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Mr. Mark Walker
Northwest Power and Conservation Council

851 S.W. Sixth Avenue, Suite 1100

Portland, OR 97204 

Dear Mr. Walker:

The Members of the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority (CBFWA) would like to provide a response to the Northwest Power and Conservation Council’s (Council) August 22, 2006 request for comment on developing biological objectives for the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (Program).  The CBFWA members believe that it is appropriate to amend the Program at this time to put the Subbasin Plans into a regional context within the overall Program and to establish a long term monitoring and reporting mechanism for evaluating successful implementation of the Program.  The process that the Council employs to establish Program objectives is as important as the resulting objectives.

In developing amendments to the Program, Section 4(h) of the Northwest Power Act (Act) guides the Council to first, request from the region’s federal, state and tribal fish and wildlife agencies such recommendations.  In this process, the members of CBFWA would like to engage the Council in developing an adaptive management framework that not only sets the biological objectives for the Program, at the appropriate geographic scale, but also establishes a data management and reporting framework that supports the concept of adaptive management - improved learning through implementation of actions.  The members of CBFWA believe that establishing biological objectives without an accompanying adaptive management framework will not be useful in the long term.   

Biological objectives have been established at the regional scale in the 2000 Program and the 2003 Mainstem Amendment.  These Program level objectives were established through thorough public involvement processes and supported by significant analysis and evaluation.  
For example, the goals set in the 1987 Fish and Wildlife Program are as appropriate today as they were in 1987:
The Council has conducted an extensive analysis to estimate the scope of losses of salmon and steelhead related to hydropower development and operations.  It concluded that from 5 million to 11 million fish have been lost due to the effects of hydropower.  As a result, the program’s goal of doubling the current run size of 2.5 million salmon and steelhead is well within the scope of the hydropower-
related losses.  Doubling means increasing the current run size of about 2.5 million adult fish to a run size of about 5 million adult fish, as a result of 
implementation of this program (run size is estimated by adding the number of adults returning to the mouth of the Columbia River plus the number of adults caught in the ocean).


Biological objectives were also developed for the Program during the subbasin planning process that are useful at the subbasin scale, but were not developed in a consistent format across the basin to be useful for regional implementation decisions (i.e., funding allocations among subbasins or provinces).  Population scale information has been developed by the NOAA technical recovery teams (TRT) for listed salmon and steelhead and this information is consistent and aligns well with the subbasin scale in most instances (it should be noted that in the Interior TRT the major populations groups are equivalent to subbasins while in the lower Columbia TRT the populations generally align with subbasins).  For resident fish, sub-population scale objectives may be necessary in isolated instances.  Subbasin level objectives should be established in a consistent manner for every subbasin during this proposed amendment process.  For fish species, the population scale would suffice as the building block to establish subbasin level objectives.
The CBFWA members do not believe that development of biological objectives for anadromous fish should rely on the hatchery reform planning process.  While it is the intent of the appropriate CBFWA members to engage that process, if the Council were to initiate an amendment process to develop biological objectives, the region’s fish and wildlife managers are prepared to address this need immediately.  In many subbasins, the biological objectives already exist in a format that is consistent with a regional approach.  Where they do not exist, CBFWA will facilitate meetings with local interest groups to identify and agree upon objectives that fit into a regional framework.  It is also important that the biological objectives be expressed in a format that is consistent with ESA Biological Opinion metrics, although Program objectives by necessity will be considerably more optimistic than a recovery standard.
For wildlife objectives, the CBFWA members support continued reliance on the wildlife loss ledger for construction losses.  The CBFWA members would like to begin a process for defining the operational losses for the FCRPS and to set objectives for mitigating the ongoing impacts of the operation of the hydro system.   The CBFWA members support initiating an effort to define operational losses for the purpose of setting biological objectives within the context of a Program amendment.       
It is important to note that harvest has always been included in the Program as a key objective for implementation.  The CBFWA members insist that any goals and biological objectives established for the Program include harvest levels that are adequate to support tribal and non-tribal harvest, including consumptive resident fish management.

The CBFWA members do not believe that Province level objectives have a biological basis; therefore, those objectives need to be expressed in terms that are appropriate for 
the decisions that will be made at that geographic scale.  In the case of the Program, the Council will use province level objectives to inform funding allocations between the provinces.  Objectives at this scale should relate to the cumulative health of the multiple populations.  For example, the number of viable populations or threatened populations could be an indicator of where to emphasize investment over a planning time frame.    
It is vital when setting biological objectives for the Program at multiple geographic scales that the Council works with CBFWA members to establish a transparent, long-term, reporting method for measuring the Program’s success against those objectives.  The Status of Resource Project has begun reporting in this vane and it is our understanding that as we set biological objectives through an amendment process, the Status of the Resource Project will adapt in format and content to support reporting against those objectives.  
If you have questions regarding these comments, please contact Brian Lipscomb at (503) 229-0191.

Sincerely,
Ron Trahan, Chair

Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority
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