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	DATE: 
	July 7, 2006

	TO:


	MAG

	FROM:


	CBFWA staff 

	SUBJECT:
	General comments to be included in a response to the ISRP FY 20070-2009 Preliminary Review of Proposals, Programmatic Comments


The Project Selection Process

The ISRP recommended providing an opportunity for project sponsors and the ISRP to interact through site visits and presentations.  Many of the issues (e.g., inconsistency among reviews, erroneous assumptions and speculation, misunderstanding of the existing coordination among managers and projects, and lack of knowledge about the qualifications and capabilities of project sponsors to perform proposed work) can be attributed to an ISRP that lacks a comprehensive understanding of the Columbia River Basin and the Fish and Wildlife Program. 

The ISRP recommends topical and targeted reviews for programs or subject areas to insure consistency in application across the Basin.  The current Program is not structured in a way to provide the topical reviews in a systematic way; however, CBFWA has facilitated many of these types of reviews in the past and could facilitate topical and targeted reviews in addition to a rolling province review process which could include ISRP participation.  

The ISRP comments carried much greater weight with these low funding levels to a point in which a non-fundable recommendation was the first round of culling projects, even if the ISRP misunderstood important aspects of the proposal.  

There was a noticeable inconsistency in the ISRP comments between subbasins on the same project types.  They seemed to favor certain themes i.e., hatchery-wild fish interaction studies. In a couple of proposals the ISRP really liked the ideas and cut the sponsors a lot of slack because they did not present solid analytical methodologies. They said "we encourage sponsors to develop methods, models and analysis".

Proposed Action: Reiterate to the NPCC that site visits, presentations, and feedback loop must be a component of the next solicitation and that the CBFWA should be the entity tasked with, organizing and facilitating the meetings (Use ISRP comments to support this position).  CBFWA could also facilitate topical reviews (e.g. Lamprey Technical Work Group, White Sturgeon Workshop, etc.) to address specific basinwide concerns.

The ISRP’s interpretations and recommendations

The Act directs the ISRP to review projects to determine whether they: (1) are based on sound science, (2) benefit fish and wildlife, (3) have clearly defined objectives and outcomes, and (4) have provisions for monitoring for monitoring and evaluation of results.

The following is an excerpt from Section 4.3 – “By definition mitigation is the moderation of a quality ……Our conclusion on the projects in question…is an inadequate mitigation strategy to compensate for the Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) effects on sockeye salmon survival.” Although this statement was in the context of the Redfish Lake sockeye salmon discussion, the mitigation question was also applied to a resident fish project (Project Number 199101903, Hungry Horse Mitigation Program).

The ISRP’s is not tasked, through the Act, to determining if a project is a qualified mitigation strategy. These are policy-oriented issues and decisions that should be reserved for the fish and wildlife managers, NPCC, and BPA.  This ISRP assignment is to determine consistency with the Program.   

Generally, the ISRP does a very good job in reviewing the technical soundness of proposals; however, they generally do not understand many of the policy implications involved in funding proposals.  They should change the language they use for their review process to terms referencing technical soundness rather than fund/don’t fund.  The ISRP provides a technical review and the written results/recommendations should be based on around the technical merits of the projects (i.e., they should be assigning labels that are more consistent with their charge such as technically sound, technically acceptable, not technically acceptable, etc.). 

In general the ISRP’s reviews of RM&E projects included numerous comments and criticisms that showed a clear understandable lack of programmatic context on their part.  The reviewers called into question numerous field activities and evaluation efforts that were prescribed within Hatchery Master Plans, Biological Opinions, US vs. Oregon, and the Lower Snake Comp Plan, and that are central to the evaluation of these efforts at various hierarchies.  In addition the reviews, which were intentionally “technical” in nature, do not consider the numerous MOUs, MOAs, and Cooperative Agreements that dictate RM&E roles and responsibilities for the Columbia Basin agencies, authorities, and funding entities.

These plans and agreements are in place to ensure that long-term evaluation programs withstand short-term political, fiscal, or administrative dynamics.  They do not preclude or exclude technical review, improved coordination, and progressive collaboration in the adaptive management process.  However, they do create a context for a programmatic approach to evaluation which was mostly absent from the ISRP’s review.

The fish and wildlife managers have working understanding of the commitments and policies in place within each of the subbasins and at the basinwide scale.  There should have an explicit management review process by the fish and wildlife managers to determine the management priority of proposals.

Proposed Action: Express to the NPCC the CBFWA’s concern that the ISRP is making interpretation and presenting recommendations beyond the limitations that have been established by the Act.  Call for an explicit fish and wildlife manager review of proposals for management priority.

Databases and Data Reporting

The ISRP calls for a clearer linkage between biological reporting and project reporting in PISCES.  BPAs software is still developing and will eventually make this link.  The CBFWA website currently houses the most accessible project information and is developing a biological reporting web page that will link projects with biological information.

Proposed Action: Reiterate, to the NPCC, the role of the CBFWA and its Status of the Resources Project in the Datbase and Data Reporting arena.

ISRP was correct mentioning the need for projects to produce and present results, especially for long term on-going projects. Although they were right to question continued funding ongoing programs that have produced limited results their comments had the ultimate authority in some cases.  

The ISRP comments throughout their report on lack of project-specific monitoring and evaluation are inconsistent with direction from the Council and BPA .

Funding Level
The current funding levels have demonstrated to be quite inadequate to take implementing subbasin plans seriously as well as meet the obligations under the Northwest Power Act.  The reality of this is partial funding of their mitigation programs and not providing a serious commitment to the Power Act has provided a fish and wildlife program that will achieve very little over the next 3 years.  Due the limited funding, an non-favorable ISRP review was used as an initial screen for culling projects, even when those reviews were based on faulty assumptions or misconceptions.
H:\WORK\MAG\2006_0707\ISRPprogrammaticComments070606DRAFT.doc
DRAFT





851 SW Sixth Avenue, Suite 260		


Portland, Oregon 97204-1339		COORDINATING AND PROMOTING EFFECTIVE 


503/229-0191  Fax 503/229-0443	PROTECTION  AND RESTORATION OF FISH, WILDLIFE	


www.cbfwa.org	AND THEIR HABITAT IN THE COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN

















