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	DATE: 
	October 27, 2004

	TO:


	Decision Framework Workgroup, MMG

	FROM:


	Tom Iverson 

	SUBJECT:
	Revised Draft Action Notes from October 18, 2004 Decision Framework Meeting


If there are no objections within five days, these actions will be considered final.

Decision Framework Workgroup Meeting
October 18, 2004

CBFWA Office - Portland, Oregon

Revised Draft Action Notes

	Attendees:
	Carl Scheeler (CTUIR), Dick Stone (WDFW), Jaime Pinkham and Rob Lothrop (CRITFC), Doug Marker (NPCC), Tom Giese and Tom Iverson (CBFWA)

	By Phone:
	Tony Nigro (ODFW), Pete Hassemer (IDFG), Ron Peters (CdAT), Keith Wolf (CCT), Patty O’Toole (NPCC), Stacey Horton (NPCC-WA), Joann Hunt (NPCC-ID), and Karl Weist (NPCC-OR) 

	Time Allocation:
	Objective 2. Fish & Wildlife Regional Issues

	100%



	ITEM 1:

Discussion:
	Background and Context for Discussion

Doug Marker presented background on the NPCC’s efforts to develop a process for the next rolling province review (RPR).  Rolling province review, project selection and subbasin plan implementation are references to the same process.  There is still an existing need to roll up subbasin plans to help with budget allocation and project prioritization decisions.  NOAA Fisheries is also interested in roll ups for recovery planning.  The biological objectives identified in the 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program may be useful for framing any roll up exercise.  The NPCC staff is developing an issue paper for issues relevant to adoption and implementation of subbasin plans.  The NPCC staff has been directed to meet with various groups to gather input into this issue memo.  The Regional Coordinating Group (RCG) will be meeting on November 1, 2004 to discuss subbasin plan implementation.  
The group also discussed what subbasin plans do not do. They do not:

· deal with system/mainstem issues, such as flow, transport, or spill management or technology research and development (RSWs, lamprey passage etc.)

	ITEM 1:
Discussion continued:
	· deal with existing hatchery production management and new facilities development
· make tradeoffs between or among subbasins or establish priorities among individual stocks within ESUs
· describe regional research monitoring and evaluation priorities 

· prescribe harvest constraints 

· define individual habitat projects

The subbasin plans do provide information that describes watershed characteristics and priority for implementation of habitat actions within individual subbasins.

Tom Iverson presented background material on the current program allocation as presented in the CBFWA Annual Implementation Report for 2001-2003.  The BPA presented an idea of compartmentalizing categories of projects in their Sample Draft MOU released last week for comment.  Tom I. suggested that compartmentalizing the Program may be an effective and efficient means of dealing with project selection for the next round of reviews.  However, when comparing the NPCC staff/BPA staff program appraisal that identified ongoing commitments with the BPA allocation, they did not necessarily correspond.  More work must be done to identify each category of projects, what existing commitments we have in those categories, and what potential there is for new work before we begin another project solicitation process.  In this effort, we must also audit the existing program to understand what portion of the program will actually be guided by subbasin plans.

Tony stated that the key elements of a decision framework and adaptive management process should line out choices and decisions as a region for successful implementation of subbasin plans.  What information is needed to make these choices?  What is the status of that information?  How will decisions be made in the short term?

Carl proposed identifying key questions to ask the subbasin plans in order to determine their level of completeness.  If a plan does not adequately address certain needs identified by these questions, then additional information gathering may be the priority within a particular subbasin.  Also, a well thought out decision process could be adopted for implementing the subbasin plans, without specifically adopting the multi-hundred page documents into the Program.  Carl also emphasized that we must size the resources (funding levels) prior to developing detailed implementation decision processes.  If there are inadequate funds to support new or expanded work, why go through the extreme effort of another rolling province review process?
Rob reiterated the Tribes concerns that the Program is not focusing on “measures” as identified in the Northwest Power Act.  Measures do not have to represent specific projects, and well thought out decision processes for implementation may represent measures.  The NPCC could adopt a measure that describes a decision making process that relies on Subbasin Plans as the technical foundation.

	ACTION:
	Tom I. will develop draft categories (compartments) that may be considered as this discussion moves forward (see attached).  Within each compartment, specific issues should be addressed including:

· Category description and types of projects included, 
· goals and objectives addressed by this category of projects, 
· expected budget needs (ongoing and new), 
· decision framework for selecting projects, and 
· potential types of measures that could be adopted within each category.

	ITEM 2:
Discussion:
	How can CBFWA play a role in developing a decision framework for implementing the fish and wildlife program?
Does CBFWA have a role in developing an adaptive management framework for implementing and maintaining the subbasin plans?

The CBFWA members asked Doug Marker; What is the process for developing the NPCC’s (hence the Program’s) decision making process?  Does CBFWA have a role?
Doug indicated that all input will be considered as the NPCC staff moves forward developing issue statements for adopting subbasin plans.  The NPCC staff is meeting with all interested stakeholders for input.  

Tom suggested that it appears that the project selection process, MOU discussions, and the rate case negotiations need to be combined.  As information is developed for each of these proposed categories, it could be accumulated into a single Program document.  Parts of this document could then be used for the various regional conversations regarding the future fish and wildlife program. 


Notes for compartment development:
Compartment Descriptions
Catgory:

Category Description:


Types of projects

Goals and Objectives addressed by the Category of projects:

Budget Implication:


Funding needs- ongoing commitments and new actions

Decision Framework for Selecting Projects:


Scrub ongoing commitments


RFP for new work based on what documents

Possible Measures:

H:\work\mmg\2004_1028\DecisionFrameworkMtg101904FinalActionNotes.doc
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