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Be open to tradeoffs if
you favor green power

f we are to embrace a new energy future for
Oregon and the nation, policy makers and con-
sumers will find it impossible to avoid a stubborn
truth: Everything we do to create alternative ener-
gy sources for households, businesses and trans-
portation will come with large consequences and
costs.

Recent events occurring locally and around the
Northwest provide a glimpse of the tradeoffs that will be
faced as we attempt to power the future from renewable
energy sources.Here are just a few examples:

� As temperatures spiked recently, wind turbines across
the Pacific Northwest were idled as breezes ceased blowing.
This failure in turn forced Portland General Electric to rely
on power from other states. 

� Residents of Oregon City and West Linn are com-
plaining about an Oregon Department of Transportation
plan to place up to 17,000 solar panels on a south-facing
hillside above Interstate 205. The panels, residents say, will
degrade their views and require removal of too many trees.

� Meanwhile, other Oregonians have began to object to
proposals to expand wind farms, which they say create visu-
al pollution in rural areas. And these and other folks also are
particularly opposed to plans to build new transmission
lines to carry power from these wind farms to more popu-
lated areas in the Willamette Valley.

� At the same time, Oregonians concerned about safety
and the environment also continue to fight plans for the
location of a liquefied natural gas receiving terminal along
the Columbia River and the construction of a gas line
through Washington County and other parts of the state —
even though this energy is arguably better for the atmos-
phere than coal and cheaper for consumers.

� And alongside these conflicts, an old, fiercely fought
battle is rearing its head. Federal Judge James Redden has
given the Obama administration a new deadline to explain
its plans to restore Columbia River salmon runs. If the plans
are insufficient, Redden warns that the topic of breaching
four hydroelectric dams on the Snake River will be on the
table again — at a time when power generated and water
stored by those dams is most needed to offset use of fossil
fuels, provide for efficient river transportation and supply
water for agriculture.

Clearly, it will be difficult for the Northwest — or any
region — to travel forward into the promised land of renew-
able energy. When discussed in generalities, just about
everybody agrees with the idea of reducing greenhouse
gases, encouraging alternative energy and lowering depend-
ence on finite fossil fuels. But when the specifics come for-
ward this generalized support can disintegrate into argu-
ments over aesthetics, money and whether change should be
required by government mandate or encouraged by incen-
tives.

An even bigger discussion will involve the choices this
state and region must make as it considers its future need
for energy. Some environmental groups make optimistic
claims that the Northwest can meet its power needs with all-
renewable energy sources. But others will ask: At what cost
to the consumer and the taxpayer? Those arguments are still
in their early stages.

But even now, we can see that the choices are far from
easy. If people want to avoid the most devastating impacts
of global warming, they also must be willing to tolerate
solar panels or wind mills in their line of view — and they
may even have to make difficult choices when it comes to
keeping dams that slow global warming or embrace other
measures to save a treasured species of fish.
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(Soapboxes are guest opinions from our
readers, and anyone is welcome to write
one. Lindi and Gene Biggi are the owners
of Gene Biggi Properties in Beaverton.)

Thank you for all your coverage about
the possible move of the ballpark to
Beaverton. Please know that we, owners of
some of the property being considered for
the ballpark, are not against baseball, but
passionately against having our property
condemned and our tenants left without
their affordable office facilities in order to
make room for a ballpark. 

We love beavers, whether it be our
Beaver horseradish and mustard products,
and our company Beaverton Foods, Inc.,
since 1929. We simply don’t want the
Beaver baseball team taking away our
property.

When considering Beaverton vs.
Portland as home to the Portland Beavers,
one should question why Portland doesn’t
want them. Perhaps it is because of finan-
cial vs. emotional reasons. Why would
Beaverton taxpayers want the burden that
Portland doesn’t want? But if they do, all
consideration of the proper location needs
to be addressed.

I have read there are “a lot of irritated
followers of the Portland Beavers” out
there. How do they stack up to the number
of Beaverton residents that don’t want to
be irritated by the traffic jams, noise and
expense of having them take over the core
area of our city?

I read the financial package is a bit
hazy. Living in Beaverton all of our lives,
we know the city is famous for taking on
fuzzy financial packages such as the
Beaverton Round project that city hall
enthusiastically embraced and, as is obvi-
ous, is a total bust. If taxpayers really knew
what the Beaverton Round fiasco cost
them, I think some of the citizen apathy
would soon dissipate.

The suggested site of the old Westgate
Theater property, which the city paid far in
excess of its market value (even when
times were good) and the adjacent private-
ly owned property (property that has been
under our family ownership since 1917) is
beyond ludicrous. 

Cedar Hills Boulevard is already a
standing parking lot and the property in
question has been addressed at numerous
community task force meetings, starting in
the early 1970s. Over and over again it has
been identified (by citizens and property
owners) as the core of downtown
Beaverton, providing the town the needed
identity and a meeting place for citizens to
enjoy. For decades, various city leaders
have called property owners and citizens to
meetings and for decades citizens have
said that subject area should be “city cen-
ter,” where City Hall, police, library, public
area for community affairs, farmers mar-
ket, etc., should be. All of which fell on
deft ears and instead the born-loser
“Round” was erected. (I might mention the
parcel of land where the Round sits was
also condemned and taken from the Biggi
family.)

The city is desperate to get out from
under the bad decisions of the Round, and
purchase of the Enron power station, on
top of the purchase of the Westgate
Theater, but a ballpark isn’t the answer. It
is just another bad decision. 

Please don’t throw good money after
bad.

Tanning Salons: Why you shouldn’t keep paying for skin cancer
(Kalie Wooden is serving as a sum-

mer intern for the Beaverton Valley
Times. The 2008 Southridge High
School graduate is a journalism stu-
dent at the University of Oregon.)

Less than a century ago, beauty
was defined by wealth, status
and the fairness of a woman’s

skin. Today as a society, we have
made significant strides when it
comes to equality, but young women
face a constant battle to maintain a
glowing, youthful tan. Although a
suntan seems harmless in fashion
magazines, could modern America’s
changing standard of beauty become
deadly for many young women?

In the Beaverton area alone there
are more than two dozen tanning
salons, where many young women
pay to lay in a closed bed that emits
ultra-violet rays. After laying in a
tanning bed for 10 minutes every
other day or so, women achieve the
desired “golden tan” perceived as
today’s pinnacle of youth and beauty.

For some unknown reason, the
common knowledge that excessive
sun exposure leads to skin cancer
has failed to translate over to the tan-

ning community. Many tanning
salons advertise that their tanning
beds offer an identical tan as the sun
would, yet somehow using safer UV
rays than the sun’s.

Dr. Marla Ross has been practic-
ing dermatology for 19 years in the
Beaverton area, and currently heads
the staff of dermatologists at
Dermatology Associates in Tigard.
Ross recalled that as the popularity
of tanning salons rose, the number of
young women with basal cell carci-
noma and melanoma, two serious
forms of skin cancer, has increased
significantly. “Before tanning

booths, seeing most forms of skin
cancer under the age of 30 was
extremely rare,” Ross said.

Among other discrepancies,
many salons claim moderate expo-
sure is good for a person’s health,
especially with the population’s sup-
posed vitamin D deficiency.
According to Ross, “tanning is car-
cinogenic, and though many people
may suffer from vitamin D deficien-
cy, taking vitamin D orally as an oral
replacement over paying for tanning
is a much better choice that does not
risk your health.”

Many young women who habitu-
ally go to tanning salons believe that
they do not look pretty or healthy
without their perfectly maintained,
year-round tan. Most constant tan-
ners are in denial about the projected
health of their skin 20 years from
now, as well as how prolonged tan-
ning will affect skin’s youthful look
in the future.

“The development of skin cancer
and wrinkles happen after many
years of ultra-violet exposure, and
once that damage is done, there is no
way to completely reverse it,” Ross
said.

Some tanning salons claim that
tan skin is less damaged than sun-
burned skin, although both are
equally dangerous. “The tanning of
skin is a defensive reaction, the skin
senses injury from the UV rays and
develops a protective layer of darker
skin,” Ross said.

As far as the common excuse of a
“base tan” to protect skin against
future sunburn, “You’re a little bit
less likely to get sunburned with a
previous tan, but all that does is con-
vince people to stay out in a carcino-
genic environment even longer, why
not just put on sunscreen?” recom-
mended Ross.

Although tan skin is a protective
layer and may protect against sun-
burn in the future, having tan skin
still shows skin’s negative reaction to
obviously damaging and potentially
deadly rays. As another excuse,
many tanners claim that tanning
booths improve certain skin condi-
tions, such as acne.

“Some sunlight can dry out acne
temporarily, but it is not a permanent
treatment and the acne will return,”
said Ross. “There are very few skin
diseases where a limited amount of

exposure can be beneficial, such as
psoriasis, but for most things there
are healthier forms of treatment than
tanning.”

People use these rare circum-
stances and second-rate treatment as
an excuse for excessive tanning
because of the “psychological idea
that they look better with a tan,”
claimed Ross.

“Back in the 1920s, having milky
white skin was a sign of health and
beauty while a tan was a sign of the
lower class working outside… as
people have become richer and go
on more vacations, a tan has become
a sign of wealth and leisure,” Ross
said.

What is it about tanned skin that
makes so many young women risk
skin cancer to achieve? Some say
that tan skin looks healthier rather
than a ghostly pale complexion, but
how can a potentially deathly tan be
healthier than natural, cancer-free
skin? Save your money and your
skin, and skip the tanning booth. If
you do happen to get a tan, at least
get it outside for free while doing
something enjoyable.
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Take a stand
against socialism

Over my lifetime, I have
watched personal liberty and
freedom slowly ebb away by
what appeared to be reasonable
explanations about what was
“for the public good” from our
federal government.

But I am horrified to see
how quickly, in the last few
months, the federal government
has encroached on so many of
our individual rights and free-
doms — to the point of total
socialism. Perhaps the former
Soviet Union leader, Nikita
Khrushchev, was right when he
said that America “won’t accept
communism outright, but we’ll
keep feeding you small doses of
socialism until you’ll finally
wake up and find you already
have communism.”

Our own government now
wants to force me to have

health care, pay even more
taxes, limit the amount of
money I can make, limit the
size of car I drive, and not
allow me to choose the school
my child attend. What on earth
has happened to the “land of
the free?”

I have had it. I, along with
many Americans, have had it. I
want my country back! But I
am exasperated that so many
people seem to swallow this
without thought.

I encourage others to call, e-
mail, fax, and personally visit
on a regular basis their state
and federal senators and repre-
sentatives to express their
opposition to anything that
expands government.

I don’t consider myself an
activist but I will gladly join
the ranks at the Capitol steps in
Salem on Sept. 12, from 11
a.m. to 12:30 p.m. in a show of
numbers supporting the March
on Washington, D.C. on that
same day to protest taxes, the

socialization of our nation and
violations of our Constitution.

Others like me can sign up
for the March on Salem at
www.marchonsalem.com.

TARRI LORENCE
Beaverton

Health care should
exclude abortions

Like many Americans I am
concerned about the health
insurance industry’s practices,
which too often put profits
before people. I understand the
sentiment for the administra-
tion’s health insurance reform
proposals, and believe they
deserve reasoned debate in
Congress. There is a more
important issue at stake, how-
ever — the right to life.

Congress has consistently
voted to prohibit the public
funding of abortion, and this

provision should be an explicit
part of any health insurance
reform that is sent to the presi-
dent’s desk. This issue is too
important to leave in the hands
of a panel of bureaucrats or an
activist judge. 

While Congress is in recess,
it is expected to listen to its
constituents, so I urge your
readers to make their views on
this issue known to their elect-
ed representatives.

I belong to a non-partisan
grassroots organization called
the Center for Moral Clarity
which has online resources to
easily accomplish this (it’s easy
to find on a search engine such
as Google). 

I urge your readers to join
me in raising our voices to
make sure we do not become
complicit in funding abor-
tions under the guise of
health-care reform.

GLENDA LEWIS
Hillsboro


