[image: image1.emf]Input

Output

Adaptive 

Management 

Framework

Plan

Implement

Eva

l

uate

Input

Output

Adaptive 

Management 

Framework

Plan

Implement

Eva

l

uate

Adaptive 

Management 

Framework

Plan

Implement

Eva

l

uate



March 18, 2008 CBFWA Draft

Not for Distribution.

Volumes II-III


Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority

Supporting Documentation for 

Recommendations for Amendments to the

Northwest Power and Conservation Council

2000 Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
Draft 
Volume II-III
march 18, 2008 mag meeting
[image: image48.png]Executive
Governence

Regional Level

]

Regional Coordination §$
Provincial Level

Project Level §§

\

Project Level





March 14, 2008

Table of Contents
7Volume 2:  Supporting Documentation


7Section 1.0.  Amendments to the Introduction of the Program


7Amendment 1.1.  Include the Statutory Basis for the Federal and the region’s State fish and wildlife agencies and appropriate Indian Tribes participation in the Program


7Planning


9Implementation


10Evaluation


10Amendment 1.2.  Maintain the Geographic Program Structure and Include Anadromous Fish, Resident Fish, and Wildlife Sections at Each Level


11Amendment 1.3.  Combine the Elements of the Existing Program into One Document


11Amendment 1.4.  Include an Adaptive Management Architecture as the Framework of the Program


13Amendment 1.5.  Integrate Program with Endangered Species Act


15Amendment 1.6.  Integrate Program with Clean Water Act


15Amendment 1.7.  Clearly Establish the Intent of the Program’s Scope Consistent with the Northwest Power Act


17Amendment 1.8.  Consistent with the Northwest Power Act, Clearly Define Bonneville’s Obligations in the Program


18Section 2.0.  Recommended Amendment to the Basinwide Provisions


18Amendment 2.0.1  Add Language to the Objectives for Biological Performance


18Amendment 2.0.2  Reorganize the Strategies Section of the Program


19Amendment 2.0.3  Add Coordination Measures as a Strategy in the Overarching Section


30Amendment 2.0.4  Add Language Discussing the Impacts of Climate Change and Human Population Growth in the Overarching Strategies and Measures Section


30Amendment 2.0.5  Add Language Supporting Water Quality Measures in the Overarching Strategies and Measures Section


30Amendment 2.0.6  Add Language Supporting the Development of an Aquatic Nuisance Species Plan in the Overarching Strategies and Measures Section


30Amendment 2.0.7 Fully Integrate the Columbia Basin Water Transactions Program into the Program


31Amendment 2.0.8 Add Provisions to Support the Salmon Stronghold Program


33Amendment 2.0.9 Add Provisions to Prevent Sea Lion Predation


33Section 2.1.  Anadromous Fish


33Amendment 2.1.1  Current Biological Condition


33Amendment 2.1.2  Biological Objectives


33Amendment 2.1.3  Limiting Factors


33Amendment 2.1.4  Strategies and Measures


33Amendment 2.1.4.4  Evaluate the Feasibility of Restoring Salmon and Steelhead to Blocked Areas of the Columbia River


36Amendment 2.1.5  Monitoring


36Amendment 2.1.6  Reporting


36Amendment 2.1.7  Evaluation


36Amendment 2.1.8  Adjustment in Program Direction


37Section 2.2.  Resident Fish


37Amendment 2.2 Include in Appendix A: Glossary the following information for the definition of Resident Fish


37Amendment 2.2.1 Make Reference to the Current Biological Condition for Resident Fish Populations


37Amendment 2.2.2 Maintain the Current Basinwide Objectives for Biological Performance in the Program


37Amendment 2.2.3 Make Reference to the Current Limiting Factors Affecting Resident Fish Populations


37Amendment 2.2.4 Provide Priorities and Principles for Resident Fish Strategies and Measures


37Amendment 2.2.5 Include a Statement Regarding Monitoring of Resident Fish Populations


37Amendment 2.2.6 Identify Specific Reporting Requirements for the Program


37Amendment 2.2.7 Identify How Evaluation of the Resident Fish Section of the Program Will Occur


37Amendment 2.2.8 Explain How Adjustment in Program Direction Will Occur Over Time


38Section 2.3.  Wildlife


38Amendment 2.3.1 Make Reference to the Current Biological Condition for Wildlife


38Amendment 2.3.2 Adjust the Current Basinwide Objectives for Biological Performance for Wildlife


38Amendment 2.3.3 Make Reference to the Current Limiting Factors Affecting Wildlife


38Amendment 2.3.4 Provide Priorities and Principles for Wildlife Strategies and Measures


39Amendment 2.3.5 Include a Statement Regarding Monitoring of Wildlife


39Amendment 2.3.6 Identify Specific Reporting Requirements for the Program


39Amendment 2.3.7 Identify How Evaluation of the Wildlife Section of the Program Will Occur


39Amendment 2.3.8 Explain How Adjustment in Program Direction Will Occur Over Time


40Section 3.0.  Recommended Amendment to the Ecological Province, Subbasin, and Focal Species Provisions for Anadromous Fish


43Section 3.1.  Columbia River Estuary Province and Ocean


43Section 3.2.  Lower Columbia Province


43Section 3.3.  Columbia Gorge Province


46Section 3.3.1  Wind River Subbasin


47Section 3.3.3  White Salmon River Subbasin


49Section 3.3.4  Hood River Subbasin


50Section 3.3.5  Klickitat  River Subbasin


51Section 3.3.6  Fifteenmile Creek Subbasin


52Section 3.4.  Columbia Plateau Province


57Section 3.4.2  John Day River Subbasin


58Section 3.4.3  Umatilla River Subbasin


60Section 3.4.4  Walla Walla River Subbasin


61Section 3.4.5  Yakima River Subbasin


63Section 3.4.6  Tucannon River Subbasin


66Section 3.5  Columbia Cascade Province


69Section 3.5.1  Wenatchee River Subbasin


71Section 3.5.2  Entiat River Subbasin


73Section 3.5.3  Methow River Subbasin


74Section 3.5.4  Okanogan River Subbasin


77Section 3.6  Blue Mountain Province


81Section 3.6.1  Asotin Creek Subbasin


82Section 3.6.2  Grande Ronde River Subbasin


83Section 3.6.3  Imnaha River Subbasin


85Section 3.7  Mountain Snake Province


90Section 3.7.1  Clearwater River Subbasin


91Section 3.7.2  Salmon River Subbasin


94Section 4.0.  Recommended Amendment to Subbasin and Focal Species Provisions for Resident Fish


94Section 4.1 Lower Columbia Province


94Section 4.2 Columbia Gorge Province


94Section 4.3 Columbia Plateau Province


94Section 4.4 Columbia Cascade Province


94Section 4.5   Intermountain Province


94Section 4.6  Mountain Columbia Province


94Section 4.7 Blue Mountain Province


94Section 4.8 Mountain Snake Province


94Section 4.9 Middle Snake Province


94Section 4.10 Upper Snake Province


95Section 5.0.  Recommended Amendment to the Implementation Provisions


95Section 5.1.  Implementation Funding Provisions


95Amendment 5.1.1 The Program Should Define Bonneville’s In-Lieu Funding Restrictions


95Amendment 5.1.2 The Program Should Ensure that Funding Collected in Bonneville Rates for Fish and Wildlife Actions are Spent on Fish and Wildlife


95Amendment 5.1.3 The Program Should Clarify the Use of BPA Borrowing Authority


96Amendment 5.1.4 The Council Should Investigate Cost Effective Administration of Program


96Amendment 5.1.5  The Program Should Discuss the Relationship Between Project Funding and BPA Rate Case


97Amendment 5.2. The Project Solicitation Process


97Amendment 5.2.1 Coordination with Recovery Plans


98Volume 3:  Reference Material


98Section 1.0.  Amendments to the Introduction of the Program


98Amendment 1.1.  Include the Statutory Basis for the Federal and the region’s State fish and wildlife agencies and appropriate Indian Tribes participation in the Program


98Amendment 1.2.  Maintain the Geographic Program Structure and Include Anadromous Fish, Resident Fish, and Wildlife Sections at Each Level


98Amendment 1.3.  Combine the Elements of the Existing Program into One Document


98Amendment 1.4.  Include an Adaptive Management Architecture as the Framework of the Program


98Amendment 1.5.  Integrate Program with Endangered Species Act


98Amendment 1.6.  Integrate Program with Clean Water Act


99Amendment 1.7.  Clearly Establish the Intent of the Program’s Scope Consistent with the Northwest Power Act


99Amendment 1.8.  Consistent with the Northwest Power Act, Clearly Define Bonneville’s Obligations in the Program


100Section 2.0.  Recommended Amendment to the Basinwide Provisions


100Amendment 2.0.1  Add Language to the Objectives for Biological Performance


100Amendment 2.0.2  Reorganize the Strategies Section of the Program


100Amendment 2.0.3  Add Coordination Measures as a Strategy in the Overarching Section


100Amendment 2.0.4  Add Language Discussing the Impacts of Climate Change and Human Population Growth in the Overarching Strategies and Measures Section


100Amendment 2.0.5  Add Language Supporting Water Quality Measures in the Overarching Strategies and Measures Section


100Amendment 2.0.6  Add Language Supporting the Development of an Aquatic Nuisance Species Plan in the Overarching Strategies and Measures Section


101Amendment 2.0.7 Fully Integrate the Columbia Basin Water Transactions Program into the Program


101Amendment 2.0.8 Add Provisions to Support the Salmon Stronghold Program


101Amendment 2.0.9 Add Provisions to Prevent Sea Lion Predation


102Section 2.1.  Anadromous Fish


102Amendment 2.1.1  Current Biological Condition


102Amendment 2.1.2  Biological Objectives


102Amendment 2.1.3  Limiting Factors


102Amendment 2.1.4  Strategies and Measures


102Amendment 2.1.4.4  Evaluate the Feasibility of Restoring Salmon and Steelhead to Blocked Areas of the Columbia River


102Amendment 2.1.5  Monitoring


102Amendment 2.1.5.5 Level 2 PIT Tag Needs


102Amendment 2.1.5.6 Fish Passage Center


102Amendment 2.1.5.7 Comparative Survival Study


102Amendment 2.1.5.8 Smolt Monitoring Program


103Amendment 2.1.5.9 Continue funding the Columbia River PIT Tag Information System


103Amendment 2.1.5.10 Regional Mark Processing Center (RMPC) (Evaluation Context)


103Amendment 2.1.5.11 Anadromous Fish Evaluation Program (AFEP) (Level 3a)


103Amendment 2.1.5.12 Harvest Specific Monitoring Measures (Level 3b)


103Amendment 2.1.5.13 Hatchery Specific Monitoring Measures (level 3b)


103Amendment 2.1.5.14 Habitat Specific Monitoring Measures (Level 3b)


103Amendment 2.1.5.15 Critical Uncertainties


103Amendment 2.1.6  Reporting


103Amendment 2.1.7  Evaluation


103Amendment 2.1.8  Adjustment in Program Direction


104Section 2.2.  Resident Fish


104Amendment 2.2 Include in Appendix A: Glossary the following information for the definition of Resident Fish


104Amendment 2.2.1 Make Reference to the Current Biological Condition for Resident Fish Populations


104Amendment 2.2.2 Maintain the Current Basinwide Objectives for Biological Performance in the Program


104Amendment 2.2.3 Make Reference to the Current Limiting Factors Affecting Resident Fish Populations


104Amendment 2.2.4 Provide Priorities and Principles for Resident Fish Strategies and Measures


104Amendment 2.2.5 Include a Statement Regarding Monitoring of Resident Fish Populations


104Amendment 2.2.6 Identify Specific Reporting Requirements for the Program


104Amendment 2.2.7 Identify How Evaluation of the Resident Fish Section of the Program Will Occur


104Amendment 2.2.8 Explain How Adjustment in Program Direction Will Occur Over Time


105Section 2.3.  Wildlife


105Amendment 2.3.1 Make Reference to the Current Biological Condition for Wildlife


105Amendment 2.3.2 Adjust the Current Basinwide Objectives for Biological Performance for Wildlife


105Amendment 2.3.3 Make Reference to the Current Limiting Factors Affecting Wildlife


105Amendment 2.3.4 Provide Priorities and Principles for Wildlife Strategies and Measures


106Amendment 2.3.5 Include a Statement Regarding Monitoring of Wildlife


106Amendment 2.3.6 Identify Specific Reporting Requirements for the Program


106Amendment 2.3.7 Identify How Evaluation of the Wildlife Section of the Program Will Occur


106Amendment 2.3.8 Explain How Adjustment in Program Direction Will Occur Over Time


107Section 3.0.  Recommended Amendment to the Ecological Province, Subbasin, and Focal Species Provisions for Anadromous Fish


1073.1  Columbia River Estuary Province and Ocean


1073.2  Lower Columbia Province


1073.3  Columbia Gorge Province


1073.4  Columbia Plateau Province


1073.5  Columbia Cascade Province


1073.6  Blue Mountain Province


1073.7  Mountain Snake Province


1073.8  Lamprey


1073.9  Eulachon (Smelt)


108Section 4.0.  Recommended Amendment to Subbasin and Focal Species Provisions for Resident Fish


108Section 4.1 Lower Columbia Province


108Section 4.2 Columbia Gorge Province


108Section 4.3 Columbia Plateau Province


108Section 4.4 Columbia Cascade Province


108Section 4.5   Intermountain Province


108Section 4.6  Mountain Columbia Province


108Section 4.7 Blue Mountain Province


108Section 4.8 Mountain Snake Province


108Section 4.9 Middle Snake Province


108Section 4.10 Upper Snake Province


109Section 5.0.  Recommended Amendment to the Implementation Provisions


109Section 5.1.  Implementation Funding Provisions


109Amendment 5.1.1 The Program Should Define Bonneville’s In-Lieu Funding Restrictions


109Amendment 5.1.2 The Program Should Ensure that Funding Collected in Bonneville Rates for Fish and Wildlife Actions are Spent on Fish and Wildlife


109Amendment 5.1.3 The Program Should Clarify the Use of BPA Borrowing Authority


109Amendment 5.1.4 The Council Should Investigate Cost Effective Administration of Program


109Amendment 5.1.5  The Program Should Discuss the Relationship Between Project Funding and BPA Rate Case


109Amendment 5.2. The Project Solicitation Process


109Amendment 5.2.1 Coordination with Recovery Plans




Volume 2:  Supporting Documentation

Section 1.0.  Amendments to the Introduction of the Program

Amendment 1.1.  Include the Statutory Basis for the Federal and the region’s State fish and wildlife agencies and appropriate Indian Tribes participation in the Program

Planning

The Northwest Power Act (NPA) entrusts the Northwest Power Planning Council (Council) with the responsibility to develop a program to protect, mitigate and enhance fish and wildlife resources affected by the development of hydroelectric facilities in the Basin.  Specifically, Section 4(h)(1) of the Northwest Power Act directs the Council to develop and adopt a program to protect, mitigate and enhance fish and wildlife, including related spawning grounds and habitat, on the Columbia River and its tributaries.  

The Council is required to develop its fish and wildlife program on the basis of recommendations from the fish and wildlife agencies, appropriate Indian tribes, the region’s water management and power producing agencies and their customers and the public generally.  The Council is required to include in its Program measures that will –

(A) complement the existing and future activities of the Federal and the region's State fish and wildlife agencies and appropriate Indian tribes;

(B) be based on, and supported by, the best available scientific knowledge;

(C) utilize, where equally effective alternative means of achieving the same sound biological objective exist, the alternative with the minimum economic cost;

(D) be consistent with the legal rights of appropriate Indian tribes in the region;  and

(E) in the case of anadromous fish‑‑

(i) provide for improved survival of such fish at hydroelectric facilities located on the Columbia River system;  and

(ii) provide flows of sufficient quality and quantity between such facilities to improve production, migration, and survival of such fish as necessary to meet sound biological objectives.

The fish and wildlife agencies and tribes recommend that the Council adhere to the statutory purpose for the Fish and Wildlife Program, which is to protect, mitigate and enhance fish and wildlife in the Columbia River and its tributaries, protecting related spawning grounds, and treating the Columbia River as a system.  The Program also should ensure that fish and wildlife receive equitable treatment with other purposes for which the regional hydroelectric system is managed.  Finally, the Program should clearly reflect and recognize the Basin's Tribal treaty obligations and trust responsibilities of the federal government.

The Northwest Power Act contemplates a participatory process in which the varied constituencies of the Pacific Northwest advise BPA on how it should exercise its discretion.  The NPA reserved for the Columbia Basin’s fish and wildlife management agencies and Indian tribes an important role in the development of the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program.  The unique experience and expertise of the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes is entitled to substantial weight.  The NPA affords a high degree of deference to the recommendations of the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes for measures to include in or to implement the Council’s Program by requiring the Council to resolve inconsistencies between program recommendations giving due weight to the recommendations, expertise, and legal rights and responsibilities of the Federal and the region's State fish and wildlife agencies and appropriate Indian tribes.  The Council may chose to reject a recommendation of a fish and wildlife agency or tribe only if the recommendation is inconsistent with the statutory requirements, or is less effective than the adopted recommendations for the protection, mitigation, and enhancement of fish and wildlife.   

The NPA requires the Council to set forth in writing its reasons for rejecting recommendations of the agency and tribal fishery managers.  The NPA limits the basis on which the Council may reject agency and tribal recommendations. The statutory criteria under which the Council may reject the agencies and tribes’ recommendations for Program measures are described in section 4(h)(7).  There is no statutory basis for the Council to ignore the recommendations of the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes, regardless of whether suggested program measures are project-specific proposals for funding or programmatic recommendations.  Congress intended for the Council to rely heavily on the fish and wildlife agencies to develop the Program.    The NPA requires the Council to develop the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program based primarily on the expertise of those entities authorized with managing the fish and wildlife resources.

This does not mean that development and implementation of the Program is the sole responsibility of the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes.  The fish and wildlife agencies and tribes do not seek to monopolize the playing field.  Any organization, agency, business, or member of the public can submit recommendations for measures in the program or projects to be funded with funding from the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA).  Further, the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes do not select projects for funding.  The Council has the authority to select projects that provide the most conservation benefit for the dollars available.  However, the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes have specific and unique technical expertise; and they are committed to taking an active role in developing and implementing the Program, consistent with their statutory authorities under the NPA.  

The state and federal agencies and appropriate Indian tribes of the Columbia River Basin will coordinate and submit measures for implementation that are linked to threats and limiting factors which prevent achieving explicit biological objectives that will be articulated in the agencies’ and tribes’ recommendations.  These recommendations will also provide the basis for a long term monitoring and evaluation program that if adequately funded, will provide for the ability to implement adaptive learning throughout the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program.  

Implementation

The Northwest Power Act imposes requirements on BPA and other federal agencies to act in a manner consistent with the Council’s Program.  Bonneville and other federal agencies responsible for operating, or regulating federal or non-federal hydroelectric facilities are required to consider the Council’s Program at each relevant stage of decision making, and exercise their statutory responsibilities consistent with the Council’s Program to the fullest extent practicable  Bonneville also is required to use the Bonneville Fund to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife adversely affected by hydropower on the Columbia River in a manner consistent with the Council's Program.

In a recent ruling, the Ninth Circuit Court ruled that BPA had failed during the FY 2002-2006 rate period to impose rates designed to recover its true fish and wildlife costs.  The Court ruled that BPA was required to develop a “realistic projection of fish and wildlife costs that accurately reflected the information available at the time the rates were set and the cost recovery mechanisms adopted.”
  The Golden Northwest Aluminum opinion noted that fisheries managers and agencies responsible for managing fish and wildlife possess “unique experience and expertise," which requires that their analysis be given substantial weight.  The Court ruled that BPA’s rate determination was not supported by substantial evidence in the rulemaking record since BPA had ignored agency testimony that its fish and wildlife costs were unrealistically low.   In a similar fashion, the Council should rely on the experience and expertise of the State and Federal fish and wildlife agencies and Indian tribes when selecting projects for implementation of the Program.  

Both FERC and Bonneville have the independent authority to make decisions on hydro-power development in the Columbia Basin.  However, that does not mean they can act independently from the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program in regards to their fish and wildlife mitigation actions.  Ultimately, both agencies have the authority to make final decisions, but those decisions cannot be inconsistent with the Fish and Wildlife Program.  

Consistent with the basic principles of mitigation, the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes believe that Bonneville’s mitigation obligations should focus on “in-place, in-kind” actions.  That is, the priority should be to avoid or minimize the impact of the Federal hydropower system by altering the hydropower system directly.  Specific measures for flow, spill, water temperature, and water quality are examples of actions necessary to directly reduce the effects on fish and wildlife resources.  These on-site actions should be a higher priority than implementing off-site actions since on-site actions are more likely to be effective at reducing the expected impacts.  

However, on-site actions can present technical and economic concerns. Retrofitting large hydropower projects to reduce the impacts on fish can be a major engineering challenge.  Further, modifying hydropower operations can reduce power generation and operational flexibility.  Although the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes believe that on-site mitigation options are preferred, we recognize there are costs associated with implementing these measures.  Nonetheless, the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes believe that, to provide the highest probability of success, the Program should emphasize on-site mitigation directed at hydropower facilities and operations.  

It is widely recognized there are considerable impacts that cannot be avoided or reduced through in-place, in-kind mitigation actions.  An example is the elimination of anadromous fish upstream of Grand Coulee Dam.  Regardless of how many anadromous fish are restored to the Columbia River, none of them will ever return to their historic spawning grounds upstream of Grand Coulee due to the current lack of fish passage.  Therefore, in-kind mitigation is not possible.  Bonneville is authorized, under appropriate circumstances, to implement off-site mitigation measures for these unavoidable impacts.  

The state and federal agencies and appropriate Indian tribes of the Columbia Basin will provide analysis and recommendations on the appropriate actions that BPA should fund to implement the Fish and Wildlife Program.  These reviews will consist of both project specific evaluations and program evaluations for larger strategies such as artificial production or operations.  The fish and wildlife agencies and tribes, through the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority, will track and monitor implementation of the program on a biological basis to support determinations of project effectiveness and Program effectiveness.

Evaluation

Despite the efforts of the last few decades, population levels of the Columbia Basin’s fish and wildlife resources remain far below expectations.  This program amendment cycle provides another opportunity to revisit biological objectives and to consider measures designed to meet these objectives.  Fundamental to this effort are the recommendations of those agencies and tribes entrusted with managing the Basin’s fish and wildlife resources.   

With the recommendations provided in this document, we are recommending a monitoring and evaluation framework to allow evaluation at multiple scales, from individual projects up to larger strategies and through the Program, to determine what is working and where a change in direction may be required to achieve the overall Program objectives.  To assist the Council in their future decision making, the state and federal agencies and appropriate Indian tribes will coordinate analyses and provide collaborative assessments on action effectiveness.

Amendment 1.2.  Maintain the Geographic Program Structure and Include Anadromous Fish, Resident Fish, and Wildlife Sections at Each Level

The upcoming amendments will be the sixth substantial revision of the Council's program since the first program was adopted in November 1982.  The 2000 Program marked a significant departure from past versions which, according to the Council, were criticized as consisting primarily of a collection of measures directing specific activities, without a clear scientific foundation.  The 2000 Program established a basinwide vision for fish and wildlife (i.e., the intended outcome of the Program) along with biological objectives and action strategies that are consistent with the vision.  The Program was purposefully short on project specific measures.

Program implementation was left to subbasin plans developed locally in the more than 50 tributary subbasins and later adopted by reference into the Program by the Council.  The fish and wildlife agencies and tribes generally agree with this approach, and recommend that approved subbasin plans remain as part of the Program.  We are also recommending that certain measures and actions be identified in the Program so the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes expectations are identified and clearly understood. 
We believe the Council has the authority to include specific projects in the Fish and Wildlife Program since the Northwest Power Act does not distinguish between programmatic and project-specific measures.  The NPA states that the Council shall develop a program to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife. The NPA does not define what should be included in the program.  Therefore, the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes believe the Council has the authority to incorporate specific projects into the program, as they have done in all previous Fish and Wildlife Programs. Moreover, Section 4(h)(2) does not limit the recommendations of fish and wildlife agencies and tribes for the program to non-project suggestions. Clearly, the NPA anticipates that the Fish and Wildlife Program will be an encompassing program, one that can include both programmatic and project specific measures. 

Our recommendations could be viewed as summaries of the existing subbasin plans consistent with the management plans envisioned in the 2000 Program.  Therefore the agencies and tribes’ recommendations will include both project-related and programmatic measures to be included in the Council’s Program.
The fish and wildlife agencies and tribes’ recommendations create a more encompassing Program because they are based on the scientific and policy framework established in the 2000 Program. Through including programmatic and project specifics measures, and including explicit biological objectives, the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes’ recommendations link the subbasin plan objectives and prioritized strategies to specific actions, and establish a monitoring and evaluation framework that supports learning and improved decision making in the future.

The management plans for these species are implemented through separate divisions institutionally among the fish and wildlife management entities.  This is not to say there should not be coordination and collaboration between implementation and monitoring efforts; however Province level objectives are not biologically relevant for resident fish or wildlife.  Province level biological objectives are helpful for managing anadromous fish within the Program, similar to the Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU) designations established by NOAA-Fisheries.  Therefore, province level biological objectives for anadromous fish are provided in this Program.

Amendment 1.3.  Combine the Elements of the Existing Program into One Document

Amendment 1.4.  Include an Adaptive Management Architecture as the Framework of the Program

The concept of adaptive management has been an integral part of the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program since 1987.  Adaptive management was identified in the 1987 Fish and Wildlife program and defined as:  “A scientific policy that seeks to improve management of biological resources, particularly in areas of scientific uncertainty, by viewing program actions as vehicles for learning.  Projects are designed and implemented as experiments so that even if they fail, they provide useful information for future actions.  Monitoring and evaluation are emphasized so that the interaction of different elements of the system is better understood.”  

Again, in the 1994-95 Program, the Council made reference to adaptive management in Section 2.2H, citing the conflict between the need to take immediate specific actions to arrest the decline of fish and wildlife populations while at the same time implement the best available science, when the scientific basis for many actions is limited and often conflicting.  Thus, the Council emphasized the need to improve the scientific basis for the program and to learn from its implementation.  

Adaptive management is both a concept as well as a strategy for implementation.  As a concept, it recognizes that management decisions will always be made based on incomplete information.  In the case of the complex ecological systems of the Columbia River Basin, the complexity of the system and its ever changing nature insure huge gaps in scientific data and an inability to fully understand how ecosystems function.  However, because decisions must be made and management actions must be implemented, it is imperative that actions be taken such that they increase our scientific knowledge and understanding.  By applying the scientific framework of adaptive management actions taken under the program, we have a system that evolves from both the predicted and unexpected outcomes, thus increasing our knowledge of the system without delaying important management actions.  Adaptive management is learning by doing and it provides a framework within which management actions can be evaluated systematically and in the context of system complexity and unknowns.  Refinements to the program and to management guidelines are generated from implementation as well as studies and research.  So it is imperative that program measures are evaluated on the basis of an experimental design and the ability to contribute to the knowledge necessary for improvement of management decisions and the function of the ecosystem.  

Using adaptive management as an analytical framework for Program implementation, will rely on the outcome of measures and actions being provided through a scientific monitoring design, including such considerations as comparing the results to a control or by comparing multiple and similar treatments to  each other.  This adaptive management program will choose and implement measures and actions designed to test clearly formulated assumptions or hypotheses about an action.  

It is important to understand and commit to the time frame required to adequately implement this adaptive management framework.  It is generally a 5 year cycle that these amendments would initiate.  It will take approximately 1 year to fully develop and adopt the adaptive management framework, management questions, and monitoring program necessary to meet the needs of the Program.  Another 3 years will be spent selecting and implementing the measures identified in these recommendations.  And finally, a year of retrospection will be necessary to accumulate the knowledge acquired during implementation, conduct science policy workshops, and otherwise prepare for the next round of planning, while continuing to aggressively implement long term commitments.

Amendment 1.5.  Integrate Program with Endangered Species Act 

The Northwest Power Act and the Endangered Species Act impose two independent requirements for fish and wildlife protection in the Columbia River Basin. The Northwest Power Act represents a comprehensive effort to address the effects of Federal and non-Federal hydropower on fish and wildlife resources in the Columbia Basin. The NPA requires the Council to develop a program that will protect, mitigate and enhance fish and wildlife, including related spawning grounds and habitat on the Columbia River and its tributaries. The purpose of the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program is to protect, mitigate, and enhance any species of fish and wildlife affected by Federal or non-Federal hydropower development.   

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) provides additional protection of fish, wildlife, or plant species designated as threatened and endangered in the Columbia Basin and elsewhere.  In the Columbia Basin there are several species of anadromous fish, resident fish, wildlife, and plants listed as endangered or threatened under the ESA. To protect these species, the ESA requires that each Federal agency insure that any action they authorize, fund, or carry out is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of their critical habitat.

Specifically, all Federal agencies that license or operate hydropower projects in the Columbia Basin are required to insure their actions are unlikely to jeopardize listed species or to result in the destruction or adverse modification of the species’ habitat. Under the ESA, the Federal agencies responsible for operating the FCRPS, and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, are required to consult with the National Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on actions they intend to undertake that may affect listed species or their habitat. This consultation process leads to the production of a Biological Opinion (BiOp) which can be incorporated into the operations of the FCRPS or into an operating license for non-Federal hydropower projects. 

Currently, the FCRPS Action Agencies (BPA, Corps of Engineers, and Bureau of Reclamation) and NOAA-Fisheries are redrafting a biological opinion for the FCRPS in accordance with Federal court proceedings. The final FCRPS Bi-Op will outline the operation of the FCRPS and will likely require actions on habitat, artificial production, predation management, and many other actions to address the affects of the FCRPS on listed species. The mitigation measures in the FCRPS Bi-Op will fall within the fish and wildlife protections outlined in the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program (Figure 2).
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Figure 1.5.  Relationship between the Fish and Wildlife Program developed under the Northwest Power Act and FCRPS Biological Opinions and species Recovery Plans developed under the Endangered Species Act.

We believe that implementation of the ESA does not absolve any Federal agency from their responsibilities under the Northwest Power Act.  Specifically, the fish and wildlife managers believe that Bonneville’s obligations to comply with the ESA should be incorporated into its responsibilities to comply with the Northwest Power Act’s mandate to “protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife” in the Columbia Basin. The legislative history of the Northwest Power Act clearly indicates that Congress considered the Act’s fish and wildlife provisions as a new obligation on the region, BPA, and other Federal agencies to protect, mitigate and enhance fish and wildlife. The NPA and ESA clearly play complementary roles because the ESA addresses the protection of federally listed species wherever they exist, and the NPA addresses the protection of any species affected by the hydropower system in the Columbia Basin.  

ESA Recovery Plans

The ESA requires the National Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to develop recovery plans for the conservation and survival of ESA listed species.  Recovery plans must include a description of site-specific management actions necessary to achieve recovery, objective and measurable criteria for recovery, and estimates of time and the costs necessary to carry out the measures needed to achieve recovery plan goals.  

The National Marine Fisheries Service is in the process of developing recovery plans for the listed Pacific salmon and steelhead in the Columbia Basin.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has developed a draft recovery plan for bull trout.  The fish and wildlife managers suggest that the Council continue to expand the scope of the Program to include a comprehensive description of the actions necessary to restore ESA listed species in the Columbia Bain that are affected by hydropower development.

Amendment 1.6.  Integrate Program with Clean Water Act 

See discussion in Amendment 1.5.

Amendment 1.7.  Clearly Establish the Intent of the Program’s Scope Consistent with the Northwest Power Act

The Northwest Power Act requires the Northwest Power and Conservation Council to develop a program to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife to the extent affected by hydropower development in the Columbia Basin.  There is currently no specific document that outlines all the various measures being employed by the Federal agencies to protect, mitigate and enhance fish and wildlife resources being affected by the FCRPS.  This includes structural features such as fish ladders and fish screens; operational measures such as spill, turbine operations, and flow augmentation; hatchery programs, harvest agreements, and habitat programs implemented through other federal and non-federal funding sources to support implementation of the FCRPS biological opinions.  

Many of the on-site mitigation measures have been implemented for many years, without much attention, and are likely to continue into the future.  However, by outlining the entire suite of measures that are being directed towards fish and wildlife, the public and the region’s ratepayers will have a better understanding and appreciation of the scope of the efforts to protect fish and wildlife in the Columbia Basin.  In addition, there is an extensive “off-site” mitigation component that is intended to compensate, in part, for the loss of fish and wildlife resources.  This “off-site” or “habitat” component of the Fish and Wildlife Program has been its principle focus over the past several iterations.  Although this may have been reasonable at the time, the fish and wildlife managers believe the habitat component of the Program must be viewed in the context of the “on-site” measures being implemented.  In addition, off-site mitigation must be directly linked to the goals, objectives, strategies, actions, and measures necessary to restore fish and wildlife populations in the various watersheds and subbasins.  

Although the Fish and Wildlife Program must outline the goals, objectives, strategies, actions, and measures necessary to protect fish and wildlife resources affected by hydro-power development in the Columbia Basin, the Program must not stop there.  The Program should also serve as a guide for anyone interested in protecting, restoring, or conserving fish and wildlife resources in the Columbia Basin, particularly those State and Federal agencies authorized to provide funding towards fish and wildlife conservation (e.g., WA State Salmon Recovery Fund, NOAA-Fisheries Pacific Coast Salmon Recovery Fund).  

This is important because fish and wildlife resources in the Columbia Basin are affected by a multitude of factors beyond hydropower development and any “off-site” action is by definition going to displace another entity’s responsibility.  As such, the Program should evolve towards a more comprehensive description of the actions necessary to restore and protect fish and wildlife resources the Columbia Basin to ensure BPA funded activities are completely consistent, and integrated with other restoration actions.  Fortunately, the Program is well on its way to becoming more than a document that focuses on the Federal hydropower.   Subbasin plans have already been incorporated into the Program.  Subbasin plans outline specific measures, tasks, and actions necessary to protect and restore fish and wildlife resources in specific watersheds.  Further, as part of this amendment process, the fish and wildlife managers are suggesting that recovery plan measures for ESA listed anadromous fish and resident fish also be incorporated into the Program.  Section 4(f)(1) of the ESA states that recovery plans must include site-specific management actions, objective and measurable criteria for recovery, and estimates of time and the costs necessary to carry out the measures needed to achieve recovery plan goals.  

The Program should also summarize the various programs, authorities, and funding mechanisms, beyond Bonneville funding, which can be used for fish and wildlife conservation in the basin.  There are many Federal and State programs and funds available for fish and wildlife restoration in the Pacific Northwest generally and the Columbia Basin specifically.  It is possible these programs, in total, are greater than the funding currently available from the Bonneville Power Administration.  The fish and wildlife managers recognize the primary purpose of the Fish and Wildlife Program is to outline the mitigation responsibilities of the hydropower operators (Federal and non-Federal); however, the Program should also help direct funding for the various other funding authorities available for fish and wildlife conservation in the basin.  Providing Program support for coordination and integration of these other programs will provide confidence to the region that BPA funding for mitigation measures are being optimized against BPA’s responsibilities.  

Non-Federal Hydropower

In its licensing decisions, FERC must integrate the requirements of the Federal Power Act, the NPA, and the need to avoid jeopardizing ESA listed species.  The fish and wildlife managers will continue to promote the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program as a comprehensive plan under Section 4(e) of the Federal Power Act.  Under the Federal Power Act, FERC must provide equal consideration for power and non-power purposes for non-Federal hydropower development. However, in the Columbia Basin, FERC must provide equitable treatment for fish and wildlife resources when developing license conditions to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife resources.  The fish and wildlife managers believe equitable treatment is a higher mitigation standard than equal consideration.  Therefore, the Fish and Wildlife Program should outline measures necessary for FERC to ensure the fish and wildlife resources of the Columbia Basin are receiving equitable treatment in their licensing decisions.  

Although the integration of the FPA, the NPA, and the ESA  into non-Federal hydro-power licenses has not been perfect, the fish and wildlife managers commend the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission for ensuring the requirements for both ESA and NWPA are included in the recent licenses they have issued. The lack of litigation regarding implementation of the ESA associated with non-Federal hydropower in the Columbia Basin stands in stark contrast to the difficulties associated with Federal hydropower.  The fish and wildlife managers will continue to work with non-Federal hydropower license applicants and interested parties to ensure that fish and wildlife resources receive equitable treatment in any future or on-going non-Federal hydropower licensing process.

Amendment 1.8.  Consistent with the Northwest Power Act, Clearly Define Bonneville’s Obligations in the Program

The fish and wildlife managers believe the mitigation obligations of the Bonneville Power Administration must be clearly outlined in the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program.  Further, there must be a transparent process for ensuring Bonneville understands and fulfills its mitigation obligations consistent with the Northwest Power Act and the Fish and Wildlife Program.  

The fish and wildlife managers believe the mitigation obligations of the Bonneville Power Administration under the NPA are not established by one entity or agency acting alone.  The NPA envisions the fish and wildlife managers, the Council, and Bonneville all acting within their statutory responsibilities to ultimately define Bonneville’s obligations to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife resources affected by hydropower development in the Columbia Basin.  Each entity has specific authorities under the NPA.  The exercise of these authorities provides an opportunity to outline Federal (and non-Federal) hydropower obligations.  Further, the process is intended to be a public process, by which any member of the public can participate.  

If Bonneville has existing mitigation obligations that are currently outside the scope of the Fish and Wildlife Program, the Council should outline those mitigation responsibilities in the Program.  The purpose of this exercise would be to ensure that Bonneville’s mitigation obligations are sized appropriately and are clear to the rate-paying public.  

Section 2.0.  Recommended Amendment to the Basinwide Provisions

Amendment 2.0.1  Add Language to the Objectives for Biological Performance

Amendment 2.0.2  Reorganize the Strategies Section of the Program 

Amendment 2.0.3  Add Coordination Measures as a Strategy in the Overarching Section

Regional Coordination for the Fish and Wildlife Program (approved by CBFWA on October 3, 2007)
Executive Summary 

Coordination is the “Sovereigns’ ability to represent its interests and engage in the processes that affect those interests as they relate to the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (Program). Coordination is done at various levels among and between fish and wildlife managers and tribes, BPA, NPCC, and various other entities as they relate to the Program.”

Coordination must be tied to the individual sovereign and grounded in each sovereign’s equality.

It is dynamic and cuts through the many layers of project, province, program, and regional issues/needs toward meeting protection, mitigation, and enhancement obligations of the Columbia River Power System.

Coordination Activities include:

· Amendments to the Fish and Wildlife Program 

· Data management - input on storage, management and reporting 

· Developing biological objectives at the provincial level 

· Coordination of projects, programs and other funding sources within subbasins and provinces

· Participating in ad hoc workgroups on program issues such as lamprey, resident fish substitution, wildlife crediting, etc. 

Coordination Deliverables include:

· Provide policy and technical contributions in the form of recommendations, supporting analyses, white papers, biological information sets, or other communications 

· Presentations and participation on topical issues in regional forums 

· Contributions of data and analyses to regional forums (e.g., Status of the Resource Report and other monitoring and evaluation systems )
Regional Coordination for the Fish and Wildlife Program
Today and Tomorrow: 

Current status and proposed future definitions

Context:

Development, implementation, and evaluation of the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (Program) are complex and expensive undertakings necessary to the survival of the region’s fish and wildlife populations as impacted by federal and non-federal hydropower dams in the Columbia River Basin.  The Northwest Power Act (Act) requires that the Columbia River Basin be treated as a system, and the 2000 Program is a biological framework approach to mitigation implemented through 58 subbasin plans. This necessitates close coordination between planners and implementers of the Program throughout each level -- subbasin, ecological province, basinwide -- and through each step of the adaptive management process (plan, implement, evaluate) that guides implementation of the Program. 

The Northwest Power Act (Act) directs the Northwest Power and Conservation Council (NPCC) and Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) to consult with the Federal and the region’s State fish and wildlife agencies and the region’s appropriate Indian  tribes in the development and implementation of the Fish and Wildlife Program.  The Council shall develop a program on the basis of such recommendations, supporting documents, and views and information obtained through public comment and participation, and consultation with the agencies, tribes, and customers referred to in subparagraph (A) of paragraph (4)… [Northwest Power Act, §4(h)(5), 94 Stat. 2709.]  The Power Act also calls for recommendations from the fish and wildlife managers for coordination (including funding) to assist protection, mitigation, and enhancement of fish and wildlife resources in the Columbia River Basin.  
The Act sets standards that the Program measures must meet, including that they will “complement the existing and future activities of the Federal and region’s State fish and wildlife agencies and appropriate Indian tribes” [Section 4.(h)(6)(A)]; and, “be consistent with the legal rights of appropriate Indian tribes in the region” [Section 4.(h)(6)(D)].  In reviewing amendments to the Program, “the Council, in consultation with appropriate entities, shall resolve …[any] inconsistency in the program giving due weight to the recommendations, expertise, and legal rights and responsibilities of the Federal and the region’s State fish and wildlife agencies and appropriate Indian tribes” [Section 4.(h)(7)]. The NPCC adopted the first Program in 1982 and, through fish and wildlife manager and public participation, amended it in 1984, 1987, 1991-93, 1994, 1995, 2000, 2003 and most recently with the inclusion of subbasin plans.   

Program success depends on Council recognition of the fish and wildlife agencies’ and tribes’ priorities and plans, and their meaningful inclusion in the Program.  At the same time, success of the program depends on prompt, coordinated, and cost effective implementation of program measures and projects by all implementers, including the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes, and monitoring and reporting of program success.  

The Act directs the BPA to “exercise such responsibilities [for operating the hydropower system]…to adequately protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife, including related spawning grounds and habitat, affected by such projects or facilities in a manner that provides equitable treatment for such fish and wildlife with other purposes for which such system and facilities are managed and operated” [Section 4.(h)(11)(A)].  Section 4.(h)(11)(B) directs the BPA to consult with the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes “in carrying out the provisions of this paragraph [Section 4.(h)(11)(A)] and shall, to the greatest extent practicable, coordinate their actions.” 

The Act also calls for Program recommendations specifically for fish and wildlife management coordination and research and development (including funding) which, among other things, will assist protection, mitigation, and enhancement of anadromous fish at, and between, the region's hydroelectric dams.  [Northwest Power Act, §4(h)(2)(C), 94 Stat. 2708.]   The following excerpt from the Act partially explains the BPA’s role and obligation in funding coordination of the fish and wildlife managers in regional discussions regarding operation of the FCRPS and implementation of the NPCC’s Program. To ensure success, Section 4.(g)(3) of the Act states that, “…the Council and the [BPA] Administrator shall encourage the cooperation, participation, and assistance of appropriate Federal agencies, State entities,… and Indian tribes,” and that the NPCC and BPA can contract with the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes individually, “or through associations thereof,” to “provide technical assistance in establishing …fish and wildlife objectives.” 

Coordination for the F&W Program requires a meaningful role for the fish and wildlife managers to develop and implement measures in the Program to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife populations affected by the Columbia River hydropower system.  Each fish and wildlife manager and tribe within the basin must be afforded the opportunity to assess and interact with any and all regional issues associated with the Program, consistent with their inherent responsibilities, interests, and sovereignty.  Coordination provides an opportunity for decisions within the Program to benefit from the cumulative information and experience of the fish and wildlife managers and tribes.  Coordination is required at the planning, implementation, and evaluation stages of the adaptive management process envisioned for the Program.  Benefits to the Program include more efficient Program planning, improved continuity and cohesiveness, and increased effectiveness of the actions that will be implemented by many entities.

The activities below represent several key areas in which the Council seeks continued coordinated efforts from state agencies and tribes and interested parties throughout the region:

· Amendments to the Fish and Wildlife Program 

· Program implementation priorities, measures and strategies 

· Data management - input on storage, management and reporting 

· Monitoring and Evaluation  - priorities, framework and approach 

· Developing biological objectives at the provincial level 

· Review of technical documents and processes, (e.g. supplementation, hatchery review) 

· Proposal development and implementation of actions 

· Reviews of Program effectiveness and recommended adaptation to the Program 

· Coordination of projects, programs and other funding sources within subbasins and provinces 

· Facilitating and participating in focus workgroups on program issues such as lamprey, resident fish substitution, wildlife crediting, etc. 

· Information dissemination (technical, policy and outreach)

Definitions and Principles for Regional and other coordination:

a. Coordination, in this context, is ongoing and effective communication between the Basin’s fish and wildlife managers and tribes and other agencies and entities with the explicit purpose of defining Program goals and objectives, identifying limiting factors and threats preventing achievement of those objectives, implementing strategies and actions to address those threats, and monitoring and evaluating the successes and failures in an adaptive management context.  In addition, the intent of coordination is to implement protection, mitigation, and enhancement measures and projects in a cost-effective and informed manner and to ensure the measures are integrated with and complement existing management programs in the Region. Coordination should be easily accommodated by technology and requires that the Council and BPA staff provide for timely and accurate communication and information exchange and policy-level interaction. Coordination should not be assumed to be met solely by or through membership organizations, but through direct and consistent communication with the individual fish and wildlife managers and tribes. Funding for agency and tribal coordination and policy and technical support of regional programs will be provided to facilitate involvement in fulfilling coordination and consultation activities consistent with provisions and the intent of the Northwest Power Act.

Regional Coordination is communication between and among the fish and wildlife managers, NPCC, BPA, and associated processes to implement the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program.  This includes the individual fish and wildlife managers and tribes as well as the respective membership organizations to which they may belong.  Regional coordination generally attempts to ensure programs and measures are integrated so that anticipated benefits to fish and wildlife accrue at the broadest scale within the Columbia River Basin.  Included within the regional coordination definition is integration of measures and programs within local areas so that local objectives are met in a manner consistent with the overall objectives of the Columbia River Fish and Wildlife Program. This coordination involves management at various scales within the Basin and may provide input into broader regional coordination forums and can generally make the broader forums more efficient (e.g., CRITFC, UCUT, and USRT). 

b. Consultation:  The Act calls for Council consultation with the fish and wildlife managers in the development of the Program during the amendment process and also for BPA consultation with the fish and wildlife managers in the implementation of the Program.  Coordination is not consultation, yet the coordination functions described above are necessary and helpful to facilitate meaningful consultation with the fish and wildlife managers and tribes.
The Council and BPA will, on a regular basis, consult with the fish and wildlife managing agencies, and on a government-to-government basis with the leadership of the Columbia River Basin tribes.  The consultations will focus on program development, implementation, and evaluation decisions and actions that have the potential to affect each of the Basin’s fish and wildlife managers and tribes. Consultation must occur prior to the action or decision being finalized and be initiated by the entity taking action. Consultation should provide a real opportunity to influence the decision and should include a follow up communication.  

In particular, efforts will be directed at expediting measures to improve the survival of the basin’s anadromous fish, resident fish, and wildlife populations and resolving any disputes that are hampering expeditious program implementation.  As part of the consultations, the Council and BPA will also encourage the agencies and tribes to identify and resolve differences in their respective positions on key Columbia River Basin fish and wildlife issues. The Council further expects regular contact will be maintained between the staffs of the Council, BPA, and the agencies and tribes (See Regional Coordination).  This requires timely and accurate communication and information exchange and policy interaction. 
Current Status of Regional Coordination in Fiscal Year 2007:

Coordination funding provides the opportunity for the fish and wildlife managers to work collaboratively with one another and with others in the Region to define Program goals and objectives, identify limiting factors and threats, design and implement strategies and actions, and monitor and evaluate successes and failures in Program implementation.  The funding also is used to ensure measures and projects are integrated with existing management programs in the Region.  

The Program currently funds five projects to specifically support fish and wildlife management coordination for a total of $2,481,044 annually.  It also funds BPA and the Council to coordinate Fish and Wildlife Program policy development and communication, and to engage regional stakeholders, including the fish and wildlife managers, in decision-making processes.  

For all the fish and wildlife managers and tribes, the collaborative process involves membership in organizations whose objectives include building consensus on policy and science to best inform regional and local decision making.  Program support for coordination is provided through two mechanisms:  1) funding for individual fish and wildlife entities to coordinate their activities and policies that relate directly to the Fish and Wildlife Program, and 2) funding for membership organizations to facilitate coordination activities for the Fish and Wildlife Program.  The Fiscal Year 2007 funding levels for the individual fish and wildlife managers to conduct regional coordination activities are as follows:

1a)   Funding provided through the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority (CBFWA) for member fish and wildlife managers and tribes under project number 1989-062-01. An additional set-aside amount is available for members to access above and beyond the base need identified below, including meeting costs and indirect costs, for a total of $407,208.

Burns Paiute Tribe (BPT): 




$15,000

Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation (CCT): 
$25,000

Coeur d’Alene tribe (CdAT):




$35,000

Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Reservation (CSKT): 







$  6,000

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR): 

$12,000

Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation (CTWSR): 

$15,000

Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG):  


$12,000

Kootenai Tribe of Idaho (KTOI):  



$15,000

Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks (MDFWP): 
$  8,000

NOAA Fisheries (NMFS): 




$  5,000

Nez Perce Tribe (NPT): 





$40,000

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW): 

$33,000

Shoshone Bannock Tribe (SBT): 




$30,000

Shoshone Paiute Tribe (SPT): 




$12,000

US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS): 


$  6,000

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW): 
$50,000

Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation (YN): 
$12,000

1b) Funding provided directly to F&W managers (non-CBFWA members):

Kalispel Tribe (KT): 





$65,000

Spokane Tribe of Indians (STOI): 



$65,000

2) Funding provided to membership organizations for staff to facilitate communication and build policy and scientific consensus through collaboration among fish and wildlife managers on issues related to development, implementation, and evaluation of the Program:

CBFWA: $1,664,242

CRITFC: $210,000 includes broader scope plus $10,000 through  

CBFWA for Authority related work. 
UCUT: $69,594 direct funding plus $6,000 through 

CBFWA for Authority related work. 

USRT: $0 funding; newly organized in FY07.

Coordination functions and roles of entities and membership organizations:
A) Functions of Individual Agencies and Tribes

The Program requires the active participation by individual agencies and tribes in its planning, implementation, and evaluation to ensure goals and objectives, and programs and measures, are effectively integrated with the management programs of each sovereign fish and wildlife manager and that the policy and technical basis for regional decision making is consistent with those programs.  As coordinating entities, it is the responsibility of agencies and tribes to ensure that their policy and technical representatives dedicate time and effort as necessary to ensure the Fish and Wildlife Program is integrated with other management programs and is designed, implemented, and evaluated so that anticipated benefits accrue to fish and wildlife. 

1.  Planning:  Participation in regional planning includes, but is not limited to, Northwest Power and Conservation Council (NPCC) meetings and committees, Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) meetings and workshops,  membership organizations’ policy and technical committees (e.g., CBFWA, CRITFC, UCUT, USRT), and other forums that address Columbia River fish and wildlife issues and policies. 

Deliverables:
The fish and wildlife managers provide policy and technical contributions to these forums in the form of specific recommendations and supporting analyses related to biological goals and objectives and priorities for implementing measures and projects.  For example, decision criteria related to project solicitation and selection that are explicitly linked to a project’s relevance and importance to meeting goals and objectives, addressing limiting factors and threats, and completing necessary monitoring and evaluation.
2.  Implementation:  Implementation of the Fish and Wildlife Program requires involvement in the same forums as regional planning.  The fish and wildlife managers provide policy and technical contributions to these forums in the form of specific recommendations and supporting analyses related to limiting factors and threats and the suites of measures and projects necessary to address them. Specific examples of existing coordination forums that focus on specific issues include participation in the Pacific Northwest Aquatic Monitoring Partnership (PNAMP) meetings and workshops, and Northwest Environmental Data Network (NED) meetings and workshops.
Deliverables:
Technical and policy input in the form of recommendations, white papers, biological information sets, or other communications.
3. Evaluation:  The fish and wildlife managers provide policy and technical contributions to these forums in the form of specific recommendations and supporting analyses related to performance measures and standards and experimental designs necessary to collect and assess information.  They participate in presentations to the NPCC, BPA, and/or other policy-makers to express positions or recommendations from individual or coalitions of agencies and tribes on Columbia River issues.  The representatives review decision material and talking points, prepare panel or individual presentations to decision-makers, and attend meetings and participate in presentations. This does not assume that all communications will have a consensus view, but rather the communications will be clear and concise so that different perspectives are well understood.
Deliverables:  Presentations and participation on topical issues in regional forums.  Provide data and analyses into the Status of the Resource Report and other monitoring and evaluation systems.
B) Functions of Membership Organizations That Provide Coordination Support

Membership Organizations provide two primary functions that support the planning, implementation, and evaluation steps in the adaptive management framework for the fish and wildlife program: 1) provide the opportunity to develop coordinated input into decision-making processes, and 2) provide technical and policy staff to support development of issue descriptions and conversations on topics that include multiple fish and wildlife managers’ jurisdiction or responsibilities (e.g., lamprey management, data management, river operations).

1. Membership Organizations provide the opportunity to develop coordinated collaborative input into regional decision-making.  These organizations provide meeting support in the form of development and distribution of agendas and meeting notes, solicitation of ideas and input, meeting logistics and support, and generally an opportunity for their members’ coordinated input into regional decision making.  Each of these affiliations provides for assistance to its membership in the form of staff, services, facilitation, and information dissemination.  They work together to provide regional monitoring and evaluation coordination, reporting, and other services important to a larger regional adaptive management framework and Program implementation.   Individual agencies and tribes may choose their membership status within these organizations. Membership organizations serve specific functions, and when supported with Program funds will be open to the public when discussing Program-related activities.

Deliverables
A.  In the planning phase of the fish and wildlife program, deliverables would include collaborative recommendations, policies, priorities, and recommendations for sequencing that include strategies and measures expressed in common terms that can be readily evaluated in a programmatic way.  This benefits the Program by allowing more efficient development and analysis of recommendations and participation of agencies and tribes early in the process as well as creation of a monitoring and evaluation plan with appropriate data management and reporting.

B.  In the implementation phase of the Program deliverables would include coordinated policies and strategies, facilitation of workshops that allow interaction between project sponsors, and coordination of data management and reporting.

C.  In the evaluation phase deliverables would include study plans and data priorities and coordinated reporting as tools to evaluate the Program (e.g., Status of the Resource Report and Fish and Wildlife Program Implementation Report).

2.  Membership Organizations provide technical and policy staff that support development of analyses and policies that include multiple fish and wildlife managers’ jurisdictions or responsibilities. The agency and tribal staff are able to provide feedback into developing regional priorities, but more importantly are able to make agency and tribal commitments to collecting and providing information in a format and system that facilitates regional data sharing and Program support. These activities cover all aspects of the adaptive management process.

Deliverables:
A. Integrated monitoring programs and data management plans that support regional decision-making while supporting the requirements of individual entities.
B.  Technical and policy staff dedicated to specific Program-related topic areas.

C.  Facilitation of classes, seminars, workshops, training, symposia, and conferences.

D.  Position papers, reports, or presentations on policies, issues, and positions of the organizations’ members.
Existing membership organizations that support the Program:
Each of the membership organizations provides various value added services to its membership and the Basin as a whole.  Facilitated discussions and information dissemination are the most valuable assets associated with membership organizations.  Currently there are four such organizations within the Basin that assist in the facilitated coordination of and among the fish and wildlife managers and tribes.  They are:

1. Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority (membership is open to all 19 federal and state agencies and Indian tribes that manage Columbia Basin fish and wildlife resources in the United States, including non-voting representation of the membership organizations identified below).  This entity provides a forum to assure comprehensive and effective planning and implementation of fish and wildlife programs in the Columbia River Basin, consistent with the requirements of applicable law; and to facilitate discussion among fish and wildlife managers in an effort to find consensus, to improve the quality of fish and wildlife decision-making, and to influence regional decision-makers.

2. Columbia River Intertribal Fish Commission (membership consists of the Warm Springs, Yakama, Umatilla, and Nez Perce tribes).  The Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission’s mission is to ensure a unified voice in the overall management of the fishery resources, and as managers, to protect reserved treaty rights through the exercise of the inherent sovereign powers of the tribes.

3. Upper Columbia United Tribes (membership consists of the Coeur d’Alene, Kalispel, Kootenai, Spokane, and Colville tribes). This entity provides a forum to unite the upper Columbia River tribes in the United States for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of treaty/executive order rights, sovereignty, culture, fish, water, wildlife, habitat and other interests and issues of common concern in their respective territories through a structured process of cooperation and coordination for the benefit of all people.

4. Upper Snake River Tribes (membership consists of the Burns Paiute, Shoshone-Bannock, and Shoshone-Paiute tribes).   The compact of the Upper Snake River Tribes will work to ensure the protection, enhancement, and restoration of natural and cultural resources, activities, and rights of the compacting tribes that are reserved by treaties and executive orders, protected by federal laws and agreements, or are the subject of aboriginal claims asserted by the tribes.
Current Work Elements:

i.  The BPA-funded PISCES work elements currently used by entities participating in
Regional Coordination are: 

WE #189, Regional Coordination: Refers to coordination work that covers a large portion of the Columbia River Basin. Coordination which directly supports other project work should be covered in the details of the associated work element. Coordination work which helps identify or select projects and/or sites is covered under WE# 114, Identify and Select Projects. 

WE #99, Outreach and Education: Covers work to educate or communicate with the public. Includes conducting classes, seminars, workshops, training, symposia, and conferences. Excludes work to coordinate landowners or other direct participants in on-the-ground conservation (include this type of coordination as part of the associated implementation WE), or work to identify and select new projects (WE# 114: Identify and Select Projects). 

WE #122, Provide Technical Review: the review of technical details, including but not limited to engineering plans, restoration plans, project selection, RM&E methods, and deliverable approval. 

WE #132, Produce (Annual) Progress Report: This work element covers written reports of results that typically are submitted to BPA at the end of a contract period for dissemination to the public. These progress reports may cover less than a year or multiple years, and are particularly important when useful results are not captured by standard Pisces metrics or status reports. Progress reports may be either technical or non-technical in content and format. Other work elements common to most Program projects:  WE #119, Manage and Administer Projects, and WE #185, Produce Pisces Status Report.

ii.  Watershed Coordination is the interaction of and among watershed stakeholders with specific endorsement from affected fish and wildlife managers and tribes to coordinate actions and projects to effect changes in specific watersheds in a cost-effective manner.  The work element currently used to describe watershed coordination is:
WE #191, Watershed Coordination: Covers coordination work focused on a local watershed or subbasin.  Coordination which directly supports other project work should be covered in the details of the associated work element.  Coordination work that helps identify or select projects and/or sites should be covered under WE #114 Identify and Select Projects. 
iii.  Project-level coordination is the interaction of project sponsors and stakeholders to implement on-the-ground actions in a cost-effective and coordinated manner.  Funding for project-level coordination is provided through implementation of specific work elements within a project’s work plan and is usually represented as milestones under each work element.
Amendment 2.0.4  Add Language Discussing the Impacts of Climate Change and Human Population Growth in the Overarching Strategies and Measures Section

Amendment 2.0.5  Add Language Supporting Water Quality Measures in the Overarching Strategies and Measures Section

Amendment 2.0.6  Add Language Supporting the Development of an Aquatic Nuisance Species Plan in the Overarching Strategies and Measures Section 

2007 Idaho Aquatic Nuisance Species Plan:  A supplement to Idaho’s strategic action plan for invasive species by the Idaho Invasive Species Council
Amendment 2.0.7 Fully Integrate the Columbia Basin Water Transactions Program into the Program

The Columbia Basin Water Transactions Program (CBWTP) was established by Bonneville and the Council in response to Provision A.8. of the 2000 Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program amendments and Action 151 of the 2000 Biological Opinion for the Federal Columbia River Power System.  Since 2002, Bonneville and the Council have worked with the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF) to manage the CBWTP through a cooperative funding agreement.  There are 11 entities participating in the CBWTP as qualified local entities (QLEs).  They are the water agencies from the four states and seven non-profit organizations.

During the past five years the CBWTP has restored water flow and volume through a full range of transaction types and terms (from annual to permanent).  Bonneville has significantly invested in the CBWTP in support of these efforts.  These water transactions have improved habitat and water quality conditions on a number of key stream reaches throughout the Columbia Basin.  In addition, the CBWTP has been successful in developing a market for instream water and been innovative in the use of a range of transaction tools to do so.  According to an independent, third-party evaluator, the “CBWTP demonstrates strong leadership and has assembled a very constructive and collaborative community of grantees.”  In short, the CBWTP is the proper mechanism for Bonneville to expand future flow restoration efforts in key stream reaches throughout the Columbia Basin.

Looking forward, it is essential that water transactions be implemented on key stream reaches targeted for flow restoration.  Inadequate instream flow will continue to be a major factor limiting both habitat and water quality throughout the Columbia Basin.  As a result, native salmonid populations and other aquatic species will suffer.  This need is intensified by the projected impacts of climate change on water supply and human population growth on water demand.  For example, global climate models for the mid-21st century show that the warmer temperatures projected for the Columbia Basin would decrease the snow covered area in the mountains and total winter snowpack, result in earlier snow melt early in the season, moving spring peak flows earlier in the year and increasing the time between snowmelt and fall rains, and decrease summer streamflow, increasing the frequency of significant low flow events.  Concurrently, water demand for agricultural, industrial and municipal use will increase as the population of the Columbia Basin continues to rapidly grow.  
In order to meet the needs of salmonids and other aquatic species, Bonneville shall fund the continuation of the CBWTP to pursue expansion of water right acquisitions in subbasins where water quantity has been identified as a primary limiting factor to meet the biological objectives within approved subbasin plans.  The CBWTP will continue to support the full range of temporary and permanent transaction tools for instream flow restoration.  The CBWTP will coordinate with the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes to set biologically defensible flow targets and habitat restoration goals that consider the potential impact of climate change.  The CBWTP will coordinate with the fish and wildlife managers and other project sponsors to integrate instream water transactions with efforts to address other ecological factors that are limiting fish habitat and to develop cost-effective habitat monitoring standards.  Bonneville funding of the CBWTP should continue to accommodate associated transaction costs.  
Since 2005, the CBWTP has also administered the process for Bonneville and the Council to review and approve funding for conservation easements under the pilot Riparian Conservation Easement Program.  The easement program has been focused in the Columbia Cascade eco-province and represents an initial step by Bonneville and the Council in establishing a distinct land acquisition program akin to the water acquisition program.  Bonneville has funded two permanent conservation easements in the Methow Subbasin under the Riparian Conservation Easement Program.  The CBWTP will seek closer integration of land and water acquisition activities and move towards an integrated land and water acquisition program.

Amendment 2.0.8 Add Provisions to Support the Salmon Stronghold Program 

Background  

The 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program recognized the benefit of “building from strength” to protect fish and wildlife populations that are relatively healthy and productive.  The Program also recommended that the Council establish “wild salmon refuges” where the critical habitat or ecological processes are largely intact and artificial production is not already occurring. Wild populations in those areas and their associated spawning and early rearing habitat should be preserved and protected. Since the 2000 program, there has been considerable attention on habitat protection as evidenced by numerous paper and reports, including the ISAB’s reports on both Climate Change and Human Population and Demographics in the Columbia Basin.  Both reports recommend continued and enhanced funding to protect relatively intact habitats in the basin in the face of increased growth and global warming effects. 

Description 

Bonneville Power Administration should make wild salmon refuges a focus in the 2008 program by establishing a new fund dedicated to salmon stronghold basins. This fund would not diminish any other BPA-funded program but rather would provide additional funding for projects and activities identified in approved sub-basin and recovery plans within stronghold basins. A stronghold refers to a watershed, multiple watersheds, or other defined spatial units (tributaries or focal action areas) where populations are strong, diverse, and includes areas that provide critical life-cycle requirements to anadromous fish.  Stronghold habitat has a high intrinsic potential to support a particular species, or suite of species, and is expected to afford a measure of productivity resilience to Pacific salmon under predicted scenarios of climate change. 

The Council will establish a streamlined process in order to act quickly, flexibly and responsibly in approving Bonneville funding for projects proposed within this fund.  

Stronghold basins

The following basins identified through a scientific process undertaken by the North American Stronghold Partnership qualify as strongholds because their salmon or steelhead populations are relatively wild, abundant and diverse. The composition of listed drainages contribute to a network of interconnected but geographically stratified set of freshwater and estuarine habitats that support important centers of life history diversity and productivity of Pacific salmon populations throughout the Columbia River basin. 

The North American Salmon Stronghold Partnership in cooperation with BPA and NPCC will identify focal areas within the stronghold basins included below. The identification of strongholds and focal areas will be reviewed and updated, as appropriate, every three years. 

	Stronghold
	State

	Columbia River Estuary below Bonneville Dam 

(This is a focal action area critical to survival of all Columbia River Pacific salmon)
	Oregon/

Washington

	Lewis basin
	Washington

	Sandy basin
	Oregon

	Clackamas basin
	Oregon

	Wenatchee basin
	Washington

	Hanford Reach
	Washington

	John Day basin
	Oregon

	Pahsimeroi basin
	Idaho

	Lemhi basin
	Idaho


Fund Elements

The fund will be a dedicated budget within Bonneville’s Fish and Wildlife Program and will be known as the Columbia Basin Salmon Stronghold Partnership Fund. This fund will support high value conservation actions to protect or restore habitat where existing populations are relatively healthy and productive and where artificial production is not used to supplement wild populations.

· All funded projects must result in on-the ground protection of salmon populations and/or habitat

· Funding must implement identified gaps for high value habitat actions from the adopted subbasin or recovery plans in the Council’s program for the particular stronghold area.  In many cases, for strong populations with intact habitat, development (human population growth) may not be identified as a priority limiting factor, which is why this stronghold fund is necessary.

· Funding may be used for land acquisitions and easements; land use/management practices improvements and reconnecting and restoring habitat that has been lost due to human alterations, including support to in-basin conservation agents to better implement the fund.

· Projects must be completed within two years (from contract date)

· BPA funding must represent [75%] or less of the total project cost, including in-kind contributions

· Sponsors must demonstrate proven results and/or good track record for the proposed work

Amendment 2.0.9 Add Provisions to Prevent Sea Lion Predation
Section 2.1.  Anadromous Fish

Amendment 2.1.1  Current Biological Condition

Amendment 2.1.2  Biological Objectives

Amendment 2.1.3  Limiting Factors

Amendment 2.1.4  Strategies and Measures

Amendment 2.1.4.4  Evaluate the Feasibility of Restoring Salmon and Steelhead to Blocked Areas of the Columbia River

Evaluate the feasibility of restoring Pacific salmon and steelhead to blocked areas of the Columbia River.  

Since the completion of Federal Columbia River Power System there has been a significant loss of anadromous fish habitat from historically productive areas of the Columbia Basin.  The most notable is the area upstream of Grand Coulee Dam.  However, the Council has recognized that complete elimination of Pacific salmon and steelhead from large areas of the Columbia Basin does not need to be an irreversible decision that was made 60+ years ago.  In the current Fish and Wildlife Program, the Council recognizes there may be opportunities to restore the historic range of Pacific salmon in the Columbia Basin, and they have recommended the reintroduction of Pacific salmon and steelhead into blocked areas, if it is “feasible”.  The purpose of this reintroduction would be to increase the diversity, complexity, and productivity of mainstem salmonid habitat.  

In response, State, Tribal, and Federal fish and wildlife managers are reintroducing anadromous fish into several blocked areas in the Columbia Basin.  These efforts are primarily associated with non-Federal hydropower projects licensed by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.  The most notable restoration efforts are being implemented at the Pelton-Round Butte Project on the Deschutes River in central Oregon, the Cowlitz River Project and the Lewis River Project in southwest Washington, and on the Clackamas River near Portland.  These hydropower projects were complete blockages to anadromous fish passage until restoration efforts were undertaken by several private power companies, the fish and wildlife managers, non-governmental organizations, and concerned citizens. However, a similar effort to restore anadromous fish upstream of Federal hydropower projects has not been evaluated.  
Our recommendations

1)  The Council should recognize that restoration of Pacific salmon and steelhead into blocked areas is being studied and implemented in the Columbia Basin, as contemplated in the current Fish and Wildlife Program.  The amount of restoration being conducted across the basin is significant and we believe the Council and the fish and wildlife managers should monitor salmon reintroduction programs to document their progress, evaluate the results, develop “lessons learned”, and highlight their successes.  

2)  The Council should update their current recommendation for reintroduction of Pacific salmon and steelhead into blocked areas.  They should recommend that, within five years, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation conduct a feasibility study of reintroducing Pacific salmon and steelhead upstream of Chief Joseph Dam and Grand Coulee Dam on the mainstem Columbia River.  

In addition, the Council should recommend that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers conduct a feasibility study of reintroducing Pacific salmon and steelhead upstream of Dworshak Dam on the North Fork of the Clearwater River in Idaho; and upstream of the Federal dams on the Willamette River system in Oregon.  

These feasibility studies should include methods of passage, the appropriate Pacific Salmon/steelhead stocks, ESA implications, international considerations, extent of potential natural reproduction, disease transmission, downstream passage of juveniles, overall environmental impacts, and the economic, ecological, and social costs and benefits of restoration.  

These feasibility studies should be done in cooperation with State and Federal agencies and the appropriate Indian tribes.  The feasibility study for Chief Joseph and Grand Coulee should also include input from entities in Canada including the provincial government of British Columbia, the Canadian Department of Fisheries and Oceans, and the appropriate First Nations of Canada.  

Our recommendation for a feasibility study is not a recommendation to reintroduce Pacific salmon and steelhead into any of these blocked areas.  We believe a feasibility study is a technical analysis that would outline the challenges and opportunities for restoration.  Any decision on reintroduction of Pacific salmon and steelhead would be a separate policy decision for the sovereign entities, and the public, to consider after a feasibility study is completed.  

Removing Obsolete Infrastructure to improve fish habitat in the Columbia Basin
Removing obsolete dams and other unnecessary infrastructure from rivers and streams could be a cost-effective means to improve both the quantity and quality of fish habitat in the Columbia Basin.  The Fish and Wildlife Program should specifically identify infra-structure removal as an important opportunity to restore ecological processes and improve fish habitat.  

For example, two major dams were removed in the Columbia Basin in 2007. These include Milltown Dam on the Clark Fork River near Missoula, Montana, and Marmot Dam (and associated facilities) on the Sandy River and Little Sandy River near Portland.  Removing these projects has restored natural river processes and increased the quantity and quality of fish habitat for resident and anadromous fish.  

There are several other dams in the Columbia Basin that are being actively considered for removal. These include Condit Dam on the White Salmon River (Washington), Hemlock Dam on the Wind River (Washington), and Powerdale Dam on the Hood River (Oregon).  Removing these projects will restore natural ecological processes and will likely improve habitat for resident and anadromous fish.  There may be other dams, gates, channels, and diversions on Columbia Basin tributaries that are no longer necessary.  Identifying these obstructions and getting the commitments necessary to remove them should be a specific focus in the next version of the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program. 

Therefore, we recommend the Fish and Wildlife Program be updated to actively promote projects for funding that will identify and remove obsolete infrastructure as a means to improve the quality and quantity of resident and anadromous fish habitat. The focus should be on infrastructure that is adversely affecting fish habitat and natural river processes.  Obsolete infrastructure should be identified and feasibility studies should be undertaken to determine whether and how removal could occur.  In addition, the Program should emphasize the need to monitor and evaluate the physical and biological responses from these efforts.  

Lower Snake River Dams

The current Fish and Wildlife Program states:  “For the purpose of planning for this fish and wildlife program, and particularly the hydrosystem portion of the program, the Council assumes that, in the near term, the breaching of the four Federal dams on the lower Snake River will not occur.  However, the Council is obliged under law to revise the Fish and Wildlife Program every five years, at a minimum.  If, within that five year period, the status of the lower Snake River dams or any other major component of the Federal Columbia River Power system has changed, the Council can take that into account as part of the review process.” (2000 Program, page 13).  

We are not suggesting any changes to this section for the next version of the Fish and Wildlife Program.  

Amendment 2.1.5  Monitoring

Monitoring_volume2_20080313

CSS_10yr_report_2007

ISEMP_3yr_review_dec9_final2

ISRP_2008-1_CSMEP_review

OBEMP_Annualreport2006fin

Wind_2007

Amendment 2.1.6  Reporting

Amendment 2.1.7  Evaluation

Amendment 2.1.8  Adjustment in Program Direction

Section 2.2.  Resident Fish

Amendment 2.2 Include in Appendix A: Glossary the following information for the definition of Resident Fish

Amendment 2.2.1 Make Reference to the Current Biological Condition for Resident Fish Populations

Amendment 2.2.2 Maintain the Current Basinwide Objectives for Biological Performance in the Program

Amendment 2.2.3 Make Reference to the Current Limiting Factors Affecting Resident Fish Populations

Amendment 2.2.4 Provide Priorities and Principles for Resident Fish Strategies and Measures

Amendment 2.2.5 Include a Statement Regarding Monitoring of Resident Fish Populations

Amendment 2.2.6 Identify Specific Reporting Requirements for the Program

Amendment 2.2.7 Identify How Evaluation of the Resident Fish Section of the Program Will Occur

Amendment 2.2.8 Explain How Adjustment in Program Direction Will Occur Over Time

Section 2.3.  Wildlife

Documents Common to All or Multiple Sections

· 2000_F&W_Program 

· 1994_F&W_Program

· Idaho_Cons_Strategy (file)

· Montana_Conservation_Strategy

· Oregon_Cons_Strategy (file)

· Washington_Con_Strategy (file)

Amendment 2.3.1 Make Reference to the Current Biological Condition for Wildlife

· MTsettlementLibbyHungryHorseAgreement

Amendment 2.3.2 Adjust the Current Basinwide Objectives for Biological Performance for Wildlife 

The 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program called for Bonneville and the Fish and Wildlife Managers to complete mitigation agreements that, in combination with existing projects, equaled 200 percent of the habitat units identified in the loss assessments (NWPCC 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program: Table 11-4). The doubling of the losses was done in part to address the significant annualized impacts that have accrued since construction. This decision assumed Bonneville received full credit for existing habitat values on permanently protected lands and those impacts covered under the Dworshak and State of Montana settlement agreements do not need to be revisited. 

Consistent with the provisions of the 2000 Program, Table 2.3.1 reflects the current status of Bonneville’s obligation for construction and inundation losses and should be included in the 2008 Program.  
Amendment 2.3.3 Make Reference to the Current Limiting Factors Affecting Wildlife

· CBFWA_Program_Budget_FY2002-2006

Amendment 2.3.4 Provide Priorities and Principles for Wildlife Strategies and Measures
Operation Loss Assessments-

· Operational_Loss_White Paper

· KTOI-cbfwa Oploss slideshow
Long-term Funding Agreements-

· CBFWAResponse_P_O’Toole_Task116

· IEAB_116_and_117_CBFWAtoNPCC_20Feb2008_Finalsig

· OMwhitepaperPopeScheelerjan2007

· Wildlife_OM_WhitePaper

Wildlife Crediting Forum-
· Wildlife_Crediting_Amend_Whtpaper071707

· CRED_Scheeler_1999

Amendment 2.3.5 Include a Statement Regarding Monitoring of Wildlife

·   RME_History_Background_Whtpaper010208

· wacM&EpresentationRayEntz032207

· O’Neil_et_al_2008

· 2006_1113CTUIR_MonitoringtoBPA

Amendment 2.3.6 Identify Specific Reporting Requirements for the Program

2000 Fish and Wildlife Program
Amendment 2.3.7 Identify How Evaluation of the Wildlife Section of the Program Will Occur

Amendment 2.3.8 Explain How Adjustment in Program Direction Will Occur Over Time

Section 3.0.  Recommended Amendment to the Ecological Province, Subbasin, and Focal Species Provisions for Anadromous Fish

BACKGROUND MATERIAL

Need for Subbasin or Population Specific Measures

Information at the subbasin or population level provides the local scientific knowledge, policies, and priorities necessary to refine the general guidance provided by programmatic and provincial level visions, goals and objectives.  Subbasin or population specific strategies and measures that address limiting factors and threats can provide this refinement.  Strategies and measures are provided in subbasin plans, draft recovery plans, proposed actions, biological opinions, agency management plans, etc.; however, these planning documents and implementation plans do not effectively prioritize strategies and actions among the multiple limiting factors and threats affecting each population.  

All subbasin or population specific measures proposed here are taken directly from subbasin plans, draft recovery plans, or agency management plans.  These plans are integral components of the Program.  Our analysis merely provides a framework for prioritizing existing measures for each subbasin or population, within the multiple limiting factors affecting each population.  Prioritization is limited to “suites of measures”.  For this analysis, potential actions addressing each limiting factor are considered suites of measures.  No prioritization is attempted among potential actions addressing a specific limiting factor.

Development of Subbasin or Population Specific Measures
We performed an analysis of action effectiveness for anadromous salmonid populations by using the All-H Analyzer (AHA), a tool that has been widely applied in the Columbia River Basin.  Our objective was to assess the relative effectiveness of various suites of measures on the performance of each population or major population group.  The AHA tool addresses different stages in the life cycle and thus the different limiting factors that affect anadromous salmonid population performance.  The AHA tool was developed to give managers a method for examining different ways of balancing habitat restoration, hydroelectric facilities operation, harvest, and hatchery practices (Mobrand-Jones & Stokes Associates 2005). 

The AHA tool uses the Beverton-Holt population parameters of productivity and capacity for habitat inputs.  Inputs for the hydro portion of the tool include estimates of survival rates during juvenile outmigration, estuary/ocean residence, and adult upstream migration to obtain an overall SAR estimate.  Harvest rate estimates from the ocean, the Columbia River below Bonneville Dam, the Columbia River above Bonneville Dam, and tributaries are entered separately to obtain an overall exploitation rate for each population.  Hatchery inputs include, but are not limited to, actual or estimated values for numbers of smolts released, broodstock collected, and stray rates for each hatchery.  See Mobrand-Jones & Stokes Associates (2005) and Carmichael and Taylor (2007) for a thorough description of the AHA tool used in our analyses.  

We first utilized AHA to estimate population responses to a combination of potential management actions, beginning with the current condition.  Current conditions were intended to generally reflect conditions and population performance during recent years (2002 to 2006).  Outputs from the model were validated by local fish managers to ensure realistic and useful results would be achieved when comparing various alternative scenarios of proposed work.  Various scenarios focused on actions aimed at improving mainstem Columbia River survival (including the estuary), tributary habitat, harvest management, and hatchery fish management.  Prospective actions are presented as scenarios in Table 1.  Scenario 1 represents responses to hydro operations proposed for 2008, responses over a 10-year period to specific habitat restoration actions, and responses to harvest and hatchery fish management defined by U.S. v Oregon agreements.  Scenario 2 is similar to Scenario 1, except that habitat inputs represent longer-term responses to an extensive suite of habitat restoration actions considered “desirable and feasible” by managers.  Scenario 3 is similar to Scenario 2, except that hydro inputs represent expected responses to “aggressive non-breach” actions proposed by salmon managers.

We then used AHA to evaluate the expected response of each population if the hydrosystem had no impact on passage survival of juveniles or adults from subbasins of origin to Bonneville Dam, but with current conditions for habitat, harvest, and hatcheries.  We estimated this response using three values for current delayed mortality (none, low, and high; see Volume 3).  Results from this scenario roughly indicate mitigation for effects of passage through the hydrosystem.  Finally, we used AHA to evaluate the expected response of each population if “desirable and feasible” habitat restoration actions were implemented, but with all other conditions remaining current.  This roughly indicates how much of the passage mitigation can be addressed by habitat actions within each subbasin.  Our analyses provide a useful and appropriate assessment of how different suites of measures can be expected to affect population performance relative to the current situation and to a benchmark defined by effects of direct passage mortality.
Results of the AHA analyses are presented for each population or for major population groups. Changes in performance measures associated with each action or scenario are presented for equilibrium spawner abundance, equilibrium abundance of natural spawners, and equilibrium adjusted productivity.  

Table 3.0-1.  Actions analyzed for each population by using the AHA tool.  Detailed information on derivation of and values used for inputs is provided in Volume 3.  

	Scenario
	
	AHA Inputs

	
	
	Tributary habitat
	Hydrosystem
	Harvest
	Hatchery

	Current
	
	Current
	Current
	Current
	Current

	Scenario 1
	
	Draft 2008 BiOp
	Draft 2008 BiOp
	U.S. v Oregon
	U.S. v Oregon

	Scenario 2
	
	Manager Plan
	Draft 2008 BiOp
	U.S. v Oregon
	U.S. v Oregon

	Scenario 3
	
	Manager Plan
	Aggressive non-breach
	U.S. v Oregon
	U.S. v Oregon

	Habitat only
	
	Manager Plan
	Current
	Current
	Current

	No passage effect
	
	Current
	No passage effect
	Current
	Current


Section 3.1.  Columbia River Estuary Province and Ocean

No analyses.

Section 3.2.  Lower Columbia Province 

Summary of AHA analyses to be completed.

Section 3.3.  Columbia Gorge Province 

Table 3.3.1. Juvenile out-migration survival estimates used in AHA analyses for Columbia Gorge Province Chinook salmon and steelhead.

	Subbasin,

population
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Aggressive non-breach
	No passage effect

	Spring Chinook

	Wind River
	0.906
	0.906
	0.969
	0.997

	Hood River 
	0.850
	0.850
	0.893
	0.995

	Klickitat River
	0.906
	0.906
	0.969
	0.989

	Steelhead

	Wind River
	0.838
	0.838
	0.922
	0.959

	White Salmon River
	0.838
	0.838
	0.922
	0.959

	Hood River summer 
	0.820
	0.820
	0.902
	0.959

	Hood River winter
	0.820
	0.820
	0.902
	0.959

	Klickitat River
	0.838
	0.838
	0.922
	0.959

	Fifteenmile Creek
	0.820
	0.820
	0.922
	0.959


Table 3.3.2. Juvenile estuary/ocean survival estimates used in AHA analyses for Columbia Gorge Province Chinook salmon and steelhead.

	Subbasin,

population
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Aggressive non-breach
	No passage effect

	Spring Chinook

	Wind River
	0.022
	0.023
	0.023
	0.022

	Hood River 
	0.050
	0.053
	0.053
	0.050

	Klickitat River
	0.061
	0.064
	0.064
	0.061

	Steelhead

	Wind River
	0.114
	0.121
	0.121
	0.114

	White Salmon River
	0.129
	0.137
	0.137
	0.129

	Hood River summer
	0.053
	0.056
	0.056
	0.053

	Hood River winter
	0.055
	0.058
	0.058
	0.055

	Klickitat River
	0.071
	0.075
	0.075
	0.071

	Fifteenmile Creek
	0.055
	0.058
	0.058
	0.055


Table 3.3.3. Adult migration survival estimates used in AHA analyses for Columbia Gorge Province Chinook salmon and steelhead.

	Subbasin,

population
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Aggressive non-breach
	No passage effect

	Spring Chinook

	Wind River
	0.966
	0.966
	0.966
	0.991

	Hood River 
	0.966
	0.966
	0.966
	0.995

	Klickitat River
	0.966
	0.966
	0.966
	0.991

	Steelhead

	Wind River
	0.976
	0.976
	0.976
	0.976

	White Salmon River
	0.976
	0.976
	0.976
	0.976

	Hood River summer
	0.976
	0.976
	0.976
	0.976

	Hood River winter
	0.976
	0.976
	0.976
	0.976

	Klickitat River
	0.976
	0.976
	0.976
	0.976

	Fifteenmile Creek
	0.976
	0.976
	0.976
	0.976


Table 3.3.4.  Productivity values used in AHA scenarios for Columbia Gorge Province Chinook.

	Subbasin,

population
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Manager Input

	Wind River
	2.880
	2.880
	2.880

	Hood River
	1.210
	1.210
	1.210

	Klickitat River
	6.500
	6.500
	8.860


Table 3.3.5.  Productivity values used in AHA scenarios for Columbia Gorge Province steelhead.

	Subbasin,

population
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Manager Input

	Wind River

	Wind River summer steelhead
	4.800
	4.800
	6.576

	Wind River winter steelhead
	3.401
	3.401
	7.584

	White Salmon River

	White Salmon River steelhead
	3.924
	3.924
	6.789

	Hood River

	Hood River summer steelhead
	2.000
	2.000
	2.000

	Hood River winter steelhead
	1.110
	1.110
	2.919

	Klickitat River

	Klickitat River steelhead
	5.800
	6.032
	9.396

	Fifteenmile Creek
	
	
	

	Fifteenmile Creek winter steelhead
	2.230
	2.230
	4.326


Table 3.3.6.  Habitat capacity values used in AHA scenarios for Columbia Gorge Province Chinook.

	Subbasin,

population
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Manager Input

	Wind River
	196
	196
	196

	Hood River
	1,779
	1,779
	1,779

	Klickitat River
	1,271
	1,271
	1,579


Table 3.3.7.  Habitat capacity values used in AHA scenarios for Columbia Gorge Province steelhead.

	Subbasin,

population
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Manager Input

	Wind River

	Wind River summer steelhead
	1,877
	1,877
	2,571

	Wind River winter steelhead
	94
	94
	210

	White Salmon River

	White Salmon River steelhead
	25
	25
	43

	Hood River

	Hood River summer steelhead
	600
	600
	600

	Hood River winter steelhead
	2,345
	2,345
	4,244

	Klickitat River

	Klickitat River steelhead
	2,256
	2,346
	3,028

	Fifteenmile Creek
	
	
	

	Fifteenmile Creek winter steelhead
	1,577
	1,577
	2,224


Section 3.3.1  Wind River Subbasin
Spring Chinook
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Figure 3.3.1-1.  Estimates of the response of Wind River spring Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Steelhead
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 Figure 3.3.1-2.  Estimates of the response of Wind River steelhead adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Section 3.3.3  White Salmon River Subbasin

Steelhead
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Figure 3.3.3-1.  Estimates of the response of White Salmon River steelhead adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Section 3.3.4  Hood River Subbasin
Spring Chinook
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Figure 3.3.4-1.  Estimates of the response of Hood River spring Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Steelhead
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 Figure 3.3.4-2.  Estimates of the response of Hood River steelhead adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Section 3.3.5  Klickitat  River Subbasin

Spring Chinook
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Figure 3.3.5-1.  Estimates of the response of Klickitat River spring Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Steelhead
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 Figure 3.3.5-2.  Estimates of the response of Klickitat River steelhead adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Section 3.3.6  Fifteenmile Creek Subbasin
Steelhead
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 Figure 3.3.6-1.  Estimates of the response of Fifteenmile Creek steelhead adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Section 3.4.  Columbia Plateau Province 
Table 3.4.1. Juvenile out-migration survival estimates used in AHA analyses for Columbia Plateau Province Chinook salmon and steelhead.

	
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Aggressive non-breach
	No passage effect

	Spring Chinook
	
	
	
	

	Deschutes River
	0.820
	0.853
	0.902
	0.984

	John Day River
	0.740
	0.784
	0.851
	0.977

	UmatillaRiver
	0.740
	0.784
	0.851
	0.958

	Walla Walla River
	0.673
	0.720
	0.774
	0.951

	Yakima River
	0.673
	0.720
	0.774
	0.946

	Tucannon River
	0.608
	0.657
	0.699
	0.931

	Steelhead
	
	
	
	

	Deschutes River
	0.770
	0.809
	0.886
	0.923

	John Day River
	0.700
	0.770
	0.840
	0.926

	UmatillaRiver
	0.696
	0.766
	0.835
	0.901

	Walla Walla River
	0.468
	0.524
	0.608
	0.661

	Yakima River
	0.470
	0.531
	0.611
	0.691

	Tucannon River
	0.585
	0.563
	0.819
	0.896


Table 3.4.2. Juvenile estuary/ocean survival estimates used in AHA analyses for Columbia Plateau Province Chinook salmon and steelhead.

	
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Aggressive non-breach
	No passage effect

	Spring Chinook
	
	
	
	

	Deschutes River
	0.072
	0.076
	0.076
	0.072

	John Day River
	0.080
	0.085
	0.085
	0.080

	UmatillaRiver
	0.060
	0.064
	0.064
	0.060

	Walla Walla River
	0.060
	0.064
	0.064
	0.060

	Yakima River
	0.048
	0.051
	0.051
	0.048

	Tucannon River
	0.060
	0.064
	0.064
	0.060

	Steelhead
	
	
	
	

	Deschutes River
	0.053
	0.056
	0.056
	0.053

	John Day River
	0.053
	0.056
	0.056
	0.053

	UmatillaRiver
	0.056
	0.059
	0.059
	0.056

	Walla Walla River
	0.056
	0.059
	0.059
	0.056

	Yakima River
	0.061
	0.065
	0.065
	0.061

	Tucannon River
	0.056
	0.059
	0.059
	0.056


Table 3.4.3. Adult migration survival estimates used in AHA analyses for Columbia Plateau Province Chinook salmon and steelhead.

	
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Aggressive non-breach
	No passage effect

	Spring Chinook
	
	
	
	

	Deschutes River
	0.933
	0.933
	0.933
	0.980

	John Day River
	0.901
	0.901
	0.901
	0.973

	UmatillaRiver
	0.930
	0.930
	0.930
	0.974

	Walla Walla River
	0.907
	0.907
	0.907
	0.965

	Yakima River
	0.871
	0.871
	0.871
	0.965

	Tucannon River
	0.864
	0.864
	0.864
	0.948

	Steelhead
	
	
	
	

	Deschutes River
	0.953
	0.953
	0.953
	0.953

	John Day River
	0.880
	0.880
	0.880
	0.950

	UmatillaRiver
	0.930
	0.930
	0.930
	0.974

	Walla Walla River
	0.907
	0.907
	0.907
	0.965

	Yakima River
	0.907
	0.907
	0.907
	0.975

	Tucannon River
	0.864
	0.864
	0.864
	0.948


Table 3.4.4.  Productivity values used in AHA scenarios for Columbia Plateau Province spring/summer Chinook salmon.

	Subbasin,

population
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Manager Input

	Deschutes River

	Deschutes River spring Chinook 
	4.000
	4.000
	4.880

	John Day River

	Middle Fork spring Chinook
	3.500
	3.500
	15.505

	North Fork spring Chinook
	5.200
	5.200
	10.556

	Upper Mainstem spring Chinook
	4.000
	4.000
	16.600

	Umatilla River

	Umatilla River spring Chinook
	2.420
	2.420
	3.461

	Walla Walla River

	Walla Walla River spring Chinook
	4.000
	4.000
	5.600

	Yakima River

	American spring Chinook  
	3.890
	3.890
	4.971

	Naches spring Chinook
	2.610
	2.610
	3.440

	Upper Yakima spring Chinook
	3.280
	3.280
	3.805

	Tucannon River

	Tucannon River spring Chinook 
	2.200
	2.574
	2.200


Table 3.4.5.  Productivity values used in AHA scenarios for Columbia Plateau Province steelhead.

	Subbasin,

population
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Manager Input

	Deschutes River

	Eastside tributaries summer steelhead
	4.110
	4.233
	9.987

	Westside tributaries summer steelhead
	1.990
	2.010
	3.005

	John Day River

	Lower mainstem summer steelhead
	4.830
	4.878
	8.846

	Middle Fork summer steelhead
	3.890
	3.929
	6.808

	North Fork summer steelhead
	3.820
	3.858
	5.157

	South Fork summer steelhead
	3.270
	3.335
	4.742

	Upper mainstem summer steelhead
	3.400
	3.434
	6.528

	Umatilla River

	Umatilla River summer steelhead
	1.910
	1.986
	4.450

	Walla Walla River
	
	
	

	Walla Walla River summer steelhead
	1.840
	1.914
	3.128

	Touchet River summer steelhead
	0.750
	0.780
	1.748

	Yakima River 

	Naches summer steelhead
	2.630
	2.735
	5.313

	Satus summer steelhead
	2.410
	2.506
	5.182

	Toppenish summer steelhead
	2.420
	2.517
	4.864

	Upper Yakima summer steelhead
	2.600
	2.704
	4.551

	Tucannon River

	Tucannon River summer steelhead
	1.895
	1.990
	1.895


Table 3.4.6.  Habitat capacity values used in AHA scenarios for Columbia Plateau Province spring/summer Chinook salmon.

	Subbasin,

population
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Manager Input

	Deschutes River

	Deschutes River spring Chinook 
	1,300
	1,300
	1,508

	John Day River

	Middle Fork spring Chinook
	1,500
	1,500
	9,300

	North Fork spring Chinook
	3,000
	3,000
	6,090

	Upper mainstem spring Chinook
	1,500
	1,500
	6,225

	Umatilla River

	Umatilla River spring Chinook
	942
	942
	1,281

	Walla Walla River

	Walla Walla River spring Chinook
	443
	443
	620

	Yakima River

	American spring Chinook  
	418
	418
	484

	Naches spring Chinook
	2,121
	2,121
	6,045

	Upper Yakima spring Chinook
	5,292
	5,292
	15,082

	Tucannon River

	Tucannon River spring Chinook 
	979
	1,145
	979


Table 3.4.7.  Habitat capacity values used in AHA scenarios for Columbia Plateau Province Steelhead.

	Subbasin,

population
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Manager Input

	Deschutes River

	Eastside tributaries summer steelhead
	6,055
	6,237
	16,046

	Westside tributaries summer steelhead
	1,766
	1,784
	1,554

	John Day River
	
	
	

	Lower mainstem summer steelhead
	4,294
	4,337
	11,723

	Middle Fork summer steelhead
	1,712
	1,729
	2,482

	North Fork summer steelhead
	3,925
	3,964
	5,103

	South Fork summer steelhead
	625
	638
	794

	Upper mainstem summer steelhead
	1,270
	1,283
	2,248

	Umatilla River
	
	
	

	Umatilla River summer steelhead
	4,230
	4,399
	6,218

	Walla Walla River
	
	
	

	Walla Walla River summer steelhead
	2,180
	2,267
	3,662

	Touchet River summer steelhead
	818
	851
	1,497

	Yakima River 
	
	
	

	Naches summer steelhead
	3,192
	3,320
	7,660

	Satus summer steelhead
	1,472
	1,531
	3,283

	Toppenish summer steelhead
	860
	894
	2,219

	Upper Yakima summer steelhead
	1,809
	1,881
	6,449

	Tucannon River
	
	
	

	Tucannon River summer steelhead
	1,764
	1,852
	1,764


Section 3.4.1  Deschutes River Subbasin

Spring Chinook
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 Figure 3.4.1-1.  Estimates of the response of Deschutes River spring Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Steelhead
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 Figure 3.4.1-2.  Estimates of the response of Deschutes River steelhead adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Section 3.4.2  John Day River Subbasin
Spring Chinook
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 Figure 3.4.2-1.  Estimates of the response of John Day River spring Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.
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Figure 3.4.2-2.  Estimates of the response of John Day River steelhead adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Section 3.4.3  Umatilla River Subbasin
Spring Chinook
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 Figure 3.4.3-1.  Estimates of the response of Umatilla River spring Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Fall Chinook
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 Figure 3.4.3-2.  Estimates of the response of Umatilla River fall Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.
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 Figure 3.4.3-3.  Estimates of the response of Umatilla River steelhead adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Section 3.4.4  Walla Walla River Subbasin
Spring Chinook
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 Figure 3.4.4-1.  Estimates of the response of Walla Walla River spring Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Steelhead
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Figure 3.4.4-2.  Estimates of the response of Walla Walla River steelhead adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Section 3.4.5  Yakima River Subbasin
Spring Chinook
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 Figure 3.4.5-1.  Estimates of the response of Yakima River spring Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Fall Chinook
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 Figure 3.4.5-2.  Estimates of the response of Yakima River fall Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.
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 Figure 3.4.5-3.  Estimates of the response of Yakima River steelhead adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Section 3.4.6  Tucannon River Subbasin
Spring Chinook
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 Figure 3.4.6-1.  Estimates of the response of Tucannon River spring Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.
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Figure 3.4.6-2.  Estimates of the response of Tucannon River steelhead adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Section 3.5  Columbia Cascade Province

Table 3.5.1. Juvenile out-migration survival estimates used in AHA analyses for Columbia Cascade Province Chinook salmon and steelhead.

	
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Aggressive non-breach
	No passage effect

	Spring Chinook
	
	
	
	

	Wenatchee River
	0.500
	0.545
	0.575
	0.909

	Entiat River
	0.453
	0.503
	0.521
	0.905

	Methow River
	0.410
	0.455
	0.472
	0.894

	Okanogan River
	0.410
	0.455
	0.472
	0.892

	Summer/Fall Chinook
	
	
	
	

	Wenatchee River
	0.065
	0.071
	0.075
	0.143

	Entiat River
	0.066
	0.073
	0.076
	0.161

	Methow River
	0.047
	0.052
	0.054
	0.128

	Okanogan River
	0.047
	0.052
	0.054
	0.128

	Steelhead
	
	
	
	

	Wenatchee River
	0.265
	0.334
	0.344
	0.547

	Entiat River
	0.219
	0.276
	0.285
	0.496

	Methow River
	0.181
	0.228
	0.235
	0.448

	Okanogan River
	0.181
	0.228
	0.235
	0.447


Table 3.5.2. Juvenile estuary/ocean survival estimates used in AHA analyses for Columbia Cascade Province Chinook salmon and steelhead.

	
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Aggressive non-breach
	No passage effect

	Spring Chinook
	
	
	
	

	Wenatchee River
	0.055
	0.058
	0.058
	0.055

	Entiat River
	0.055
	0.058
	0.058
	0.055

	Methow River
	0.055
	0.058
	0.058
	0.055

	Okanogan River
	0.055
	0.058
	0.058
	0.055

	Summer/Fall Chinook
	
	
	
	

	Wenatchee River
	0.096
	0.105
	0.105
	0.096

	Entiat River
	0.096
	0.102
	0.102
	0.096

	Methow River
	0.096
	0.102
	0.102
	0.096

	Okanogan River
	0.096
	0.102
	0.102
	0.096

	Steelhead
	
	
	
	

	Wenatchee River
	0.111
	0.118
	0.118
	0.111

	Entiat River
	0.111
	0.118
	0.118
	0.111

	Methow River
	0.111
	0.118
	0.118
	0.111

	Okanogan river
	0.111
	0.118
	0.118
	0.111


Table 3.5.3. Adult migration survival estimates used in AHA analyses for Columbia Cascade Province Chinook salmon and steelhead.

	
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Aggressive non-breach
	No passage effect

	Spring Chinook
	
	
	
	

	Wenatchee River
	0.785
	0.785
	0.785
	0.940

	Entiat River
	0.758
	0.758
	0.758
	0.932

	Methow River
	0.733
	0.733
	0.733
	0.924

	Okanogan river
	0.733
	0.733
	0.733
	0.924

	Summer/Fall Chinook
	
	
	
	

	Wenatchee River
	0.785
	0.785
	0.785
	0.940

	Entiat River
	0.758
	0.758
	0.758
	0.932

	Methow River
	0.733
	0.733
	0.733
	0.924

	Okanogan River
	0.733
	0.733
	0.733
	0.924

	Steelhead
	
	
	
	

	Wenatchee River
	0.611
	0.611
	0.611
	0.907

	Entiat River
	0.569
	0.569
	0.569
	0.899

	Methow River
	0.531
	0.531
	0.531
	0.891

	Okanogan River
	0.531
	0.531
	0.531
	0.891


Table 3.5.4.  Productivity values used in AHA scenarios for Columbia Cascade Province salmon and steelhead.

	
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Manager input

	Spring Chinook
	
	
	

	Wenatchee River
	4.260
	4.388
	4.942

	Entiat River
	1.970
	2.403
	2.403

	Methow River
	1.920
	2.035
	2.938

	Okanogan River
	0.900
	1.026
	1.233

	Summer/Fall Chinook
	
	
	

	Wenatchee River
	4.250
	4.250
	4.675

	Entiat River
	1.690
	1.690
	1.859

	Methow River
	1.760
	1.760
	1.936

	Okanogan River
	6.000
	6.000
	6.600

	Steelhead
	
	
	

	Wenatchee River
	2.250
	2.340
	2.520

	Entiat River
	0.900
	0.972
	1.287

	Methow River
	1.250
	1.300
	1.875

	Okanogan River
	1.650
	1.881
	2.772


Table 3.5.5.  Habitat capacity values used in AHA scenarios for Columbia Cascade Province salmon and steelhead.

	
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Manager input

	Spring Chinook
	
	
	

	Wenatchee River
	2,091
	2,154
	3,404

	Entiat River
	344
	420
	534

	Methow River
	1,116
	1,183
	1,821

	Okanogan River
	253
	288
	347

	Summer/Fall Chinook
	
	
	

	Wenatchee River
	1,336
	1,336
	1,723

	Entiat River
	300
	300
	387

	Methow River
	1,531
	1,531
	1,975

	Okanogan River
	10,000
	10,000
	12,900

	Steelhead
	
	
	

	Wenatchee River
	765
	796
	1,446

	Entiat River
	170
	184
	184

	Methow River
	1,962
	2,040
	2,629

	Okanogan River
	126
	144
	418


Section 3.5.1  Wenatchee River Subbasin

Spring Chinook
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Figure 3.5.1-1.  Estimates of the response of Wenatchee River spring Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Summer/Fall Chinook
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Figure 3.5.1-2.  Estimates of the response of Wenatchee River summer/fall Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Steelhead
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 Figure 3.5.1-3.  Estimates of the response of Wenatchee River steelhead adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Section 3.5.2  Entiat River Subbasin

Spring Chinook
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 Figure 3.5.2-1.  Estimates of the response of Entiat River spring Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Summer/Fall Chinook
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 Figure 3.5.2-2.  Estimates of the response of Entiat River summer/fall Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Steelhead
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 Figure 3.5.2-3.  Estimates of the response of Entiat River steelhead adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Section 3.5.3  Methow River Subbasin

Spring Chinook
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Figure 3.5.3-1.  Estimates of the response of Methow River spring Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Summer/Fall Chinook
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Figure 3.5.3-2.  Estimates of the response of Methow River summer/fall Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Steelhead
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Figure 3.5.3-3.  Estimates of the response of Methow River steelhead adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Section 3.5.4  Okanogan River Subbasin

Spring Chinook
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 Figure 3.5.4-1.  Estimates of the response of Okanogan River spring Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Summer/Fall Chinook
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 Figure 3.5.4-2.  Estimates of the response of Okanogan River summer/fall Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Steelhead
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 Figure 3.5.4-3.  Estimates of the response of Okanogan River steelhead adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Section 3.6  Blue Mountain Province

Table 3.6.1. Juvenile out-migration survival estimates used in AHA analyses for Blue Mountain Province Chinook salmon and steelhead.

	
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Aggressive non-breach
	No passage effect

	Spring/Summer Chinook
	
	
	
	

	Grande Ronde River
	0.548
	0.592
	0.631
	0.902

	Imnaha River
	0.548
	0.592
	0.631
	0.896

	Steelhead
	
	
	
	

	Asotin Creek
	0.489
	0.471
	0.734
	0.908

	Grande Ronde River
	0.489
	0.471
	0.734
	0.905

	Imnaha River
	0.489
	0.471
	0.734
	0.896


Table 3.6.2. Juvenile estuary/ocean survival estimates used in AHA analyses for Blue Mountain Province Chinook salmon and steelhead.

	
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Aggressive non-breach
	No passage effect

	Spring/Summer Chinook
	
	
	
	

	Grande Ronde River
	0.029
	0.031
	0.031
	0.029

	Imnaha River
	0.029
	0.031
	0.031
	0.029

	Steelhead
	
	
	
	

	Asotin Creek
	0.056
	0.059
	0.059
	0.056

	Grande Ronde River
	0.056
	0.059
	0.059
	0.056

	Imnaha River
	0.056
	0.059
	0.059
	0.056


Table 3.6.3. Adult migration survival estimates used in AHA analyses for Blue Mountain Province Chinook salmon and steelhead.

	
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Aggressive non-breach
	No passage effect

	Spring/Summer Chinook
	
	
	
	

	Grande Ronde River
	0.820
	0.820
	0.820
	0.932

	Imnaha River
	0.820
	0.820
	0.820
	0.932

	Steelhead
	
	
	
	

	Asotin Creek
	0.823
	0.823
	0.823
	0.932

	Grande Ronde River
	0.823
	0.823
	0.823
	0.932

	Imnaha River
	0.823
	0.823
	0.823
	0.932


Table 3.6.4.  Productivity values used in AHA scenarios for Blue Mountain Province Chinook salmon.

	Subbasin,

population
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Manager Input

	Grande Ronde River 

	Wenaha spring Chinook
	5.200
	5.200
	5.200

	Lostine spring Chinook 
	3.650
	3.723
	3.906

	Catherine Creek spring Chinook 
	2.500
	3.075
	3.150

	Lookingglass Creek spring Chinook 
	3.000
	3.000
	3.000

	Minam spring Chinook
	5.700
	5.700
	5.700

	Upper Grande Ronde spring Chinook 
	1.000
	1.230
	1.280

	Imnaha River 

	Imnaha River spring-summer Chinook
	2.000
	2.020
	2.060


Table 3.6.5.  Productivity values used in AHA scenarios for Blue Mountain Province steelhead.

	Subbasin,

population
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Manager Input

	Asotin Creek

	Asotin Creek summer steelhead
	1.993
	2.073
	1.993

	Grande Ronde River

	Wallowa summer steelhead 
	2.887
	2.916
	3.493

	Lower Grande Ronde summer steelhead
	1.800
	1.872
	2.412

	Upper Grande Ronde summer steelhead
	3.900
	3.939
	4.056

	Joseph summer steelhead 
	3.000
	3.120
	3.570

	Imnaha River

	Imnaha summer steelhead
	3.000
	3.000
	3.450


Table 3.6.6.  Habitat capacity values used in AHA scenarios for Blue Mountain Province Chinook salmon and steelhead.

	Subbasin,

population
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Manager Input

	Grande Ronde River 

	Wenaha spring Chinook
	488
	488
	488

	Lostine spring Chinook 
	500
	510
	535

	Catherine Creek spring Chinook 
	200
	246
	252

	Lookingglass Creek spring Chinook 
	200
	200
	200

	Minam spring Chinook
	338
	338
	338

	Upper Grande Ronde spring Chinook 
	100
	123
	128

	Imnaha River 

	Imnaha River spring-summer Chinook
	700
	707
	721


Table 3.6.7.  Habitat capacity values used in AHA scenarios for Blue Mountain Province steelhead.

	Subbasin,

population
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Manager Input

	Asotin Creek

	Asotin Creek summer steelhead
	505
	525
	505

	Grande Ronde River

	Wallowa summer steelhead 
	2,060
	1,734
	2,078

	Lower Grande Ronde summer steelhead
	4,765
	3,812
	4,911

	Upper Grande Ronde summer steelhead
	2,010
	1,971
	2,029

	Joseph summer steelhead 
	2,829
	2,558
	2,927

	Imnaha River

	Imnaha summer steelhead
	2,000
	2,000
	2,300


Section 3.6.1  Asotin Creek Subbasin

Steelhead
[image: image37.emf]0.0

2.0

4.0

6.0

8.0

10.0

12.0

Current 1 2 3 Habitat only No passage

effect

Scenario

Relative Abundance

Hatchery (PNI<0.5)

Hatchery (PNI>0.5)

Natural

Figure 3.6.1-1.  Estimates of the response of Asotin Creek steelhead adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Section 3.6.2  Grande Ronde River Subbasin

Spring Chinook
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Figure 3.6.2-1.  Estimates of the response of Grande Ronde River spring Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Steelhead
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 Figure 3.6.2-2.  Estimates of the response of Grande Ronde River steelhead adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Section 3.6.3  Imnaha River Subbasin

Spring Chinook
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 Figure 3.6.3-1.  Estimates of the response of Imnaha River spring Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Steelhead
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 Figure 3.6.3-2.  Estimates of the response of Imnaha River steelhead adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Section 3.7  Mountain Snake Province

Table 3.7.1. Juvenile out-migration survival estimates used in AHA analyses for Mountain Snake Province Chinook salmon and steelhead.

	
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Aggressive non-breach
	No passage effect

	Spring/Summer Chinook
	
	
	
	

	Clearwater River
	0.548
	0.592
	0.630
	0.910

	Salmon River
	0.548
	0.592
	0.630
	0.910

	Steelhead
	
	
	
	

	Clearwater River
	0.489
	0.471
	0.734
	0.813

	Salmon River
	0.489
	0.471
	0.734
	0.813


Table 3.7.2. Juvenile estuary/ocean survival estimates used in AHA analyses for Mountain Snake Province Chinook salmon and steelhead.

	
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Aggressive non-breach
	No passage effect

	Spring/Summer Chinook
	
	
	
	

	Clearwater River
	0.029
	0.031
	0.031
	0.029

	Salmon River
	0.029
	0.031
	0.031
	0.029

	Steelhead
	
	
	
	

	All A-Run
	0.053
	0.056
	0.056
	0.053

	All B-Run
	0.048
	0.051
	0.051
	0.048


Table 3.7.3. Adult migration survival estimates used in AHA analyses for Mountain Snake Province Chinook salmon and steelhead.

	
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Aggressive non-breach
	No passage effect

	Spring/Summer Chinook
	
	
	
	

	Clearwater River
	0.820
	0.820
	0.820
	0.932

	Salmon River
	0.820
	0.820
	0.820
	0.932

	Steelhead
	
	
	
	

	Clearwater River
	0.823
	0.823
	0.823
	0.932

	Salmon River
	0.823
	0.823
	0.823
	0.932


Table 3.7.4.  Productivity values used in AHA scenarios for Mountain Snake Province spring/summer Chinook salmon.

	Subbasin,

population
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Manager Input

	Clearwater River

	Lochsa Spring Chinook 
	1.300
	1.508
	1.716

	Lower Selway Meadow Creek Spring Chinook
	1.300
	1.300
	1.456

	Upper Selway Spring Chinook
	1.300
	1.300
	1.456

	Newsome Creek Spring Chinook
	1.300
	1.300
	1.950

	SF Clearwater Spring Chinook
	1.300
	1.300
	1.950

	Lolo Spring Chinook
	1.300
	1.456
	1.794

	Lower Clearwater Tribs Spring Chinook
	1.300
	1.456
	1.690

	Salmon River

	Little Salmon Spring-Summer Chinook
	1.300
	1.300
	1.534

	SF Salmon Summer Chinook
	3.000
	3.030
	5.040

	Secesh Spring-Summer Chinook  
	1.600
	1.616
	2.080

	EF-SF Johnson Creek Summer Chinook
	1.500
	1.500
	1.770

	Chamberlain Spring Chinook 
	1.500
	1.500
	1.500

	Big Creek Spring-Summer Chinook 
	3.310
	3.343
	3.608

	Lower Middle Fork Spring-Summer Chinook
	1.500
	1.500
	1.500

	Camas Creek Spring Chinook 
	1.300
	1.300
	1.300

	Loon Creek Spring-Summer Chinook 
	1.120
	1.120
	1.120

	Upper Middle Fork Spring Chinook 
	1.500
	1.500
	1.500

	Sulphur Creek Spring Chinook 
	1.670
	1.670
	1.670

	Bear Valley Spring Chinook 
	3.030
	3.030
	3.030

	Marsh Creek Spring Chinook 
	3.030
	3.030
	3.030

	NF Salmon Spring Chinook 
	1.500
	1.500
	2.490

	Lemhi River Spring Chinook 
	1.250
	1.338
	2.188

	Pahsimeroi Summer Chinook  
	1.250
	1.760
	2.740

	Below Redfish Spring-Summer Chinook
	1.500
	1.515
	2.265

	East Fork Salmon Spring Chinook 
	1.500
	1.515
	1.620

	Yankee Fork Spring Chinook
	1.200
	1.560
	1.944

	Valley Spring Chinook 
	1.300
	1.313
	1.521

	Above Redfish Spring Chinook
	1.500
	1.710
	2.295

	Panther Creek Spring Chinook (Extirpated)
	0.100
	0.100
	0.100


Table 3.7.5.  Productivity values used in AHA scenarios for Mountain Snake Province steelhead.

	Subbasin,

population
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Manager Input

	Clearwater River

	Lochsa Summer Steelhead (B-Run)
	3.000
	3.480
	3.960

	Selway Summer Steelhead (B-Run)
	3.000
	3.030
	3.360

	SF Clearwater Summer Steelhead (B-Run)
	1.500
	1.710
	2.250

	Lolo Summer Steelhead (A+B-Run)
	1.300
	1.456
	1.794

	Lower Clearwater Summer Steelhead (A-Run)
	5.210
	5.210
	6.773

	Salmon River

	Little Salmon Summer Steelhead (A-Run)
	5.210
	5.210
	5.992

	South Fork Summer Steelhead (B-Run)
	1.300
	1.313
	1.859

	Secesh Summer Steelhead (B-Run)
	1.300
	1.378
	1.443

	Chamberlain Summer Steelhead (A-Run)
	5.210
	5.210
	5.210

	Lower Middle Fork Salmon Summer Steelhead (B-Run)
	1.300
	1.326
	1.352

	Upper Middle Fork Salmon Summer Steelhead (B-Run)
	1.300
	1.300
	1.300

	Panther Creek Summer Steelhead (A-Run)
	5.210
	5.210
	5.210

	North Fork Salmon Summer Steelhead (A-Run) 
	5.210
	5.210
	7.138

	Lemhi Summer Steelhead (A-Run)
	5.210
	5.366
	11.514

	Pahsimeroi Summer Steelhead (A-Run)
	5.210
	5.679
	9.170

	Salmon_East Fork Salmon Summer Steelhead
	5.210
	5.314
	6.929

	Salmon_Upper Salmon Summer Steelhead (A-Run)
	5.210
	5.523
	8.076


Table 3.7.6.  Habitat capacity values used in AHA scenarios for Mountain Snake Province spring/summer Chinook salmon.

	Subbasin,

population
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Manager Input

	Clearwater River

	Lochsa Spring Chinook 
	940
	1,090
	1,241

	Lower Selway Meadow Creek Spring Chinook
	400
	400
	448

	Upper Selway Spring Chinook
	600
	600
	672

	Newsome Creek Spring Chinook
	500
	500
	750

	SF Clearwater Spring Chinook
	2,500
	2,500
	3,750

	Lolo Spring Chinook
	1,500
	1,680
	2,070

	Lower Clearwater Tribs Spring Chinook
	500
	560
	650

	Salmon River

	Little Salmon Spring-Summer Chinook
	500
	500
	590

	SF Salmon Summer Chinook
	3,000
	3,030
	5,040

	Secesh Spring-Summer Chinook  
	1,240
	1,252
	1,612

	EF-SF Johnson Creek Summer Chinook
	2,000
	2,000
	2,360

	Chamberlain Spring Chinook 
	500
	500
	500

	Big Creek Spring-Summer Chinook 
	500
	505
	545

	Lower Middle Fork Spring-Summer Chinook
	100
	100
	100

	Camas Creek Spring Chinook 
	500
	500
	500

	Loon Creek Spring-Summer Chinook 
	931
	931
	931

	Upper Middle Fork Spring Chinook 
	100
	100
	100

	Sulphur Creek Spring Chinook 
	160
	160
	160

	Bear Valley Spring Chinook 
	1,000
	1,000
	1,000

	Marsh Creek Spring Chinook 
	500
	500
	500

	NF Salmon Spring Chinook 
	100
	100
	166

	Lemhi River Spring Chinook 
	1,613
	1,726
	2,823

	Pahsimeroi Summer Chinook  
	10,000
	14,100
	21,900

	Below Redfish Spring-Summer Chinook
	500
	505
	755

	East Fork Salmon Spring Chinook 
	500
	505
	540

	Yankee Fork Spring Chinook
	500
	650
	810

	Valley Spring Chinook 
	500
	505
	585

	Above Redfish Spring Chinook
	500
	570
	765

	Panther Creek Spring Chinook (Extirpated)
	100
	100
	100


Table 3.7.7.  Habitat capacity values used in AHA scenarios for Mountain Snake Province Steelhead.

	Subbasin,

population
	Current
	Draft 2008 Biological Opinion
	Manager Input

	Clearwater River

	Lochsa Summer Steelhead (B-Run)
	2,000
	2,320
	2,640

	Selway Summer Steelhead (B-Run)
	2,500
	2,425
	2,800

	SF Clearwater Summer Steelhead (B-Run)
	750
	855
	1,125

	Lolo Summer Steelhead (A+B-Run)
	200
	224
	276

	Lower Clearwater Summer Steelhead (A-Run)
	1,430
	1,430
	1,859

	Salmon River

	Little Salmon Summer Steelhead (A-Run)
	1,139
	1,139
	1,310

	South Fork Summer Steelhead (B-Run)
	1,115
	1,126
	1,594

	Secesh Summer Steelhead (B-Run)
	342
	363
	380

	Chamberlain Summer Steelhead (A-Run)
	399
	399
	399

	Lower Middle Fork Salmon Summer Steelhead (B-Run)
	1,587
	1,619
	1,650

	Upper Middle Fork Salmon Summer Steelhead (B-Run)
	1,667
	1,667
	1,667

	Panther Creek Summer Steelhead (A-Run)
	428
	428
	428

	North Fork Salmon Summer Steelhead (A-Run) 
	226
	226
	310

	Lemhi Summer Steelhead (A-Run)
	1,139
	1,173
	2,517

	Pahsimeroi Summer Steelhead (A-Run)
	1,029
	1,122
	1,811

	East Fork Salmon Summer Steelhead
	1,048
	1,069
	1,394

	Upper Salmon Summer Steelhead (A-Run)
	1,283
	1,360
	1,989


Section 3.7.1  Clearwater River Subbasin

Spring Chinook 
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Figure 3.7.1-1.  Estimates of the response of Clearwater River spring Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Steelhead
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 Figure 3.7.1-1.  Estimates of the response of Clearwater River steelhead adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Section 3.7.2  Salmon River Subbasin

South Fork Salmon River Spring/Summer Chinook
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 Figure 3.7.2-1.  Estimates of the response of South Fork Salmon River spring/summer Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Middle Fork Salmon River Spring/Summer Chinook
[image: image45.emf]0.0

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

Current 1 2 3 Habitat only No passage

effect

Scenario

Relative Abundance

Hatchery (PNI<0.5)

Hatchery (PNI>0.5)

Natural

 Figure 3.7.2-2.  Estimates of the response of Middle Fork Salmon River spring/summer Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Upper Salmon River Spring/Summer Chinook

[image: image46.emf]0.0

2.0

4.0

6.0

8.0

10.0

Current 1 2 3 Habitat only No passage

effect

Scenario

Relative Abundance

Hatchery (PNI<0.5)

Hatchery (PNI>0.5)

Natural

 Figure 3.7.2-3. Estimates of the response of Upper Salmon River spring/summer Chinook adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Steelhead
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 Figure 3.7.2-4. Estimates of the response of Salmon River steelhead adult abundance to potential scenarios, relative to the current situation.  Scenarios are described in Table 3.0-1.  PNI = proportion natural influence.  Lined portions of the “no passage effect” bar indicate increases in response relative to the current situation if delayed mortality (low and high estimates) is eliminated.

Section 4.0.  Recommended Amendment to Subbasin and Focal Species Provisions for Resident Fish

Section 4.1 Lower Columbia Province

Section 4.2 Columbia Gorge Province

Section 4.3 Columbia Plateau Province 

Section 4.4 Columbia Cascade Province

Section 4.5   Intermountain Province

Section 4.6  Mountain Columbia Province

Section 4.7 Blue Mountain Province

Section 4.8 Mountain Snake Province

Section 4.9 Middle Snake Province

Section 4.10 Upper Snake Province

Section 5.0.  Recommended Amendment to the Implementation Provisions

Section 5.1.  Implementation Funding Provisions

Amendment 5.1.1 The Program Should Define Bonneville’s In-Lieu Funding Restrictions

The fish and wildlife managers understand the Bonneville Power Administration may be considering a policy that guides their actions under the In-Lieu provisions of section 4(h)(10)(A).  Although we may agree or disagree with the specific provisions of any proposed policy on this issue, the fish and wildlife managers strongly believe that development of an In-Lieu funding policy must be conducted through the program amendment process and be included in the Fish and Wildlife program as a specific restriction on the Bonneville Administration Fund.  This will serve to guide future project proposals by the public and the fish and wildlife managers, project selection by the Council, and funding by the Administrator and other Federal agencies.  Indeed, the fish and wildlife managers do not want anyone to recommend projects for Bonneville funding that the Administrator is prohibited from funding by the In-Lieu funding restrictions of the NPA.  Further, we believe any policy that defines Bonneville hydropower mitigation obligations must be contained within the Fish and Wildlife Program. We encourage the Council to include such a definition in the 2008 version of the Fish and Wildlife Program.  To that end we offer the following. 

The fish and wildlife managers believe the in-lieu funding prohibition only applies in those circumstances where expenditures are authorized or required, not when the underlying activity is authorized but funding has not been appropriated or is not otherwise available.  That is, in-lieu prohibitions arise only if expenditures are available, having already been appropriated, or where otherwise legally required.  We believe the first clause of the lieu funding provision (where expenditures are authorized but not required) would apply to public entities.  That is, in-lieu funding restrictions prohibit Bonneville funding for an activity where expenditures have been appropriated by Congress or, in the case of a State agency, by State legislature.  For the second clause of the In-Lieu funding provision, expenditures may be required under a Federal Energy Regulatory Commission hydropower license or a court-ordered remediation.

Amendment 5.1.2 The Program Should Ensure that Funding Collected in Bonneville Rates for Fish and Wildlife Actions are Spent on Fish and Wildlife

Amendment 5.1.3 The Program Should Clarify the Use of BPA Borrowing Authority

For the 1996-2001 BPA Rate Period, BPA under spent the Fish and Wildlife MOA by approximately $200 million in capital funding, which was never reinvested in the Program.

For the 2002-2006 BPA Rate Period, BPA assumed capital expenditures totaling $180 million ($36M annually), but only expended a total of $73 million, significantly reducing implementation of provisions in the Fish and Wildlife Program.  The $107 million in borrowing authority could be redirected to fund long term trust funds to support operations and maintenance of wildlife acquisition properties.  The rates were collected for the purpose of supporting fish and wildlife funding and therefore should be used for such activities.
Bonneville currently is required under section 4(h)(10) of the Northwest Power Act to capitalize expenditures having a useful life of 15 years and a cost in excess of $1,000,000.  This provision of the Northwest Power Act does not limit BPA’s ability to use its borrowing authority for other capital expenditures.

Amendment 5.1.4 The Council Should Investigate Cost Effective Administration of Program

Amendment 5.1.5  The Program Should Discuss the Relationship Between Project Funding and BPA Rate Case

BPA’s current rates took effect on October 1, 2006, and will continue through September 30, 2009.  This is known as the FY 2007-09 rate period.  Like its immediate predecessor, the FY 2007-09 rate is an "adjustable" rate.
  The FY 2007-09 rate includes three power rate adjustment clauses.  The Cost Recovery Adjustment Clause (CRAC) allows an annual adjustment to the base rates.
  The NFB
 Adjustment Clause increases the maximum recovery amount (i.e., cap) on the CRAC to allow recovery of increased ESA-related costs or reduced revenues.  Finally, the Emergency NFB Surcharge is designed to recover unanticipated, ESA-related costs in a year when BPA’s financial reserves may be inadequate for BPA to make federal treasury payments.

On July 17, 2006, BPA approved the 2007-09 rate.
  On May 3, 2007, the Ninth Circuit issued its ruling in Golden Northwest Aluminum, Inc. v. Bonneville Power Administration.  In Golden Northwest Aluminum, the Court ruled that BPA had failed during the FY 2002-06 rate period to impose rates designed to recover its true fish and wildlife costs.  The Court ruled that BPA was required to develop a “realistic projection of fish and wildlife costs that accurately reflected the information available at the time the rates were set and the cost recovery mechanisms adopted.”
  The Golden Northwest Aluminum court noted that fisheries managers and agencies responsible for managing fish and wildlife possess “unique experience and expertise," which requires that their analysis be given substantial weight.
  The Court ruled that BPA’s rate determination was not supported by substantial evidence in the rulemaking record since BPA had ignored agency testimony that its fish and wildlife costs were unrealistically low. 

BPA's power rates must generate sufficient revenue to cover its total system costs.
  These include both expense and capital costs to implement the fish and wildlife program.  The extent of BPA’s obligations is determined with reference to the Council’s Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program, together with Bonneville's obligations under other environmental laws including, in particular, the Endangered Species Act.  In light of the Golden Northwest Aluminum case, cost estimates from the fish and wildlife managers for implementing the Fish and Wildlife Program and for BPA to fulfill its ESA obligations will be difficult to disregard.

Amendment 5.2. The Project Solicitation Process

Amendment 5.2.1 Coordination with Recovery Plans

Volume 3:  Reference Material

Section 1.0.  Amendments to the Introduction of the Program

Amendment 1.1.  Include the Statutory Basis for the Federal and the region’s State fish and wildlife agencies and appropriate Indian Tribes participation in the Program

Citation for Joe Mentor’s White Paper

Citation for appropriate court rulings

Citation for CBFWA letters and transmittals (i.e., Coordination Definition and Letter Supporting CBFWA funding for FY2008-2009)

Amendment 1.2.  Maintain the Geographic Program Structure and Include Anadromous Fish, Resident Fish, and Wildlife Sections at Each Level

Amendment 1.3.  Combine the Elements of the Existing Program into One Document

Amendment 1.4.  Include an Adaptive Management Architecture as the Framework of the Program

Cite adaptive management references here.

Puget Sound Chinook Salmon Recovery Plan

Appraising Adaptive Management, Kai Lee

Amendment 1.5.  Integrate Program with Endangered Species Act 

Amendment 1.6.  Integrate Program with Clean Water Act 

Amendment 1.7.  Clearly Establish the Intent of the Program’s Scope Consistent with the Northwest Power Act

Bonneville’s letter

Amendment 1.8.  Consistent with the Northwest Power Act, Clearly Define Bonneville’s Obligations in the Program

Bonneville’s letter

Section 2.0.  Recommended Amendment to the Basinwide Provisions

Amendment 2.0.1  Add Language to the Objectives for Biological Performance

Amendment 2.0.2  Reorganize the Strategies Section of the Program 

Amendment 2.0.3  Add Coordination Measures as a Strategy in the Overarching Section

Amendment 2.0.4  Add Language Discussing the Impacts of Climate Change and Human Population Growth in the Overarching Strategies and Measures Section

Amendment 2.0.5  Add Language Supporting Water Quality Measures in the Overarching Strategies and Measures Section

Amendment 2.0.6  Add Language Supporting the Development of an Aquatic Nuisance Species Plan in the Overarching Strategies and Measures Section 

Phillips, S., T. Darland, M. Sytsma. 2005. Potential Economic Impacts of Zebra

Mussels on the Hydropower Facilities in the Columbia River Basin. Prepared for

the Bonneville Power Administration. Pacific States Marine Fisheries

Commission, Portland, OR.

Heimowitz, P. and S. Phillips, In preparation.  Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission  Columbia River Basin Interagency Invasive Species Response Plan:  Zebra Mussels and Other Dreissenid Species.  Columbia River Basin Team, 100th Meridian Initiative.
http://www.100thmeridian.org/ActionTeams/Columbia/CRB%20Dreissenid%20Rapid%20Response%20Plan%202-6-08.pdf

ANSC (Aquatic Nuisance Species Committee).  2001.  Washington State Aquatic Nuisance Species Management Plan.  Edited by Pamala Meacham, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW).  Published by WDFW.

Amendment 2.0.7 Fully Integrate the Columbia Basin Water Transactions Program into the Program

Amendment 2.0.8 Add Provisions to Support the Salmon Stronghold Program 

Amendment 2.0.9 Add Provisions to Prevent Sea Lion Predation
Section 2.1.  Anadromous Fish

Amendment 2.1.1  Current Biological Condition

Amendment 2.1.2  Biological Objectives

Amendment 2.1.3  Limiting Factors

Amendment 2.1.4  Strategies and Measures

Amendment 2.1.4.4  Evaluate the Feasibility of Restoring Salmon and Steelhead to Blocked Areas of the Columbia River

Amendment 2.1.5  Monitoring

AHSWG_2008_draft_report
AHSWG_2008_draft_Tables_123_Feb26

Bilby_et_al_2004

CSMEP_2007a

CSMEP_2007b

Hillman_2005

ISRP2007-1

NOAA_Fisheries_2007

PNAMP_2005

Amendment 2.1.5.5 Level 2 PIT Tag Needs

Amendment 2.1.5.6 Fish Passage Center



Amendment 2.1.5.7 Comparative Survival Study 

Amendment 2.1.5.8 Smolt Monitoring Program 
Amendment 2.1.5.9 Continue funding the Columbia River PIT Tag Information System 
Amendment 2.1.5.10 Regional Mark Processing Center (RMPC) (Evaluation Context)

Amendment 2.1.5.11 Anadromous Fish Evaluation Program (AFEP) (Level 3a)
Amendment 2.1.5.12 Harvest Specific Monitoring Measures (Level 3b)
Amendment 2.1.5.13 Hatchery Specific Monitoring Measures (level 3b)

Amendment 2.1.5.14 Habitat Specific Monitoring Measures (Level 3b)

Amendment 2.1.5.15 Critical Uncertainties
Amendment 2.1.6  Reporting

Amendment 2.1.7  Evaluation

Amendment 2.1.8  Adjustment in Program Direction

Section 2.2.  Resident Fish

Amendment 2.2 Include in Appendix A: Glossary the following information for the definition of Resident Fish

Amendment 2.2.1 Make Reference to the Current Biological Condition for Resident Fish Populations

Amendment 2.2.2 Maintain the Current Basinwide Objectives for Biological Performance in the Program

Amendment 2.2.3 Make Reference to the Current Limiting Factors Affecting Resident Fish Populations

Amendment 2.2.4 Provide Priorities and Principles for Resident Fish Strategies and Measures

Amendment 2.2.5 Include a Statement Regarding Monitoring of Resident Fish Populations

Amendment 2.2.6 Identify Specific Reporting Requirements for the Program

Amendment 2.2.7 Identify How Evaluation of the Resident Fish Section of the Program Will Occur

Amendment 2.2.8 Explain How Adjustment in Program Direction Will Occur Over Time

Section 2.3.  Wildlife

Documents Common to All or Multiple Sections

· 2000 F&W Program
· 1994 F&W program
Amendment 2.3.1 Make Reference to the Current Biological Condition for Wildlife

Amendment 2.3.2 Adjust the Current Basinwide Objectives for Biological Performance for Wildlife 

Amendment 2.3.3 Make Reference to the Current Limiting Factors Affecting Wildlife

Amendment 2.3.4 Provide Priorities and Principles for Wildlife Strategies and Measures

Operational Loss Assessments-

· USGS_1998

· Jorde, Klaus, Michael Burke, Nicholas Scheidt, Chris Welcker, Scott King, and Carter Borden. 2007. Reservoir operations, physical processes, and ecosystem losses. Chapter 23 In Haversack, H, H. Piegay, M. Rinaldi, eds. Gravel-Bed Rivers IV: From process understanding to river restoration. Elsevier Science, St Louis, MO. 836pp. (Only have the reference copy available from Kootenai tribe of Idaho)
Wildlife Crediting Forum-

· Beak_1993

· U.S.Fish and Wildlife Service 1980

· U.S.Fish and Wildlife Service 1981

· Wright_2002

· Loss_Assessments (folder) includes:

· Albeni Falls

· Bonneville_Mcnary_TheDalles_JohnDay

· Chief Joseph

· Libby

· Hungry Horse

· Willamette

Amendment 2.3.5 Include a Statement Regarding Monitoring of Wildlife

Amendment 2.3.6 Identify Specific Reporting Requirements for the Program

Amendment 2.3.7 Identify How Evaluation of the Wildlife Section of the Program Will Occur

Amendment 2.3.8 Explain How Adjustment in Program Direction Will Occur Over Time

Section 3.0.  Recommended Amendment to the Ecological Province, Subbasin, and Focal Species Provisions for Anadromous Fish

3.1  Columbia River Estuary Province and Ocean

3.2  Lower Columbia Province

3.3  Columbia Gorge Province

3.4  Columbia Plateau Province

3.5  Columbia Cascade Province

3.6  Blue Mountain Province

3.7  Mountain Snake Province

3.8  Lamprey

3.9  Eulachon (Smelt)

Section 4.0.  Recommended Amendment to Subbasin and Focal Species Provisions for Resident Fish

Section 4.1 Lower Columbia Province

Section 4.2 Columbia Gorge Province

Section 4.3 Columbia Plateau Province 

Section 4.4 Columbia Cascade Province

Section 4.5   Intermountain Province

Section 4.6  Mountain Columbia Province

Section 4.7 Blue Mountain Province

Section 4.8 Mountain Snake Province

Section 4.9 Middle Snake Province

Section 4.10 Upper Snake Province

Section 5.0.  Recommended Amendment to the Implementation Provisions

Section 5.1.  Implementation Funding Provisions

Amendment 5.1.1 The Program Should Define Bonneville’s In-Lieu Funding Restrictions

Cite CBFWA letter and analysis

Amendment 5.1.2 The Program Should Ensure that Funding Collected in Bonneville Rates for Fish and Wildlife Actions are Spent on Fish and Wildlife

 Cite CBFWA letter

Cite CBFWA 2001-2005 Accomplishment Reports (opportunities existed)

Amendment 5.1.3 The Program Should Clarify the Use of BPA Borrowing Authority

Cite CBFWA letter

Cite CBFWA 2001-2005 Accomplishment Reports (opportunities existed)

Amendment 5.1.4 The Council Should Investigate Cost Effective Administration of Program

Cite Business Practices Committee white paper

Amendment 5.1.5  The Program Should Discuss the Relationship Between Project Funding and BPA Rate Case

2003-2005 CBFWA Project Accomplishments Reports

CBFWA letters on FY07-09
Amendment 5.2. The Project Solicitation Process

ISRP reports

Amendment 5.2.1 Coordination with Recovery Plans
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� Golden Northwest Aluminum, Inc., v.  Bonneville Power Administration, ____ F. 3d 9 (9th Cir. 2007).


� Bonneville Power Administration, Issue Alert: Highlights of BPA’s FY 2007-2009 Power Rate Case (November 2005), available online at: 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/pubs/issue/05ia/ia110305.pdf" ��http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/pubs/issue/05ia/ia110305.pdf�.


�  Bonneville's annual collection amount under the CRAC is limited to $300 million.  The FY 2007-09 rate also includes a Dividend Distribution Clause (DDC), which requires BPA to refund its customers in the event financial reserves exceed the amounts needed to meet the BPA’s financial obligations.  The DDC clause allows for an annual downward adjustment of energy charges.  There is no limit to the annual distribution amount under the DDC.  � HYPERLINK "http://www.bpa.gov/power/psp/rates/2007-2009_adjustments/CRAC_2007-2009/" ��http://www.bpa.gov/power/psp/rates/2007-2009_adjustments/CRAC_2007-2009/�.


� “NFB” stands for “N”ational Marine Fishery Service “F”ederal Columbia River Power System “B”iological Opinion.  As their names imply, BPA considers the NFB rates to be available only to cover unanticipated costs for court-ordered ESA recovery.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.bpa.gov/power/psp/rates/2007-2009_adjustments/NFB-a_2007-2009/" ��http://www.bpa.gov/power/psp/rates/2007-2009_adjustments/NFB-a_2007-2009/�.


� Letter from Stephen J. Wright, Administrator, Bonneville Power Administration (July 17, 2006), available online at � HYPERLINK "http://www.bpa.gov/power/pfr/rates/ratecases/wp07/07-17-2006_letter.pdf" ��http://www.bpa.gov/power/pfr/rates/ratecases/wp07/07-17-2006_letter.pdf�.


� Golden Northwest Aluminum, Inc., v.  Bonneville Power Administration, 501 F. 3d at 1051. 


� Id, quoting Northwest Resource Information Center, 35 F. 3d at 1388.


� Golden Northwest Aluminum, Inc., 501 F.3d at 1051.


� Northwest Power Act, Section 7(a), 16 U.S.C. §839e(a).





�IDFG suggests dropping this bullet
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