July 1, 2009

Issue Briefing Paper:
CBFWA FY 2010 and Beyond
Background:
· April 13, 2009: Meeting between Chair CBFWA, Chair NPCC, Chair NPCC F&W Committee to discuss coordination funding decision by BPA

· May 4, 2009 Memo to NPCC Chair and F&W Committee Chair:  Summary of  BPA Coordination Funding Decisions
· May 7, 2009 CBFWA Chair and Executive Director Met with BPA to request funding to support the development of the monitoring framework: BPA agreed to provide $336,000 for staff plus an estimated $165,000 for member participation in M&E deliverables.

· May 14, 2009 Follow-up Memo on Funding:  Clarify BPA’s position on coordination funding
· June 9, 2009 Response Letter from Greg Delwiche: 
CBFWA Staff Review of June 9, 2009 Letter from Greg Delwiche 
Regarding Regional Coordination

· Greg makes the following points:

a. Additional funding for M&E deliverables of $336,000 for CBFWA staff and $165,000 for Members is for one year only – CBFWA budget will return to $1.6 million in future years absent basinwide agreement on allocation of coordination funding cap;

b. Future coordination is limited to a cap of $2.4 million plus 2.5% COLA;

c. Fish and wildlife managers can determine the allocation of the funding if consensus can be achieved among all 19 sovereigns;

d. The default allocation is to assign 1/19th of the cap to each entity and ask them to assign their allocation (Greg provides one possible allocation scheme for FY2010); 
e. Greg invited CBFWA members and staff to participate in a forum to resolve the coordination funding allocation issue; and,

f. Greg encourages CBFWA members to take a fresh look at their organizational mission, priorities, and decision making model, and chart a path forward that will best serve its members and partners in this new era.  
· Greg states the following incorrect assertions:

a. CBFWA is a smaller organization as a result of reduced membership;

b. CBFWA members now perform some tasks that CBFWA staff used to do;

c. New coordinating groups have emerged;

d. Expensive, product oriented projects like CSMEP have ended;

e. Shortfalls in CBFWA funding are due to coordination funding shifts by CBFWA’s members; and

f. CBFWA desires more funding.

· In developing BPA’s position on regional coordination funding for FY 2009, Greg negotiated with five of the nineteen sovereign fish and wildlife managers in the Columbia River Basin.  Based on negotiations with the five Upper Columbia United Tribes, Greg decided that coordination funding should be equally distributed amongst all nineteen sovereigns, without including input from the other fourteen sovereigns that may be negatively affected by that decision.

· It appears that Greg misinterpreted the intentions of two of the Upper Columbia United Tribes in their negotiations; both the Kootenai Tribe of Idaho and the Confederated Colville Tribe have informed the CBFWA membership that they did not intend to reduce the CBFWA budget in order to increase funding for the UCUT organization.

· Greg’s decision was contrary to the consensus funding recommendation of 17 of the fish and wildlife sovereign co-managers and contrary to the recommendations of the Northwest Power and Conservation Council as described in Brian’s memo to Booth and Whiting on May 4, 2009.

· Greg states that “with regard to transparency of this decision, BPA Fish and Wildlife Division Director Bill Maslen stated at the January 2008 Council meeting that BPA would honor requests from sovereigns to negotiate coordination budgets directly.”  This position was not put in writing or clarified in any way.  CBFWA did not respond to this statement because it was our members’ assumption that the “sovereignty” of each of the 19 co-managers would be considered, rather than negotiating with only the two non-members of CBFWA and the membership coordination forum in which they participate (UCUT).  BPA’s actions left 14 co-managers out of the room during the negotiations for the overall coordination placeholder.  The CBFWA members and staff were not informed of these negotiations until they were completed. 

Requested Action for July 1, 2009: 

· Commit the entire two day member meeting in Kalispell to consider the Members strategic use of CBFWA for coordinating activities for fish and wildlife management for FY 2010 and beyond.
· Assign a sub-committee to work with the Chair and ED to develop an agenda to: 

· Assess the Members’ current participation and use of CBFWA relative to historic strategic planning and evaluate successes and failures;

· Assess the role of CBFWA as it relates to the Members participation in regional fish and wildlife activities for the foreseeable future; and

·  Develop alternative strategies for member consideration including full consideration of the default funding allocation provided by BPA in the June 9th Letter. 
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