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Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority

Amendments to the Northwest Power and Conservation Council

2008 Program Amendment Recommendations

Further Clarification:  Level of Specificity to Include in the Program

The fish and wildlife agencies’ and Tribes’ submitted an adaptive management framework for inclusion in the next iteration of the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program.  Additionally, individual agencies and tribes submitted project specific and program specific amendment recommendations to be included as measures within the overall framework.  

During the Council’s public comment period, several commenters provided recommendations contrary to the agencies and tribes recommendations:

Bonneville Power Administration:  BPA bases their objection to specific measures based on their perception that the fish and wildlife managers are submitting detailed measures for two reasons:  1) to create a legally enforceable means of ensuring BPA will fund specific entities for particular tasks, and 2) to shield entities from independent science review (which BPA acknowledges would not result by including specific measures in the Program).  
These were not the reasons that the agencies and tribes submitted specific measures.  The agencies and tribes intent was to provide priority measures for BPA funding within the subbasins of their jurisdiction consistent with their current and future management plans.
Public Power Council:  PPC rejects inclusion of specific measures based on the assumption that prescriptive measures would limit the Council’s decision-making.  If Council included measures that identify specific projects or entities to be funded, the Council’s ability to ensure required scientific review of projects and cost effectiveness would be compromised.  

The agencies and tribes do not believe that inclusion of specific measures limits the Council’s decision making nor would prevent science and cost effectiveness review of projects.

Northwest River Partners:  The program should not include specific measures or actions better left to the project solicitation process. It should focus on desired end goals and biological objectives and functions, not specific entities or actions.
The agencies and tribes believe that the Program should include levels of specificity that support a transparent project selection process, in this case measures would be used as project selection criteria for BPA funded projects.  The measures could also provide the linkage from the projects to the biological objectives by providing the linkage to limiting factors and strategies, key elements of an adaptive management strategy.  
Other commenters submitted similar comments on providing less specificity in the Program. 
CBFWA Response:  

· 
· Measures could be expressed in a way to provide specific enough information to support targeted solicitations for a project solicitation process, without identifying project titles or sponsors (See Figure 1.4 of recommendations below).

· The specific measures should be prioritized within each subbasin by the Council in the form of an implementation plan to help identify BPA funding priorities during the next implementation period.

· The measures in the Program could be used as project selection criteria within each subbasin during the project selection process, at which point project sponsors and funding levels would be identified (in many cases these are already defined by MOAs and other agreements with BPA).  

· The range of specificity of measures should be consistent with the recent MOAs between BPA and the tribes, where the level of specificity for actions varied depending on the type of action and amount of planning completed for each action. The range of specificity should also be consistent with that defined in recovery plans.
· In order to implement the adaptive management framework proposed by the agencies and tribes, strategies and measures are required to link limiting factors and threats with a quantification of expected outcomes toward the filling the identified biological gaps (see Figure 1.4 below).

· Including more specific measures with linkages to defined objectives, the strategies to achieve the objectives, and the associated tasks undertaken to implement the strategies will better inform ISRP review of the technical merits and approaches for proposed projects. 

· We agree with the utility customers that the Program should describe the outcomes that need to be achieved and provide the Council and BPA with the flexibility to implement the most cost-effective solicitation and project award process.  The agencies and tribes believe their recommendations achieve this. 
· We agree with the River Partners proposal that the Program should include a clear expression of desired biological goals and project selection criteria so the Council can call for specific proposals from multiple entities to achieve a desired biological outcome.  The agencies and tribes recommendations support a targeted solicitation for priority work.
· It is the agencies and tribes’ intent that the Council would draft measures for each subbasin, based on the CBFWA recommendations, and send the subbasin summaries (implementation plans or subbasin management plans) to local planning groups for review during the public comment period. 
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Figure 1.4. Adaptive management architecture to support decision making in the Columbia River Fish and Wildlife Program, arrows indicate quantifiable linkages.
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