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Mr. Mark Walker  
Director of Public Affairs

Northwest Power and Conservation Council

851 SW Sixth Avenue, Suite 1100

Portland OR 97204-1348

Dear Mr. Walker:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Northwest Power and Conservation Council’s (Council) draft set of high level indicators released for public comment at the June 2008 Council meeting in Spokane, WA. The fish and wildlife agencies and tribes commend the Council for taking this initial step to identify what it perceives to be high level indicators that can assist in measuring the success of the Fish and Wildlife Program (Program).  For the past three years, we have collaborated with the Council and the Bonneville Power Administration (Bonneville) to develop the first and second editions of the Status of Fish and Wildlife Resources in the Columbia River Basin Report (SOTR), a mid-level summary of indicators measuring the success of the program. We are now embarking on the third edition of the SOTR and are committed to summarizing and displaying information pertinent to those indicators that the region believes are essential and are of use to the Council as you develop your reports to the Governors, Congress, and other interested parties. 
Not only are high level reports useful in summarizing Program accomplishments at a broad scale, they also provide accountability to the region, and establish an overarching direction for research, monitoring and evaluation. When combined with the summaries of information at the mid-and-base-layer, they become the essential element for adaptive management to succeed through the implementation of the Program.  In addition to the biological and implementation indicators, economic indicators of Program costs and benefits should be included.
From these perspectives the CBFWA has provided, for your consideration in Attachment 1, a detailed analysis of each of your proposed indicators. In each analysis we have assessed the following: 

1. Is this indicator appropriate to summarize at the highest level?

2. Does this indicator relate to goals within the Program or goals that could be incorporated into the Program and therefore measure success?

3. Is it being considered in the right context? 

4. Is it organized in the right category? and;
5. What are the appropriate reporting units?
Figure 1 is a Monitoring and Reporting Pyramid. High level indicators and reports are generated and context provided from information gathered and reported at the subbasin scale (population) and province scale (MPG, ESU, DPS).  Much of the information needed for high level reports is funded, collected, and reported at multiple scales to meet the management needs of the fish and wildlife managers external to the Program. There are also multiple high level reports, such as but not limited to, NOAA’s Endangered Species Act reports and the Washington State of the Salmon in Watersheds report.  Therefore, the monitoring and reporting needs of all three levels of the pyramid must be considered concurrently to integrate multiple reporting needs. 
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Development of the high level indicators will need to be an iterative process. The federal, state and tribal fish and wildlife managers, look forward to working with the Council and other resource managers, to ensure the reporting units are clearly defined so that: (1) the Council’s reporting units and those of other high level reports are consistent; (2) existing monitoring can support the selected high level indicators to the extent possible; (3) existing programs can be modified or expanded to cost effectively meet multiple resource management needs; and (4) where necessary new monitoring programs can be initiated within a broad monitoring framework. It is imperative that a data management framework be in place to support the monitoring and reporting needs. 

The Status of the Resource Report (SOTR) and website is the logical vehicle to report monitoring results at the appropriate scales so the information is readily available to the Council and region to meet multiple reporting requirements. An executive summary of the SOTR should provide the Council with most of the information needed for their basin-wide reporting needs. The CBFWA amendment recommendations, including the biological objectives, data management, monitoring, and wildlife recommendations for a crediting forum, will greatly facilitate the Council’s desire to report on the progress of the Program. The CBFWA Members are committed to working with the Council to further develop the high level indicators to support the amended Program, including the yet to be developed Management Indicators. If you have any questions or desire further information please do not hesitate to contact Brian Lipscomb or Ken MacDonald at the CBFWA office.  
Sincerely,

Larry Peterman, Chairman

Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority
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