d r o e l e c t r i c  genera t ing  f a c i l i t y  i n  

Idaho r equ i r e s  the approval  of s e v e r a l  s t a t e  agencies .  The c e n t r a l  r o l e  i s  

played by the  Idaho Pub l i c  U t i l i t i e s  Commission, from which the  u t i l i t y  must 

o b t a i n  a c e r t i f i c a t e  of convenience and n e c e s s i t y  before  c o n s t r u c t i o n  can 

begin. l  Unlike Washington, Idaho has n e i t h e r  a "mini-NEPAB* r e q u i r i n g  

a n  EIS f o r  s t a t e  a c t i o n s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f f e c t i n g  the  environment nor a 

comprehensive energy f a c i l i t y  s i t i n g  process .  While i n  p r i n c i p l e  t h e  Idaho 

pub l i c  U t i l i t i e s  Commission could inco rpora t e  broad-gauged environmental and 

s i t i n g  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s . i n  determining whether t o  i s s u e  a c e r t i f i c a t e  of 

1 
U.S. Department of Energy, Off ice  of the  Regional Representa t ive ,  

;Regional E l e c t r i c  Power Planning I s s u e s  i n  t he  P a c i f i c  Northwest," p. 6. 
I C  61-503. 



convenience and necess i ty ,  i t  has not  t y p i c a l l y  done so. Two f a c t o r s  

appear  t o  account f o r  t h i s  posture.  F i r s t ,  l i k e  o the r  publ ic  u t i l i t i e s  

r e g u l a t o r s ,  t h e  Commission can be expected to  view its mission as economic 

r egu la t ion :  a s s e s s i n g  the  v a l i d i t y  of a  u t i l i t y ' s  load growth p r o j e c t i o n s ,  

i t s  a b i l i t y  t o  ob ta in  f inancing ,  and the appropr ia teness  of i t s  r a t e  

s t r u c t u r e  are f a m i l i a r  t a sks .  Factor ing  i n  environmental cons ide ra t ions  is  

r e l a t i v e l y  a l i e n .  Second, the  Commission must f inance  any environmental 

and s i t i n g  s t u d i e s  out  of i t s  own funds.) A s  a  r e s u l t ,  environmental 

cons ide ra t ions  a r e  brought t o  bear sepa ra te ly  through the requirements of 

o t h e r  s t a t e  agencies.  The u t i l i t y  must ob ta in  a  sepa ra te  water permit from 

t h e  Department of Water Resources, the  s t a t e  o f f i c e  charged with adopting a 

comprehensive program f o r  the  conservat ion ,  development, and use of a l l  

unappropriated water r e ~ o u r c e s . ~  And the u t i l i t y  must see  t h a t  i t s  

proposed f a c i l i t y  complies with l o c a l  land use requirements.  A proposed 

thermal  o r  geothermal f a c i l i t y  would a l s o  have t o  ob ta in  an  a i r  q u a l i t y  

permit  from t h e  A i r  Qual i ty  Bureau. F i n a l l y ,  t he  u t i l i t y  would have t o  

o b t a i n  a l i c e n s e  from the  Federa l  Energy Regulatory Commission under the 

Federa l  Power A c t  . 5 

3.1.1.2 Board of Water Resources F a c i l i t i e s  

An e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  set 'of procedures is  invoked f o r  genera t ing  

f a c i l i t i e s  proposed f o r  cons t ruc t ion  by t h e  Idaho Board of Water Resources 

w i t h i n  the  Department of Water Resources, The Board's mandate, written i n  

the  s t a t e ' s  c o n s t i t u t i o n ,  inc ludes  the  development of hydroe lec t r i c  

resources  i n  t h e  s t a re .6  While the  Board may exe rc i se  t h i s  mandate 

through the  cons t ruc t ion  of dams and as soc ia t ed  genera t ing  f a c i l i t i e s ,  i t  i s  

nor authorized t o  funct ion  a s  a  u t i l i t y .  Therefore t h e  Board must market 

power from its f a c i l i t i e s  . t o  the  investor-owned u t i l i t i e s  o r  r u r a l  cooper- 

3 
Northwest Enerev Po l i cv  P r o i e c t .  I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Cons t ra in t s  and 

4~~ 42-701--42-1759. 

516 U.S.C. 797. 

6  
Idaho Cons t i tu t ion  a r t .  15 57. 



a t i v e s  t h a t  se rve  the  s t a t e  i n  much the  same way a s  BPA markets power, 

u s u a l l y  through long-term purchase agreements. 

S p e c i f i c  arrangements can vary widely. For i n s t a n c e ,  the  Board has 

en tered  i n t o  agrqements with a  u t i l i t y  whereby the Board f inances  and 

c o n s t r u c t s  a  d a m  and the  u t i l i t y  f i nances  and cons t r u c t s  the  gene ra t ing  

u n i t s  to  be used i n  conjunct ion  wi th  the  dam. In  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n ,  t he  Board 

e s s e n t i a l l y  s e l l s  the u t i l i t y  the water  necessary  to t u r n  i t s  tu rb ines .  In  

o ther  ca ses ,  the Board c o n s t r u c t s  and ope ra t e s  the  e n t i r e  f a c i l i t y ,  s e l l i n g  

power t o  the  u t i l i t i e s .  

The Board must r ece ive  l e g i s l a t i v e  a u t h o r i z a t i o n  t o  proceed wi th  the  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  of any p r o j e c t ,  inc luding  a  h y d r o e l e c t r i c  f a c i l i t y .  Genera l ly ,  

t h e  Board conducts economic, engineer ing ,  and environmental s t u d i e s  and 

n e g o t i a t e s  prel iminary agreements wi th  the  u t i l i t i e s  before  approaching the  

l e g i s l a t u r e  f o r  cons t ruc t ion  a u t h o r i z a t i o n .  -The l e g i s l a t i v e  hear ings  on the  

Board's r eques t s  f o r  a u t h o r i z a t i o n  a f  fo rd  p o t e n t i a l  opponents of a  p r o j e c t  

a n  oppor tuni ty  to  achieve  h igh ly  v i s i b l e  i n p u t  a t  a n  important d e c i s i o n  

p o i n t  i n  the process .  . If  the dam would a f f e c t  a body of water over  which 

Congress has j u r i s d i c t i o n  o r  t h e  powerhouse would u t i l i z e  su rp lus  water  from 

an e x i s t i n g  government dam ( i n  p r a c t i c e ,  nea r ly  always) ,  t h e  Idaho Water 

Board would a l s o  have t o  o b t a i n  a  l i c e n s e  from the  Federal  Energy Regulatory 
7 

Commission (FERC) . 
Once the  p r o j e c t  is au thor ized  by the  l e g i s l a t u r e ,  the  Board then 

i s s u e s  bonds t o  f inance  p r o j e c t  cons t ruc t ion .  The s e c u r i t y  and tax-exempt 

s t a t u s  of these  s ta te - i ssued  bonds can  r e s u l t  i n  cons ide rab le  sav ings  when 

compared t o  the f i nanc ing  c o s t s  which would be incur red  by an . inves tor -owned 

u t i l i t y .  Ul t imate ly ,  these  sav ings  should be r e f l e c t e d  i n  t he  c o s t  of 

e l e c t r i c i t y  t o  Idaho consumers. (Telephone conversa t ion  w i t h  Ken Dunn, 

Idaho Board of Water Resources,  January  17,  1979.) 



3.1.1.3 Federa l ly  Constructed and Operated F a c i l i t i e s  

The procedures f o r  bringing a f e d e r a l l y  constructed hydroe lec t r i c  

f a c i l i t y  on l i n e  i n  the  P a c i f i c  Northwest a r e  described i n  somewhat g r e a t e r  

d e t a i l  i n  Section 5.2 deal ing  with hydroe lec t r i c  power i n  Washington. Such 

f a c i l i t i e s  would be b u i l t  by e i t h e r  the  Bureau of Reclamation o r  the Army 

Corps of Engineers. Detai led p r o j e c t  planning would requi re  congress ional  

au thor iza t ion  and, upon completion of d e t a i l e d  pla-ming s t u d i e s ,  c i r c u l a t i o n  

of d r a f t  environmental impact s tatements required by NEPA. Were the 

dec i s ion  made t o  proceed, add i t iona l  congressional  au thor iza t ion  and appro- 

p r i a t i o n  of funds would be required. Upon completion of the p r o j e c t ,  t he  

power generated would be marketed by the Bonneville Power Administration. 

Because of the  Preference  Clause, most o r  a l l  of the power would go t o  

p u b l i c l y  owned u t i l i t i e s  unless  new f e d e r a l  l e g i s l a t i o n  r e a l l o c a t e s  BPAts 

hydropower. Since most power i n  Idaho is  r e t a i l e d  by investor-owned u t i l i -  

t i e s ,  t h i s  would mean export ing most of the power out of Idaho. Therefore, 

a d d i t i o n a l  f e d e r a l  hydroe lec t r i c  p r o j e c t s  a r e  not apt  to  be very popular i n  

the  s t a t e .  

Hydroelec t r ic  P r o j e c t s  and I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Const ra in ts  

3.1.2.1 Idaho Power Company 

The Idaho Power Company, an investor-owned u t i l i t y  serving most of 

southern  Idaho, is c u r r e n t l y  proceeding with the cons t ruct ion  of a f i f t h  

genera t ing  u n i t  to  add 225 MWe of capaci ty  to the  company's Brownlee Dam 

about 100 mi les  northwest of Boise on the  Snake River. T h i s  p r o j e c t  is  

under cons t ruc t ion  and is scheduled f o r  completion by November. 1979. 

Idaho Power is  a l s o  proposing th ree  p r o j e c t s  on the  North Fork of the  

Paye t t e  River. The Cascade p ro jec t  would involve the add i t ion  of 128 MWe of 

genera t ing  capaci ty  t o  an e x i s t i n g  Army Corps of Engineers Dam a t  which 

Idaho Power c u r r e n t l y  has a small (300 KW) generat ing f a c i l i t y .  This 

p r o j e c t  is i n  t h e  planning stage.  The company has applied f o r  a water 

r i g h t s  permit and submitted a prel iminary FERC appl ica t ion .  Idaho Power i s  

a l s o  planning to  cons t ruc t  two a d d i t i o n a l  dams on the  North Fork of the 

Paye t t e  River: Fe rnc ro f t  Dam, with a planned capaci ty  of 165 MWe, and Banks 



Dam, with a planned capac i ty  of 93 MWe. These p r o j e c t s  a r e  a l s o  i n  t he  

planning s tage .  P r e s e n t l y ,  only water r i g h t s  permi ts  have been app l i ed  f o r ,  

and the company expec ts  t o  f o r  pre l iminary  FERC permits by the '  end of  

1979. 

For each of these  p r o j e c t s ,  Idaho Power expec ts  t he  l i c e n s i n g  process  

t o  t ake  a t  l e a s t  two t o  three  yea r s ,  and c o n s t r u c t i o n  a n  a d d i t i o n a l  two o r  

t h r e e  years .  Thus, t he  company c u r r e n t l y  expec ts  that, a t  the  e a r l i e s t ,  t he  

Cascade p ro j ec t  could be completed by 1985 o r  1986, and the  Fe rnc ro f t  and 

Banks p r o j e c t s  could be completed i n  1986 o r  1987. (Personal  correspondence 

from Gower Condi t ,  Vice P res iden t ,  Idaho Power Company, February 2, 1979; 

te lephone conversa t ion  wi th  Glenn Brewer, Idaho Power Company, February 2 ,  

1979.) Delays i n  the l i c e n s i n g  progress  can be expected t o  cause cor res -  

' ponding de lays  i n  p r o j e c t  completion. 

The company is  a l s o  planning to p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  s e v e r a l  j o i n t  p r o j e c t s  

w i th  the Idaho Board of Water Resources, a s  descr ibed  below. 

.3.1.2.2 Idaho Board of Water Resources 

The Board is planning a number of h y d r o e l e c t r i c  p r o j e c t s .  Among these ,  

t h e  most i n t r i g u i n g  is t h e  Board's proposal  t o  add two new genera t ing  units 

( f o r  a t o t a l  of 90 MWe of c a p a c i t y )  t o  t h e  P a l i s a d e s  Dam i n  s o u t h e a s t  Idaho. 

This  dam has been cons t ruc ted  and opera ted  by the  U.S. Bureau of Reclama- 

t i o n .  The Board is proposing t h a t  the s t a t e  f i nance  the cons t ruc t ion  of t he  

new u n i t s ,  and t h a t  t h e  Bureau oversee  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  and when completed, 

assume r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e i r  opera t ion .  The Board would then se rve  as 

m a r k e t i n g a g e n t  f o r  t he  power generated.  Apparently,  t h i s  would be t h e  

f i r s t  arrangemen.t of i t s  kind. Members of the  s t a t e  '3  congress iona l  delega- 

t i o n  a r e  expected t o  propose l e g i s l a t i o n  i n  t h i s  s e s s i o n  of Congress to 

au tho r i ze  the  Bureau of  Reclamation t o  n e g o t i a t e  such an  agreement with the  

Board. 

This  proposal  is  p r imar i ly  motivated by the  d e s i r e  t o  ensure Idaho 

consumers cont inued acces s  t o  r e l a t i v e l y  inexpensive hydro power. Under 

normal arrangements,  the  Bureau of Reclamation would c o n s t r u c t  t h i s  

Pa l i s ades  p r o j e c t  a s  i t  has o t h e r s ,  and BPA would market the  power. Because 

BPA must provide p r e f e r e n t i a l  acces s  t o  f e d e r a l  hydro power t o  pub l i c ly  



owned u t i l i t i e s  and s i n c e  Idaho is served pr imar i ly  by investor-owned u t i l i -  

t i e s ,  much of the low-cost hydro power generated i n  Idaho must be so ld  to 

pub l i c ly  owned u t i l i t i e s  i n  Washing ton. The Board1 s proposal would provide 

Idaho customers continued access  to low-cost hydro power by financi'ng the 

cons t ruc t ion  and marketing of power from two new genera t ing  u n i t s  i n  a  

f e d e r a l  dam. 

A s  noted i n  Chapter Two, a  number of important i s s u e s  revolve around 

t h e  f u t u r e  r o l e  of BPA i n  the region ,  and a number of proposed s o l u t i o n s  

have been submitted t o  Congress. Within t h i s  con tex t ,  the  Board's proposed 

P a l i s a d e s  p r o j e c t  w i l l  be viewed a s  represent ing  one of a number of compet- 

i n g  proposals  t o  r e so lve  these  i s sues .  Since cons t ruc t ion  by e i t h e r  the  

IBWR o r  the Bureau of Reclamation seems un l ike ly  t o  proceed u n t i l  the  

broader  i s s u e s  a r e  resolved,  the t i m e  frame f o r  the  Pa l i sades  p ro jec t  is 
, . 

uncer t a in .  However, t hese  i s s u e s  a r e  of s u f f i c i e n t  importance i n  the region 

t o  warrant  r e l a t i v e l y  quick r e so lu t ion .  Since cons t ruc t ion  of the p ro jec t  

i t s e l f  w i l l  t ake  only a  few yea r s ,  i t s  completion over the tine frame of the  

s c e n a r i o  remains poss ib le  i f  not  probable. 

The IBWR i s  a l s o  c u r r e n t l y  proposing the  Wiley Dam p r o j e c t ,  involving 

the  cons t ruc t ion  of a  new dam on t h e  Snake River ' j u s t  southwest of Bliss, 

Idaho. This d a m  would inc lude  th ree  generat ing u n i t s  with a capacity ~f 86 

EIWe. The Board is now nego t i a t ing  the  terms of a j o i n t  venture  agreement on 

t h i s  p r o j e c t  wi th  the  Idaho Power Company. Idaho Power has completed a 

f e a s i b i l i t y  s tudy and has appl ied  f o r  water r i g h t s  permits  with the  Depart- 

ment of Water Resources, a c e r t i f i c a t e  of convenience and necess i ty  from the 

Idaho Publ ic  Util i t ies Commission, and a l i c e n s e  from FERC. I n  add i t ion ,  

t h e  Board has appl ied  t o  t h i s  s e s s i o n  of the  state l e g i s l a t u r e  f o r  p r o j e c t  

au thor i za t ion .  While some environmental ob jec t ions  t o  the .pro jec t  a r e  

expected,  the Board does not  a n t i c i p a t e  these  w i l l  r ep resen t  a  se r ious  

o b s t a c l e  to  p r o j e c t  cons t ruc t ion ,  p r imar i ly  because the r i v e r  is not  free-  

f lowing and t h e r e  a r e  no anadromous f i s h  a t  the  proposed s i t e .  Thus, the  

IBWR expects  the  Wiley p r o j e c t  t o  be complete by 1985. (Personal  correspon- 

dence from Gower Condit,  February 2, 1979; telephone conversa t ion  with Glenn 

Brewer, February 2 ,  1979.) 



The Board is  a l s o  proposing the  Swan Falls-Guffy Dam p r o j e c t .  This  

. would involve r a i s i n g  the e x i s t i n g  Swan F a l l s  Dam and c o n s t r u c t i n g  Guffy Dam 

t o  r e g u l a t e  the  r i v e r  flow, f o r  an a d d i t i o n a l  113 MWe of capac i ty .  A j o i n t  

venture  agreement between t h e  IBWR and t h e  Idaho Power Company was reached 

on t h i s  p r o j e c t  i n  t h e  e a r l y  1970s. The Board a l s o  rece ived  l e g i s l a t i v e  

a u t h o r i z a t i o n  a t  t h a t  time. However, the proposal  r a i s e d  a  number of l e g a l  

i s s u e s  r e l a t e d  t o  bonding. They were not  reso lved  by the  c o u r t s  u n t i l  1975. 

Since t h a t  time, the p r o j e c t  has been delayed by environmental i s sues .  

Curren t ly ,  Idaho Power is completing a  d r a f t  environmental impact s ta tement  

and is i n  the  process  of apply ing  f o r  a  FERC l i c e n s e .  Conditions have 

changed so  much s i n c e  the  o r i g i n a l  agreement between the  Board and Idaho 

Power was reached t h a t  the p a r t i e s  a r e  a l s o  expected to  nego t i a t e  a  new 

agreement. S t a t e  o f f i c i a l s  expect t h i s  p r o j e c t  t o  be completed by 1985. 

(Personal  correspondence from Gower Condit ,  February 2, 1979; . te lephone  

conversa t ion  with Glenn Brewer, February 2 ,  1979; te lephone conversa t ion  

wi th  Wayne Har t ,  Idaho S t a t e  Of f i ce  of Energy, January 17, 1979 .) However, 

i t  seems reasonable t o  suppose some unce r t a in ty  e x i s t s  with regards  to  the  

l eng th  of time needed t o  r e so lve  p r o j e c t  r e l a t e d  environmental i s s u e s  and 

c o n t r a c t u a l  arrangements.  

F i n a l l y ,  t h e  Board and 1daho Power a r e  s tudying  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of 

en t e r ing  i n t o  y e t  another  j o i n t  venture  t o  c o n s t r u c t  four  medium-head dams 

on the  south f o r k  of t h e  .Paye t t e  River .  These dams would have a  combined 

gene ra t ing  c a p a c i t y  of 85 MWe. Idaho Power has obta ined  pre l iminary  permi ts  

f o r  t h i s  p r o j e c t  from FERC, and has appl ied  f o r  a water r i g h t s  permit.  

Idaho PUC hea r ings  on t h i s  proposal  were scheduled f o r  March 1979. Although 

t h i s  proposal  i s  s t i l l  i n  t he  s tudy  phase, state o f f i c i a l s  expect  i t  t o  be 

completed by 1985. (Telephone conversa t ion  with Wayne Har t ,  January 17, 

1979; te lephone conversa t ion  wi th  Ken Dunn, January  17 ,  1979.) This  expec- 

t a t i o n  is based on the assumption t h a t  no s i g n i f i c a n t  de lays  w i l l  occur  i n  

l i c e n s i n g  and pe rmi t t i ng  o r  l e g i s l a t i v e  a u t h o r i z a t i o n  proceedings,  an 

assumption t h a t  may be o p t i m i s t i c .  



3.1.2.3 The U.S. Armv C o r ~ s  of Engineers 

The Army Corps of Engineers is c u r r e n t l y  proposing two hydro p ro jec t s  

i n  Idaho. The Corps is  reques t ing  Congress to fund an a d d i t i o n a l  220 MWe of 

gene ra t ing  capac i ty  a t  Dworshak Dam on the  nor th  fo rk  of the Clearwater 

River.  A t  p re sen t ,  the  dam has space f o r  three  a d d i t i o n a l  u n i t s  of 220 W e  

each. Once funding is obta ined ,  the  u n i t s  can be i n s t a l l e d  wi th in  a period 

of one to  two years .  Thus, i f  no s i g n i f i c a n t  oppos i t ion  t o  the  p r o j e c t  is 

encountered i n  congress ional  hear ings ,  the  p r o j e c t  could be completed before  

1985. 

The Corps is a l s o  preparing a Summary Report on a p ro jec t  to  i n s t a l l  a 

75 MWe power house a t  Lucky Peak Dam on t h e  Boise River near  Boise. The dam 

is now used only f o r  f lood  c o n t r o l  purposes. A d r a f t  EIS is  c u r r e n t l y  

c i r c u l a t i n g  f o r  review. (Telephone conversat ion with Frank Parsons, U. S. 

Army Corps of Engineers,  Walla Walla D i s t r i c t  Off ice ,  January 19, 1979.) 

Based on the  Summary Report, Congress may choose t o  au thor i ze  cons t ruc t ion ,  

o r  may requ i re  a more d e t a i l e d  "Phase I Report." Thus, al though the p ro jec t  

c o u l d . e a s i l y  be completed by 1990, oppos i t ion  during the  congressional  

appropr i a t ions  hear ings  o r  o ther  congress ional  p r i o r i t i e s  could delay 

c o n s t r u c t i o n  beyond t h e  t i m e  frame of t h e  scenario.  

3.2 GEOTHERMAL 

The scenar io  s p e c i f i e s  200 MWe i n  geothermally generated e l e c t r i c  power 

f o r  the  s t a t e  of  Idaho by 1990. A combination of t echn ica l ,  economic, and 

i n s t i t u t i o n a l  cons ide ra t ions  render t h i s  e s t ima te  h ighly  op t imis t i c .  How- 

e v e r ,  the  prospects  f o r  genera t ing  e l e c t r i c  power wi th  geothermal resources 

wi th in  t h e  t i m e  frame of t h e  scena r io  a r e  b r i g h t e r  f o r  Idaho than f o r  e i t h e r  

Oregon o r  Washington. 

Although the  ex ten t  of Idaho r e s e r v o i r s  a r e  not  f u l l y  known, three  

known geothermal resource a reas  i n  the  s t a t e  seem l i k e l y  to  have s u f f i c i e n t  

moderate temperature hot  water  resources to  generate e l e c t r i c  power i n  

commercial q u a n t i t i e s .  They a re :  Raft River ,  Weiser-Crane Creek, and 



~runeau-� rand view.^ The technology f o r  genera t ing  e l e c t r i c  power from 

moderate temperature hot  water resources  has not ye t  been perfected.  

S i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  however, the R&D f o r  t h i s  technology is being performed by 

DOE a t  Raft  River ,  a t  the  urging of a l o c a l  r u r a l  e l e c t r i c  coopera t ive  and 

wi th  the  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of o t h e r  r eg iona l  u t i l i t i e s .  Two 5 MWe p i l o t  gener- 

a t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  now planned. The f i r s t  i s  t o  become o p e r a t i o n a l  by 

1980, and the  second some t i m e  i n  the mid-1980s. This s i t u a t i o n  has s e v e r a l  

f avo rab le  impl ica t ions .  F i r s t ,  t h e  two p i l o t  p l a n t s  themselves could make a 

smal l  contribution-10 MWe--to Idaho's  e l e c t r i c a l  genera t ing  capac i ty .  

Second, i f  the  usable  r e s e r v o i r  a t  Raf t  River proves to  have the  c u r r e n t l y  

es t imated  p o t e n t i a l  of 50 W e  and i f  c e r t a i n  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  b a r r i e r s  can be 

overcome, Raft River could c o n t r i b u t e  up to  50 MWe t o  t he  s t a t e ' s  power 

supp l i e s  by 1990. Thi rd ,  t h e  e a r l y  involvement of l o c a l  u t i l i t i e s ,  f e d e r a l  

agencies ,  and s t a t e  r e g u l a t o r s ,  could ease  the  t r a n s f e r  of t h e  . technology to  

deve lopers  and use r s  of the resources  a t  Weiser-Crane Creek and Bruneau- 

Grandview over t h e  next  decade or  so. Although the  e x t e n t  of usable  

resources  a t  t hese  two l o c a t i o n s  is not  f u l l y  known, some e s t ima te s  p l ace  

the  aggrega te  a s  high a s  6,000 M W ~ . '  Nonetheless ,  any optimism a s  t o  

the  e x t e n t  and pace of commercial izat ion i n  Idaho should be tempered by 

c e r t a i n  r e a l i t i e s .  The most important  is  economic. A r ecen t  DOE a n a l y s i s  

p laces  the  l e v e l i z e d  busbar c o s t  of e l e c t r i c i t y  from binary  system power 

product ion  ( t h e  c u r r e n t l y  planned mode) a t  about 47 m i l l s  p e r  k i l o w a t t  hour 

f o r  a p l a n t  coming on l i n e  i n  1988, t ak ing  i n t o  account R&D advances,  

8 
Northwest Energy Po l i cy  P r o j e c t ,  Energy Supply and Environmental 

Impacts--Unconventional Sources,  Study Module 1 1 1 - B  ( S p r i n g f i e l d ,  VA: 
l a t i o n a l  Technical  InformaCiuu Serv i ce ,  19 / / )  ( W P  111-!3":), p. 5 9 .  



expensing of i n t a n g i b l e  d r i l l i n g  c o s t s ,  and a 22% d e p l e t i o n  allowance. 10 

This  f i g u r e  is roughly twice the  c u r r e n t l y  expected c o s t  of e l e c t r i c i t y  from 

n u c l e a r  sources  coming on l i n e  a t  the  same da te .  However, p r o j e c t  personnel 

a t  Raf t  River a r e  convinced t h a t  E&D advances over the next  decade o r  so 

w i l l  make e l e c t r i c i t y  generated by moderate temperature hot water competi- 

t i v e  w i th  t h a t  genera ted  by thermal power p l an t s .  (Telephone conversa t ion  

w i t h  Clay Nichols ,  DOE Raf t  River  Program Of f i ce ,  Idaho F a l l s ,  Idaho, 

January  26, 1979.) I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e r e  do remain i n s t i t u t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t s .  

A b e s t  guess is t h a t  while  geothermally genera ted  e l e c t r i c i t y  w i l l  be ava i l -  

a b l e  i n  some commercial q u a n t i t i e s  by 1990, the  amount w i l l  no t  reach the - 
200 MWe s p e c i f i e d  i n  t h e  scenar io .  

T h i s  s e c t i o n  uses  the  Raft River p r o j e c t  a s  a window on the l a r g e r  

i n s t i t u t i o ' n a l  i s s u e s  of geothermal power development i n  Idaho. It is 

presented  i n  t h r e e  p a r t s .  The f i r s t  ske t ches  the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  contex t  f o r  

geothermal  power development i n  Idaho. The second o u t l i n e s  t he  h i s t o r y  and 

c u r r e n t  s t a t u s  of t he  Raf t  ,River p r o j e c t .  The t h i r d  ana lyzes  t he  i n s t i t u -  

t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  t o  commercial development a t  Raft  River ,  and touches upon 

t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  geothermal power gene ra t ion  elsewhere i n  the  s t a t e .  

3.2.1 I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Context 

A s  d e t a i l e d  i n  Sec t ion  5.3 concerning geothermal power genera t ion  i n  

Washington S t a t e ,  t he  procedures  f o r  geothermal resource  deveopment depend 

on whether the  land  under which the  resources  a r e  l oca t ed  is  f e d e r a l ,  s t a t e ,  

o r  p r i v a t e .  A developer  must o b t a i n  a l e a s e  from the Bureau of  Land Manage- - 

ment (BLM) pursuant  t o  t h e  Geothermal Steam Act of 1970,11 and the  

Na t iona l  Environmental P o l i c y  A c t  of 1969 (NEPA).12 The f e d e r a l  agency 

'OR. Trehan e t  a l . ,  S i t e  S p e c i f i c  Analys is  of Geothermal 
Development--Data F i l e s  of Prospec t ive  S i t e s ,  Volume I1 (Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Department of Energy, 1978),  pp. XVII-10--XVII-14. 

1130 U.S.C. 1001-1025. 
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managing the land i n  ques t ion  does the r e q u i s i t e  environmental a n a l y s i s .  To 

engage i n  exp lo ra to ry  d r i l l i n g ,  t he  developer must r ece ive  approval  from the 

U . S. Geologica l  Serv ice  (USGS) , which a l s o  conducts an  environmental analy- 

sis. The f e d e r a l  agency with managerial  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t he  land i n  

ques t ion ,  such a s  BLM o r  t h e  U.S. Fo res t  Serv ice ,  monitors compliance wi th  

t h e  plan. I f  the  resources  prove s u b s t a n t i a l  enough t o  j u s t i f y  product ion,  

the ope ra to r  must ob ta in  a d d i t i o n a l  approval  from BLM, t h i s  time probably 

r equ i r ing  a f u l l  environmental impact s ta tement .  F i n a l l y ,  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of 

the  power gene ra t ing  f a c i l i t y . i t s e l f  and a s soc i a t ed  t ransmiss ion  f a c i l i t i e s  

r e q u i r e s  compliance wi th  a p p l i c a b l e .  s t a t e  and f e d e r a l  energy f a c i l i t y  s i t i n g  

laws. The laws a s  they apply i n  Idaho a r e  d iscussed  i n  connect ion wi th  the  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  of hydroe lec t r i c  f a c i l i t i e s  i n  Idaho. The necessary approvals  

i nc lude  those of t h e  Idaho Pub l i c  U t i l i t i e s  Commission, t h e  Idaho Water 

Resources Department, l o c a l  land  use  a u t h o r i t i e s ,  and f o r  geothermal.power 

gene ra t ion ,  t he  Air Qual i ty  Cont ro l  Bureau i n  t h e  Div is ion  of Environment, 

Department of Heal th and Welfare. Transmission f a c i l i t i e s  a l s o  r e q u i r e  t he  

approval  of t h e  Idaho Publ ic  U t i l i t i e s  Commission, perhaps t h e  Federal  

Energy Regulatory Commission, and of those a u t h o r i t i e s  having j u r i s d i c t i o n  

over  t he  lands  through which the  t ransmiss ion  l i n e s  would run. 
3 

The procedures f o r  geothermal resource  development on s t a t e  and p r i v a t e  

lands  i n  Idaho a r e  analogous t o  those d iscussed  i n  connect ion with geo- 

thermal resource development i n  Washington, wi th  two main d i f f e r e n c e s .  

F i r s t ,  t he  process  is more f u l l y  developed i n  Idaho. Second, a s  w i t h  o t h e r  

energy development a c t i v i t i e s  i n  Idaho, the  process  is more fragmented than  

t h a t  l i k e l y  t o  be e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  Washington. I f  t he  geothermal resource  were 

on s t a t e  land,  the  developer  would f i r s t  have t o  o b t a i n  a l e a s e  from the  

Idaho Board of Land Commissioners. l3 Because Idaho has no mini-NEPA, 

t h e  Board has n e i t h e r  t h e  s t a t u t o r y  obl igat ioi  nor t he  funds to  conduct a 

environmental a n a l y s i s ,  and has no t  e l e c t e d  t o  do so on i t s  own. (Telephone 

conversa t ion  wfth A r t  Z iero ld ,  Idaho Board of Land Commissioners, February 

2 ,  1979.) Whether the  land were owned by the s t a t e  o r  p r i v a t e l y ,  i n  o rde r  

t o  begin exp lo ra t ion  the  developer  would 'have to  o b t a i n  two permits  from the 



Idaho Department of Water Resources. These a r e  the d r i l l i n g  permit requi red  

by the Idaho Geothermal Resources Act,14 and the  water  use permit 

r e q u i r e d  by the  Department f o r  any use of unappropriated water  resourices i n  
15 

t h e  state. Again, no comprehensive environmental a n a l y s i s  is  

r e q u i r e d  by s t a t u t e .  However, t he  Department of Water Resources makes a 

p r a c t i c e  of c o n s u l t i n g  wi th  a l l  o t h e r  s t a t e  agencies  whose i n t e r e s t s ' c o u l d  

be a f f e c t e d  by i s s u i n g  the  permits .  (Telephone conversa t ion  w i t h  John 

M i t c h e l l ,  Idaho Department of Water Resources,  January 26,  1979.) This  

would inc lude  l o c a l  l and  use a u t h o r i t i e s  when r e l evan t .  I f  the deve loper  

dec ided  t o  go i n t o  product ion ,  d r i l l i n g  and water  use permi ts  from t h e  

Department of Water Resources would be r equ i r ed  f o r  d r i l l i n g  the product ion  

w e l l s .  Cons t ruc t ion  of power gene ra t ing  f a c i l i t i e s  and t ransmiss ion  f a c i l -  

i t i e s  would be s u b j e c t  t o  t he  requirements o u t l i n e d  i n  t he  preceding para- 

graph on development of f e d e r a l l y  owned lands .  

Broadly speaking ,  t he  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s e t t i n g  f o r  geothermal power devel- 

opment appears  f avo rab le  i n  Idaho. The technology has the s t rong  and 

e f f e c t i v e  support  of Senator  Frank Church, chairman of t he  Senate  Energy and 

Na tu ra l  Resources,Subcommittee on Energy R&D. The Idaho Department of Water 

Resources,  a key p a r t i c i p a n t ,  has a keen i n t e r e s t  i n  geothermal development 

and has been involved  i n  t h e  Raft River  p r o j e c t  on a coopera t ive  b a s i s .  And 

geothermal  power could have buyers i n  t h e  form of Idaho's  r u r a l  e l e c t r i c  

coope ra t ives ,  whose acces s  t o  low c o s t  f e d e r a l  hydro power is threa tened  and 

wnose needs and resources  may make c o n s t r u c t i o n  of l a r g e  thermal o r  hydro- 

e l e c t r i c  f a c i l i t i e s  imprac t i ca l .  

3.2.2 The Raf t  ~ i v e r  P r o i e c t  

The Raft River  p r o j e c t  began i n  1973. I n  t h a t  year  Raf t  River Elec- 

t r i c ,  a r u r a l  e l e c t r i c a l  coopera t ive ,  h i r e d  a g e o l o g i s t  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t he  

near -boi l ing  water found through a v a r i e t y  of 200 t o  500 f o o t  i r r i g a t i o n  

. w e l l s  d r i l l e d  i n  the  a r ea .  Based on t h i s  work, t he  Co-op approached DOE'S 

Idaho Nat iona l  Engineering Laboratory (INEL) and sought i t s  involvement. 

Apparent ly through the  support  of Senator  Frank Church, DOE decided t o  pro- 

141c Ch. 42.40. 
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ceed with the  p r o j e c t ,  which received funding a t  the end of  1973. During 

1974, USGS personnel  and s c i e n t i s t s  from INEL performed ex tens ive  geophysi-, 

c a l  exp lo ra t ion .  I n  January of  1975, DOE's prime c o n t r a c t o r ,  Aerojet  

General ,  began deep d r i l l i n g  f o r  geothermal water.  Predic ted  maximum reser -  

v o i r  temperatures  were between 140' and 150' c.16 This  i s  a t  the  low 

end of the  range considered f e a s i b l e  f o r  geothermal power genera t ion .  A s  a 

r e s u l t ,  the  t h r u s t  of t h e  DOE p r o j e c t  has  become t h e  performance of R&D t o  

develop moderate temperature geothermal power gene ra t ion  c a p a b i l i t i e s - t h a t  

i s ,  t o  determine whether o r  no t  geothermal power gene ra t ion  i s  economically 

f e a s i b l e  with ho t  water a t  t hese  temperatures .  Now under advanced develop- 

ment a r e  a 60 KW binary test power p l an t  and a 500 KW d i r e c t  con tac t  p i l o t  

p l an t .  Two major p i l o t  genera t ing  f a c i l i t i e s  a t  t he  near  commercial s c a l e  

(5' MWe each)  a r e  planned. The f i r s t  is a b ina ry  s h e l l  and tube p l a n t ,  

scheduled f o r  ope ra t ion  i n  1980. The technology f o r  the  second p l a n t  is now 

being s e l e c t e d .  DOE's goa l  is, t o  choose a technology wi th  a demonstrat ion 

purpose beyond t h a t  of the f i r s t  f a c i l i t y .  Program personnel  a r e  o p t i m i s t i c  

t h a t  when t h i s  second genera t ion  of technology emerges i n  the l a t e  1980s, 

moderate temperature geothermal power product ion w i l l  be proved economically 

competi t ive wi th  thermal power g e n e r a t i i n .  I f  t hese  e s t ima te s  prove 

c o r r e c t ,  Raft  River i t s e l f  could be genera t ing  10 MWe of economically 

competi t ive power by the l a t e  1980s. I f  c u r r e n t  e s t ima te s  of r e s e r v o i r  s i z e  

a r e  c o r r e c t ,  the  a r e a  might c o n t r i b u t e  ano the r .40  MWe more by 1990 o r  

s h o r t l y  ' t h e r e a f t e r .  (Telephone conversa t ion  wi th  Clay Nichols,  DOE Raf t  

River Program O f f i c e ,  Idaho F a l l s ,  Idaho, January 26, 1979.) I n  a d d f t i o n ,  

t h i s  technology could be t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  geo the rua l  resources  a r e a s  i n  Idaho 

wi th  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  s i m i l a r  t o  those  of Raf t  River ,  bu t  wi th  p o t e n t i a l l y  

much l a r g e r  r e s e r v o i r s :  Grandview-Bruneau and Weiser-Crane Creek. 

3.2.3 I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Cons t r a in t s  

It is worth r epea t ing  t h a t  t h e  fundamental p r e r e q u i s i t e s  t o  genera t ing  

power a t  Raf t  River and o the r  l o c a t i o n s  i n  Idaho on a commercial s c a l e  a r e  

1 6 ~ o b e r t  N. Chappell  -* e t  a 1  **The Multi-Purpose Geothermal T e s t  and 
Experimental A c t i v i t i e s  a t  Raft River ,  Idaho,"  Geothermal Resources Council  
T ransac t ions ,  J u l y  1978, pp. 83-84. 



t e c h n i c a l  and economic. Moderate temperature geothermal power gene ra t ion  

must be developed t o  a l e v e l  t h a t  i t  becomes a t  l e a s t  roughly competi t ive 

wi th  thermal power. However, t e c h n i c a l  and economic f e a s i b i l i t y  is a neces- 

s a r y  bu t  not s u f f i c i e n t  c o n d i t i o n  f o r  commercial development. The i n s  t i  tu- 

t i o n a l  problems remain. I n  s h o r t ,  they a r e :  how t o  t ransform and expand an 

R&D e f f o r t  conducted by the  f e d e r a l  government on f e d e r a l  land i n t o  a work- 

a b l e  commercial e n t e r p r i s e  conducted by u t i l i t i e s  on f e d e r a l ,  s t a t e  and 

p r i v a t e  lands. The r e s u l t  w i l l  depend on the  success  of i n t e r a c t i o n s  

between f e d e r a l  agencies ,  s t a t e  agenc ie s ,  and the  u t i l i t i e s .  

A t  t he  f e d e r a l  l e v e l ,  the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  i s s u e s  a r i s e  from the  neces s i ty  

of t r a n s f e r r i n g  both t h e  p i l o t  gene ra t ing  f a c i l i t i e s  and the geothermal 

r e s o u r c e s  to  u t i l i t i e s  f o r  commercial use.  (The f a c t u a l  in format ion  i n  t h i s  

paragraph i s  based on a telephone conve r sa t ion  wi th  Sky Bradley, DOE General 

Counsel 's  O f f i c e ,  Idaho F a l l s ,  Idaho, January 26,  1979 .) A t  t he  end of the  

p r o j e c t ,  DOE w i l l  own the  p i l o t  f a c i l i t i e s .  Its a b i l i t y  and w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  

r e l i n q u i s h  c o n t r o l  a r e  not  i n  ques t ion .  DOE rega rds  t h e  Raf t  River p r o j e c t  

as b a s i c a l l y  a n  R&D e n t e r p r i s e .  DOE1 s p o s i t i o n  is t h a t  once the  experiment 

i s  complete-that is, when t e s t  r e s u l t s  from the  second 5 MWe f a c i l i t y  a r e  a 

i n ,  sometime i n  the  l a t e  1980s--DOE1s i n t e r e s t  would cease ,  and the  

f a c i l i t i e s  would become s u r p l u s  government p rope r ty ,  t o  be s o l d  by the  

Genera l  Se rv i ces  Adminis t ra t ion  t o  t h e  h ighes t  bidder .  Transfer  of t he  

geothermal  r e sou rces ,  however, compl ica tes  t he  problem of t r a n s i t i o n .  These - 
r e sou rces  l i e  p a r t l y  under p r i v a t e  and p a r t l y  under f e d e r a l  land. A l l  bu t  

one of t h e  c u r r e n t  we l l s  is on f e d e r a l  l and ,  under t he  j u r i s d i c t i o n  of 

Bureau o f  Land Management. Cur ren t ly ,  DOE is ope ra t ing  the  p r o j e c t  under a 

r e l a t i v e l y  informal  coope ra t ive  agreement wi th  BLM, by which DOE has t he  

r i g h t  t o  develop geothermal r e sou rces  on the  land and c o n s t r u c t  p i l o t  power 

p l a n t s .  The more normal procedure i n  such i n s t a n c e s  involves  n e g o t i a t i n g  a n  

agreement f o r  "withdrawal from the  pub l i c  domain" f o r  a s p e c i f i e d  period of 

t i m e .  DOE may soon n e g o t i a t e  sucha formal wi thdrawal  with RT,FI, in which 

c a s e  the  term w i l l  probably run f o r  about  10 years  from the  time a t  which 

t h e  withdrawal i s  granted-that  i s ,  through 1989. Whether governed by the  

c u r r e n t  coope ra t ive  agreement o r  a formal  withdrawal,  t h e  land w i l l  r e v e r t  

t o  BLM when DOE'S RbD purposes a r e  complete. The land would then  become 



sub jec t  t o  l e a s e  under s t anda rd  BLM procedures .  The problem is coord ina t ing  

t h e  a c t i v i t e s  of GSA and BLM so t h a t  t he  p i l o t  p l a n t s  and the  resources  a r e  

disposed of i n  a  way t h a t  enables  the owner of the p l an t  t o  make use of the 

resources.  The p re fe r r ed  mechanism would be to  t r a n s f e r  both t h e  resource 

and t h e  p l a n t  t o  BLM, which could then s o l i c i t  competi t ive b ids  from p a r t i e s  

designed t o  l e a s e  both the  resource and t h e  f a c i l i t y .  However, t h i s  would 

be a  novel  procedure f o r  t h e  o rgan iza t ion ,  and BLM might be r e l u c t a n t  to 

adopt  t h i s  course.  Spec i f i c  congress iona l  l e g i s l a t i o n  might be necessary.  

Coordinating these  arrangements appears  to  pose the l a r g e s t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  

c o n s t r a i n t  t o  the  opera t ion  of Raf t  River on a  commercial bas i s .  

The s t a t e  l e v e l  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  appear r e l a t i v e l y  less 

severe .  The Supremacy Clause of t h e  U .S. Cons t i t u t ion  exempts f e d e r a l  

a c t i v i t i e s  on f e d e r a l  lands from the  s t a t e  p o l i c e  power. Therefore ,  DOE d i d  

not  have t o  o b t a i n  s t a t e  permission f o r  i ts  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  connect ion wi th  

t h e  Raf t .  River p ro j ec t .  However, DOE has avoided e x p l i c i t l y  r a i s i n g  t h i s  

p o l i t i c a l l y  s e n s i t i v e  i s s u e  by n e g o t i a t i n g  a  coopera t ive  agreement wi th  t h e  

Idaho Department of Water Resources f o r  t he  development of Raft  River.  The 

Department has even con t r ibu ted  some money t o  the p r o j e c t .  Thus, DOE w a s  

a b l e  t o  dri1. l  i t s  w e l l s  without  ob ta in ing  d r i l l i n g  o r  water permi ts  from the 

Department without  e i t h e r  agency having t o  r a i s e  the i s sue .  Nonetheless,  

DOE has proceeded t o  apply t o  the  s t a t e  f o r  water permits  i n  connect ion with 

the  consumptive use of geothermal resources  and t h e i r  l a t e r  i n j e c t i o n .  

(Telephone conversa t ion  wi th  Sue Spencer,  E.G.&.G., May 2 ,  1979.) The 

a p p l i c a t i o n  con ta ins  a comity p rov i s ion  saying i n  e f f e c t  t h a t  while  the 

f e d e r a l  government need not  apply f o r  t he  permi ts ,  it d e s i r e s  t o  cooperate .  

(Telephone convcrsatd.on with Sky Rradley, January  26, 1979,)  This r e l a t i o n -  

s h i p  could have a  number of b e n e f i c i a l  e f f e c t s .  F i r s t ,  i t  g ives  t he  Depart- 

ment of Water Resources a  s t a k e  i n  success .  Second, i t  f a m i l i a r i z e s  Depart- 

ment personnel  with the s p e c i f i c s  of t he  Raf t  River p r o j e c t .  Th i rd ,  i t  

enables  t h e  Department t o  develop necessary  procedures.  It i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  

when e n t i t i e s  c l e a r l y  s u b j e c t  t o  the  Department 's j u r i s d i c t i o n  take  over 

Raft Mver  o r  develop o t h e r  a r e a s ,  t h e  Department w i l l  have developed the  

understanding and t h e  r e p e r t o i r e  t o  make the process ing  of t hese  appl ica-  

t i o n s  more r o u t i n e  than they would otherwise be. Of course ,  some s t a t e  



r e g u l a t o r s  a r e  not  p r e s e n t l y  involved. These inc lude  t h e  Idaho Pnh1f . r  

Util i t ies Commission and t h e  A i r  Qual i ty  Bureau. Both would become involved 

i n  l i c e n s i n g  f u t u r e  commercial f a c i l i t i e s ,  a t  l e a s t  those cons t ruc t ed  by 

investor-owned u t i l i t i e s .  It would be d e s i r a b l e  t o  inc lude  them i n  the  

c u r r e n t  e f f o r t s - a t  Raf t  River ,  i n  o rde r  t o  develop t h e i r  subs t an t ive  u n d e r  

s t a n d i n g  and speed t h e  development of permit procedures. This  involvement 

cou ld  has t e n  t h e  l i c e n s i n g  of f u t u r e  f a c i l i t i e s .  

I n s t i t u t i o n a l  b a r r i e r s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t he  w i l l i n g n e s s  and a b i l i t y  of the 

u t i l i t i e s  t o  develop and o p e r a t e  geothermal power f a c i l i t i e s  a l s o  appear 

r e l a t i v e l y  low, a t  l e a s t  i n  comparison t o  t he  s i t u a t i o n  i n  o t h e r  s t a t e s .  A s  

no ted ,  t h e  Raf t  River  E l e c t r i c a l  Co-op has been involved wi th  the  Raft  River 

p r o j e c t  from t h e  beginning. Indeed, t he  Co-op ac ted  a s  en t repreneur .  

(Telephone conve r sa t ion  w i t h  Clay Nichols ,  DOE Raf t  River  Program Of f i ce ,  

Idaho F a l l s ,  Idaho,  January  26, 1979 .) A s  sponsor and observer  of t he  

p r o j e c t ,  t h e  Ra f t  River  Co-op w i l l  have a n  understanding and comi tmen t  t o  

geothermal  energy not  shared by many o t h e r  u t i l i t i e s  i n  t he  country. And 

t h e  Co-op may be a b l e  t o  absorb the power. Cur ren t ly  it buys i ts e l e c t r i c -  

i t y  from Bonnevil le .  A s  noted r epea t ed ly  i n  t h i s  r e p o r t ,  t he  a v a i l a b i l i t y  

of low- c o s t  power from BPA is diminishing.  The o t h e r  s u p p l i e r s  of power i n  

t h e  area--Idaho Power Company and and Utah Power and Light--recently had 

t r o u b l e  meeting the  a r e a ' s  growing demand f o r  power. Idaho Power was cu t -  

t i n g  o f f  i n d u s t r i a l  customers i n  t he  a r e a  dur ing  a r ecen t  harsh  win ter .  

(Telephone conve r sa t ion  wi th  Clay Nichols ,  DOE Raf t  River  Program O f f i c e ,  

Idaho F a l l s ,  Idaho,  January  26, 1979.) I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t he  p o t e n t i a l  wi l l ing-  

ness  ro  absorb the geothermal power, t h e  Raft River Co-op w i l l  l i k e l y  have 

t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  do so. The power from the  two p i l o t  2 l a n t s  w i l l  go d i r e c t l y  

i n t o  t h e  Co-op's g r i d .  And t h e  Co-op w i l l  have had a r o l e  i n  ope ra t ing  t h e  

f a c i l i t i e s .  The Co-op is a member of t h e  Geothermal Power Development 

Group, which has  been formed t o  o p e r a t e  and main ta in  the  p i l o t  p l a n t s  a t  t he  

Ra f t  River  p ro j ec t .  Other members of t he  group inc lude  WPPSS, BPA, Por t land  

Genera l  E l e c t r i c  Company, Idaho Power Company, and the  Snake River  Power 
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Assoc ia t ion .  The involvement of these  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  could a l s o  se rve  

t o  spur  t h e i r  i n t e r e s t  in managing o the r  geothermal f a c i l i t i e s ,  whether a t  

Raf t  River o r  a t  t he  o t h e r  two main l o c a t i o n s  i n  Idaho. 

I n  s h o r t ,  the  e a r l y  involvement of t h e  u t i l i t i e s  and the  Idaho Depart- 

ment of Water Resources i n  the  Ra f t  River geothermal p r o j e c t  bode we l l  f o r  

geothermal power development i n , t h e  s t a t e .  The main i n s t i t u t i o n a l  d i f f i -  

c u l t i e s  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  stem from the  mechanics of t r a n s f e r r i n g  t h e  Raft  River 

f a c i l i t i e s  and resources t o  the  u t i l i t i e s ,  and poss ib ly  the  l eng th  of time 

f o r  s t a t e  agencies  not  p r e s e n t l y  involved t o  develop r e q u i s i t e  understanding 

and procedures. 

17wal te r  Youngquist , " P a c i f i c  Northwest Geothermal 1977 Review-1978 
Outlook," Geothermal Energy Magazine, June 1978, p. 41. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: 
OREGON 

I n  Oregon, the  scenario.  s p e c i f i e s  an  i n c r e a s e  of genera t ing  capac i ty  of 

3,343 We-f rom 9,759 W e  i n  1978 t o  13,102 MWe i n  1990. Most of the  incre-  

ment r ep re sen t s  new hydroe lec t r i c  and nuc lea r  power. However, c o a l  steam 

and geothermal a r e  a l s o  assigned s i g n i f i c a n t  p o r t i o w  of the inc rease .  

I n s t i t u t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  to  r e a l i z a t i o n  of the s c e n a r i o  i n  Oregon a r e  r e l a -  

t i v e l y  important .  Much of the  expansion i n  h y d r o e l e c t r i c  capac i ty  has no t  

progressed beyond pre l iminary  planning,  the  Pebble Spr ings  nuc lea r  f a c i l i t y  

f aces  t he  prospect  of oppos i t ion  and l e g a l  cha l lenge ,  and a  f a i r l y  slow 

f e d e r a l  l e a s i n g  program compounds the t e c h n i c a l  and economic b a r r i e r s  t o  

geothermal power development. Only the  c o a l  steam capac i ty  and a  po r t ion  of 

t h e  h y d r o e l e c t r i c  capac i ty  seem r e l a t i v e l y  secure.  

4.1 HYDROELECTRIC 

The scena r io  envis ions  the  a d d i t i o n  of 1,359 MWe of h y d r o e l e c t r i c  

capac i ty  i n  Oregon from 1978 t o  1985, and no a d d i t i o n a l  capac i ty  from 1985 

t o  1990. However, a s  noted i n  Table 4,  p r o j e c t s  c u r r e n t l y  planned t o  expand 

hydro gene ra t ing  capac i ty  i n  Oregon amount t o  s l i g h t l y  over  800 m e .  This  

is only  about 67% of the  capac i ty  p ro j ec t ed  i n  t he  scenar io .  Moreover, of 

the  pkojec ts  l i s t e d  on Table 4, the only one which is almost c e r t a i n  to be 

completed by 1990 is the  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  Bonneville Dam,  which is  c u r r e n t l y  

under cons t ruc t ion .  With only minor de l ays ,  the  Cougar-Strube and I l l i n o i s  

p r o j e c t s  could be completed i n  t h e  l a t e  19809, bu t  major slow-downs could 

push completion of these p a s t  1990. F i n a l l y ,  the McNary Dam p r o j e c t  could 

a l s o  be completed wi th in  the  t i m e  frame of t h e  scenar io .  Since the  Adminis- 

t r a t i o n  must propose the  p r o j e c t ,  and Congress must au tho r i ze  and fund 

c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  i t s  completion by 1990 depends upon p o l i t i c a l  p r i o r i t i e s  and 

dec i s ions  a t  the  f e d e r a l  l e v e l .  However, t imely  completion of the  sma l l e r  

(600 MWe) of t he  a l t e r n a t i v e  proposa ls  f o r  McNary, when combined wi th  the  

a d d i t i o n a l  capac i ty  of t he  Bonnevil le  p r o j e c t ,  would a l low t h i s  element of 

t h e  scena r io  t o  be s u b s t a n t i a l l y  r e a l i z e d .  ' 



TABLE 4 

ADD IT  IONAL WDROELECTR lC CAPACl M PLANNED FCR OREGON 

PLANT/AGENCY/LCCAT I ON 

Bonnevi 1 l e  Dam, Second Powerhouse 

U,S. Army Corps o f  Engineers 

Columbia R i ver, Mu ltnomah County 

McNary Dam, Second Powerhouse 

U.S, Army Corps of Engineers 

Columbia River, Umati I la, Cregon 

Cougar-Stru be Dams 

U.S, Army Carps of Engineers 

45 m I 1 es east of  Eugene on the  
McKenzie River  

I I I i n o i s  River  Dams 

Coos4ur ry  EI ectr i c Cooperat i ve, 
I nc. 

1 l 1 i noi s Rl ver, Curry County 

Owhyee Dam 

Bureau o f  Rec lamat ion 

Owhyee R I ver, Ma1 heur Couniy 

SCHEDULED 
DATE OF 
COMPLETION 

1985 

1988? 

- 

- 

- 

CAPAC I M 
(MEGAWATTS) 

530 

600-1,000 

40 

200 

30-50 

CURRENT STATUS 

Under construct Ion. 

Phase I study. 

Under study. 

P lann i ng stage, 

Under study. 



Other  p o t e n t i a l  p r o j e c t s  not  c u r r e n t l y  under a c t i v e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n ~ c o u l d  

poss ib ly  be completed by 1990. However, g iven  necessary planning,  regula- 

t o r y ,  and cons t ruc t ion  l ead  t imes,  planning on these  would have to  begin 

almost  immediately. 

T h i s . s e c t i o n  o u t l i n e s  the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  con tex t  i n  which hydroe lec t r i c  

f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  developed i n  Oregon and then reviews the c u r r e n t  s t a t u s  and 

l i k e l y  prospec ts  of hydroe lec t r i c  p r o j e c t s  i n  t h e  s t a t e  i n  l i g h t  of i n s t i t u -  

t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t s .  

4.1.1 I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Context 

I n  r e l i a n c e  on pub l i c ly  owned versus  investor-owned u t i l i t i e s ,  Oregon 

, occupies  a p o s i t i o n  between Idaho's  investor-owned and Washington's publ ic  

o r i e n t a t i o n :  investor-owned u t i l i t i e s  s e r v i c e  63% of Oregon's load;  

p u b l i c l y  owned u t i l i t i e s  and co-ops s e r v i c e  the  remainder. Oregon' s 

investor-owned and pub l i c ly  owned u t i l i t i e s  a l i k e  r e l y  heav i ly  on hydroelec- 

t r i c  power. The u t i l i t i e s  purchase the bulk of t h e i r  hydropower a t  whole- 

sale from BPA supp l i e s ,  which a r e  generated a t  f e d e r a l  p r o j e c t s  on the  

Columbia River and i ts t r i b u t a r i e s  i n  Washington and Idaho a s  w e l l  a s  

Oregon. The u t i l i t i e s  o b t a i n  some power from nonfedera l  dams i n  Oregon, 

b u i l t  by the u t i l i t i e s  themselves. 

The procedures f o r  cons t ruc t ion  of f e d e r a l  h y d r o e l e c t r i c  p r o j e c t s  a r e  

d e t a i l e d  i n  Sec t ions  3.1 and 5.2 on h y d r o e l e c t r i c  power i n  Washington and 

Idaho and need not be repeated here.  Like washington and u n l i k e  Idaho, 

Oregon l acks  a s t a t e  agency t h a t  develops i t s  own h y d r o e l e c t r i c  power 

p r o j e c t s .  Therefore ,  t h e r e  is  but  one a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  f e d e r a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n  

of h y d r o e l e c t r i c  f a c i l i t i e s  : c o n s t r u c t i o n  by the u t i l i t i e s  themselves. 

Whether t he  developer  i s  a peoples '  u t i l i t y  d i s t r i c t ,  a municipal u t i l i t y ,  a 

r u r a l  e l e c t r i c  coopera t ive ,  o r  an investor-owned u t i l i t y ,  any nonf e d e r a l  

p r o j e c t  is governed by ORS 469.300-469.570. This  s t a t u t e  r e q u i r e s  develop- 

e r s  of energy f a c i l i t i e s - i n c l u d i n g  h y d r o e l e c t r i c  gene ra t ing  p l a n t s  with a 

nominal c a p a c i t y  of more than  25,000 ki lowatts-- to  o b t a i n  a s i t e  c e r t i f i c a t e  

trom t h e  Oregon Energy r a c f l i c y  S i r i n g  Council .  The Cuu~lci.1 coilsists 0f 

seven publ ic  members 'appointed by the  governor. It r ece ives  a p p l i c a t i o n s  

f o r  s i te  c e r t i f i c a t i o n ;  sends cop ie s  t o  s p e c i f i e d  s t a t e  agencies  and 



a f f e c t e d  c i t i e s  and coun t i e s ;  s t u d i e s  the s i t e  app l i ca t ion  independently o r  

wi th  ou t s ide  a s s i s t a n c e ;  holds public  hear ings ,  and approves, cond i t iona l ly  

approves, or r e j e c t s  the  s i t e  app l i ca t ion .  For app l i ca t ions  to  add 

genera t ing  c a p a c i t y  t o  an  e x i s t i n g  dam the  Council must a c t  wi th in  s i x  

months a f t e r  the  a p p l i c a t i o n  is f i l e d ;  f o r  app l i ca t ions  to  bui ld  new 

h y d r o e l e c t r i c  f a c i l i t i e s ,  wi th in  twelve months. Approval o r  r e j e c t i o n  i s  

sub jec t  t o  j u d i c i a l  review by t h e  Oregon Supreme Court. Once the 

c e r t i f i c a t e  of approval  becomes f i n a l ,  .it binds the s t a t e  and a l l  i ts 

p , o l i t i c a l  subdivis ions  a s  t o  the approval  of the  s i t e  and the cons t ruc t ion  

and opera t ion  of the  f a c i l i t i e s .  Affected s t a t e  agencies and p o l i t i c a l  

subdivis ions  - must i s s u e  the  appropr i a t e  permits,  l i c e n s e s ,  and c e r t i f i c a t e s  

necessary  f o r  cons t ruc t ion  and opera t ion  of an approved f a c i l i t y .  1 

A s  a  consequence, ORS Ch. 543, which . requires  the developer of any hydro- 

e l e c t r i c  p r o j e c t  t o  ob ta in  a  prel iminary permit and a l i cense  .from the 

Oregon Department of Water Resources, becomes e s s e n t i a l l y  a  formal i ty .  

4.1.2 Current  S t a t u s  of the  P r o j e c t s  and I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Cons t ra in t s  

4.1.2.1 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

The Army Corps of Engineers has begun cons t ruc t ion  of a  second power- 

house a t  the e x i s t i n g  Bonnevills Dam. Upon completinn, S I - ~ P ~ I I ~ P ~  fnr 1982, 

t h i s  powerhouse w i l l  add an a d d i t i o n a l  e i g h t  tu rb ines  with a  combined 

capac i ty  of 530 MWe. 

The Corps is a l s o  prepar ing  a Phase I study on a p ro jec t  to  add a 

second powerhouse t o  McNary Dam on the  Columbia River n e a r  Umati l la ,  Oregon. 

The Corps is  cons ider ing  the  a d d i t i o n  of from 6 t o  10 new genera t ing  u n i t s  

t o  provide a d d i t i o n a l  genera t ing  capaci ty  of from 600 t o  1,000 W e  a t  

McNary. The Phase I r e p o r t  i s  scheduled f o r  completion i n  October, 1979, 

when i t  and a d r a f t  EIS w i l l  be c i r c u l a t e d  f o r  review. This r epor t  w i l l  

probably be submitted to  Congress i n  1980. I f  Congress au thor i zes  the  

p r o j e c t  and provides the  funds t o  proceed, the  Corps expects t o  have a Phase 

I1 s tudy ,  inc luding d e t a i l e d  engineering and design work and a f i n a l  EIS, 



completed by FY 1982. A t  t h a t  p o i n t ,  the  Administrat ion must reques t  auth- 

o r i z a t i o n  and funding from Congress f o r  the  Corps to  proceed wi th  construc-  

t ion .  Should Congress do so immediately, the Corps would expect  to  have the  

p r o j e c t  completed by 1988. (Telephone conversa t ion  wi th  Frank Parsons,  U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers ,  Walla Walla Branch, January 19 ,  1979.) However, 

oppos i t i on  t o  the p r o j e c t ,  o r  c o n f l i c t i n g  budgetary p r i o r i t i e s  on the  p a r t  

of t h e  Administrat ion o r  Congress, could lead  to  de lays  i n  a u t h o r i z a t i o n  

o r  funding, and corresponding de l ays  i n  p r o j e c t  completion. It i s  c u r r e n t l y  

d i f f i c u l t  t o  p r e d i c t  e i t h e r  the  l eng th  o r  the l i k e l i h o o d  of such de lays .  

The Corps is a l s o  involved i n  a  d e t a i l e d  s tudy  of a  p r o j e c t  t o  add an 

a d d i t i o n a l  35 MWe gene ra t ing  u n i t  t o  the e x i s t i n g  Cougar Dam, and t o  

c o n s t r u c t  the  S t rube  D a m ,  a  36 f o o t  h igh  e a r t h e n  s t r u c t u r e  downstream from 

t h e  Cougar on the  McKenzie River.  P r imar i ly  proposed t o  r e g u l a t e  r i v e r  

flow, t he  S t rube  D a m  is expected to  have one o r  .two small genera t ing  u n i t s  

wi th  an  a d d i t i o n a l  capac i ty  of about  5 MWe. The o v e r a l l  p r o j e c t  received 

congress iona l  au tho r i za t ion .  i n  1962, and funding f o r  a  j o i n t  Phase I-Phase 

I1 s tudy  was appropr i a t ed  by Congress i n  1977. Curren t ly ,  a  d r a f t  of t h i s  

r e p o r t  i s  c i r c u l a t i n g  f o r  review wi th in  t h e  Corps, and among o t h e r  govern- 

mental agencies ,  publ ic  i n t e r e s t  groups, and ind iv idua l s .  In  the  publ ic  

hea r ings  held a s  p a r t  of t h i s  review, t he  p r o j e c t  drew some oppos i t i on  on 

environmental grounds. The Corps' congress iona l  app ropr i a t ions  hear ings  

w i l l  be he ld  i n  February 1979. However, the p ro j ec t  has not been included 

i n  t h e  P r e s i d e n t ' s  proposed budget ,  and i t  seems u n l i k e l y  Congress w i l l  

a p p r o p r i a t e  funds f o r  cons t ruc t ion  of the  p r o j e c t  t h i s  year .  (Telephone 

conversa t ion  wi th  Ken Cooper, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ,  Po r t l and  Of f i ce ,  

January 26,  1979.) 

I f  the Cougar-Strube p r o j e c t  r ece ives  funding wi th in  the  next  few 

yea r s ,  i t  could be completed by 1990. Whether o r  not  i t  does r ece ive  

funding depends upon the  p r i o r i t i e s  of t he  Adminis t ra t ion  and Congress and 

t h e  amount of s t a t e  and l o c a l  support  o r  oppos i t i on  the  p r o j e c t  r ece ives  i n  

congress iona l  hear ings  o r  o t h e r  forums. 



4.1.2.2 U.S .  Bureau of Reclamation 

The Bureau i s  conduction a prel iminary o r  a p p r a i s a l  l e v e l  study of 

adding power genera t ing  u n i t s  to the  e x i s t i n g  Owhyee Dam. This dam, on . the  

Owhyee River i n  e a s t e r n  Oregon, i s  now used f o r  providing water f o r  i r r i g a -  

t i o n  purposes. A s  c u r r e n t l y  envisioned,  the  p ro jec t  would add between 30 

and 50 MWe of gene ra t ing  capaci ty .  The a p p r a i s a l  l e v e l  s tudy was author ized  

dur ing  FY 1979, and i s  expected t o  take two years .  A f e a s i b i l i t y  s tudy,  i f  

au thor ized  and funded by Congress, would probably take  another  two o r  three  

years .  Construct ion of the pro jec t  would r equ i re  an a d d i t i o n a l  f i v e  t o  s i x  

years .  (Telephone conversa t ion  wi th  Perry  Harrison,  U . S. Bureau of Reclama- 

t i o n ,  Boise Of f i ce ,  January 19, 1979.) Thus, t he  very  e a r l i e s t  the  p ro jec t  

could be completed would be 1989 or 1990. However, t h i s  time frame assumes 

t h a t  Congress would immediately au thor i ze  and fund cons t ruc t ion  once the  

f e a s i b i l i t y  s tudy is  complete, and t h a t  the  p r o j e c t  would encounter no addi- 

t i o n a l  delays. Even modest oppos i t ion  o r  s l ippage  f o r  o the r  reasons would 

prec lude  completion by 1990. 

4.1.2.3 Coos-Curry E l e c t r i c  Cooperative, Inc. 

The Coos-Curry E l e c t r i c  Co-op, Inc., a r u r a l  coopera t ive ,  has proposed 

c o n s t r u c t i o n  of two h y d r o e l e c t r i c  dams on the  I l l i n o i s  River i n  southwest 

Oregon. This p r o j e c t  would involve the cons t ruc t ion  of a 590 f o o t  generat- 

i ng  dam and a small r e r e g u l a t i n g  dam downstream. The capac i ty  of the  two 

genera t ing  u n i t s  would be about 200 MWe. The Cooperative has appl ied  t o  

FEKC f o r  a prel iminary permit which would a l low s i t e  t e s t i n g  and a n a l y s i s  to  

proceed during the  planning process. Although no f i rm schedule has been s e t  

f o r  completion of the  f a c i l i t y ,  i t  could be completed by 1990 i f  no lengthy 

de lays  i n  l i c e n s i n g  o r  cons t ruc t ion  a r e  encountered. (Telephone 

conversa t ion  wi th  W. A. Cook, Manager, Coos-Curry E l e c t r i c  Cooperative, 

Inc.,  January 25, 1979.) A t  t h i s  po in t ,  i t  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  es t imate  the  

p o t e n t i a l  magnitude of opposi t ion  t o  t h e  p l a n t ,  and the re fo re  the  l ike l ihood  

of i ts  completion by 1990. 



4.2 NUCLEAR 

The nuclear  component of the scena r io  env i s ions  the a d d i t i o n  of a  t o t a l  

of 1 ,174 MWe of gene ra t ing  capac i ty  i n  Oregon between 1985 and 1990. This 

f i g u r e  approximately corresponds t o  t he  power expected t o  be generated by 

one u n i t  of the  two u n i t  2,250 MWe Pebble Springs nuc lea r  power p l an t  being 

planned by Por t l and  General E l e c t r i c  (PGE) .and o t h e r  u t i i i t i e s .  Although . 
PGE expec ts  t o  have both u n i t s  completed by 1989, t he re  a r e  a  number of 

l e g a l  i s s u e s  which may e i t h e r  de lay  l i c e n s i n g  o r  complicate  f i nanc ing  of the  

p r o j e c t  t o  t he  ex t en t  t h a t  completion of one o r  both u n i t s  is  delayed beyond 

1990. 

Th i s  s e c t i o n  summarizes t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  contex t  f o r  nuc lea r  power 

development i n  Oregon, d e s c r i b e s  the c u r r e n t  s t a t u s  of the  proposed Pebble 

Spr ings  p l a n t ,  and i d e n t i f i e s  s e v e r a l  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  to  i t s  

t lmely  completion. 

4.2.1 I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Context 

' I n  broad o u t l i n e ,  t h e  procedures f o r  b r ing ing  a  nuc lear  power p l a n t  on 

l i n e  i n  Oregon a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  those a p p l i c a b l e  i n  Washington. A s  i n  

Washington, the .  developer  must win s i t e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  approval  from t h e  

d s t a t e  s i t i n g  a u t h o r i t y ,  which i n  Oregon is  t h e  Energy F a c i l i t y  S i t i n g  

Council (EFSC) c rea t ed  by ORS 469.300-469.570. As i n  Washington, t h e  

Counci l ' s  procedures c o n s t i t u t e  a  one-stop l i c e n s i n g  process  t h a t  ove r r ides  

the  i n d i v i d u a l  a u t h o r i t y  of the  state's agencies  and p o l i t i c a l  subdiv is ions .  

Unlike Washington's Council ,  however, t he  Oregon EFSC i s  composed of pub l i c  

members appointed by the  governor,  each se rv ing  f o r  four  years  a t  the  gover- 

n o r ' s  p l easu re ,  r a t h e r  than members r ep re sen t ing  the  s t a t e  agencies  a f f e c t -  

ed.' The EFSC procedures  a r e  ou t l i ned  i n  Sec t ion  4.1 on h y d r o e l e c t r i c  

power and need not be repea ted  he re ,  except  ' t o  note  two d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t he  

procedures  a p p l i c a b l e  t o  nuc lear  as opposed t o  h y d r o e l e c t r i c  f a c i l i t i e s .  

F i r s t ,  a t  l e a s t  120 days before  f i l i n g  an  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  s i t e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  

the  developer  must f i l e  a  "not ice  of i n t e n t "  t o  f i l e  an  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  



n u c l e a r  s i t e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  i d e n t i f y i n g  and desc r ib ing  the  s i t e .  
3 

Second, t h e  Council  has 24 months a f t e r  t he  a p p l i c a t i o n  i s  f i l e d  t o  approve 

o r  disapprove the  s i t e . 4  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  of course, ,  the  developer  must 

o b t a i n  a  c o n s t r u c t i o n  permit and ope ra t ing  l i c e n s e  from NRC. I n t e rven t ion  

i n  t h e  EFSC and NRC h e a r i n g s ,  and appea l s  of t he  o r d e r s  c e r t i f y i n g  the  s i t e  

and g r a n t i n g  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  permi t ,  a f f o r d  i n t e r e s t e d  groups s e v e r a l  

o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  raise i s s u e s  of concern and poss ib ly  t o  de lay  cons t ruc t ion .  

I n  p r i n c i p l e ,  opponents could a l s o  apply  pressure  on t h e  Governor t o  remove 

members of the EFSC, bu t  t h i s  would l i k e l y  be a p o l i t i c a l l y  d i f f i c u l t  course 

d u r i n g  t h e  middle of a s i te  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  proceeding. 

4.2.2 Current  S t a t u s  of the  P l a n t  

The Pebble Spr ings  nuc lear  power p l a n t  would be b u i l t  and operated by 

P o r t l a n d  General  E l e c t r i c ,  P a c i f i c  Power and L i g h t ,  Puget Sound Power and 

L igh t ,  and t h e  P a c i f i c  Northwes t Generat ing Company, the  l a t t e r  a consortium 

of r u r a l  e l e c t r i c a l  coope ra t ives  i n  Washington and Oregon. The f a c i l i t y  i s  

t o  be loca t ed  on t h e  Columbia River i n  G i l l i a m  County, Oregon. It would 

c o n s i s t  of two gene ra t ing  u n i t s  of 1,260 MWe each. 

I n  1972, PGE f i l e d  i t s  n o t i c e  of i n t e n t  t o  c o n s t r u c t  the  p r o j e c t  wi th  

the  Oregon Nuclear Energy Council ,  t he  predecessor  of EFSC. Ln 1974 the 

Counci l  held p u b l i c  hea r ings  and i n  1975 recommended t h a t  t he  Governor 

approve t h e  f a c i l i t y ,  as provided under then-exis t ing law. However, t he  

Counci l ' s  dec i s ion  w a s  appealed t o  t he  Oregon Court of Appeals by two i n t e r -  

venors .  The primary b a s i s  f o r  t h i s  appea l  was t h a t  the  "counci l  f a i l e d  t o  

e s t a b l i s h  the s t anda rds  requi red  by ORS 469.470 be fo re  i t  reached i t s  deci- 

s i o n  t o  recommend a s i t e  c e r t i f i c a t e  f o r  t h e  Pebble Springs p r o j e c t .  .. 5 
I n  March 1977, the .  Oregon Supreme Court reversed the  Court of Appeals and 

he ld  i n  favor  of t h e  i n t e r v e n o r s ,  remanding the  case  t o  EFSC. The Council  

immediately began rulemaking proceedings t o  develop gene ra l  s tandards  t h a t  

5  
App l i ca t ion  o f  Po r t l and  General E l e c t r i c  Co., 561 P.2d 154, 162. (o r .  

1977).  . 



a p p l i c a n t s  f o r  s i t e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  must meet. I n  J u l y  1977 and January 1978 

the  Council promulgated such s tandards  a s  r u l e s .  

I n  t he  meantime, the  Council reopened hear ings  on PGE's appl ic ,a t ion  f o r  

s i t e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  Pebble Springs p l an t .  These hear ings  were 

appa ren t ly  concluded i n  December of 1978. (Telephone conversa t ion  wi th  Don 

Goddard, Oregon Department of Energy, February 6 ,  1979.) More r e c e n t l y  two 

sets of even t s  have l e d  EFSC t o  p lan  reopening hear ings  ye t  again. F i r s t ,  

NRC has withdrawn its support of c e r t a i n  po r t ions  of the Rasmussen Report on 

r e a c t o r  sa fe ty .6  Second, the events  a t  Three Mile I s l a n d  may have 

imp l i ca t ions  f o r  the  Pebble Springs f a c i l i t y ,  which a l s o  would u t i l i z e  pres- 

s u r i z e d  water r e a c t o r s  suppl ied  by Babcock and Wilcox, though of a d i f f e r e n t  

des ign  than t h e  nuc lea r  steam supply system a t  Three Mile I s l and .  7 

Before t hese  e v e n t s  PGE expected t o  r ece ive  both EFSC s i t e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and 

t h e  NRC c o n s t r u c t i o n  permit during 1979, and planned t o  commence construc-  

t i o n  i n  e a r l y  1980. Unit  1 was scheduled f o r  completion i n  1987, and Uni t  2 . 

was scheduled f o r  completion i n  1989. (.Telephone conversatio'n w i t h  Dave 

Eagon, Pub l i c  Re la t ions  Department PGE, January  25,  1979, and Don Goddard, 

Oregon Department of Energy, February 6 ,  1979.) 

4.2.3 I n s t i t u t i o n a l  I s sues  

Seve ra l  l e g a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  may de lay  PGE's planned schedule.  F i r s t ,  NRC 

approval  of t h e  f a c i l i t y ' s  c o n s t r u c t i o n  permit i s  l i k e l y  t o  take  longer  t han  

i n i t i a l l y  expected. The events  a t  Three Mile I s l a n d  w i l l  almost c e r t a i n l y  

r e s u l t  i n  new NRC s a f e t y  r e g u l a t i o n s  with r e spec t  t o  des ign  and ope ra t ion  of  
8 

c i v i l i a n  power r eac to r s .  These r e g u l a t i o n s ,  which themselves may 

6 ~ u c l e a r  Regulatory Commission, Reactor Sa fe ty  Study (WASH-1400, 
August, 1974). "Nuclear Regulatory Commission I s s u e s  Po l i cy  Statement on 
Reactor Sa fe ty  Study and Review by Lewis Panel , "  Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission News Release, January 19, 1979. 

/ *. Panel  t o  probe s a f e t y  of Pebble Springs P l a n t  ," The Oregonian, 
March 30, 1979. 

8 ~ u c l e o n i c s  Week, Apr i l  19,  1979, pp. 5-6. 



r e q u i r e  a  year  o r  more t o  promulgate, could have p a r t i c u l a r  impact on Pebble 

Spr ings  r e a c t o r ,  which l i k e  Three Mile I s l and  is t o  be supplied by Babcock 

and Wilcox. 

Second, EFSC w i l l  a l s o  reopen i t s  hearings a s  a r e s u l t  of the  events  a t  

Three Mile Is land.  EFSC had a l ready planned t o  reopen hearings i n  response 

t o  withdrawal of NRC support  f o r  some por t ions  of the  Rasmussen Report. PGE 

d i d  not  expect  the  i s s u e s  r a i s e d  by t h i s  a c t i o n  t o  r e p r e s e n t ' a  s e r i o u s  

o b s t r u c t i o n  t o  s i t e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n .  (Telephone conversat ion wi th  Dave Eagon, 

=. &.) Three Mile Is land may pose more se r ious  i s sues .  EFSC's new s i t e  

c e r t i f i c a t i o n  s tandards  express ly  address the  adequacy of the emergency core 

cool ing  system and the  l e v e l  of r e s i d u a l  r i s k  t o  the publ ic  a r i s i n g  from 

opera t ion  of the  f a c i l i t y . g  Governor Vic Atiyeh, who has s a i d  he would 

be "very comfortable i f  they [ t h e  s i t i n g  counc i l ]  s a i d  no" and r e j e c t  t h e  

f a c i l i t y  on t h i s  basis.1° A t  the very l e a s t ,  new s a f e t y  i s s u e s  w i l l  

l i k e l y  r e q u i r e  cons iderable  t i m e  to  explore.  Their  r e s o l u t i o n  by EFSC w i l l  

probably await the  outcome of NRC ac t ions .  

Newly posed s a f e t y  i s s u e s  a s i d e ,  i f  EFSC disapproves the  f a c i l i t y ,  PGE 

could appeal  the dec i s ion  t o  t h e  Oregon Supreme Court. I f  EFSC does grant  

approval ,  i n t e rvenors  w i l l  almost c e r t a i n l y  appeal.  (Telephone conversat ion 

w i t h  Don Goddard, Oregon Department of Energy, January 10, 1979.) In addi- 

t i o n  t o  r a i s i n g  the s a f e t y  i s s u e s ,  t he  in t e rvenors  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  chal lenge  

the need f o r  the  power and the methods used by the u t i l i t i e s  t o  f o r e c a s t  

eaergy demand, a s  w e l l  a s  the  r e l a t i v e  economy of the Pebble Springs p lant  

i n  providing e l e c t r i c a l  power t o  the region,  even the need is  shown. Since 

t h e  o r i g i n a l  appeal  of the  Council ' s  recommended c e r t i f i c a t i o n  of the Pebble 

Springs p lan t  i n  1975, t h e  Oregon l e g i s l a t u r e  has made a numbdr of changes 

i n  t h e  s t a t e ' s  energy f a c i l i t i e s  s i t i n g  l e g i s l a t i o n  to  reduce p o t e n t i a l  

de lays  i n  the c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and appeals  process. Under previous vers ions  of 

t h e  s t a t u t e  the  Council was only a b l e  t o  recommend t h a t  the  Governor approve 

a  s i te  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  a p p l i c a t i o n .  Before cons ide ra t ion  by t h e  Governor, the  

lowpane l  t o  probe s a f e t y  of Pebble Springs P lan t , "  The Oregonian, 
March 30, 1979. 



recommendation could be appea led- f i r s t  t o  t he  Oregon Court of Appeals then 

t o  the Oregon supreme Court. To s t r eaml ine  t h i s  process ,  t he  l e g i s l a t u r e  

. author ized  t h e  Council i t s e l f  t o  g r a n t  o r  deny s i t e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  removing 

the  Governor from the  process ,  provided t h a t  appea ls  proceed d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  

Supreme Court,  and d i r e c t e d  the  Supreme Court to  g ive  such cases  pr ior -  

i t y .  '' Thus, once t h e  Counci l ' s  d e c i s i o n  on s i t e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  is  

appealed,  this process  would l i k e l y  t ake  l e s s  than the  two years  requi red  

f o r  t h e  previous appeal .  

A t h i r d  i s s u e  which could de l ay  t h e  p r o j e c t  is the  poss ib l e  d i f f i c u l t y  

i n  ob ta in ing  the  a d d i t i o n a l  f i nanc ing  t h a t  w i l l  be r equ i r ed  as a r e s u l t  of 

t h e  passage of Ba l lo t  Measure 9 by Oregon v o t e r s  i n  November 1978. This  

measure p r o h i b i t s  u t i l i t i e s  from d i r e c t l y  i nc lud ing  charges f o r  "construc- 

t i o n  work i n  progress"  (CWIP) i n  t h e i r  r a t e  base. Opposition t o  i n c l u s i o n  

of CWTP charges.  i n  t he  r a t e  base has two main sources.  F i r s t ;  consumer 

advoca tes  argue the  inequ i ty  of charging the c u r r e n t  gene ra t ion  of power 

u s e r s  f o r  capac i ty  t h a t  w i l l  s e rve  a f u t u r e  genera t ion .  Second, opponents 

of nuc lear  power see  exc lus ion  of CWIP from the  r a t e  base a s  one more 

b a r r i e r  t o  e r e c t  i n  the  f i g h t  a g a i n s t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of nuc lea r  f a c i l i t i e s .  

And even a l o s ing  f i g h t  f o r  excluding CWIP could provide a forum f o r  r a i s i n g  - 

n u c l e a r  power i s sues .  

The succes s fu l  campaign i n  Oregon r e s u l t i n g  i n  t he  passage of B a l l o t  

Measure 9 r a i s e s  a number of u n c e r t a i n t i e s .  I n  a r a t e  o rde r  i s sued  on 

January  25, 1979, Oregon's Pub l i c  U t i l i t i e s  Commissioner Davis included an 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of s e v e r a l  c r i t i c a l  a s p e c t s  of Ba l lo t  Measure 9.  l2 Most 

impor tan t ,  he ru l ed  t h a t  PGE be allowed a " f u l l y  compensatory AFDC rate ."  A 

" f u l l y  compensatory Allowance f o r  Funds Used During Cons t ruc t ion  (AFDC) 

r a t e "  simply means t h a t  t he  f u l l  amount of the  i n t e r e s t  paid during 

c o n s t r u c t i o n  can be c a p i t a l i z e d  once the  p r o j e c t  is completed and subse- 

quen t ly  recovered through amor t iza t ion .  Before the  passage of B a l l o t  

"ORS 469.370, ORS 469.400. 

l Z ~ u b l i c  U t i l i t y  Commission of Oregon, Order No. 79-055 (1979). 



Measure 9 ,  a  u t i l i t y  could i s sue  bonds t o  pay f o r  a  l a r g e  cons t ruc t ion  

p r o j e c t ,  and inc lude  the  payments made t o  r e t i r e  these bonds a s  p a r t  of the  

r a t e  base  while cons t ruc t ion  was i n  progress. However, passage of the  

measure p r o h i b i t s  t h i s  p rac t i ce .  I n  order  t o  pay the i n t e r e s t  o n ' t h e  money 

borrowed f o r  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  the u t i l i t y  must now borrow a d d i t i o n a l  money 

dur ing  cons t ruc t ion .  Previous ly ,  s ince  r a t epayer s  were absorbing some of 

the  i n t e r e s t  dur ing  cons t ruc t ion ,  i n t e r e s t  payments could be only p a r t i a l l y  

c a p i t a l i z e d .  

However, the  Commission r e j e c t e d  PGE's arguments t h a t  passage of the 

measure inc reases  the  r i s k s  to  those who loan  money t o  a  u t i l i t y  f o r  the  

cons t ruc t ion  of a  power p lant .  A s  a r e s u l t ,  the Commission w i l l  not  al low 

PGE t o  pay h igher  i n t e r e s t  r a t e s  on the u t i l i t y ' s  bonds t o  r e f l e c t  increased  

r i s k .  Apparently, the  b a s i s  f o r  t h i s  judgment was a  f u r t h e r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

al lowing a u t i l i t y  to  amort ize (and thus inc lude  i n  the r a t e  base)  the c o s t  

of any p lan t  which f o r  s a f e t y ,  environmental,  o r  o ther  reasons never reaches 

completion o r  goes i n t o  opera t ion .  In  o t h e r  words, with t h i s  guarantee of 

repayment, l e n d e r s  f a c e  no a d d i t i o n a l  r i s k  and thus  should not r equ i re  a 

premium . 
The Pub l i c  U t i l i t i e s  Commission does not be l i eve  the  measure w i l l  

impair  the  a b i l i t y  of u t i l i t i e s  to  f inance  l a r g e  energy f a c i l i t i e s .  How- 

e v e r ,  t h e  Coamission does concede t h a t  the measure w i l l  r a i s e  the  u l t ima te  

c o s t s  t o  the customers of a  u t i l i t y  undertaking such a pro jec t .  This is  

because the  r a t epayer s  must u l t ima te ly  pay back both the money borrowed to  

c o n s t r u c t  the f a c i l i t y  - and the money borrowed to  make i n t e r e s t  payments on 

loans  during the  cons t ruc t ion  period. The Commission po in t s  out  t h a t  s ince  

the  r a t e  of i n t e r e s t  paid on loans t o  the  u t i l i t y  i s  genera l ly  higher  than 

the  r a t e  of i n t e r e s t  gene ra l ly  a v a i l a b l e  to  t h e  u t i l i t y ' s  customers, the  

u l t i m a t e  cos t  to  the  u t i l i t y ' s  customers w i l l  be g r e a t e r .  13 

Although t h e  Pub l i c  Util i t ies Commission n a i n t a i n s  the  measure w i l l  not 

hinder  the  f u t u r e  development of l a r g e  energy f a c i l i t i e s ,  ( ~ e l e p h o n e  convex- 

s a t i o n  wi th  Leroy Hemmingway, Deputy Commissioner, Public  U t i l i t y  Commission 

3 ~ u b l i c  U t i l i t y  Commissioner of Oregon, Addit ional  S t a f f  Testimony, 
Por t l and  General E l e c t r i c  UF3443, November, 1978. 



of Oregon, January 26, 1979), considerable uncer ta in ty  a s  t o  the measure's 

u l t ima te  impact remains among u t i l i t i e s  and o the r s .  Moreover, i f  the  exper- 

ience of the  s t a t e  of Missouri i s  i n d i c a t i v e ,  a rapid  r e s o l u t i o n  of t h i s  

unce r t a in ty  may not be forthcoming. Apparently, the  cons t ruc t ion  of p l an t s  

i n  the  s t a t e  has been ha l t ed  . s ince  1976 when CWIP was disal lowed from the 

r a t e  base of u t i l i t i e s  i n  Missouri. (Telephone conversat ion with Dave 

Eagon, Publ ic  Rela t ions  Department, Por t land General E l e c t r i c ,  January 25, 

1979 .) 

4.3 GEOTHERMAL 

The scenar io  c a l l s  f o r  400 MWe i n  geothermal e l e c t r i c  generat ing 

capaci ty  i n  the  s t a t e  of Oregon by 1990. Although some capaci ty  may then be 

i n ,  400 MWe appears much too high a f igu re .  Oregon may have s u b s t a n t i a l  

geothermal resources appropr i a t e  f o r  moderate temperature power generat ion.  

Three KGRAs i n  the  southeas tern  corner  of the  state--Alvord Deser t ,  Crump 

Geyser, and Summer Lake-all appear t o  have p o t e n t i a l  f o r  development. The 

main b a r r i e r s  t o  development of these  and o the r  geothermal resources f o r  

power'development i n  Oregon stem f o r  unce r t a in  t echn ica l  and economic feas-  

i b i l i t y  (problems now being addressed a t  the Raft River P r o j e c t ) ,  uncer- 

t a i n t y  about the nature and ex ten t  of the resources,  and seve ra l  i n s t i t u -  

t i o n a l  f a c t o r s .  This sec t ion  h i g h l i g h t s  some of the i n s t i t u t i o n a l  b a r r i e r s  

a t  each of the  c r i t i c a l . s t a g e s  i n  bringing geothermal genera t ing  capaci ty  on 

l i n e :  l eas ing ,  explora t ion ,  development of power p l a n t s  and production 

f i e l d s ,  and transmission. 

4.3.1 Leasing . 

The procedures f o r  l eas ing  geothermal resource r i g h t s  on f e d e r a l  lands 

i s  described i n  Section. 5.3 on geothermal power genera t ion  i n  Washington. 

The procedures f o r  l eas ing  geothermal resources loca ted  on Oregon s t a t e  

lands  a r e  w e l l  developed. They involve rou t ine  a p p l i c a t i o n  and review by 

t h e  Divis ion  of S t a t e  ~ a n d s . ' ~  Owners of p r i v a t e  land own the  geo- 



thermal  resources  l y i n g  underneath.15 Therefore ,  t he  l e a s i n g  of g u ~ h  

r e s o u r c e s  is  s u b j e c t  t o  i n d i v i d u a l  n e g o t i a t i o n  and c o n t r a c t u a l  arrange-  

ments. 

The geothermal r e sou rces  of many f e d e r a l ,  s t a t e ,  and p r i v a t e  a c r e s  i n  

Oregon a r e  now under l e a s e  f o r  the purpose of geothermal resource explora- 

t ion .  For example, 67,000 of the  177,000 a c r e s  a t  t he  Alvord Desert KGRA 

a r e  now under l e a s e ;  a t  least 14,500 of t h e  85,500 a c r e s  of t he  Crump Geyser 

KGRA have been l e a s e d ;  and a t  l e a s t  7,875 a c r e s  of t he  13,600 a c r e s  of t he  

Summer Lake KGRA have been leased .  (Telephone conve r sa t ion  wi th  Robert 

Koeppen, Geoheat U t i l i z a t i o n  Center ,  IUamath F a l l s ,  Oregon, January 26, 

1979.) S i g n i f i c a n t  ac reage  elsewhere i n  t he  s t a t e ,  o f t e n  o u t s i d e  KGRAs, i s  

a l s o  under l e a s e ,  much of i t  from p r i v a t e  owners. (Telephone conversa t ion  

w i t h  Deborah J u s t u s ,  Oregon Department of Energy, February 6, 1979.) 

Caut ion a t  t h e  f e d e r a l  l e v e l  has hindered the  l e a s i n g  process  a t  a l l  l e v e l s .  

BLM and t h e  U.S. F o r e s t  Serv ice  have been very  slow i n  i s s u i n g  l ea ses .  

P a r t l y  t h i s  de l ay  seems t o  stem from l i m i t e d  resources  t o  do the  necessary  

a n a l y s i s  before  l e a s e s  can be i ssued .  Sometimes, t he  app ropr i a t e  l e v e l  of 

a n a l y s i s  may be determined by o t h e r s .  For example, t h e  High Desert Study 

group and t h e  S i e r r a  Club have sued BLM seeking p repa ra t ion  of a f u l l  . 

environmental  impact s ta tement  i n  connect ion wi th  geothermal l e a s i n g  i n  t he  

Alvord a rea .  I n  January 1978, t he  U. S. D i s t r i c t  Judge denied a pre l iminary  

i n j u n c t i o n  and al lowed l e a s i n g  t o  cont inue ,  bu t  BLM seems to  be proceeding 

c a u t i o u s l y  pending outcome of the  case  on the  mer i t s .  (Telephone conversa- 

t i o n  w i t h  Deborah J u s t u s ,  Oregon Department of Energy, February 6 ,  1979.) 

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  bo th  BLM and t h e  U.S. Fo res t  Serv ice  a r e  i n  the process  of 

p repa r ing  gene r i c  ana lyses  of t h e i r  land management p r a c t i c e s ,  which a r e  

a l s o  slowing t h e  process .  (Telephone conversa t ion  w i t h  Deborah J u s t u s ,  

Oregon Department of Energy, February 6 ,  1979.) 

Delay a t  t h e  f e d e r a l  l e v e l  a l s o  impinges on l e a s i n g  from s t a t e  and 

p r i v a t e  owners. Since the  p a t t e r n  ~f land ownership i n  Qregnn i s  n f t ~ n  nf a 

patchwork v a r i e t y ,  a p rospec t ive  developer  must assemble a c o l l e c t i o n  of 

f e d e r a l ,  s t a t e ,  and p r i v a t e  l e a s e s  i n  o rde r  t o  develop a g iven  a rea .  Devel- 

ope r s  a r e  r e l u c t a n t  t o  d r i l l  on s t a t e  o r  p r i v a t e  land ad jacen t  to f e d e r a l  



land before  obta in ing  f e d e r a l  l e a s e s  because i f  they make a  d iscovery ,  the 

f e d e r a l  land is  l i k e l y  t o  be dec lared  a  KGRA and l e a s e s  thereon s u b j e c t  t o  

competi t ive bidding.  (Telephone conversa t ion  wi th  Herbert  Hunt, Eugene 

Water and E l e c t r i c  Board, February 5 ,  1979.) BLM has r e c e n t l y  announced a  

t e n t a t i v e  schedule f o r  the s a l e  of l e a s e s  on f e d e r a l  lands whicli i f  followed 

would break t h i s  bo t t l eneck  in FYs 1979 and 1980. 16 

4.3.2 Explora t ion  

The procedures f o r  exp lo ra t ion  on f e d e r a l  l ands  a r e  ou t l i ned  i n  Sec t ion  

5.3 on geothermal development i n  Washington. B a s i c a l l y ,  t he  p r o c e s s .  

i nvo lves  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  a  d r i l l i n g  permit  from the  USGS, environmental 

a n a l y s i s  by t h e  Serv ice ,  and issuance of a permit con ta in ing  condi t ions .  

Oregon has i ts  own l e g a l  requirements  f o r  geothermal resource  develop- 

ment. 
17 

Although by imp l i ca t ion  Oregon l a w  purpor t s  to  apply t o  

d r i l l i n g  on f e d e r a l  l ands ,  t he  Supremacy Clause of t h e  U.S. C o n s t i t u t i o n  a s  

w e l l  a s  f e d e r a l  preemption under t he  Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 probably 

i n s u l a t e  developers  of geothermal resources  on f e d e r a l  l ands  from s t a t e  

r egu la t ion .  However, deve lopers  of f e d e r a l l y  owned resources  may f i n d  i t  

prudent  t o  comply with s t a t e  l a w  i n  any case.  

Obviously, deve lopers  of geothermal resources  on s t a t e  o r  p r i v a t e  l ands  

must comply wi th  s t a t e  procedures.  The procedures depend upon whether the 

a p p l i c a t i o n  i s  f o r  a  "prospect w e l l "  o r  a  "geothermal w e l l . "  B a s i c a l l y ,  a  

prospect  w e l l  i s  a  well of l e s s  than  500 f e e t  i n  depth d r i l l e d  i n  prospect- 

ing  f o r  geothermal resources.18 A geothermal w e l l  i s  any excavat ion  

500 f e e t  deep o r  more made e i t h e r  f o r  d i scovery  o r  f o r  product ion of geo- 

thermal resources.  A permit f o r  a prospect  w e l l  r e q u i r e s  submission of a  

$200 a p p l i c a t i o n  and a  $5,000 bond o r  s e c u r i t y  depos i t  t o  t he  S t a t e  

Geologis t ,  l i m i t e d  review by a f f e c t e d  agencies ,  and i s suance  of t he  permit 

by t h e  S t a t e  Geologist .  Appl ica t ion  f o r  a  geothermal wel l  permit r equ i r e s  

161 CCH Federal  Energy Management 19422. 

"ORS Ch. 522. 



submission of a $100 a p p l i c a t i o n  f e e  and a $10,000 bond or  s e c u r i t y  depos i t  

f o r  each well t o  be d r i l l e d  o r  a t o t a l  $25,000 bond o r  s e c u r i t y  depos i t  f o r  

t h r e e  o r  more w e l l s .  The S t a t e  Geologist c i r c u l a t e s  the a p p l i c a t i o n  to 

a f f e c t e d  s t a t e  agencies ,  which may suggest condi t ions  to  be imposed on the 

app l i can t .  Before i s s u i n g  the permit ,  the S t a t e  Geologist  must determine 

t h a t  i s su ing  t h e  permit would be c o n s i s t e n t  with Oregon laws concerning a i r  

q u a l i t y ,  water q u a l i t y ,  and the  appropr ia t ion  of ground water.  I f  neces- 

s a r y ,  he must impose cond i t ions  i n  the  permit t o  i n s u r e  compliance with the  

purposes of these  laws, a s  w e l l  a s  any condi t ions  proposed by t h e  Department 

of Environmental Qual i ty  (wi th  r e spec t  to  a i r  and water q u a l i t y )  and the  

Water Resources Direc tor  (with r e spec t  to  appropr i a t ion  of ground water )  

necessary  to c a r r y  out  the  s t a t u t o r y  purposes. l9 I n  a d d i t i o n ,  success- 

f u l  a p p l i c a n t s  must s e p a r a t e l y  ob ta in  a i r  and water p o l l u t i o n  con t ro l  

permits  from the  Department of ~ n v i r o n m e n t a l  Quali ty . 
Both f e d e r a l  and s t a t e  procedures appear t o  be reasonably w e l l  worked 

out .  Extensive e x p l o r a t i o n  has been conducted and is  continuing i n  a r e a s  

throughout the  s t a t e .  
20 

4.3.3 S e l l i n g  and U t i l i z i n g  the  Resources 

A s  i nd ica ted  i n  t h e  d i scuss ion  of geothermal resource  development i n  

Washington, once a developer  has demonstrated the  geothermal resource  poten- 

t i a l  of a p a r t i c u l a r  s i t e ,  it must sel l  the resource t o  a user .  Economic 

and t echn ica l  cons ide ra t ions  a s i d e ,  p o t e n t i a l  u s e r s  may be somewhat reluc- 

t a n t  t o  embrace geothermal resources as a source of e l e c t r i c a l  capac i ty ,  

simply because of the novelty.  In  the  case of Idaho, u t i l i t i e s  a r e  a l ready 

s u f f i c i e n t l y  involved t h a t  t h i s  b a r r i e r  may not be insuperable.  I n  Oregon, 

some u t i l i t i e s  have expressed i n t e r e s t  i n  geothermal resource development. 

For example, t h e  Eugene Water and E l e c t r i c  Board has adopted a 3-year s t r a t -  

egy f o r  geothermal resource development, which involves moni tor i  a l l  l eas ing  

a c t i v i t i e s  on the  w e s t  s i d e  of the Cascades from M t  . Hood t o  Eugene. The 

2 0 ~ e e  Walter Youngquist, P a c i f i c  Northwest Geothermal 1977 Review, 
"1978 Outlook," ~ e o t h e r m a l  Energy Magazine, June ,  1978. 



u t i l i t y  has i n v i t e d  a l l  resource companies t o  exchange information.  Fur- 

t h e r ,  the  u t i l i t y  bas been n e g o t i a t i n g  with u t i l i t i e s  i n  the  Southwest to  

j o i n t l y  develop a small  p i l o t  p r o j e c t  i n  Nevada. P a r t i c i p a t i o n  of the u t i l -  

i t y  i n  a p r o j e c t  i n  Nevada is  c u r r e n t l y  p roh ib i t ed  by s t a t e  l a w ,  bu t  'the 

u t i l i t y  has been ins t rumenta l  i n  in t roducing-  a b i l l  i n  the c u r r e n t  s e s s i o n  

of t he  l e g i s l a t u r e  which would a l low such p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  (Telephone conver- 

s a t i o n  wi th  Kenneth Rinard, Eugene Water and E l e c t r i c  Board, A p r i l  30, 

1979 .) Thus i f  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i s c o v e r i e s  a r e  made, t he  Eugene Water and 

E l e c t r i c  Board appears  ready t o  move. Other u t i l i t i e s  i n  the s t a t e  have 

taken a similar approach. (Telephone conversa t ion  wi th  Herber t  Hunt, Eugene 

Water and E l e c t r i c  Board, February 5 ,  1979.) 

4 . 3 . 4  Const ruc t ion  of Product ion F a c i l i t i e s  

The procedures f o r  developing product ion we l l s  and cons t ruc t ing  gener- 

a t i n g  capac i ty  on f e d e r a l  lands a r e  o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  s e c t i o n  on geothermal 

r e sou rce  development i n  Washington. For s t a t e  and p r i v a t e ,  and p o s s i b l y  

f e d e r a l ,  l a n d s ,  Oregon imposes i t s  own requirements .  Product ion w e l l s  f a l l  

under the  d e f i n i t i o n  of geothermal w e l l s  i n  ORS Ch. 522 and thus r e q u i r e  a 

d r i l l i n g  permit obtained through the  procedures  j u s t  descr ibed .  Geothermal 

power g e n e r a t i o n ' i s  a l s o  sub jec t  t o  t h e  Oregon energy f a c i l i t y  s i t i n g  
2 1 

laws. A s  wi th  h y d r o e l e c t r i c  and nuc lea r  f a c i l i t i e s ,  a person d e s i r -  

ing  t o  u t i l i z e  geothermal resources  f o r  p r o d u c i n g ' e l e c t r i c  power must o b t a i n  

s i t e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  from the  Oregon energy f a c i l i t i e s  s i t i n g  counc i l .  The 

procedures  a r e  a s  descr ibed  i n  connect ion wi th  s i t e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  hydro- 

e l e c t r i c  f a c i l i t i e s ,  except  t h a t  t he  Council must a c t  on an a p p l i c a t i o n  

w i t h i n  n ine  months of f i l i n g .  Because no one has y e t  app l i ed  . f o r  a geo- 

thermal f a c i l i t y  s i te  c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  t h e  Council  might f i n d  t h i s  schedule  

d i f f i c u l t  t o  follow. The Council has not  promulgated gene ra l  s t anda rds  f o r  

geothermal s i t i n g ,  nor  has i t  developed the  s p e c i f i c  procedures t h a t  an 

a p p l i c a n t  would have t o  follow. Therefore ,  the  s i t i n g  of the  f i r s t  s eve ra l  

geothermal power f a c i l i t i e s  may be expected t o  go slowly. ( ~ e l e p h o n d  



conve r sa t ion  w i t h  Deborah J u s t u s ,  Oregon Department of Energy, February 6 ,  

1979.) 

4.3.5 Transmission 

Because of the  r e l a t i v e l y  small s i z e  of geothermal power genera t ing  

f a c i l i t i e s  and the  t y p i c a l  i s o l a t i o n  of geothermal r e sou rces  from major load 

c e n t e r s ,  the  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of e x i s t i n g  t ransmiss ion  f a c i l i t i e s  may be an  

impor tan t  determinant  of geothermal f e a s i b i l i t y .  I n  Oregon, t he  s i t u a t i o n  

appears  r e l a t i v e l y  f avo rab le .  The Alvord, Summer Lake, and Crump Spr ings  

KGRAs a r e  a l l  w i t h i n  20 m i l e s  o r  so  of e x i s t i n g  s i g n i f i c a n t  t ransmiss ion  

l i n e s ,  i n  the  case  of Crump Springs and Summer Lakes major 800 KV' BPA l i n e s .  

(Telephone conve r sa t ion  w i t h  Deborah J u s t u s ,  Oregon ~ e p a r t m e n t  of Energy, 

February 6 ,  1979.) On t he  west s f d e  of t he  Cascades, most geothermal 

r e sou rces  a r e  n e a r  e x i s t i n g  power g r i d s .  (Telephone conversa t ion  with 

Herber t  Hunt, Eugene Water and E l e c t r i c  Board, February 5 ,  1979.) The 

r e l a t i v e l y  s h o r t  d i s t a n c e s  involved i n  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of t he  necessary  t i e  

l i n e s  should l i m i t  t he  economic and p o l i t i c a l  c o s t s  of cons t ruc t ing  the  

r e q u i s i t e  t ransmiss ion  c a p a b i l i t i e s .  

4.4 COAL STEAM 

The scena r io  env i s ions  the  a d d i t i o n  of 500 MWe of c o a l  gene ra t ing  

e l e c t r i c a l  capac i ty  i n  the  s t a t e  of Oregon by 1985, wi th  no a d d i t i o n a l  

c a p a c i t y  from 1985 t o  1990. This  i s  equ iva l en t  t o  t he  planned capac i ty  of 

t h e  Boardman coa l - f i r ed  p l a n t  c u r r e n t l y  under c o n s t r u c t i o n  i n  Morrow County. 

The Boardman p l a n t  is  being b u i l t  by Por t l and  General  E l e c t r i c ,  Idaho Power, 

and t h e  P a c i f i c  Northwest Genera t ing  Company, a consortium of r u r a l  e l e c t r i c  

coope ra t ives .  The p l a n t  ob ta ined  s i t e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  from Oregon's EFSC i n  

1974 o r  1975 and c o n s t r u c t i o n  began i n  1976. As o f  January  1979, the p l a n t  

w a s  from 40% t o  50% complete and w a s  expected t o  be o p e r a t i o n a l  by mid-1980. 

(Telephone conve r sa t ion  w i t h  Dave Eagon, Pub l i c  Re la t ions  Department, 

P o r t l a n d  General E l e c t r i c ,  January  25,  1979 .) A t  t h i s  p o i n t ,  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  

i s s u e s  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  de lay  completion seem u n l i k e l y  t o  

arise. 



CHAPTER FIVE : 
WASHINGTON 

According t o  the  scena r io ,  e l e c t r i c a l  gene ra t ing  capac i ty  i n  Washington 

is to  i n c r e a s e  from 16,559 MWe t o  29,268 MWe between the  y e a r s  1978 and 

1990. The i n c r e a s e  is t o  come p r imar i ly  from th ree  sources:  nuc lea r ,  

h y d r o e l e c t r i c ,  and geothermal.* With s e v e r a l  important  except ions ,  i n s t i t u -  

t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  a r e  un l ike ly  to  prevent  cons t ruc t ion  of the  r e q u i s i t e  

f a c i l i t i e s .  The a d d i t i o n a l  nuc lea r  capac i ty  and most of t he  h y d r o e l e c t r i c  

capac i ty  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be i n  p lace  by 1990. Legal and p o l i t i c a l  concerns 

may, however, prevent  S e a t t l e  C i ty  Light from undertaking the  Ross Dam and 

Copper Creek p r o j e c t s  t h a t  a r e  p a r t  of the  scenar io .  The geothermal gener- 

a t i n g  capac i ty ,  which r e p r e s e n t s  400 MWe, is  u n l i k e l y  to  be a v a i l a b l e .  I n  

t h i s  i n s t a n c e ,  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  on ly  r e i n f o r c e  t h e  c e n t r a l  tech- 

n i c a l  and economic c o n s t r a i n t s .  

The nuc lea r  component of t he  scena r io  f o r  Washington c o n s i s t s  of f i v e  

nuc lea r  power p l a n t s  c u r r e n t l y  under c o n s t r u c t i o n  by the Washington Publ ic  

Power Supply System. Three of t hese  p l a n t s  a r e  t o  be loca t ed  a t  Richland 

and two a t  Satsop. A l l  f i v e  a r e  s u f f i c i e n t l y  f a r  a long that ba r r ing  ex t r a -  - 
ord ina ry  circumstances,  n e i t h e r  t echn icd l  nor i n s t i t u t i o i i a l  cons ide ra t ions  - 

a r e  l i k e l y  t o  s tand  i n  t he  way of t h e i r  completion by the  d a t e s  s p e c i f i e d  i n  

the  scenar io .  

Not included i n  t he  scena r io  is  the  capac i ty  represented  by a  two-unit , 
I 

2,660 MWe nuc lea r  power p l an t  planned by Puget Sound Power and Light  f o r  

Skagi t  County. Puget Power app l i ed  t o  NRC i n  1972-73 f o r  a  c o n s t r u c t i o n  

permit .  The two u n i t s  were o r i g i n a l l y  scheduled f o r  ope ra t ion  i n  1981 and 

1984. However, numerous p a r t i e s  have in te rvened  i n  t he  hear ing  process  and 

r a i s e d  a  number of i s s u e s .  Ea r ly  i n  1978, i n t e r v e n o r s  r a i s e d  s e r i o u s  s a f e t y  

ques t ions  regard ing  p o t e n t i a l  se i smic  a c t i v i t y  i n  t h e  a rea .  These ques t ions  

have l e d  NRC t o  r e q u i r e  f u r t h e r  geo log ica l  s t u d i e s  i n  the region.  As of 

*The scena r io  a l s o  s p e c i f i e s  an  a d d i t i o n  of 131 MWe of o i l  peaking 
capac i ty  and 510 MWe of combined cyc le  capac i ty .  This r epo r t  does no t  
d i s c u s s  these scenario elements.  



A p r i l ,  1979, t hese  i s s u e s  remained unresolved.  In  Apr i l ,  1979, Valent ine  

Deale ,  Chairman of NRC's Atomic Sa fe ty  and Licens ing  Board, i d e n t i f i e d  a reas  

i n  which f u r t h e r  in format ion  would be needed before  the Board could make a  

d e c i s i o n  on Puget Power's a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  a  l i m i t e d  work a u t h o r i z a t i o n .  

F i r s t ,  he i n d i c a t e d  f u r t h e r  in format ion  w a s  needed on the geo log ica l  and 

se i smolog ica l  cond i t i ons  a t  the proposed s i t e .  Deale a l s o  i n d i c a t e d  t h e  

review of a l t e r n a t i v e  s i t e s  i n  t he  EIS w a s  inadequate ,  and requested addi- 

t i o n a l  testimony be fo re  t h e  Board t o  compare such a l t e r n a t i v e s .  - The Board 

a l s o  wishes t o  cons ide r  the  need t o  analyze a  p o s s i b l e  r e a c t o r  melt-down a t  

t h e  s i t e ,  a s  w e l l  a s  the  p o s s i b l e  impacts of a f a i l u r e  of S e a t t l e  Ci ty  

L i g h t ' s  proposed Copper Creek Dam upstream from the  s i t e  on the  Skagi t  
1 

River.  C u r r e n t l y ,  Puget Power s t i l l  formally p lans  t o  have u n i t s  1 

and 2 i n  ope ra t ion  by 1986 and 1987-88, r e s p e c t i v e l y .  However, g iven  t h e  

p a s t  h i s t o r y  of the  hea r ings  proceedings and t h e  na tu re  of the' unresolved 

i s s u e s ,  t he re  remains some doubt as t o  whether t h i s  schedule w i l l  be m e t .  

The re fo re ,  t h e i r  e x c l u s i o n  from t h e  s c e n a r i o  appea r s  r ea sonab le .  

Th i s  s e c t i o n  ske t ches  the i n s t i t u t i o n a l  c o n t e x t  i n  which the  cons t ruc-  

t i o n  of t h e  n u c l e a r  f a c i l i t i e s  is tak ing  p l ace ,  d e s c r i b e s  the c u r r e n t  s t a t u s  

of t hese  f a c i l i t i e s ,  and i d e n t i f i e s  s e v e r a l  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  t h a t  

could  de lay  t h e i r  completion. 

5.1.1 I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Context 

5.1.1.1 F i n a n c i a l  Aspects 

The b u i l d e r  of a l l  f i v e  nuc lea r  p l a n t s  represented  by t h e  scena r io  is  

the  Washington Pub l i c  Power Supply System (WPPSS). WPPSS was e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  

1957 a s  a municipal  co rpo ra t ion  and j o i n t  ope ra t ing  agency of the S t a t e  of 

Washington. Its members c o n s i s t  of 19 publ ic  u t i l i t y  d i s t r i c t s  and t h r e e  

'"Board Wants New Information on Puget Power N-Plants ," S e a t t l e  Times, 
A p r i l  23, 1979, p. A 11. 



municipal  u t i l i t i e s  i n  t h e  S t a t e  of washingtonO2 E s s e n t i a l l y ,  WPPSS is  

a v e h i c l e  f o r  the j o i n t  cons t ruc t ion  and ope ra t ion  of thermal power p l a n t s  

by i t s  member u t i l i t i e s ,  which a r e  thereby a b l e  t o  aggrega te  t h e i r  capabi l -  

i t y  t o  i s s u e  low-interest municipal bonds. 
! 

I n  1967, WPPSS and i ts  member . u t i l i t i e s  joined wi th  o the r  u t i l i t i e s  i n  

t he  reg ion  and wi th  BPA t o  form t h e  J o i n t  Power Planning Council ( JPPC) . I n  

1968, t h e  Council  adopted a s e t  of r eg iona l  power goa l s  and planning s t r a t -  

e g i e s  c o n s t i t u t i n g  t h e  Hydro-Thermal Power Program. The fundamental p r inc i -  

p l e  embodied i n  t he  program w a s  to  meet t h e  r eg ion ' s  i nc reas ing  base load 

wi th  power generated by new thermal sources ,  and the  r eg ion ' s  peak demands 

wi th  power generated by e x i s t i n g  and expanded h y d r o e l e c t r i c  sources.  3 

WPPSS and the r eg ion ' s  u t i l i t i e s  soon embarked upon what w a s  t o  become known 

a s  Phase I o f  t he  program, which envisioned the'  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of seven 

' thermal  power p l an t s  i n  the  reg ion  by 1981, inc luding  t h e  f i v e  nuc lear  power 

p l a n t s  considered here ,  WPPSS Uni t s  1-5. 

The new thermal p l a n t s  were to be f inanced through ne t  b i l l i n g ,  a s  

desc r ibed  i n  Chapter Two. Congress approved t h e  n e t  b i l l i n g  arrangement f o r  

WPPSS u n i t s  1 ,  2, and 3 ,  and the  Trojan nuc lea r  p l a n t  i n  Oregon i n  1969 and 

1970. Under t hese  arrangements WPPSS has ass igned  BPA t h e  e n t i r e  ou tput  of 

u n i t s  1 and 2, and 70% of the  output  of u n i t  3. Because of Treasury regula- 

t i o n s  descr ibed  i n  Chapter Two, WPPSS w a s  forced  t o  r e l y  on agreements wi th  

the  u t i l i t i e s  themselves t o  purchase the power i n  o rde r  t o  f inance  u n i t s  4 

and 5. 

5.1.1.2 S t a t e  Licensing Procedures 

I n  cons t ruc t ing  the f a c i l i t i e s ,  WPPSS is  s u b j e c t  t o  t he  s t a t e  and 

f e d e r a l  l i c e n s i n g  procedures.  The s t a t e  l i c e n s i n g  process  c e n t e r s  on the  

approval  of the Energy F a c i l i t y  S i t e  Evalua t ion  Council  ( former ly  the  

Thermal Power P l a n t  S i t e  Evalua t ion  Counci l ) ,  c.reated by RCW Ch. 80.50. 

Represented on t h e  Council a r e  t h e  s t a t e  agencies  and p o l i t i c a l  subdiv is ions  

2 W P ~ ~ ~ ,  Quar te r ly  Report,  September 30, 1978. 
2 
2 Northwest Energy Po l i cy  P r o j e c t ,  I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Cons t r a in t s  and 
Oppor tun i t i e s ,  Study Module V ,  Tasks 1-3 ( S p r i n g f i e l d ,  VA: Nat iona l  
Technical  Information Se rv i ce ,  1977) ("NEPP ~ / 1 - 3 " ) ,  Ch. 6.  



whose approval  would o therwise  have to be i n d i v i d u a l l y  obta ined  f o r  s i t i n g  

of t he  f a c i l i t y .  I n s t e a d  of approving t h e  f a c i l i t y  s e p a r a t e l y ,  however, the 

Counci l ' s  members review t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  compliance with r e l e v a n t  s t a t e  

laws ,  hold hear ings ,  and c o l l e c t i v e l y  pass on the  a p p l i c a t i o n .  I f  t h e  

Counci l ' s  d e c i s i o n  is  f avorab le ,  it recommends c e r t i f i c a t i o n  ( s u b j e c t  t o  any 

c o n d i t i o n s )  by the  Governor, wi th  whom t h e  f i n a l  d e c i s i o n  r e s f s .  Among 

o t h e r  t h i n g s ,  EFSEC is re spons ib l e  f o r  ensur ing  the equ iva l en t  of compliance 

w i t h  t h e  Washington S t a t e  Environmental P o l i c y  Act (RCW Ch. 43.21C) through 

environmental  a n a l y s i s  by an  independent c ~ n s u l t a n t . ~  EFSECts author-  

i t y  supersedes  the  a u t h o r i t y  of a l l  s t a t e  agencies  and p o l i t i c a l  subdivi-  

s i o n s  t h a t  might o the rwi se  impose requirements  on t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of t he  

f a c i l i t y .  

Apparent ly,  EFSEC's a u t h o r i t y  even ove r r ides  c i t y ,  county, o r  r eg iona l  

zoning codes. The Counci l  is  r equ i r ed  t o  hold hear ings  on compliance of the  

f a c i l i t y  with l and  use p lans  or  zoning ord inances .  The enabl ing  s t a t u t e  

provides  t h a t  " i f  i t  is  determined t h a t  the  proposed s i t e  does conform wi th  

e x i s t i n g  land use p lans  f o r  zoning ord inances  i n  e f f e c t  a s  of the d a t e  of 

t he  a p p l i c a t i o n ,  t he  county o r  r e g i o n a l  planning a u t h o r i t y  s h a l l  no t  

t h e r e a f t e r  change such l and  use plans o r  zoning ordinances so  a s  t o  a f f e c t  

t h e  proposed s i t e O e e 5  Th i s  language might seem t o  imply t h a t  i f  t he  

f a c i l i t y  does n o t  comply w i t h  a p p l i c a b l e  land use law a s  of the d a t e  of t he  - 
a p p l i c a t i o n ,  EFSEC cannot  approve the. s i t e .  . However, a r e c e n t  Attorney 

Gene ra l ' s  op in ion  s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e  Council  may approve s i t e s  even though t h e i r  

u s e  is  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  l o c a l  l and  u s e  l a w s .  The op in ion  c i t e s  t h e  pre- 

emption language i n  t h e  s t a t u t e ,  RCW 80.50.110(2) .6 Th i s  i s s u e  i s  now be ing  

l i t i g a t e d  and w i l l  be reso lved  e i t h e r  by the Washington Supreme Court o r  by 

l e g i s l a t i o n .  S t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s  have r e c e n t l y  in t roduced  s e v e r a l  b i l l s  t h a t  

would r e q u i r e  compliance wi th  l o c a l  zoning a s  of the d a t e  of a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  

4 
RCW 80.50.071. 

5 R ~ ~  80.50.090. 

%GO 1977 No. 1. 



EFSEC.' Governor Ray has i n d i c a t e d . h e r  oppos i t i on  t o  such l e g i s l a -  
8 

t ion .  

5.1.1.3 Federa l  Licensing Procedures 

Under the  Atomic Energy Act of 1954, the  Energy Reorganizat ion Act of 

1974, and t h e  Nat iona l  Environmental Po l i cy  Act of 1969, t h e  Nuclear Regula- 

t o r y  Commission (NRC) i s  r e spons ib l e  f o r  i s s u i n g  the r e q u i s i t e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  

permit and ope ra t ing  l i c e n s e  requi red  t o  ope ra t e  a  c i v i l i a n  nuc lear  power 

p l an t .  The procedures a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  s t r a igh t fo rward .  Ear ly  i n  the  planning 

s t a g e ,  the  u t i l i t y  approaches NRC, submi t t ing  d a t a  on the r e a c t o r ' s  proposed 

s i t e  and design along wi th .pre l iminary  s a f e t y  and environmental r e p o r t s .  

These submissions a r e  reviewed simultaneously by two NRC bodies:  t he  

l i c e n s i n g  s t a f f  and a  subcommittee of t he  Advisory Committee on Reactor 

Safeguards (ACRS), an  independent committee of f i f t e e n  members from a d iver -  

s i t y  of f i e l d s  appointed part-time to  four-year terms by the Commission. 

The ACRS i s s u e s  b r i e f  r e p o r t s  and the  l i c e n s i n g  s t a f f  more d e t a i l e d  s t a t e -  

ments a s se s s ing  the  proposed r e a c t o r ' s  s a f e t y  and environmental impact,  plus  

d e t a i l s  on the  a p p l i c a n t ' s  f i n a n c i a l  s t a t u s  and any a n t i t r u s t  complicat ions.  

To conduct the  mandatory cons t ruc t ion  permit  hea r ing ,  the Commission 

appoin ts  a  three-member Atomic Sa fe ty  and Licens ing  Board (AsLB), chosen 

from a panel of q u a l i f i e d  lawyers ,  s c i e n t i s t s ,  and engineers  from bus iness  
. .m 

and academia. NRC g ives  a t  l e a s t  30 days n o t i c e  before  the hear ing ,  a t  . 

which i n t e r e s t e d  p a r t i e s  may speak o r  formal ly  in te rvene .  The ASLB then 

i s s u e s  an  i n i t i a l  d e c i s i o n  s t a t i n g  i t s  f lnd ings  of f a c t  and law, i nc lud ing  

the  adequacy of t he  Commission's f i n a l  environmental s ta tement .  I f  t h e  

r egu la to ry  s t a f f ,  the  a p p l i c a n t ,  o r  an in t e rvenor  f i l e s  an exception, a 

three-member Atomic Sa fe ty  Licensing and Appeal Board (ASLAB) performs the  

necessary  r e v i e b  f o r  t he  Commission. A pa r ty  who is d i s s a t i s f i e d  wi th  the  

ASLAB's d e c i s i o n  may appeal  t o  t h e  Commission o r  t o  a u n i t e d  S t a t e s  Court 

Appeals. The procedures f o r  i s s u i n g  an ope ra t ing  l i c e n s e  a r e  b a s i c a l l y  

. s i m i l a r ,  though a  hear ing  is not  mandatory a t  t h i s  s t age .  

7  
For example, S. B. No. 3129. 

'"Ray Opposes Energy R e s t r i c t i o n s  , *' S e a t t l e  Times, January 17, 
1979. 



5.1.2 --.--- Current  S t a t u s  of WPPSS P l a n t s ,  1-5 
= --..-- 

5.1.2.1 WPPSS Uni t s  3 and 5. sat so^. Washington 

WPPSS is  ,undertaking c o n s t r u c t i o n  of two 1,240 MWe nuclear  power p l a n t s  

a t  Sa tsop ,  Washington. WPPSS obtained the necessary  s i t e  certification per- 

m i t  from the Washington S t a t e  EFSEC i n  1977, and c o n s t r u c t i o n  permits  from 

NRC i n  A p r i l  1978. A s  of the  end of the  f i r s t  q u a r t e r  of  1979, c o n s t r u c t i o n  

w a s  11.2% complete on U n i t s  3 and 1.8% complete on Un i t  5 ,  wi th  about one 

y e a r ' s  s l i ppage  from schedu le  s i n c e  1978. Planned commercial ope ra t ion  

d a t e s  f o r  Un i t s  3 and 5 a r e  December 1984 and June 1986, r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  which 

w i l l  be  ahead of t h e  schedule envis ioned  i n  t h e  scenario. '  Since 1973, 

e s t ima ted  c o s t s  of complet ion have e s c a l a t e d  from $756 m i l l i o n  t o  $1.5 b i l -  

l i o n  f o r  WPPSS-3 and from $1.2 b i l l i o n  t o  $2.1 b i l l i o n  f o r  WPPSS-5. 10 

5.1.2.2 WPPSS Uni t s  1, 2,  and 4,  Richland Washington 

WPPSS i s  c o n s t r u c t i n g  t h r e e  nuc lea r  power p l a n t s  a t  Richland. S i t e  

c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and c o n s t r u c t i o n  permi ts  have been obta ined  f o r  a l l  u n i t s  and 

c o n s t r u c t i o n  is  we l l  underway. P l a n t  s i z e  and d a t e  of scheduled commercial 

o p e r a t i o n  of t h e  t h r e e  u n i t s  a r e :  Unit  1-1,250 MWe, December 1983; Unit  

2-1,100 M e ,  September 1981; Un i t  4-1,250 W e ,  June 1985. As of the end 

of t h e  f i r s t  q u a r t e r  of 1979, t h e  percentages of c o n s t r u c t i o n  completed 

were: Uni t  1-22.O%, Unit  2--66.8%. Unit 4 - - 7 . 6 ~ . ~ ~  This  r e p r e s e n t s  

about  one y e a r ' s  s l i p p a g e  from schedule s i n c e  1978. Since 1973, es t imated  

c o s t s  of completion have e s c a l a t e d  from $633 m i l l i o n  to $1.6 b i l l i o n  f o r  

WPPSS-1 and from $394 m i l l i o n  t o  $1.4 b i l l i o n  f o r  WPPSS-2 and from $1 b i l -  

' l i o n  t o  $1.9 b i l l i o n  f o r  WPPSS-4. 12 

z W P ~ ~ ~ ,  Qua r t e r ly  Report ,  March 31, 1979. 

' O ~ u c l e o n i c s  Week, November 2,  1978, p. 14. 

"wrrss, z. - c i t e  

1 2 ~ u c l e o n i c s  Week, x. - c i t e  



5.1.3 I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Cons t r a in t s  

Seve ra l  c a t e g o r i e s  of i n s t i t u t i o n a l  f ac to r s .  could de l ay  cons t ruc t ion  of 

t he  WPPSS n u c l e a r  f a c i l i t i e s .  However, none of these  f a c t o r s  appears  

d e c i s i v e  enough t o  prevent  any of the f a c i l i t i e s  from coming on l i n e  by 

1990, a s  envisioned i n  t he  scenar io .  

The f i r s t  of t hese  f a c t o r s  stems from p o l i t i c a l  oppos i t i on  t o  nuc lea r  

power i n  g e n e r a l  and the  WPPSS f a c i l i t i e s  i n  p a r t i c u l a r .  The Crabshe l l  

A l l i ance  has t a rge t ed  the  Satsop f a c i l i t i e s ,  conducting demonstrat ions t h e r e  

and hoping t o  t u n '  s t a t e  and l o c a l  a u t h o r i t i e s  a g a i n s t  completion of the  

f a c i l i t i e s .  Crabshe l l  is  now suing WPPSS t o  prevent  completion of the  

f a c i l i t y .  A Portland-based group c a l l e d  t h e  Hanford Conversion P r o j e c t  aims 

t o  s t o p  cons t ruc t ion  of t he  WPPSS f a c i l i t i e s  a t  Hanford. Nei ther  of t hese  

groups appears  t o  have the l e v e r s  t o  achieve these  immediate ends. Because 

a l l  t he  f a c i l i t i e s  have s t a t e  s i t e  approvals  and NRC c o n s t r u c t i o n  permi ts ,  

wi th  the except ion  of the  two u n i t s  a t  Satsop,  they await  only NRC ope ra t ing  

l i c e n s e s  to  begin opera t ion .  WPPSS has requested t h e  Washington EFSEC to  

reopen hear ings  on the  s t a t e ' s  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  of the  Satsop s i t e  i n  order  t o  

i n c r e a s e  a l lowable  wastewater d i scharges  of hot  water ,  copper and heavy 

meta ls .  Considerable  oppos i t i on  t o  t hese  proposa ls  has been expressed a t  

t he  EFSEC h e a r i n g s ,  which opened on March 27, 1979. Opposi t ion t o  the  

proposal  is p r imar i ly  based upon the  negat ive  impacts of increa'sed e f f l u e n t  

d i scha rges  on salmon and s t ee lhead  runs  i n  t h e  Chehal is  River.  The 

Washington S t a t e  Departments of Ecology and Fish  and Game and a number of 

p r i v a t e  environmental groups a r e  opposing t h e  proposed changes .13 The 

s i t u a t i o n  is complicated by the f a c t  t h a t  des ign  of the p l a n t s  has proceeded 

no t  according t o  e x i s t i n g  permits  but  on the  b a s i s  of expec ta t ions  t h a t  

t h e s e  e f f l u e n t  l i m i t a t i o n s  w i l l  be re laxed .  l4 The Council  is not 

LJ*. F.ish P e r i l  Seen i n  N-Plant Bid," S e a t t l e  Post  I n t e l l i g e n c e r ,  March 
27, 1979, p. A5. 

l 4 * * ~ c s i g n  Won' t Match Pe rmi t ,  Council Told ," S e o t t l c  Times, March 
29, 1979, p. C4. 
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For the  most p a r t ,  however, t he  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  to  p o l i t i c a l  'opponents to  

engage i n  de lay ing  l i t i g a t i o n - f o r  example, cha l l enges  t o  t he  adequacy of 

environmental  assessments--have l a r g e l y  passed. Absent the  d iscovery  of 

major s a f e t y  problems a t  the  p l a n t s  o r  promulgation of new NRC r e g u l a t i o n s  

r e q u i r i n g  major r edes ign ,  t he  f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  r ece ive  t h e i r  

o p e r a t i n g  l i c e n s e s  i n  t imely  fashion.  T h e o r e t i c a l l y ,  p o l i t i c a l  opponents 

could  a l s o  achieve  t h e i r  aims through Washington S t a t e  l e g i s l a t i v e  a c t i o n  

d i r e c t i n g  WPPSS t o  modify o r  cance l  t he  f a c i l i t i e s ,  but  t h i s  course  seems 

u n l i k e l y  i n  t h e  extreme-especially i n  l i g h t  of t he  l a r g e  c o s t s  a l r eady  

i n v e s t e d  i n  t h e  f a c i l i t i e s .  

A second f a c t o r  concerns management of t he  c o n s t r u c t i o n  process  gener- 

a l l y .  S t r i k e s  have caused some de l ays  of c o n s t r u c t i o n  of the u n i t s  a t  

Hanford. A r e c e n t  s t u d y  performed f o r  BPA by Theodore Barry and Assoc ia tes  

n o t e s  t h e  c o s t  e s c a l a t i o n s  mentioned e a r l i e r '  and a t t r i b u t e s  them i n  p a r t  t o  

inadequacies  i n  t h e  management of WPPSS. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t he  s tudy  concludes 

t h a t  WPSS l a c k s  e f f e c t i v e  checks and balances from e i t h e r  e x t e r n a l  o r  

i n t e r n a l  sources .  l6 I f  t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  is  accu ra t e  and WPPSSt 

management inadequacies  cont inue  i n  the f u t u r e ,  a d d i t i o n a l  c o s t  e s c a l a t i o n  

and schedule  s l i p p a g e  may be expected;  Barry c o n s u l t a n t s  p r e d i c t  the c o s t  of 

complet ing the f i v e  p l a n t s  w i l l  e s c a l a t e  to about  $10 b i l l i o n .  0n 

the o t h e r  hand, the r e c e n t  unfavorable  p u b l i c i t y  should serve t o  c r e a t e  

p r e s s u r e s  on WPPSS t o  do a b e t t e r  job of managing the  c o n s t r u c t i o n  process .  

For example, t h e  Barry r e p o r t  recommends a s t rengthened  r o l e  f o r  the  BPA i n  

ove r see ing  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of the  WPSS f a c i l i t i e s .  I f  i t  tu rns  out  t h a t  

management problems a t  WPPSS a r e  severe ,  t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  may a c t  t o  recon- 

15"~es t imony  Opposes Waste-Rule Changes f o r  Sa tsop  N-Plants," 
S e a t t l e  Times, A p r i l  13, 1979, p. A10. 

1611anaeement Studv of t h e  Roles and R e l a t i o n s h i ~ s  of Bonnevil le  

17"state N-plants Could be the  N o s t  Expensive i n  t h e  U .S. ," S e a t t l e  
Times, January  6 ,  1979. 



s t r u c t  its.managment i n  a f a sh ion  t h a t  f o r c e s  it  t o  be more responsive.  

Senator Ted B o t t i g e r ,  chairman of the  Senate  Energy and U t i l i t i e s  Committee 

i n  t h e .  Washington l e g i s l a t u r e ,  has proposed c r e a t i o n  of a j o i n t  l e g i s l a t i v e  

committee t o  monitor t he  p r o j e c t s  on a cont inuing  basis.18 A s i m i l a r  

measure has a l s o  'been proposed i n  the  s t a t e ' s  House of Representa- 

tives.' ' Such a shakeup could be h ighly  d i s r u p t i v e  of f a c i l i t y  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  i n  the  near  term. However, t h i s  course might u l t i m a t e l y  speed 

the  cons t ruc t ion  process ,  and a t  l e a s t  is  not  l i k e l y  to  have a d e c i s i v e l y  

nega t ive  e f f e c t  i n  the  long run. 

' A t h i r d  f a c t o r  involves  con t inua t ion  of t h e  n e t  b i l l i n g  p r a c t i c e .  I n  

p r i n c i p l e ,  r e c o n s t i t u t i o n  of BPA's r o l e  could a l t e r  o r  e l i m i n a t e  the  n e t  

b i l l i n g  arrangement nego t i a t ed  between WPPSS and BPA t o  f inance  t h e  

cons t r u c  t i o n  o f  Un i t s  1-3. Given the e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y  adverse  impact t h i s  

outcome would have, t h i s  r e s u l t  seems u n l i k e l y  i n  the  extreme. 

A f o u r t h  f a c t o r  stems from NRC's  response to  the events  a t  Three Mile 

I s l and .  I n  l i g h t  of t h e  acc iden t ,  NRC (and poss ib ly  Congress) appears  

l i k e l y  t o  impose new des ign  and o p e r a t i n g  requirements on c i v i l i a n  power 
2 0 

r e a c t o r s .  The time .needed t o  develop and implement such r e g u l a t i o n s  

p lus  the t i m e  necessary  t o  i nco rpora t e  them i n  . the designs of r e a c t o r s  now 

under cons t ruc t ion  could slow completion of t he  WPPSS u n i t s  by a year  o r  

more. 

Absent a very p ro t r ac t ed  r e g u l a t o r y  s n a r l  a t  the f e d e r a l  l e v e l  i n  the  

wake of Three Mile I s l and ,  WPPSS f a c i l i t i e s  appear l i k e l y  t o  be completed 

w i t h i n  the  t i m e  frame contemplated by the  scenar io .  

'8'*N-plant Bui lders  t o  Get Chance t o  Answer C r i t i c s  ," S e a t t l e  Times, 
January  21, 1979. 

19* '~ommittee t o  Watchdog N-Plant Is Urged,'. S e a t t l e  Times, February 
6 ,  1979, p. A6. 

2 0 ~ u c l e o n i c s  Week, A p r i l  19,  1979, pp. 5-6. 



The scena r io  s p e c i f i e s  t he  a d d i t i o n  of 5,864 MWe of h y d r o e l e c t r i c  

g e n e r a t i n g  c a p a c i t y  i n  Washington by 1985, and no a d d i t i o n a l  hydro c a p a c i t y  

added between 1985 and 1990. Cur ren t ly ,  t h e r e  a r e  a  number of p r o j e c t s  

under c o n s t r u c t i o n  , t o  expand the c a p a c i t y  of e x i s t i n g  h y d r o e l e c t r i c  p r o j e c t s  

by adding a d d i t i o n a l  gene ra t ing  un i t s ,  (See Table 5.) The a d d i t i o n a l  

g e n e r a t i n g  c a p a c i t y  of t h e s e  p r o j e c t s  w i l l  be  4,523 W e ,  90% of which w i l l  

r e p r e s e n t  a d d i t i o n s  t o  t h e  Federa l  Columbia River Power System by the Army 

Corps o f  Engineers  o r  the  Bureau of Reclamation. In  a d d i t i o n ,  S e a t t l e  Ci ty  

L igh t  is proceeding wi th  p lans  e i t h e r  t o  r a i s e  Ross Dam i n  t h e  no r the rn  

Cascades t o  add a n  a d d i t i o n a l  251 MWe of gene ra t ing  capac i ty  t o  the c i t y ' s  

system. A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  C i t y  Light  may n e g o t i a t e  an  agreement wi th  the  

p r o v i n c i a l  government of B r i t i s h  Columbia t o  purchase an equ iva l en t  amount 

of power, presumably a t  a  p r i c e  e q u i v a l e n t  t o  t he  c o s t  of r a i s i n g  the  dam. 

With the  except ion  of Ross Dam, these  p r o j e c t s  a r e  a l l  near  completion. 

P o t e n t i a l  de lays  seem u n l i k e l y  to  push completion d a t e s  f o r  t h e  f e d e r a l  

p r o j e c t s  pas t  1985. The Ross Dam p r o j e c t ,  however, f a c e s  cons ide rab le  

u n c e r t a i n t y  and de lay  because of an e x i s t i n g  l a w s u i t ,  as w e l l  a s  the 

n e g o t i a t i o n s  w i t h  B r i t i s h  Columbia. 

Thus, p r o j e c t s  i d e n t i f i e d  a s  l i k e l y  t o  reach completion over the  time 

frame of t h i s  s c e n a r i o  a r e  expected t o  add an, a d d i t i o n a l  5,186 MWe of 

g e n e r a t i n g  c a p a c i t y  in  the  S t a t e  of Washington, o r  only about 88% of the  

a d d i t i o n a l  c a p a c i t y  envisioned by the  scena r io .  Completion of o t h e r  

p r o j e c t s  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  add the  a d d i t i o n a l  678 MWe of power s p e c i f i e d  by the  

s c e n a r i o  f o r  1990 appears  un l ike ly .  A number of a d d i t i o n a l  hydro p r o j e c t s  

a r e  under c o n s i d e r a t i o n  by t h e  Bureau of Reclamation, t h e  Corps of 

Engineers ,  and p u b l i c l y  owned u t i l i t i e s  w i t h i n  the  s t a t e .  ,However, t h e s e  

a r e  only  i n  t h e  p re l imina ry  planning s t a g e s  and, a s  noted by t h e  P a c i f i c  

Northwest Utilities Conference Committee (PNUCC), s i g n i f i c a n t  f u r t h e r  



TABLE 5 

Addit ional Hydroelect r ic  Capacity . 
P tanned f o r  Wash i ngton 

L 

PLmT/AGENCY/LoCAT1ON 

Chief Joseph, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engi- 
neeers; Douglas 
County. 

Grand Coulee, U.S. 
Bureau of 
Reclamation, Grant 
County. 

Grand Cou lee, pump 
generators, U.S. 
Bureau of Rec lama- 
t i on ,  Grant County. 

Rock Island, Chelan 
County PUD, Chelan 
County. 

Lower Granite, U.S. 
Army Corps of 
Engineers, Whitman 
County. 

L i t t l e  Goose, Corps 
o f  Engineers, CoIum- 
b i a  County. 

Lower Monumental, 
Corps of Eng i neers , 
Wal la Wal la  County. 

Meyf i e l  d, Tacama C i t y  
Light,  Lewls County. 

Ross Dam, Seat t le  
C i t y  Light,  Whatcom 
County 

Su Itan, Snohomish 
County; PUD, 
Snohomish County 

Columbia Basin Irri- 
gat ion Dams, Seat t le  
C i t y  L i gh t  and Tacoma 
C i t y  Light,  South 
Columblas i r r i g a t i o n  
D i s t r  l c t  

Date of 
Comp I e t  ion 

May 79 

Feb. 79 

Dec. 81 

Sept.79 

May 78 

June 78 

A p r i l 7 9  

Nay 82 

Before 19% 

- 

Before 19% 

I n i t i a l  
Operat ion 

Feb. 78 

Feb. 78 

Dec. 80 

-- . 

June78  

Jan. 78 

Feb. 78 

Feb.79 

- 

- 

1 985 

- 

Namep l a t e  
Rat i  ng 

760 

2,100 ' 

200 

408 

405 

40 5 

405 

40 

251 

112 

100 

Current 
Status 

Under 
const. 

Under 
cons t . 

Under 
const, 

Under 
const. 

Under 
const. 

Under 
const. 

Under 
const. 

Pre- 
const. 

I n  nego- 
t i a t  ion, 
I i t i ga -  
t l o n  

P lannlng 

Planning 



a d d i t i o n s  to  t h e  s t a t e ' s  gene ra t ing  c a p a c i t y  a r e  u n l i k e l y  to  be completed by 

1990. 
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Th i s  s e c t i o n  o u t l i n e s  t he  i n s  t i  t u t i o n a l  c o q t e x t  i n  which the develop- 

ment of h y d r o e l e c t r i c  f a c i l i t i e s  i n  Washing ton takes  p l ace ,  reviews the 

s t a t u s  of ongoing and p o t e n t i a l  h y d r o e l e c t r i c  p r o j e c t s ,  and i d e n t i f i e s  

i n s t i t u t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  t o  t h e i r  implementation. 

5.2.1 I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Context 

A s  is ev iden t  from Table 5 ,  a l l  c u r r e n t  p r o j e c t s  t o  expand hydro- 

e l e c t r i c  gene ra t ion  i n  t he  s t a t e  a r e  the  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of publ ic  agencies :  

t h e  U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau),  t h e  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

(Corps) ,  S e a t t l e  C i t y  L igh t ,  Tacoma C i t y  L igh t ,  Chelan County P.U.D., and 

Snohomish County P.U.D. Th i s  s e c t i o n  p re sen t s  a gene ra l  and somewhat 

s i m p l i f i e d  overview of t he  s t e p s  t hese  agencies  must take i n  developing 

a d d i t i o n a l  gene ra t ing  f a c i l i t i e s .  This  overview h i g h l i g h t s  those s t ages  i n  

t he  process  which provide access  f o r  i n t e r e s t e d  groups a t tempt ing  t o  e x e r t  

p o l i t i c a l  o r  l e g a l  p re s su re  t o  de l ay ,  modify, o r  h a l t  a p r o j e c t .  

Genera l ly ,  the  p r o j e c t  development process  may be d iv ided  i n t o  fou r  

major phases: planning,  permi ts  a p p l i c a t i o n s ,  des ign ,  and cons t ruc t ion .  

The f i r s t  two of  t hese  a r e  of t he  g r e a t e s t  i n t e r e s t  here.  

5.2.1.1 The Planning  Phase 

The planning phase is  usua l ly  broken i n t o  two s t e p s ,  t h e  f i r s t  cons is t -  

i n g  of pre l iminary  and the  second d e t a i l e d  planning e f f n r t s .  The p re l imin-  

a r y  planning s t e p  u s u a l l y  involves  a rough assessment of the  economic 

f e a s i b i l i t y  and environmental  impacts of t h e  p r o j e c t .  I d e a l l y ,  t h i s  prelim- 

i n a r y  s t e p  r e p r e s e n t s  one element of an ongoing planning process  t h a t  eva l -  

u a t e s  mixes of new g e n e r a t i n g  capac i ty .  When t h i s  s t e p  i s  p a r t  of such a 

broader  planning process ,  as i n  the case  of S e a t t l e  C i ty  L i g h t ' s  Energy 1990 

s t u d y ,  it can provide a f o r u n  for disseminat ing  t echn ica l  tnfnrmatlnn, 

i d e n t i f y i n g  t e c h n i c a l  problems, and d i s c u s s i n g  d i f f e r e n t  po in t s  of view on 

s o c i a l  and environmental cons ide ra t ions .  It may a l s o  lead  t o  t he  e s t a b l i s h -  

' ' ~ a c i f  i c  Northwest U t i l i t i e s  Conference Committee, West Group Forecas t  
of Power Loads and Resources ($larch 1, 1978) ("PNUCC, 1978"). 



ment of a  consensus of opinion regarding the d i r e c t i o n  of f u t u r e  planning 

e f f o r t s .  Th i s  type of process  may l ead  t o  fewer con£ l i c t s  a t  more advanced 

s t a g e s  i n  t he  planning and development of p a r t i c u l a r  p r o j e c t s .  Of course ,  

i n s t i t u t i o n a l  cons ide ra t ions  play a  major r o l e  i n  an a g e n c y f s . a b i l i t y  t o  

conduct a  comprehensive planning program. S e a t t l e  C i t y  Light ,  wi th  a  broad 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  t he  a r e a  of energy, may be i n  a b e t t e r  p o s i t i o n  t o  conduct 

a  wide-ranging planning program than a r e  t h e  U. S. Bureau of Reclamation or  

Army Corps of Engineers ,  whose energy-related missions a r e  d i r e c t e d  

p r i m a r i l y  a t  the  development of h y d r o e l e c t r i c  genera t ing  f a c i l i t i e s .  

The r e s u l t s  of t he  pre l iminary  planning s t a g e  h e l p  determine whether t o  

embark upon a  second, more d e t a i l e d ,  planning s tudy.  The dec i s ion  t o  

proceed with formal p r o j e c t  planning is  u s u a l l y  l e g i s l a t i v e .  For example, 

a f t e r  conducting hear ings  on f u t u r e  e l e c t r i c i t y  demand and supply a l t e r n a -  

t i v e s ,  t h e  S e a t t l e  C i ty  Council may a s k  Ci ty  Light  f o r  a  d e t a i l e d  s tudy  on 

a  p a r t i c u l a r  p r o j e c t .  (Telephone conversa t ion  wi th  Rebecca ~ie 'ss ,  Office of 

Environmental A f f a i r s ,  S e a t t l e  Ci ty  L igh t ,  January 1 2 ,  1979.) Likewise,  

Congress must a u t h o r i z e  the  Bureau o r  Corps t o  go forward with d e t a i l e d  

p r o j e c t  planning,  and annua l ly  app ropr i a t e  t h e  money f o r  them to do so. The 

pub l i c  hear ings  usua l ly  he ld  a s  p a r t  of t h i s  dec i s ion  process  provide a 

second forum f o r  c i t i z e n s  and i n t e r e s t  groups to  make t h e i r  views known. 

Opposition a t  t h i s  s t a g e  is l i k e l y  t o  have an impact on the d i r e c t i o n  and 

requirements  of t h e  f u r t h e r ,  more d e t a i l e d ,  planning e f f o r t s .  

Genera l ly ,  t he  d e t a i l e d  planning s t a g e  i s  d i r e c t e d  towards determining 

whether the c o s t s  and b e n e f i t s  of a  p r o j e c t ,  broadly def ined ,  j u s t i f y  

p r o j e c t  cons t ruc t ion .  A s  such, t h i s  s t e p  u s u a l l y  involves  a ' f o r m a l  cos t -  

b e n e f i t  a n a l y s i s  as w e l l  a s  t he  p r e p a r a t i o n  o f , a n  environmental r e p o r t  t o  

meet s t a t e  and f e d e r a l  requirements.  S tud ie s  needed t o  comply wi th  o t h e r  

f e d e r a l ,  s t a t e ,  o r  l o c a l  l i c e n s i n g  o r  land use requirements a r e  + ike ly  t o  be 
r 

conducted dur ing  t h i s  s t age .  

5.2.1.2 The Permi ts  Phase 

De ta i l ed  planning e f f o r t s  a r e  o f t e n  devoted to  meeting va r ious  s t a t u -  

t o r y  and r egu la to ry  requirements.  Thus, t h e  completion of d e t a i l e d  planning 



s t u d i e s  u s u a l l y  s i g n a l s  t h e  beginning of a p p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  necessary permits  

and t h e  c i r c u l a t i o n  of d r a f t  environmental impact s ta tements  (EIS) requi red  

by t h e  Na t iona l  Environmental P o l i c y  Act (NEPA) , 2 2 ,  o r  t he  Washington 

s t a t e  Environmental P o l i c y  A c t  (SEPA) .23 The pe rmi t t i ng  and EIS proces- . 

ses provide  y e t  ano the r  forum wi th in  which o u t s i d e  i n t e r e s t s  may e x e r t  some 

form of p re s su re  t o  have t h e i r  concerns addressed.  Municipal o r  l o c a l  

u t i l i t i e s  must conform t o  the  requirements  of the  s t a t e  EIS process  a s  

o u t l i n e d  i n  SEPA. Other  necessary  s t a t e  permits  f o r  new h a m s  o r  a d d i t i o n a l  

gene ra t ing  u n i t s  inc lude :  water d i scha rge ,  dam s a f e t y ,  water  impoundment, 

and f lood  c o n t r o l  permits  from the s t a t e  Department of Ecology; hydrau l i c  

permi ts  from t h e  Department of F i s h e r i e s ;  and permits  t o  excavate  from the  

s t a t e  Department of Archaeology. The municipal  o r  l o c a l  pub l i c  u t i l i t y  

d i s t r i c t s  must a l s o  apply  t o  t he  Fede ra l  Economic Regulatory Commission 

(FERC) f o r  a  l i c e n s e  under t he  Fede ra l  Power T h i s l i c e n s i n g  

procedure,  in t u r n ,  i nvo lves  an  EIS process  a t  the  f e d e r a l  l e v e l  under NEPA. 

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t hese  agenc ie s  must o f t e n  apply  f o r  l o c a l  bu i ld ing  and land use 

pe rmi t s  and, under t h e  Shore l ine  Management A c t  ,25 s h o r e l i n e  subs can- 

t i a l  development permits .  The e x t e n t  t o  which f e d e r a l  agencies  must comply 

w i t h  s t a t e  and l o c a l  permit  o r  l i c e n s i n g  requirements is not  always c l e a r .  

However, h y d r o e l e c t r i c  f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  g e n e r a l l y  r e q u i r e  s t a t e  water use  

permi ts .  

The g r a n t i n g  o r  d e n i a l  of necessary  permits  o r  l i c e n s e s  may almost 

always be appealed t o  t he  c o u r t s ,  and t h i s  appeal  process  r e p r e s e n t s  y e t  

a n o t h e r  mechanism through which ou t s ide  i n t e r e s t s  can a t tempt  t o  r e q u i r e  the 

developing  agency t o  add res s  t h e i r  o b j e c t i o n s  t o  a p r o j e c t .  . 

23RCW Ch. 43.21C. 

24 
16  U.S.C. 791-828c. 
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5.2.1.3 Engineering Phase 

Th i s  phase involves the development of d e t a i l e d  engineer ing  p lans  f o r  

t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of a  p ro j ec t .  For t h e  publ ic  agencies  of concern he re ,  

t h i s  phase a l s o  usua l ly  r e q u i r e s  some form of a u t h o r i z a t i o n  and perhaps 

funding by the  app ropr i a t e  l e g i s l a t i v e  body (e.g . , c i t y  c o u n c i l ,  Congress). 

Such l e g i s l a t i v e  a c t i o n  aga in  u s u a l l y  provides a forum f o r  o the r  i n t e r e s t e d  

p a r t i e s  to  make t h e i r  views on the p r o j e c t  known, and t o  e x e r t  pub l i c  and 

p o l i t i c a l  p re s su re  t o  have t h e i r  views addressed.  

5.2.1.4 Cons t ruc t ion  Phase 

F i n a l l y ,  in o rde r  t o  proceed with cons t ruc t ion ,  the  ope ra t ing  agency 

must aga in  u s u a l l y  t u r n  t o  t he  a p p r o p r i a t e  l e g i s l a t i v e  body f o r  au thor iza-  

t i o n  and funding. This  l e g i s l a t i v e  process  provides y e t  another  oppor tuni ty  

f o r  the  express ion  of views and the a p p l i c a t i o n  of p re s su re  by o t h e r  

i n t e r e s t s .  Since Congress makes annual  app ropr i a t ions  f o r  c o n s t r u c t i o n  

p r o j e c t s ,  p r o j e c t s  by the  Bureau of Reclamation and Corps of Engineers  may 

be much l e s s  i n s u l a t e d  from i n t e n s i v e  pub l i c  oppos i t i on  than o the r  p r o j e c t s  

dur ing  t h e  cons t ruc t ion  phase i t s e l f .  

5.2.2 Current  and P o t e n t i a l  P r o i e c t s  and I n s t i t u t i o n a l  
C o n s t r a i n t s  

5.2.2.1 Federa l  Agencies ' 

The Bureau of Reclamation c u r r e n t l y  is cons t ruc t ing  a  number of new 

gene ra t ing  u n i t s  a t  Grand Coulee Dam. Taken toge the r ,  t hese  r ep re sen t  the 

l c l r g e ~ t  p r o j e c t  c u r r e n t l y  under consttl.lr.tion o r  c o n s i d e r a t i ~ n  i n  the  s t a t e .  

This  p r o j e c t  is  expected t o  -add 2,300 MWe of genera t ing  capac i ty .  

The Army Corps of ~ n ~ i n e e r s  is  c u r r e n t l y  c o n s t r u c t i n g  fou r  p r o j e c t s  i n  

Washington. These inc lude  a d d i t i o n s  t o  the  Chief Joseph (760 M W ~ ) ,  Lower - 
Gran i t e  (405 W e ) ,  L i t t l e  Goose (405 MWe), and Lower Monumental (405 MWe) 

26 
dams. 



These f e d e r a l  h y d r o e l e c t r i c  p r o j e c t s  a r e  a l l  w e l l  under cons t ruc t ion .  

The l i c e n s e s  and permi ts  necessary  f o r  c o n s t r u c t i n g  the  f a c i l i t i e s  have a l l  

been obta ined .  The annual  congress iona l  app ropr i a t ions  necessary  f o r  

complet ion of t h e  p r o j e c t s  r e p r e s e n t  the  only major i n s t i t u t i o n a l  hurd le  

f a c i n g  t h e  developing agencies .  However, a t  t h i s  l a t e  s t a g e ,  i t  seems 

u n l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  p r o j e c t s  w i l l  be blocked o r  delayed a t  t he  congres s iona l  

l e v e l .  

Other  f e d e r a l  p r o j e c t s  a r e  under study. The Bureau is conducting a  

f e a s i b i l i t y  s t u d y  ( d e t a i l e d  p lanning)  f o r  a  t h i r d  power p l a n t  ex tens ion  a t  

Grand Coulee. This  p r o j e c t  could p o t e n t i a l l y  involve  the i n s t a l l a t i o n  of 

two g e n e r a t o r s  and two pumps t o  pump water  back i n t o  the  r e s e r v o i r .  In 

o t h e r  words, i t  could become a  pumped s t o r a g e  p r o j e c t .  Pre l iminary  e s t i -  

mates ca l l  f o r  t he  a d d i t i o n  of 200 m e  of peaking capac i ty .  The p r o j e c t  is 

n o t  expected t o  be completed before  1990-1995. The Bureau is  a l s o  conduct- 

i n g  a p p r a i s a l  l e v e l  (p re l imina ry  p lanning)  s t u d i e s  of p o t e n t i a l  p r o j e c t s  a t  

dams i n  o t h e r  P a c i f i c  Northwest s t a t e s .  (Telephone conversa t ion  wi th  P e r r y  

Harr i son ,  U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, January 10,  1979.) The Corps i s  a l s o  

conduct ing  a  d e t a i l e d  planning s tudy  of a  p r o j e c t  t o  add a n  a d d i t i o n a l  s i x  

u n i t s  t o  McNary Dam i n  Washington. This would add an es t imated  350 MWe of 

c a p a c i t y  and could  poss ib ly  be completed by 1990. Given the  time necessary  

f o r  completion of s t u d i e s  and f o r  ob ta in ing  necessry  l i c e n s e s  and permits  a s  

w e l l  as congress iona l  a u t h o r i z a t i o n  and funding,  i t  seems u n l i k e l y  any of 

t h e s e  p r o j e c t s  w i l l  r e ach  completion by 1990. 

5.2.2.2 S e a t t l e  C i t y  Light  

S e a t t l e  C i t y  Light  w a s  i s sued  a l i c e n s e  by FERC i n  J u l y  1977 f o r  i t s  

p r o j e c t  t o  r a i s e  t he  he igh t  of Ross Dam t o  add an  a d d i t i o n a l  251 MWe of 

g e n e r a t i n g  capac i ty .  One major impact of r a i s i n g  the  d a m  would be t o  f l ood  
r' 

over  5,000 a c r e s  of t h e  Skag i t  Val ley  i n  Canada, a  major r e c r e a t i o n  a r e a  i n  
8 .  

B r i t i s h  Columbia. I ssuance  of t h e  l i c e n s e  is  c u r r e n t l y  being appealed i n  

U.S. D i s t r i c t  Court by t h r e e  groups r e p r e s e n t i n g  Indian t r i b e s  and American 

and Canadian environmental  groups. The t r i a l  is  expected t o  last from 18 t o  

24 months, de lay ing  c o n s t r u c t i o n  t o  a t  l e a s t  the end of t h a t  per iod .  I n  



a d d i t i o n ,  the  p rov inc i a l  government of B r i t i s h  Columbia, which opposes the  

r a i s i n g  of the  dam, i s  a t tempt ing  to  n e g o t i a t e  a n  agreement with C i ty  Light  

t o  exchange power generated i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia f o r  a  commitment not  to  

r a i s e  t he  dam.  I f  such an agreement is consumated, it could r e q u i r e  

expansion of the  e x i s t i a g  i n t e r t i e  t o  accommodate the exchange power from 

B.C. I n  l i g h t  of t hese  compl ica t ions ,  the  l i k e l i h o o d  t h a t  S e a t t l e  Ci ty  
e 

Light  w i l l  have the  power from High Ross o r  i t s  equ iva l en t  by 1990 appears  

modest . 
S e a t t l e  C i ty  Light  i s  a l s o  completing a  d e t a i l e d  s tudy on bu i ld ing  a 

dam on Copper Creek i n  Whatcom County. This proposal  must y e t  proceed 

through Ci ty  Council hear ings  which w i l l  review the  c o s t s ,  b e n e f i t s ,  and 

impacts of t h i s  p r o j e c t ,  a s  w e l l  a s  C i ty  L igh t ' s  f o r e c a s t s  of power supply 

and demand. These f o r e c a s t s  provide. a  con tex t  f o r  eva lua t ing  the  need f o r  

t h i s  p r o j e c t  a s  opposed t o  o the r  gene ra t ing  a l t e r n a t i v e s  and measures to  

reduce demand. In  a d d i t i o n ,  the  p r o j e c t  f a c e s  numerous l i c e n s i n g  and permit 

proceedings. The p o t e n t i a l  environmental consequences of t h i s  p r o j e c t  have 

a l r e a d y  s t imu la t ed  cons iderable  oppos i t ion  from groups r ep re sen t ing  environ- 

m e n t a l i s t s ,  Native Americans, and f  i s h e ~ n e n . ~ '  It seems m l i k e l y  

t h i s  p r o j e c t  w i l l  be o p e r a t i o n a l  be fo re  1990. 

. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  both S e a t t l e  and Tacoma Ci ty  Light  have con t r ac t ed  f o r  a  

s tudy of the f e a s i b i l i t y  of cons t ruc t ing  s i x  small-scale  genera t ing  f a c i l -  

i t i e s  on i r r i g a t i o n  cana l s  i n  three,Columbia Basin i r r i g a t i o n  d i s t r i c t s .  

Depending on the  t e c h n i c a l  and environmental problems, t hese  f a c i l i t i e s ,  

which would have a  t o t a l  capac i ty  of 100 MWe, could poss ib ly  be cons t ruc ted  

before 1990. (Telephone conversa t ion  with Rebecca Weiss, S e a t t l e  C i t y  

L ight  , January 12, 19 79. ) 

5.2.2.3 Tacoma C i t y  Light  
' I 

Tacoma Ci ty  Light  is proceeding wi th  p lans  t o  add 40 MWe of genera t ing  

capac i ty  a t  the Mayfield Dam i n  Lewis County. The u t i l i t y  r e c e n t l y  rece ived  

L I 
"Dam Foes Voice Fears  f o r  Bald Eag le s ,  F i s h  Runs ," S e a t t l e  Times, 

March 9 ,  1979. 



FERC l i c e n s i n g  on the  p r o j e c t  and i s  i n  the  process  of i s s u i n g  bonds t o  

f i n a n c e  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  Cons t ruc t ion  i s  expected t o  s t a r t  i n  mid-1979. 

(Telephone conversa t ion  wi th  Mark Grisson,  Tacoma C i t y  L i g h t ,  January 1 2 ,  

1979. ) Tacoma ,Ci ty  L igh t  i s  p repar ing  t o  commence c o n s t r u c t i o n  on i ts 
. . .  

r 
p r o j e c t  t o  add g e n e r a t i n g  c a p a c i t y  t o  Mayfield Dam. Since a l l  necessa ry  

pe rmi t s  and l i c e n s e s  have been ob ta ined ,  i t  seems l i k e l y  t h e  p r o j e c t  w i l l  be u 

completed c l o s e  t o  i t s  scheduled d a t e  of May, 1982. 

5.2.2.4 Chelan County P u b l i c  U t i l i t y  District 

Chelan.  County P u b l i c  U t i l i t y  D i s t r i c t  is c u r r e n t l y  adding 408 MWe of  
2 8  

g e n e r a t i n g  c a p a c i t y  t o  i t s  Rock I s l a n d  Dam. The p r o j e c t  i s  near ing  

completion.  No s i g n i f i c a n t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  hurd les  remain, and t h e  p r o j e c t  is 

expec ted  t o  be o p e r a t i o n a l  by l a t e  1979. 

5.2.2.5 Snohomish County Pub l ic  U t i l i t y  District  

C u r r e n t l y ,  Snohomish County P.U.D. is  prepar ing  an amendment t o  i ts 

l i c e n s i n g  a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  FERC f o r  a  p roposa l  t o  r a i s e  the  h e i g h t  of t h e  

S u l t a n  D a m  by 60 t o  70 f e e t  and add an  add i t io 'na l  f i v e  g e n e r a t i n g  u n i t s  

capab le  of g e n e r a t i n g  112 MWe. The u t i l i t y  expec t s  amendments t o  the  

o r i g i n a l  a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  be f i l e d  wi th  FERC by May 1 ,  1979. On February  15 ,  

1979, i t  p l a n s  t o  r e i e a s e  a  d r a f t  EIS f o r  c i r c u l a t i o n  and p u b l i c  comment 

under p r o v i s i o n s  of Washington S t a t e ' s  SEPA. The f i n a l  s t a t e  EIS is 

expected t o  be f i l e d  wi th  t h e  s t a t e  ~ e ~ a r t m e n t  of Ecology by A p r i l ,  1979. 

The P.U .D. expec t s  FERC approva l  of i t s  a p p l i c a t i o n  by J u l y ,  1981, and p lan  

t o  beg in  c o n s t r u c t i o n  by t h e  s p r i n g  of 1982. At . t h i s  time, the  p r o j e c t  i s  

expec ted  t o  be opera t ' ional  i n  1985. (Telephone conversa t ion  wi th  R u s s e l l  

McQuigg , S u l t a n  P r o  jec.t b n a g e r  , Snohomish County Pub l ic  U t i l i t y .  D i s t r i c t ,  

January  1 5 ,  1979.) The e x t e n t  of p o t e n t i a l  o p p o s i t i o n  t o  t h i s  p r o j e c t  is 

u n c l e a r  as of t h i s  w r i t i n g .  

28 
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5.3 GEOTHERMAL 

The scenar io  s p e c i f i e s  400 MWe of geothermal genera t ing  c a p a c i t y  i n  

Washington by the  year  1990. There ,a re  s e v e r a l  reasons  t o  b e l i e v e  t h i s  
. . 

. . . .  . . _ f i g u r e  .. . . . . .  u n r e q l i s t i c ,  . independent . of i n s t i t u t i o n a l  . , .  . considera t ions . .  . . .  . . .  F i r s t ,  - .. , . . .  . . 

. . . . . .  knowledge a b o u t  . . .  the  l o c a t i o n  and . . . . . . . . .  charac  t e r i s r i c s  of . . . .  . . . . . . .  r e s o u r c e s  i n  . 

Washington 'is incomplete. Second, geothermal r e sources  s u i t a b l e  f o r  
4 "  ' 

. . . . 

e l e c t r i c i t y  genera t ion  ( i - e , ,  wi th  temperatures i n  excess  of 150" C) 
. . 

p r e s e n t l y '  appear t o  be sca rce  i n  . t h e  ~ o r t h w e s  t . The reg ion ' s  abundan't known 
. . . . .  . . . . .  

geothermal r e s k r c e s  are' b e t t e r  s u i t e d  f o r  ise , i n  d i r e c t  h e a t  a p p l i c a t i o n s .  

. . One e s t i m a t e  p laces  t h e  t o t a l  maximum resource  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  e l e c t r i c  power 

. . produ,kti.on a t  approximately 500 MWe f o r  t h e  s t a t e s  of Washington, Oregon, 
. . 29 

and Idaho combined. . .  Third ,  p resen t  knowledge p laces  the  bulk of 

these  resources  i n  t h e  s t a t e s  o f  Idaho and Oregon r a t h e r  than Washington. 

There a r e  only  th ree  known geothermal resource  a r e a s  (KGRAs) i n  Washington: - 
30' 

Kennedy Hot Spr ings ,  Mount S t .  Helens,  and Ind ian  Heaven, a l though 

Mount Baker may soon rece ive  t h a t  des igna t ion  a s  the r e s u l t  of s e v e r a l  new 
.-. . 3 1 

steam ven t s  e x h i b i t e d  i n  the  pas t  s e v e r a l  years .  Some f e d e r a l  l e a s e s  

a r e  pending f o r  the  pbrpos'e of 'geothermal e x p l o r a t i o n  a t  Mount st. h el ens, 
Mount Baker, and t h e  Glac ie r  Peak .a rea  of Mount Rainer. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  the  

S t a t e  Department of Natural  Resources has recei.ved a g ran t  from the  U.S. 

Department of Energy t o  d r i l l  exp lo ra to ry  hea t  flow w e l l s  i n  t h e  Camas, 

Steamboat Rocks and- White Pass a r e a s ,  and sample minera l  a n d , h o t  s p r i n g s  

throughout the s t a t e .  (Conversat ions wi th  Donald Ford,  Geo log i s t ,  

Washington S t a t e  Department of Natura l  Resources.) No f i rm has y e t  

announced p lans  t o  develop any geothermal resources  i n  the s t a t e  of 

Washington. These f a c t o r s  a lone  sugges t  t h a t  t h e  p ro jec ted  400 MWe 

2 9 
Comptroller Genera l ,  Report t o  Congress, Region. A t  t h e  

Crossroads--The P a c i f i c  Northwest Searches f o r  New Sources of  E l e c t r i c  
" . Energy (Washington, :D.C. : General Accci'unfing O f f i c e  ,' EMD-78-76, .Augtist ' lo' ,  . .' 

1978) ,  p. *4.11. 
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... Northwest Energy P o l i c y  Pro je.ct., Energy,  Supply and Environmental . . 

Impacts--Unconventional Sources,  .Study Module.111-B ( S p r i n g f i e l d ,  VA: . . 

. .  Natinnal .  Technica l  Information S e r v i r e ,  1g77) .  (INEPP I ~ I - B " ) ,  p. 5 9 .  . . 
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geothermal capac i t y  is  un l i ke ly  t o  be on l i n e  i n  t h e  s t a t e  of Washington by 

1990. 

Even i f  the c u r r e n t  e s t ima te s  of s u i t a b l e  geothermal resources  f o r  the  

state t u r n  ou t  t o  e r r  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  on t he  low s i d e ,  the  necessary . . 

development is .unl ikely  t o  . . t a k e .  place by the  year  . . 1.990. . The r e q u i s i t e  . . 

exp lo ra to ry  d r i l l i n g  has not  begun, a 1  though t a x  i ncen t ive s  under ' the Energy 

Tax Act of 1978 ( a  22% d e p l e t i o n  al lowance,  op t i ona l  expensing of i n t ang ib l e  
3 2 T~ 

d r i l l i n g  c o s t s )  may spu r  exp lora t ion .  While geothermal e l e c t r i c a l  

gene ra t i on  technol.ogy is r e l a t i v e l y  l e s s  demanding than say, nuc lear  power 

gene ra t i on ,  which involves  l e a d  times of roughly 12 y e a r s ,  r e cen t  exper iehce 

shows t h a t  i t  takes  about n ine  years  t o  ge t  even q u i t e  s tandard  f o s s i l  f i r e d  

gene ra t i ng  f a c i l i t i e s  on l i n e .  I n  the  case  of geothermal, the  times a r e  

i n i t i a l l y  l i k e l y  t o  be g r e a t e r ,  while t he  u t i l i t i e s ,  r e g u l a t o r s ,  and o t h e r  

p a r t i c i p a n t s  evolve the  procedures necessary t o  comply wi th  f e d e r a l ,  s t a t e ,  

and l o c a l  laws. I n  s h o r t ,  even i f  a major geothermal discovery were made 

tomorrow, the  l i ke l i hood  t h a t  i t  would be producing e l e c t r i c i t y  by 1990 

appears  r e l a t i v e l y  low. - 
For completeness, t h i s  s e c t i o n  o u t l i n e s  here  some of the  p r i n c i p a l  

l e g a l ,  o rgan i za t i ona l ,  and p o l i t i c a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  l i k e l y  to  f ace  developers 

of geothermal resources  i n  the s t a t e  of Washington a t  each s t a g e  nf the 

development process :  l e a s i n g ,  exp io ra t i on ,  br inging power p l a n &  and 
3 3 

product ion f i e l d s  on line, and transmission.  

5.3.1 Leasing 

Before a developer can begin  explor ing an a r ea  f o r  geothermal 

r e sou rce s ,  .he must f i r s t  o b t a i n  a l e a s e  on the  r i g h t s  t o  t he  geothermal 

7 7 
Pub. L. No. 95-618. 

3 3 
This  segmentation of t he  development process fol lows C. R. 

Schu l l e r  et a l . .  Lezal  , ~ n s t i t u t i o n a l  and P o l i t i c a l  Problems i n  Producing - - 
E l e c t r i c  Power from Geothermal Resources i n  C a l i f o r n i a  ( S e a t t l e :  ~ a t t e l l e  

~ - -  .- 
HI lman A f f a i r s  Research Cente rs ,  1976) .  



resources  i n  ques t ion .  The procedures requi red  depend on the ownership of 

t h e  resources  i n  the  f i r s t  i n s t a n c e :  f e d e r a l ,  s t a t e ,  o r  p r i v a t e .  I n  each 

case ,  the  owner of l and  is the  owner of the  geothermal resources  ly ing  

underneath . 
. .  . -. . . . . . . 

. . .' .. .. ~ r e s & n t - l ~ , ' .  r n 0 s . t  geothermal r e source  ' a r e a s  -.in' washington. l'3e on 'land " '.. 
. . 

. . .  . . .  o.wn@d 'bjl ' t h e .  .fe.deral . p r i n c i p a l l y  tn u.'s.. ~ o r e s t s .  The .proce- - . 

. . .  
"i '" dures  f o r  l e a s i n g  geothermal resources  l o c a t e d  on federally-owned land a r e .  

34 
. .  . . es.tab1ishg.d b y  t h e  ~ e ~ t h g r m a l  Steam Act of 1970, and 'the Nat ional  
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. - 

. . Environmental.  Po l i cy  A c t  of 196.9, (NEPA) , and the.  r e g u l a t i o n s  promul-. : . 
36 

gated  thereunder . ,  The l e a s e s  themselves a r e  i s sued  by the  Bureau of 
. ? Land ~ a n a g e m e n t  (BLM). The f e d e r a l  'agency t h a t  manages t h e .  land ' i n  ques t ion  ' .  

- -  is  required  .to prepare  an ~nv i ronme*ta l  ~ n a l ~ s i s  Report (EAR), and i n  some 

i n s t a n c e s ,  a f u l l  s c a l e  Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). I n  the  case  

of most f e d e r a l l y  owned lands  i n  Washington, t h i s  agency would be the  U.S. 

Fores t  Service.  In  o t h e r  s t a t e s ,  t h i s  process  has been r e l a t i v e l y  slow. 

Operating on the  assumption once a l e a s e  i s  granted ,  i t  could be developed 

t o  f u l l  capac i ty ,  the  Fores t  Service  must ass.ure i t s e l f  be fo re  any l e a s e  i s  

g ran ted  t h a t  such development w i l l  n o t  over ly  d i s r u p t  the  management of 

s u r f a c e  resources .  Thus, the  Fores t  Service  undertakes d e t a i l e d  environ- 

mental a n a l y s i s  of the  consequences of geothermal development before  i t  can 
37 

be determined whether any. geothermal p o t e n t i a l  e x i s t s .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  

l e a s i n g  of many f e d e r a l  a r e a s  may be slowed pending completion of the Fores t  

S e r v i c e ' s  Roadless Area Review and' Eva lua t ion  (RARE I I ) ,  now near ing  comple- 

t i o n  and BLM's analagous wi lderness  review program, j u s t  g e t t i n g  under- 
38 

way. Both agencies '  des igna t ions  of wi lderness  a r e a s  a r e  controvers-  

i a l  and may prompt in tense  C o n g r e s s i o n a l . a c t i v i t y .  

3 6 
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P a r t  3200. 
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Procedures  f o r  t h e  l e a s e  of geothermal r esources  owned by the  s t a t e  of 

Washington have n o t  y e t  been worked o u t .  By providing t h a t  geothermal 

r e s o u r c e s  are s u i  gener is - -nei ther  minera l  r e sources  nor wa te r  resources-- 

Washington' s Geothermal Resources Act renders  i n a p p l i c a b l e  e x i s  t i n  s t a t e  

l a w  on t h e  l e a s i n g  of s t a t e  p roper ty ,  inc lud ing  minera l  r e sources .  
59 

The Washington l e g i s l a t u r e  has  r e c e n t l y  c l a r i f i e d  t h e  s t a t u s  of geo- 

thermal  r esources  l y i n g  under p r i v a t e  land:  they a r e . . t h e  .p roper ty  of t h e  
40 

landowner. There fo re  the  landowner c o n t r o l s  t h e  development r i g h t s ,  

s u b j e c t  t o  s t a t e  environmental  and d r i l l i n g  requirements.  

For b o t h  f e d e r a l  and s t a t e  r e s o u r c e s ,  t h e  l e a s i n g  process  is  l i k e l y  to  

be time-consuming u n t i l  i t  becomes r e l a t i v e l y  r o u t i n e .  The leasing phase 

a l s o  a f f o r d s  p o l i t i c a l  opponents of  geothermal development an  oppor tun i ty  to  

i n t e r v e n e  i n  the .p rocess  under NEPA o r ,  once Washington a u t h o r i z e s  s t a t e  
4 1 

l e a s e s ,  t h e  Washington S t a t e  Environmental P o l i c y  Act (SEPA). These 

opponents are l i k e l y  t o  be groups o r  i n d i v i d u a l s  opposed to  geothermal 

development on t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  land i n  q u e s t i o n  because of c o n f l i c t s  wi th  

a l t e r n a t i v e  uses ,  such a s  r e c r e a t i o n ,  a g r i c u l t u r e ,  o r  s i l v i c u l t u r e .  How- 

e v e r ,  s i n c e  the danger i s  r e l a t i v e l y  remote a t  the l e a s i n g  phase,  most nf 

t h e  o p p o s i t i o n  is  l i k e l y  to  be postponed u n t i l  l a t e r  i n  t h e  development 

process .  

5.3.2 Explora t ion  

The a l l o c a t i o n  of governmental r o l e s  i n  t h e  e x p l o r a t i o n  p rocess  depends 

on whether e x p l o r a t o r y  d r i l l i n g  is t o  take  p lace  on f e d e r a l l y  owned lands  o r  

on s tate  o r  p r i v a t e  l ands .  For f e d e r a l  l a n d s ,  t h e  developer  must submit an  

e x p l o r a t i o n  plan  t o  t h e  U.S. Geo log ica l  Se rv ice  (USGS) f o r  approval .  The 

USGS p r e p a r e s  a s i t e - s p e c i f  i c  environmental  a n a l y s i s  (EA) , and i f  t h e  EA 

i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  the p r o j e c t  would be a major a c t i o n  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  q u a l i t y  of 

t h e  human environment, p repares  an  EIS. As wi th  t h e  l e a s i n g  phase ,  environ- 

menta l  a n a l y s e s  must address  the  f u l l  range of impacts  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  geo- 

thermal  development--not j u s t  the  l i m i t e d  impacts of d r i l l i n g  test  w e l l s .  

3 9 
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The USGS then approves or  disapproves the developer ' s  a p p l i c a t i o n ,  perhaps 

wi th  s p e c i a l  cond i t ions  governing opera t ions  a t  the  p a r t i c u l a r  s i t e .  The 

f e d e r a l  agency having managerial r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  the  land i n  ques t ion  

( f o r  example BLM or  i n  the  case  of most r e l e v a n t  land i n  Washington, the 

U.S. Fores t  Se rv ice )  then a c t s  a s  observer  t o  a s s u r e  compliance wi th  
. . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  I . . 

. . . .  .- . . 
. , 'approGal .cokdit ioris ,  a l though .  the' . U ' ~ ~ ~ ' r e t a i n s " u l t i m a t e  ici thori ' ty  f o r  '. ' ' ' . 

.42 . . . . 
. . . . . . .  . . . . .  .. , . . . . . , .  

' enf ofcement. 
. . .  
C1 . '  Washington S t a t e  laws which would a p p l y '  t o  ' t h e  developers  of geothermal 

resources-  l o c a t e d .  on s t a t e  owned o r  r i v a t e  linds . a r e  analogous t o  f e d e r a l  . . .  
4 9 

law.  The Geothermal Resources Act, g i v e s  the  Washington .Department 

of Na tu ra l  Resources r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  e s s e n t i a l l y  s i m i l a r  t o  those  of the  
. . . .  . . . . 

USGS and the  ' f e d e r a l  managing agency .under f e d e r a l  law. A prospedt ive  

d e v e l o p e r ' o f  geothermal resources  must apply  t o  the  department f o r  a . 

d r i l l i n g  permit ,  which r e q u i r e s  submission of a f e e ,  a publ ic  hear ing  on' the  

a p p l i c a t i o n ,  de terminat ion  by the  Department t h a t  the  a r e a  i n  ques t ion  i s  

s u i t a b l e  f o r  the  a c t i v i t i e s  app l i ed  f o r ,  and the  g ran t ing  of a permit by the  

Department, s u b j e c t  t o  whatever cond i t ions  t h e  Department deems necessary. 

SEPA would r e q u i r e  the  Department t o  conduct a d  environmental a n a l y s i s  of 

the  proposed a c t i v i t y  t o  determine wheth'er i t  would s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f f e c t  the  

environment. The Department would then e i t h e r  i s s u e  a d e c l a r a t i o n  of no 

s i g n i f i c a n t  impact o r  prepare  a f u l l - s c a l e  s t a t e  environmental impact s t a t e -  

ment. While the  Geothermal Resources Act g e n e r a l l y  preempts l o c a l  regula-  

t i o n  of the  d r i l l i n g  and opera t ion  of w e l l s  f o r  geothermal resources ,  i t  
44 

does not  preempt l o c a l  land use law. Therefore the  d r i l l i n g  of any 

geothermal resource  wel l  on s t a t e  o r  p r i v a t e l y  owned l and  would r e q u i r e  

compliance wi th  l o c a l  zoning regu la t ions .  I f  the  land i n  ques t ion  were not  

zoned t o  a l low geothermal resource development, the  a p p l i c a n t  would have t o  

convince the  l o c a l  zoning a u t h o r i t y  t o  rezone the  land i n  ques t ion ,  o r  more * 

l i k e l y ,  o b t a i n  a c o n d i t i o n a l  use permit .  D r i l l e r s  on f e d e r a l l y  owned l ands  

. . . . 
. . . .  . . . .  . . .  . : . . .  4 3 . . . . . . . . 
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. . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. 4 4  

RCW 79..76.060. 
. . . . .  . . .  . . .  , .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . 



are probably not r e q u i r e d  to  comply wi th  s t a t e  and l o c a l  requirements.  

However, they may none the less  f i n d  i t  p o l i t i c a l l y  u s e f u l  to  do so. 

P o l i t i c a l  o p p o s i t i o n  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  geothermal p r o j e c t s  may begin t o  g e l  

a t  t h i s  s t a g e .  Exp lora to ry  d r i l l i n g  i t s e l f  can have a  number of unfavorable 

environmenta l  impacts.' ~ h e s e " i n c 1 u d e :  ' n o i s e  (from the  d r i l l i n g  . . rig i t s e l f  

and f  r6m t h e  steam r i l i ?aked) ,  odor ( f o r  example, of hydrogen su l f id ' e )  , :sump 

f a i l u r e s ,  blowouts,  b r i n e  d i s p o s a l  (where a p p l i c a b l e ) ,  a i r  p o l l u t i o n ,  subsi -  
45 

dence,  e r o s i o n ,  l a n d s l i d e s ,  and d e s t r u c t i o n  o f , w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t s .  I n  

a d d i t i o n ,  s i n c e  p r o g r e s s  from the  l e a s i n g  phase t o  the  e x p l o r a t o r y  develop- 

ment phase i n c r e a s e s  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  a r e a  w i l l  u l t i m a t e l y  be 

developed f o r  geothermal power product ion,  o p p o s i t i o n  based on c o n f l i c t s  

between geothermal development and o t h e r  u s e s  f o r  the  land i n  ques t ion  a r e  

l i k e l y  t o  become more i n t e n s e .  Forums f o r  t h i s  oppos i t ion  could include - the  

s t a t e  and f e d e r a l  environmental  assessment p rocess ,  the  pub l ic  hea r ings  

r e q u i r e d  under t h e  Geothermal Resources Act and s t a t e  zoning l a w ,  and a 

var . i e ty  of o t h e r  .channels  invo lv ing  d i r e c t  i n t e r v e n t i o n  by f e d e r a l ,  s t a t e ,  

o r  l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s .  
.. . 

5.3.3 S e l l i n g  and U t i l i z i n g  t h e  Resource 

Once a  developer  demonstrates the  geothermal r esource  p o t e n t i a l  of a  

p a r t i c u l a r  s i t e ,  i t  must se l l  the resource  t o  a  u s e r  ( i f  the developer is  

n o t  i t s e l f  a  u s e r ) .  A s  p rev ious ly  i n d i c a t e d ,  most Washington resources  a r e  

l i k e l y  t o  go t o  d i r e c t  . h e a t  u s e r s .  Candidates f o r  use of geothermal 

r e s o u r c e s  t o  g e n e r a t e  e l e c t r i c i t y  inc lude  u t i l i t i e s ,  s p e c i a l l y  organized 

e l e c t r i c  wholesa le r s ,  o r  i n d u s t r i a l  concerns t h a t  could use the electr ic i ty  . 
d i r e c t l y .  The i n s t i t u t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  h e r e  r e l a t e  t o  t h e  w i l l i n g n e s s  0-f 

t h e  p r o s p e c t i v e  u s e r  t o  buy t h e  resorlrce f o r  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of a  g e n e r a t i o n  

f a c i l i t y ,  and i t s  a b i l i t y  t o  o b t a i n  , f inancing.  Because i n d i v i d u a l  geother-  

m a l  f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  smal l  (10 - 100 M W e ) ,  they a r e  u n l i k e l y  t o  

j u s t i f y  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of s i g n i f i c a n t  new t ransmiss ion  l i n e s  un less  colocated  

w i t h  o t h e r  f a c i l i t i e s  (e.g., as p a r t  of a  geyse r  f i e l d ) .  Therefore ,  poten- 

t i a l . b u y e r s  may be l i m i t e d  to t h o s e  u t i l i t i e s  s e r v i n g  load  c e n t e r s  . r e l a -  

45 
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t i v e l y  c l o s e  t o  the  proposed f a c i l i t y  un less  i t  is  loca ted  near  one of BPA's 

.bulk t ransmiss ion l i n e s .  

Once t h e s e  condi t ions  a r e  met, the  p rospec t ive  buyer must s t i l l  be 

convinced t h a t  the  investment is  a  sound one. A t  a  minimum, t h i s  means t h a t  
. . . .  

, '  . t h e  f a c i l i t y  must be =a.pable of genera t ing  enough power f b r  a c o s t  compar- 
t . . . . - .  . . . .  . . . . . . : .  

a b l e  t o  bth'er genera t ing  f & i l i t i e s  S i a i l a b k e  to the  . u t i l i t y .  . A s  discussed..-:- . . .  

. . 
i n  somewhat . . . .  g r e a t e r  d e t a i l  i n  t h e  s 'ect ion 'o'n geothermal power genera t ion  i n  - . . . . 

Idaho, t h e  technology f o r  moderate temperature 'power g e n e r a t i o n  

h a s  no t '  y e t  progressed to. the  point  of p a r i t y w i t h  thermal power. Accqunt- 

ing f o r  R&D advances, one"D0E s tudy p laces  the. l e v e l i z e d  busbar . e n e r g y  c o s t  

of genera t ing  e l e c t r i c i t y  on a  commercial s c a l e  at.Mount Baker Hot Spr ings  

. a t  76 m i l l s  per  k i lowat t  .hour. Expensing i n t a n g i b l e  . . d r i l l i n g  c o s t  and"a 22% 

d e p l e t i o n  allowance, both a v a i l a b l e  under the  Energy Tax Act of 1978 (Pub. ' 

L. No. 95-618) would f u r t h e r  reduce the  c o s t  t o  52.7 m i l l s  per kilowatt-- . 

s t i l l  we l l  above the  comparable f i g u r e  of 27 m i l l s  per  k i l o w a t t  hour f o r  

nuclear  power under assumptions of high e s c a l a t i o n  r a t e s  f o r  nuclear  
46 

f u e l .  And whatever the c o s t ,  such a  proposal  must overcome n a t u r a l  

r e s i s t a n c e  t o  unfamil iar  sources  of power on- ' the p a r t  of the u t i l i t y ' s  

management. 

F i n a l l y ,  the  u t i l i t y  must o b t a i n  f inancing.  Although the  a b s o l u t e  sums 

requ i red  f o r  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of a  geothermal e l e c t r i c a l  genera t ing  f a c i l i t y  a r e  

not  l a r g e  compared t o  o the r  forms of e l e c t r i c a l  genera t ion  (mainly because 

of the  smal ler  p l a n t s  involved) ,  i n v e s t o r s  may regard such unconventional  

technologies as ,yothermal a s  unduly r i s k y ,  even given the  75% f e d e r a l  l o a n  

guarantees  a v a i l a b l e  under t h e  Geothermal Energy Research,, Development, and 
47 

Demonstration A c t  of  1974. This  is e s p e c i a l l y  l i k e l y  t o  be the  case  

i n  a s t a t e  such a s  Washington, where the  u n c e r t a i n t i e s  a r e  e s p e c i a l l y  l a r g e  

and l i k e l y  t o  remain so f o r  some time. These inc lude  u n c e r t a i n t i e s  about 

4 6 
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t he  e x t e n t  of r e s e r v o i r s  (once l o c a t e d ) ,  u n c e r t a i n t y  about t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  

of hot  water geothermal e l e c t r i c i t y  'genera t ion  ( t h e  l i k e l y  form i n  

Washington and a s  y e t  n o t  f u l l y  developed) ,  and u n c e r t a i n t y  about the regu- 

l a t o r y  appara tus  t h a t  w i l l  emerge i n  the s t a t e .  

5.3.4 Cons t ruc t ion  of  Product ion F a c i l i t i e s  

As wi th  e x p l o r a t i o n ,  t he  procedures  requi red  f o r  cons t r u c t i n g  a  geo- 

thermal  gene ra t ing  f a c i l i t y  depend on the  ownership of t he  s i t e .  The 

Fede ra l  procedures a r e  set out  i n  r e g u l a t i o n s  promulgated under the 

Geothermal Steam A c t  a t  30 CFR P a r t  270. Because a  commercial product ion 

f a c i l i t y  has no t  y e t  been cons t ruc t ed  on f e d e r a l  l and ,  how these  procedures 

w i l l  f unc t ion  i n  p r a c t i c e  remains unc lear .  I n  g e n e r a l ,  t h e  power p l an t  

o p e r a t o r  is  s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  cond i t i ons  imposed on the  geothermal resource  

l e s s e e .  
48 

" I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  producer w i l l  probably have t o  app ly  t o  BLM 

f o r  a  Spec ia l  Land Use Permit .  ' *49 Almost c e r t a i n l y ,  such an  a c t i o n  

would a l s o  be determined t o  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f f e c t  the  q u a l i t y  of t he  human 

environment and thus r e q u i r e  a  f u l l  environmental impact s ta tement  under the 

Na t iona l  Environmental P o l i c y  A c t .  

For f a c i l i t i e s  t o  be l o c a t e d  on land owned by the  s t a t e  of Washington 

o r  p r i v a t e l y ,  a number of statutes would be invoked. F i r s t ,  the power p l a n t  

o p e r a t o r  would have t o  apply f o r  permi ts  f o r  product ion  d r i l l i n g  under t he  

Geothermal Resources Act. (Ten to :  f i f i e e n  w e l l s  would be requi red  f o r  a 110 

MWe f a c i l i t y . )  This  would involve  hea r ings ,  and the  i ssuance  of a permit 

s u b j e c t  t o  cond i t i ons .  Second, a n  environmental  impact s ta tement  would 

almost  c e r t a i n l y  be r equ i r ed  under SEPA. Third,  the  ope ra to r  would have t o  

comply w i t h  t h e  a p p l i c a b l e  l o c a l  zoning ordinance. Operators  of geothermal 

e l e c t r i c a l  gene ra t ing  f a c i l i t i e s  would n o t  have t o  comply wi th  two s o r t s  of - 
l a w s  i n  Washington t h a t  they  might have t o  comply wi th  i n  o t h e r  s t a t e s :  

p u b l i c  u t i l i t y  r e g h l a t i o n s  and energy f a c i l i t y  s i t i n g  r egu la t ions .  Washidg- 

ton  law does n o t  r e q u i r e  b u i l d e r s  of power p l a n t s  t o  o b t a i n  c e r t i f i c a t e s  of 

convenience and n e c e s s i t y  from the  Washington P u b l i c  U t i l i t i e s  Commission. 

4 8 
30 CFR 270.31. 

4 9 
S c h u l l e r ,  p. 127. 



Nor does the  Energy F a c i l i t y  S i t i n g  ~ c t  ,50 apply  t o  geothermal generat-  

i ng  f a c i l i t i e s .  

P o l i t i c a l  oppos i t ion  would l i k e l y  reach a peak a t  t h i s  phase. The 

l i k e l y  focus would be the  hear ings  of the  f e d e r a l  and s t a t e  agencies  

involved,  and l a w s u i t s  cha l lenging  the  r e s u l t i n g  d e c i s i o n s ,  i f  favorable  to  

t h e  app l i can t s .  

5.3.5 Transmission 

A s  mentioned above, t ransmiss ion  of geothermal power may p r e s e n t .  

s p e c i a l  problems because of the d i s t a n c e  of geothermal resources  from load  

c e n t e r s ,  and the  small s i z e  of t he  t y p i c a l  geothermal f a c i l i t y .  Unless the 

u t i l i t y  t h a t  owns the f a c i l i t y  happens t o  s e rve  a load cen te r  l oca t ed  

nearby, long-dis tance,  high-voltage t ransmiss ion  s e r v i c e s  w i l l  be requi red .  

I f  t h e  geothermal f a c i l i t y  is' l oca t ed  near  BPA's bulk t ransmiss ion  g r i d ,  a s  

a r e  Mount Baker and Hount Ra in i e r ,  t h i s  may pose no g r e a t  problem. Other- 

wise,  the u t i l i t y  w i l l  have t o  c a r e f u l l y  cons ide r  the worth of c o n s t r u c t i n g  

i t s  own long-distance f a c i l i t i e s .  And i n  any event ,  some low-voltage feeder  

l i n e s  w i l l  doubt less  b e ' r e q u i r e d .  The c r e a t i o n  of even low-voltage t rans-  

miss ion  f a c i l i t i e s  running through f e d e r a l  o r  s t a t e  lands  could be contro- 

v e r s i a l  and arouse  p o l i t i c a l  oppos i t i on ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i f  these  a r e a s  were 

p r i s t i n e  wilderness .  Such t ransmiss ion  f a c i l i t i e s  would r e q u i r e  the  

approval  of the  f e d e r a l  l and  managers o r  the Washington Commissioner of 

Publ ic  Lands a s  app l i cab le ,  and would a l s o  1 i k e l y . r e q u i r e  f e d e r a l  o r  s t a t e  

environmental impact s ta tements .  These s ta tements  could be the  focus of 

p o l i t i c a l  oppos i t ion  by groups concerned wi th  preserv ing  a l t e r n a t i v e  land 

uses ,  e s s e n t i a l l y  analogous t o  those groups opposed t o  the development of 

geothermal resources  gene ra l ly  i n  wi lderness  a reas .  

' 5.3.6 Conclusion a ,  

I n  sum, n e i t h e r  t he  l e g a l  procedures ,  nor t he  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  capabi l-  

i t ies ,  nor the  p o l i t i c a l  oppos i t i on  involved i n  geothermal development a r e  

unique. However, s ince  geothermal power genera t ion  i s  so novel ,  e s p e c i a l l y  

i n  Washington S t a t e ,  i t  can be expected t h a t  the development process  w i l l  be 



slow. Procedures  w i l l  have to  be worked o u t ,  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  c a p a b i l i t i e s  

of  u t i l i t i e s  and r e g u l a t o r s  w i l l  have to  be developed,  and p o l i t i c a l  b a t t l e s  

may have t o  be fought .  I n s t i t u t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  do not  appear  to  be a  binding 

c o n s t r a i n t  t o  geothermal  power g e n e r a t i o n  i n  Washington, b u t  they  do appear  

t o  f u r t h e r  reduce  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  geothermal  r e s o u r c e s  w i l l  be 

deve loped  f o r  t h i s  purpose t o  any g r e a t  e x t e n t  w i t h i n  t h e  next  decade o r  

S O .  
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