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January 24, 2005
	TO:


	Members Management Group (MMG)

	FROM:


	Tom Giese, CBFWA

 

	SUBJECT:
	Draft Meeting Notes from the January 18, 2005 Special MMG Teleconference


The Members’ Management Group (MMG) of the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority (CBFWA) held a special conference call on Tuesday, January 18, 2005, from 9:00 until 10:30 a.m.  The purpose of the call was to brief members on the process for developing fish and wildlife costs for the BPA rate case and discuss a process to approve release of draft costs so the MMG Rate Case Work Group and CBFWA staff can consult with others in the region and seek comments to improve data and assumptions.  

The work group’s schedule calls for CBFWA action on fish and wildlife costs in early-to-mid February so we can provide the costs to BPA prior to its decisions for the rate case.  The group also discussed the release wildlife materials from the Wildlife Committee to be sent to Greg Delwiche (BPA) in preparation for his discussion with the MMG on February 1, 2005.  The following people participated by phone: M. Berger, CCT; C. Colter, SBT; T. Giese, CBFWA staff; K. Kutchins, SBT; T. Luther, CTWSIRO; L. Macy, CTWSIRO; R. Peters, CdAT; C. Scheeler, CTUIR; L. Schwabe, BPT; E. Sheets, YN; D. Statler, NPT; R. Stone, WDFW; M. Verner, UCUT; and, F. Young, CBFWA staff.

Tom Giese (CBFWA staff) opened the meeting by reading the objection received from the Kootenai Tribe of Idaho (copy attached).  He noted that the members of the Upper Columbia United Tribes also have a general objection to CBFWA decisions that is in effect.

Ed Sheets (consultant to the Yakama Nation) provided some context for the meeting, noting that BPA has set its process and schedule for setting its rates for FY 2007 through FY 2009.  BPA will hold a workshop on April 5, 2005 to receive comments on its fish and wildlife costs during the rate period and BPA senior staff will make preliminary decisions in mid-to-late February.  Past experience has shown that for maximum effectiveness, these costs need to be provided prior to BPA decision-making. To that end the MMG and its Rate Case Work Group anticipated developing preliminary cost estimates which staff and Members would take to other interested parties, such as the Northwest Power and Conservation Council (NPCC) MOA work group, BPA staff, and utilities, seeking comment on their assumptions and data.  The MMG Rate Case Work Group would revise the preliminary estimates and bring them to the full MMG at its February 1, 2005 meeting.

Tom Giese presented an overview of how he estimated both the cost of implementing draft subbasin plans and the cost of treating all of the habitat in the Columbia River Basin.  

Ron Peters (Cd’AT) wanted to ensure that the costs were realistic and represented the level of effort that could be implemented during the next ten years.  He urged that the focus be on the estimate for implementing the draft subbasin plans.  Tom Giese will specifically seek comments on this issue.  

Tom and Ed explained that the only purpose of the estimate of the total habitat cost is to provide a perspective on the draft subbasin plans: that, if implemented, the draft subbasin plans would provide only about 20 percent of the total level of effort needed across Columbia River Basin.  Ron pointed out that there is some disparity among the subbasin plan cost estimates.  He noted that in the Intermountain Province the planners only estimated the costs of those activities that they felt were the responsibility of the Bonneville Power Administration (for example, the planners excluded the costs of actions on Forest Service lands) and their estimates included wildlife costs. Ed Sheets said that in some subbasins, planners have relied on off-site mitigation (habitat and production) to address the effects of the dams; in some cases all of the work envisioned may not rebuild populations to the level determined by the NPCC to be the hydropower responsibility.  In such cases, BPA might fund all of the work.  It is not clear if the other subbasin cost estimates are comparable regarding assumptions about the allocation of funding.  Tom will seek comments on this issue.

Dick Stone (WDFW) presented the basis for the costs to implement needed wildlife work, including about $10.4 million annually to maintain current wildlife investments and $23.1 million annually to continue the wildlife protection program focused in the three currently under-served parts of the basin (Willamette, South Idaho, and the Intermountain Province).

Frank Young expressed concern that the Wildlife Funding Needs document will not be available to BPA staff in time to assist them in preparing for Greg Delwiche’s presentation at the February 1, 2005 MMG meeting.  

Ed Sheets presented the draft Rate Case Work Group recommendation.  The work group draft suggests that for the next ten years the region should focus its efforts (and funding) on implementing the subbasin plans.  Using estimates developed by Tom, this will take an investment of about $350 million annually.  Recognizing that building the institutional capacity will take time, the work group suggests that the region ramp up spending for fish and wildlife, starting before the next rate period with BPA spending in FY 2006 of $200 million.  During the new rate period, BPA spending should continue its increase with $250 million in FY 2007, $300 million in FY 2008, and $350 million in FY 2009.  Concurrently, the region should develop a detailed plan for correcting habitat problems beyond the efforts suggested in the draft subbasin plans.  A more aggressive effort is warranted because, at BPA's current level of spending, it will take more than 100 years to implement the subbasin plans.

In the face of the general objection from the members of the Upper Columbia United Tribes and the specific objection from the Kootenai Tribe of Idaho, and lacking a quorum, the participants took no official CBFWA action.  They did suggest that Tom Giese do the following:

1.  Work with the staff of the Kootenai Tribe of Idaho, and with the other member tribes of UCUT, to identify and resolve their concerns;

2.  Continue developing a cost estimate to implement the draft subbasin plans, incorporating additional subbasin estimates;

3.  Contact those planners that have submitted subbasin cost estimates requesting clarification on several points:
a.  Do your estimates include the costs to implement anadromous fish, resident fish and wildlife aspects of the subbasin plans?
b.  If your cost estimate includes full implementation of the subbasin plan, can all of this work be realistically completed within 10 years?  Please indicate how much work of the subbasin plan work can be done in 10 years if adequate funding was available.

c.  Have you made any assumptions about strategies or actions that may not be a BPA responsibility?
4.  Encourage planners to continue to submit cost estimates for subbasins for which an estimate has not been submitted; and, 

5.  Encourage all members to review the fish and wildlife costs and provide comments.

The MMG Rate Case Work Group will hold a conference call on Monday January 24, 2005 at 11:30 am PST to review comments, revise the documents, and determine the next steps.
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