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	DATE: 
	March 20, 2006

	TO:
	Mainstem and Systemwide Review Team,
CBFWA Members Advisory Group (MAG)

	FROM:
	Tom Iverson, CBFWA staff 

	SUBJECT:
	Draft Meeting Notes for March 20, 2006 Mainstem and Systemwide Proposal Review Meeting


The Mainstem Systemwide Review Team (MSRT) met today to develop the review process for proposals submitted in the Mainstem Systemwide portion of the Northwest Power and Conservation Council’s (NPCC) Fish and Wildlife Program (Program) for FY 2007-2009.  The MSRT agreed to the following process for completing the reviews:
1) The MSRT will review the attached “Program Priorities” document and “Monitoring and Evaluation Management Questions” document and provide comments to Tom Iverson by March 27, 2006.  These two documents will be used as a framework for developing review criteria and as an organizational structure for explaining how the projects in the Mainstem and Systemwide fit together.  The “Monitoring and Evaluation Management Questions” will be used as a coarse scale sort in the project review process.  These documents will support Step 1 in the proposal review process scheduled for April 13, 14, and 17.
2) CBFWA and NPCC staff will organize the proposals according to the restructured framework, which will be used to create the agenda for the proposal reviews. 
3) The MSRT will review the attached “Management Review Criteria” and provide comments to Tom Iverson by March 27, 2006.  These criteria will be combined and reduced to focus on management related questions to determine the adequacy of the proposals to address the “Monitoring and Evaluation Management Questions” (Step two in the proposal review process).  The ISRP will be relied upon for scientific soundness questions; the MSRT review will focus on management priority and adequacy of projects to meet management needs.
4) Step three in the proposal review process will be to assign each proposal to a “Prioritization Category” (attached for comment).  The MSRT will provide comment on these categories by March 27, 2006.

5) Project sponsors will be notified of the time and day their projects will be reviewed and asked to be available by phone in case there are questions with their proposals.

6) The next meeting for the MSRT is on March 31, 2006 from 1 to 4 pm at CBFWA.  Updated materials (all attachments) will be provided prior to the meeting.  
In conclusion, the MSRT will review all of the attached documents and provide comments to Tom Iverson by March 27, 2006.  The comments will be combined into a final document that will be distributed prior to the March 31, 2006 meeting.  At the March 31 meeting, the MSRT will finalize the review documents and the review process.  
Proposal reviews will occur on April 13, 14, and 17, 2006.  April 18 and 19 will be reserved in case they are needed.  The reviews will occur in three steps:  Step 1 – does the proposal address one or more of the “Monitoring and Evaluation Management Questions”, Step 2 – is the proposal adequate to deliver the information to answer the management questions according to the “Management Review Criteria”, and Step 3 – what is the funding priority for the proposal?  

A final MSRT recommendation, incorporating all comments received during the review, will be forwarded to the NPCC.  Consensus on the recommendations will be sought within the MSRT, although not required to move the recommendations forward.  If there are disagreements, the recommendations will be forwarded with all concerns expressed but no funding priority attached.  

Please call me, 503-229-0191, or Patty O’Toole, NPCC staff 503-222-5161, with questions.
“Program Priorities”
Attachment B.  Preliminary DRAFT priorities for compartments within the Mainstem and Systemwide proposals for BPA funding in FY 2007-2009.

For this review cycle, the Council’s 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program, 2003 Mainstem Amendment, the 2004 NOAA FCRPS Biological Opinion (under remand), and other biological opinions will be used as the primary guidance documents.  The Northwest Power and Conservation Council (NPCC) recently approved a Research Plan and is currently developing a Monitoring and Evaluation Plan which will also guide project selection.
Coordination

· Support coordination of F&W managers for project selection, implementation, system operations

· Council support – ISRP & ISAB

· Coordination of monitoring and evaluation for habitat conditions and artificial production

· Coordination of Research

· Coordination of information dissemination

Data Management

· Support mainstem passage monitoring

· Maintain habitat data from subbasin plans

· Maintain artificial production data

· Maintain harvest data

· Quality standards from the F&W Program:

-internet based distribution system

-reporting consistent with the F&W Program

Monitoring and Evaluation

Status, trends and effectiveness monitoring of:

· Hydro passage effectiveness

· Tributary habitat status and trends

· Estuary habitat status, trends

· Artificial production status, trends and effectiveness

· Predations

· Fish and wildlife status and trends

· Harvest
· Project effectiveness
Habitat

· Water/land acquisition

· Predator control

· Mainstem habitat 

Research
· Artificial production
· Fish passage/survival
· Habitat

· Ocean

· Harvest
“Monitoring and Evaluation Management Questions”

Table 1. Monitoring and evaluation measures in the Fish and Wildlife Program
	Monitoring Component
	What do we want to know?
	What needs to happen in 07-09 project selection process

	Hydro System Survival 
	Is juvenile and adult survival through the dams meeting passage objectives
	1.Review current smolt monitoring program.  

2.Review adult PIT tag detection needs.

3.Coordinate with Corps-funded components.



	Hydro Uncertainty Research
	What are the delayed effects of transportation and migration through the hydro system?
	1. Review design and past results of Comparative Survival Studies (CSS)

2. Review scope and function of PIT tagging.


	Tributary Habitat Trends
	Are ecosystems improving or degrading relative to the conditions subbasin plans called for?
	Much of this work is funded from outside of the Program.

1. Propose specific indicators to prioritize for data collection.

2. Prioritize funding for regional collection

3. Confirm standard collection protocols through PNAMP/CSMEP.

4. Inventory current work performed with BPA funding and plan any needed transition to standard protocols.  



	Tributary Habitat Action  Effectiveness
	What types of projects are effective at addressing limiting factors? 
	1. Two of three planned Intensively Monitored Watersheds are being implemented with BPA funds.  2. Third being designed. 

3. Proposal review in Mainstem/Systemwide.  

4. Limit other habitat project-specific monitoring to “soft cap” of 5 percent.



	Population status and trends
	Are populations meeting objectives for abundance, productivity and diversity?
	1. Review currently funded methods and locations in proposals.

2. Review CSMEP’s work plan proposal.

3. Prioritize regional-scale collection and protocols.


	Hatchery Effectiveness
	Does supplementation help rebuild populations?
	1. BPA funded projects have established monitoring designs

2. Review CSMEP proposal for tasks to link individual projects into a regional experiment (see ISAB/ISRP 2005-15)

3. Establish expectations in 07-09 decision document.



	Hatchery status and trend monitoring
	What are hatchery numbers of salmon and steelhead relative to naturally spawning populations?
	1. ISRP review of monitoring methods at BPA-funded projects.

2. Review data delivery for regional evaluation.


	Estuary habitat status and trend
	Is the Columbia estuary ecosystem improving or deteriorating relative to desired conditions
	1. Confirm objectives and funding share for currently proposed estuary pilot project.

	Harvest trends
	What is the harvest impact on Columbia populations?
	1. Confirm function dam counts towards this question in Mainstem/Systemwide review.


	Data Management
	Establish an Internet-based system to disseminate the data needed to respond to these management questions
	1.  Implement NED work plan.

2.  Review functions of StreamNet and consistency of project reporting with Program standard (p. 33).



	Basinwide and province evaluation
	Are the individual actions in the various subbasins achieving the objectives at the basin and province levels
	1. Propose the “high level indicators” for broader evaluation.

2. Provincial objectives amendment process should define benchmarks.


	Reporting
	Present status of populations relative to work funded by Program
	1. CBFWA is proposing to assemble such a report on behalf of the Program.  
2. Confirm content.


“Management Review Criteria”
Table 1. The CBFWA subbasin project review criteria (2001-2003 Rolling Province Review).
	Technical Criteria

	1.  Does the proposal demonstrate that the project uses appropriate scientifically valid strategies or techniques and sound principles (best available science)?  
	Y  or  N

	2.  Are the objectives clearly defined with measurable outcomes and tasks that contribute toward accomplishment of the objectives?  
	Y  or  N

	3.  Are the resources proposed (staff, equipment, materials) appropriate to achieve the objectives and time frame milestones? 
	Y  or  N

	4.  Does the proposal include monitoring and evaluation to determine whether objectives are being achieved (including performance measures/methods) at the project level?  
	Y  or  N

	5.  Will the proposed project significantly benefit the target species/ indicator populations?  
	Y  or  N

	6.  Does the proposal demonstrate that project benefits are likely to persist over the long term and will not be compromised by other activities in the basin?
	Y  or  N

	7.  Does the proposal demonstrate that all reasonable precautions have been taken, to not adversely affect habitat/populations of wildlife, native resident and anadromous fish?  
	Y  or  N

	8.  Are there explicit plans for how the information, technology etc. from this project will be disseminated or used? 
	Y  or  N

	Management Criteria

	1.  Does the proposed project address fish and wildlife related objectives, strategies, needs and actions as identified in the appropriate guidance documents*?
	Y  or  N

	2.  Does the project address an urgent requirement or threat to population maintenance and/or habitat protection (i.e., threatened, endangered or sensitive species)? 
	Y  or  N

	3.  Does the project promote/maintain sustainable and /or ecosystem processes or maintain desirable community diversity? 
	Y  or  N

	4.  Is there cost share for the construction/implementation and/or monitoring and evaluation of the project?
	Y  or  N

	5.  Will the project complement management actions on private, public and tribal lands and does the project have demonstrable support from affected agencies, tribes and public? 
	Y  or  N

	6.  Will the project provide data critical for in season, annual and/or longer term management decisions?
	Y  or  N

	7.  Will this project provide or protect riparian or other habitat that may benefit both fish and wildlife? 
	Y  or  N


* For the FY 2007-2009 review, “appropriate guidance document” replaces references to subbasin summaries and program summaries.
“Prioritization Categories”
Table 2.  The CBFWA prioritization categories (2001-2003 Rolling Province Review)
· Core Program - These projects are integral to the infrastructure and/or information needs of the F&W Program in the Columbia River Basin for planning and management.  

· High Priority - These projects or tasks within a project are high priority within the Program.  The project addresses a specific need within an appropriate guidance document.* 
· Recommended Actions - These are good projects that cannot demonstrate a significant loss by not being funded this year.  These projects should be funded, but under a limited budget, they could be delayed temporarily without significant loss.

· Do not fund - These projects are either technically inadequate or do not address a need within an appropriate guidance document. * These projects may be inappropriate for BPA funding.
* For the FY 2007-2009 review, “appropriate guidance document” replaces references to subbasin summaries and program summaries.
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