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UPPER COLUMBIA UNITED TRIBES

910 N. Washington,  Suite 107

Spokane, Washington 99201
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(509) 838-1057

Colville    *    Coeur d’Alene    *    Kalispel    *    Kootenai    *    Spokane

November 22, 2004

Judi Danielson, Chair

Northwest Power and Conservation Council

851 S.W. Sixth Avenue, Suite 1100

Portland, Oregon   97204-1348

RE:     Additional Comments on Subbasin Plan Amendments to the


Fish and Wildlife Program 

Dear Ms. Danielson:


This letter is submitted as comments from the UCUT member Tribes, to provide additional recommendations concerning the adoption of subbasin plans and to address questions raised to the region via the Northwest Power and Conservation Council’s (NPCC) letter dated October 22, 2004.  We are making specific UCUT recommendations in this letter, as well as endorsing some of the recommendations of the Intermountain Province Oversight Committee.   


We take this opportunity to commend the NPCC on its ambitious task to develop subbasin plans within the Columbia River Basin.  We are also pleased that our subbasin plans were recommended for adoption in this first round of amendment decisions.  Although generally satisfied with outcomes regarding subbasin planning, we are concerned that an immediate solicitation track without an open and precise implementation strategy may ultimately jeopardize the planning efforts. We recommend that the time remaining in this rate period be used to develop the implementation process and provide the region with a fish and wildlife mitigation plan that is well supported and funded at a level consistent with the subbasin plans and Program 
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With regard to the level of specificity within subbasin plans, we strongly recommend that the NPCC consider and adopt measures as submitted by the UCUT.  These measures - and the accompanying ten-year budget implementation table - describe appropriate levels of effort and specificity to implement subbasin plans for the InterMountain Province and Kootenai and Okanogan subbasins.  UCUT members' support for the InterMountain Province plan is contingent upon adoption of accompanying measures.  


The adoption of subbasin plans and measures should conclude this amendment process.  We recommend the Council not continue to amend or delay the 2000 Program to increase the level of specificity in all subbasins.  Rather, supplementation of other plans can be accomplished through alternate processes administered by the NPCC.  


An implementation strategy for the Columbia River Basin should begin with a strict and thorough Program expenditure review.  Once this step is completed, the NPCC should participate with BPA and the fish and wildlife agencies and Tribes in an open and transparent process to develop a geographic or provincial allocation method that equitably distributes funding within the entire basin. This allocation should then be incorporated into the MOA II and subsequent rate case proceedings to provide each subbasin/province enough resources to implement actions at a reasonable pace to meet FCRPS mitigation obligations.

UCUT recommends a geographic allocation method that ties Program implementation to FCRPS impacts and obligations and incorporates the following principles:

a) Regional 70-15-15 Split – This standard needs to be maintained and used as a benchmark for how well the region is implementing the diverse FCRPS mitigation responsibilities. 

b) Best science - have projects continually received appropriate scientific review and approval?

c) Historical success - have past project goals been met and with economic efficiency?

d) Long-term benefits - do projects provide long-term benefits to fish and wildlife?

e) Mitigation obligation – do projects move toward fulfilling BPA's mitigation obligation?
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f) Equitable apportionment of mitigation efforts - do projects focus effort in historically under-mitigated areas?

g) Proportionality - has BPA provided mitigation benefits to fish and wildlife in proportion to the relative impacts and benefits (power, irrigation, flood control) derived from operation of each facility in the hydropower system?

h) Mitigation for lost anadromous fisheries - do projects mitigate for anadromous fish lost to blockage by federal hydropower facilities?


With regard to the “roll up” question, we are confident that the InterMountain Province, Kootenai and Okanogan subbasin plans are adequately “rolled up” and tied to provincial and basin wide goals and objectives.  Consideration must be given to the question of prioritization of actions called for in plans, both within the subbasins and among the subbasins.  We feel strongly that the NPCC must adhere to the Power Act and 2000 Program priorities in order to effectively implement subbasin plans.  

With regard to project review and implementation, adherence to the 2000 Program and the Power Act is essential. A key question is: “what parts of the subbasin plans do we implement as part of the Program?”  We implore the NPCC to consider funding only those actions that are currently supported by the Act and it provisions.  We are not interested in a process that allows BPA to fund “in-lieu” actions within the Basin.  

With regard to ESA recovery, we agree with and are encouraged by the NPCC's acknowledgement that it has no statutory obligation to amend subbasin plans as ESA recovery plans.  We also agree that parts of some subbasin plans do require actions that are directly related to FCRPS impacts and obligations.  We encourage the NPCC to provide a mechanism that highlights these areas and focuses program implementation (mitigation or ESA recovery) on actions that mitigate FCRPS impacts and obligations.


Finally, regarding subbasin plan updates, we agree that subbasin plans must be routinely updated to reflect new knowledge and new understandings.  We recommend that regularly scheduled amendment cycles to the program be used to consider amendments for updating assessments and management plans in a logical manner.  We encourage the NPCC to develop standards and processes for future amendment processes between now and the next scheduled amendment cycle.
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We look forward to working with NPCC members and staff, the Independent Scientific Review Panel, and the Bonneville Power Administration to ensure project solicitations meet the intent and objectives of the subbasin plans.  Please do not hesitate to contact UCUT Central Office or member Tribes to further discuss issues related to our comments.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Warren Seyler

UCUT Chairman 

cc.:
NPCC Members


Doug Marker, NPCC


Greg Delwiche & Bill Maslen, BPA


Rod Sando, CBFWA


UCUT Member Tribes- Policy & Managers
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