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Executive Summary

This Monitoring, Evaluation, Research and Reporting (MERR) Plan ensures the Council’s
Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (Program) goals, objectives, and actions are
monitored, evaluated, and reported in a manner that allows assessment and reporting of Program
progress; it is intended to evolve with the Program. To facilitate Program assessment and
reporting, the MERR Plan consists of a Strategic Plan, Implementation Framework, as well as
implementation strategies for anadromous fish, resident fish, and wildlife.

The Strategic Plan focuses on the Council’s research, monitoring, evaluation (RME) and
reporting needs at the policy level. The Strategic Plan sets forth the purpose and expectations for
RME and reporting implemented through the Program.

The Implementation Framework contains existing, modified and new processes for prioritizing
and implementing RME and reporting at the programmatic level. The Implementation
Framework describes how the various components of RME can be used to adaptively manage the
Program and guides the development of standardized Implementation Strategies for anadromous
fish, resident fish, and wildlife.

The three Implementation Strategies, Anadromous Fish Implementation Strategy, Resident
Fish Implementation Strategy, and Wildlife Implementation Strategy, are attached as separate
appendices providing additional guidance in prioritizing and implementing RME and reporting.
The Implementation Strategies will be developed with regional partners, and will consider
integration of regional products.

Upon approval by the Council, the MERR Plan will provide expectations for, and guidance on,
how RME and reporting are conducted through the Program. This guidance will assist the
Council and other partners in the Basin with:

e Increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of RME efforts by facilitating communication

and coordination among project proponents and funding agencies within the Basin;

Adaptively managing the Program;

Reporting on Program progress for accountability purposes;

Providing sufficient information to guide Council decisions;

Enhancing timeliness, quality and quantity of information for a given level of effort by

encouraging collaboration and more efficient coordination among entities in the Basin;

Prioritizing implementation of the Program’s RME and reporting;

Identifying priority data gaps;

Ensuring that all projects have the appropriate level of monitoring;

Ensuring implemented projects comply with contractual agreements and meet

implementation criteria;

e Supporting tracking of status and trends of priority species and habitat characteristics as
well as factors affecting them;

e Supporting evaluation and reporting on project effectiveness and the effectiveness of
actions in protecting, mitigating, and enhancing the Basin’s fish and wildlife resources;
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e Facilitating sharing and reporting of RME information with the public in an easily
accessible and understandable manner; and,

e Ensuring that RME are integrated with relevant plans and guidance documents such as
biological opinions and recovery plans.

e Providing further context for the Independent Scientific Review Panel’s review of
projects and of the Program.
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1) Monitoring, Evaluation, Research and Reporting Plan’s
Context, Development Approach, Implementation, and
Relationship with Related Efforts

1.1) Context for the Monitoring, Evaluation, Research and Reporting
Plan

In 1980, the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act (Act) charged the
Northwest Power and Conservation Council (Council) with developing a program to protect,
mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife, including related spawning grounds and habitat, affected
by the development, operation, and management of hydroelectric projects on the Columbia River
and its tributaries (Basin).

Today, the Council’s Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (Program) is one of the
largest regional efforts to recover, rebuild, and mitigate effects of hydropower dams on fish and
wildlife. As a planning, policy-making and reviewing body, the Council is responsible for
developing and monitoring the Program. The Council’s policy and management decisions are
limited to the Program. The Council’s decisions do not extend to decisions related to
management of fish and wildlife populations and associated habitats which reside under the
authority of the fish and wildlife managers. Bonneville Power Administration’s (Bonneville)
hydropower ratepayers fund the implementation of the Program; federal, state, and tribal fish and
wildlife managers and others implement Program® actions.

The Council has a responsibility to the region to ensure that this ratepayer-funded Program is
implemented in a cost-effective and efficient manner. The Council also has a responsibility to
ensure the Program is implemented in a manner that achieves the desired protection, mitigation,
and enhancement of the Basin’s fish, wildlife, and habitat characteristics. Hence, the Program
recommends implementation of research, monitoring, and evaluation (RME) that can enhance
the Program’s effectiveness and assess the Council’s progress toward meeting its responsibilities.

The Council has developed this Monitoring, Evaluation, Research and Reporting (MERR) Plan
to partially meet its responsibility under the Act as well as to address the 2009 Program’s call to
(1) conduct scientific review of new and ongoing actions; (2) establish reporting guidelines to
increase project performance and accountability; (3) develop quantitative objectives for the
Program; (4) engage in a periodic and systematic exchange of science and policy information;
and (5) adaptively manage the Program to solve uncertainties and guide decision making.

While past Programs have included some guidance for RME and reporting, these have not been
sufficient to guide limited resources to the Council’s highest priorities. The MERR Plan seeks to
address this need by:

1The Program is funded by Bonneville Power Administration’s hydropower ratepayers. In addition to Bonneville
the Program calls upon other federal agencies, such as the US Army Corps of Engineers and the US Bureau of
Reclamation.



Providing information for Council decisions;

Assessing the Council’s progress toward meeting Program objectives;

Aiding in prioritizing RME projects;

Ensuring that monitoring effort is conducted at the appropriate scale and effort; and,
Assisting the Council in deciding which actions to implement in order to provide the
greatest benefit to species and habitat.

As stated in the 2009 Fish and Wildlife Program, the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program, and
hence its supporting MERR Plan, is not intended to address all fish and wildlife problems in the
Basin from all sources while meeting its requirements under the Northwest Power Act.
Throughout the Basin, NOAA'’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service are administering the Endangered Species Act, which requires
information gathering, planning, and mitigation actions. Recovery plans approved by NOAA
Fisheries or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service are currently being implemented for several listed
species in the Columbia River Basin. In addition, the Environmental Protection Agency, in
cooperation with the other federal agencies, states and tribes, is taking actions to achieve
compliance with the Clean Water Act. The four Northwest states and all of the Columbia Basin’s
Indian tribes also have fish and wildlife initiatives under way. The Program is not intended to
pre-empt the legal authorities of any of these parties. Rather, the Program and its MERR Plan
provide an opportunity for each of these regional participants to coordinate information-
gathering, planning, and implementation of recovery actions on a voluntary basis.

1.2) Development of the Monitoring, Evaluation, Research and
Reporting Plan

The MERR Plan was developed over a one-year period by Council staff. The impetus for the
MERR Plan came from the primary strategies for research, monitoring, evaluation and reporting
adopted in the 2009 Program, which are:

e |dentify priority fish, wildlife, and ecosystem elements of the Program that can be
monitored in a cost-effective manner, evaluate the monitoring data and adaptively
manage the Program based on results;

e Research and report on key uncertainties;

e Make information from this Program accessible to the public; and

e To the extent practicable, ensure consistency with other processes.

In addition to these strategies, the MERR Plan responds to policy direction provided throughout
the 2009 Program. Furthermore, draft and final products produced by the Council’s staff, the
Independent Scientific Advisory Board, Independent Scientific Review Panel, and documents
related to this endeavor from within and outside of the Basin were consulted in developing the
draft MERR Plan (see Bibliography).

The MERR Plan is intended to evolve with the Program. The initial draft MERR Plan was
released for public comments on March 15, 2010. The policy direction obtained from the 2009
Program will remain in the revised version of the MERR Plan in addition to the direction
provided by the Fish and Wildlife committee. Some of the initial public comments have been
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addressed in this July 2010 draft; other changes will be made over time. The Revision Approach
and Status document that accompanies this July 2010 version of the draft MERR Plan describes
in detail the process and time line by which comments and improvements will be incorporated.
To ensure the MERR Plan reflects changes in the Program and its subbasin plans, there are
numerous feedback connections within and between the MERR Plan, Columbia River Basin
Research Plan (Research Plan), the Program and its subbasin plans, projects, and actions
(Figure 1). These feedback loops allow the Council to adaptively manage both the program and
the MERR Plan as information gathered and evaluated from implemented actions facilitates
identifying aspects that could be improved or that would benefit from more RME efforts.

Northwest Power and Conservation Council
Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program
and
Subbasin Plans

R\

Council’s Council’s
Monitoring, Evaluation, Columbia River Basin
Research and Reporting Plal Research Plan

XN\ o

Council Recommendations

A

Actions and Projects Implemented

— GUides development and implementation
— Provides feedback for adaptive management

Figure 1: Relationship between the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program and
subbasin plans, the Council’s Monitoring, Evaluation, Research and Reporting Plan, Council’s
Columbia River Basin Research Plan and Action and Project Implementation.

As Figure 1 illustrates, the connections among Program and its subbasin plan, the MERR Plan, the
Research Plan, and Council recommendations for implementation of actions and projects are
reciprocal. The Program guides the development of the MERR Plan and Council
recommendations of actions and projects to implement, as well as the identification of critical
research uncertainties in the Program. The MERR Plan in turn provides guidance on
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prioritizing and conducting RME and reporting. The Research Plan guides research conducted
through the Program and it is influenced by the MERR Plan with respect to prioritization of
research uncertainties. Adaptive management of the Program, and of the implemented actions and
projects, occurs through several paths including:

e ldentifying aspects in the MERR Plan, Research Plan, and Program to be improved
based on the evaluation and reporting of collected data from actions and projects;

e Feedback on changes to improve RME and reporting of Program actions and projects
under the MERR Plan which in turn may result in changes in the Program; and

e On-going efforts to prioritize research uncertainties and project actions as new
information becomes available.

As a living document, the MERR Plan will be updated on a regular basis as needed. The main
two components of the MERR Plan, Strategic Plan and Implementation Framework, will be
updated along with the Program on a 5-year time period. The Implementation Strategies,
appended to the MERR Plan, will be available for updates on an annual basis to facilitate
applying what is learned to improve Program implementation. Request for updates can originate
from the Council or from the Basin’s fish and wildlife managers and other stakeholders. The
Council’s Fish and Wildlife Division will be responsible for incorporating updates as provided
by the region. Following substantial changes to components, the Council may request that the
ISAB/ISRP review to ensure that the revisions do not negatively affect the MERR Plan’s
scientific integrity and alignment with the Program.

1.3) Implementation of the Monitoring, Evaluation, Research and
Reporting Plan - Approach, Roles, and Responsibilities

The MERR Plan is an extension of the Program. The MERR Plan provides more detailed
guidance and information as to how monitoring, evaluation, research and reporting should be
conducted through the Program. The MERR Plan provides guidance on the general approaches
supported by the Council for implementing and prioritizing monitoring, evaluation, research, and
reporting through the Program. Through the MERR Plan’s Anadromous Fish, Resident Fish, and
Wildlife Implementation Strategies, the MERR Plan describes how state, tribal, and federal
agencies implementing the Program are conducting their monitoring, evaluation, research, and
reporting in a manner that aligns with the Program and guidance in the MERR Plan.

To accurately depict the RME and reporting implementation approach used in the Basin in the
MERR Plan’s implementation strategies, the Council relies on state, tribal, and federal agencies
that are receiving Program funding to summarize their implementation approach in the MERR
Plan’s Implementation Strategies. This summary of the basinwide implementation approaches
fills a gap in the documentation of how the Program is implemented. Specifically, they
contribute to filling a crucial component lacking from the majority of subbasin plans, which
consists of how the Basin’s managers’ monitor and evaluate progress in addressing these factors
and the response by fish and wildlife species. Further, there lacks a basinwide, comprehensive
summary of how critical research uncertainties are identified and prioritized through the
Program. By providing a monitoring, evaluation, and research summary, this serves to
transparently convey in a comprehensive manner how Program funding is applied to ensure that
the Program is implemented in a coordinated and effective manner. These implementation
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strategies will also serve to provide a basinwide context for ISRP review of projects and aid in
the ISRP evaluation of the Program’s implementation.

The approach utilized to develop the implementation strategies will vary depending on what
works best for a given topic and species. For example, the Anadromous Fish Implementation
Strategy component related to tributary viable salmonid population parameters, habitat
effectiveness, and hatchery effectiveness for anadromous salmon and steelhead was developed
through a series of subregional and regional workshops and is scheduled to undergo ISRP
review. This later component is also referred to as the Anadromous Salmonid Monitoring
Strategy. Components of the other implementation strategies are being initiated by the members
of the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority (CBFWA) through their advisory
committees, with participation from non-members. This latter process will eventually evolve into
a Council-CBFWA process to insure all pertinent fish and wildlife managers and stakeholders
are involved in producing the draft components. Following the completion of a draft
implementation strategy, or of substantial components, there will be a Council-lead public
comment period and ISAB/ISRP review of the product.

As emphasized in the Program, the MERR Plan and its implementation strategies should
embrace adaptive management to incorporate uncertainties and maximize learning about these
uncertainties. The MERR Plan recognizes that adaptive management can be applied either in an
active or passive manner, depending on which is most appropriate for the work conducted and
feasible to implement. Active adaptive management refers to an experimental approach whereby,
when faced with uncertainty, more than one alternative is implemented as concurrent
experiments to see which will best meet objectives. The important aspect of active adaptive
management is that there are alternatives that can be confidently compared. Passive adaptive
management is an approach that when faced with uncertainty, the alternative that is believed to
be the best is implemented, and then monitored to see if it was the best, with adjustments being
made if the desired objectives are not in fact met.

The roles and responsibilities of the Council and its regional partners in relation to the MERR
Plan are the same as those described in the Program. Specifically, as a planning, policy-making
and reviewing body, the Council develops the MERR Plan and then monitors its implementation
by the Bonneville Power Administration (Bonneville), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (the
Corps), the Bureau of Reclamation (the Bureau) and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) and its licensees. The Council recognizes that the Indian tribes in the Columbia River
Basin have vital interests directly affected by activities covered in the MERR Plan. These Indian
tribes are sovereigns with governmental rights over their lands and people, and with rights over
natural resources that are reserved by or protected in treaties, executive orders, and federal
statutes. The United States has a trust obligation toward Indian tribes to preserve and protect
these rights and authorities. Nothing in the MERR Plan is intended to affect or modify any trust
or treaty right of an Indian tribe. The regional partners of the Council include state, tribal and
federal agencies with management authority in the Basin as well as interested stakeholders which
include regional forums and the public utility sector.

The ISAB and ISRP are called upon for several aspects of the MERR Plan. Their involvement
aligns with the description of their role in the Program. The expertise of the ISAB and ISRP is
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used in the MERR to assist in providing scientific advice on topics and questions, providing
scientific advice on priorities for RME and reporting, the scientific soundness of proposed and
funded projects, and evaluating the scientific merit of the Program as well as reviewing Program
accomplishments.

1.4) Monitoring, Evaluation, Research and Reporting Plan’s
Relationship with the Program and other Related Monitoring,
Evaluation, Research and Reporting Efforts

The approaches and guidance provided through the MERR Plan aim to align and complement
existing efforts in the Basin. Thus, the direction provided by the Northwest Power Act for the
Program also applies to the guidance and approaches described in the MERR Plan. Specifically,
that the MERR Plan strives to “complement the existing and future activities of the Federal and
the region’s State fish and wildlife agencies and appropriate Indian tribes” and will “be
consistent with the legal rights of appropriate Indian tribes in the region.” Further, the MERR
Plan aims to build onto current existing process and structures to minimize the burden of
implementing the MERR Plan and developing implementation strategies.

To proactively ensure that the MERR Plan aligns as feasible with existing and future RME and
reporting activities of state, tribal and federal agencies the development of the MERR Plan
involved:
= Incorporation of concepts from Council and regional products related to RME and
reporting.
= An initial public comment period to receive input from state, tribal, and federal fish and
wildlife managers and stakeholders on the draft MERR Plan.
= Aninitial scientific review from the ISAB and ISRP on the draft MERR Plan.
= A transparent revision process consisting of: (1) Fish and Wildlife Committee discussion
of the process to revise the MERR Plan which is posted on the Council website; (2)
discussions during Fish and Wildlife Committee meetings concerning decisions on
policy comments, and (3) revised versions of the MERR Plan posted on the Council
website.
=  Public workshops will be held to further develop the prioritization scheme for the MERR
Plan.
= Involvement of state, tribal, and federal fish and wildlife managers and stakeholders in
the development of the Anadromous Fish, Resident Fish, and Wildlife Implementation
Strategies.
= Subsequent public comment periods and scientific review from the ISAB and ISRP will
be held when substantial components are revised or completed, as well as when the draft
MERR Plan is fully developed.
= Public comment period, as part of the Program amendment process, will be held for any
component of the MERR Plan that may be considered for incorporation within the
Program;
= Encouraging alignment and coordination among existing RME and reporting
processes/activities by emphasizing the need to coordinate among entities conducting
this work within the MERR Plan.
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The draft MERR Plan, as stated above, is a direct response to the 2009 Program. The MERR
Plan aligns with the Program and its supporting documents, such as the subbasin plans. The
guidance and prioritization scheme developed for the MERR Plan applies only to RME and
reporting. The MERR Plan does not directly influence the actions implemented to mitigate for
effects of the hydrosystem on the Basin’s fish and wildlife. The prioritization of mitigation
actions identified in the Program and the subbasin plans is not supplanted by the prioritization
scheme applied to RME and reporting in the MERR Plan. As actions implemented to mitigate
hydrosystem effects are monitored and evaluated for their effectiveness in achieving desired
outcomes, the information learned may, however, serve to modify or replace an action as needed
to enhance the Program’s progress in mitigating for hydrosystem effects.

2) Strategic Plan for Monitoring, Evaluation, Research and
Reporting

The Strategic Plan for Monitoring, Evaluation, Research and Reporting (Strategic Plan), reflects
the overall goal and expectations of the Fish and Wildlife Program and summarizes existing and
new policy guidance to assist in the allocation of resources for conducting Program RME and
reporting.

2.1) Council’s Goal for the MERR Plan

To design and operate RME, and to report the results under the Program in an efficient,
integrated, cost-effective manner by focusing on biological and ecosystem priorities, by
addressing key Fish and Wildlife Program management questions, by identifying priority data
gaps, and by eliminating any redundant RME efforts that may exist.

2.2) Purpose of the MERR Plan

The MERR Plan is intended to aid the Council achieve its congressionally declared purpose as
stated under the Northwest Power Act

" to protect, mitigate and enhance the fish and wildlife, including related spawning
grounds and habitat, of the Columbia River and its tributaries, particularly anadromous
fish which are of significant importance to the social and economic well-being of the
Pacific Northwest and the Nation and which are dependent on suitable environmental
conditions substantially obtainable from the management and operation of Federal
Columbia River Power System and other power generating facilities on the Columbia
River and its tributaries.”

The MERR Plan aids the Council by providing the approaches and tools needed for the Council
and the ISRP to evaluate progress in achieving the Program’s purpose, which serves to inform
needed modification of the Program and its implementation to ensure progress is being made. To
facilitate evaluation of Program implementation and progress, the MERR Plan provides guidance
to the agencies implementing the Program, and project proponents funded to conduct the
implementation work, on how RME and reporting and data sharing should be conducted through
the Program. This guidance aids in assuring that the appropriate information is collected in an
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efficient manner and that the data collected are compatible and available for Program assessment
as needed.

The Council expects that the MERR Plan will:

e Increase the efficiency and effectiveness of RME efforts by facilitating communication;

and coordination among project proponents and funding agencies within the Basin;

Facilitate adaptively managing the Program;

Facilitate reporting on Program progress for accountability purposes;

Provide sufficient information to guide Council decisions;

Enhance timeliness, quality and quantity of information for a given level of effort by

encouraging collaboration and more efficient coordination among entities in the Basin;

Prioritize implementation of the Program’s RME and reporting;

Identify priority data gaps;

Ensure that all projects have the appropriate level of monitoring;

Ensure implemented projects comply with contractual agreements and meet

implementation criteria;

e Support tracking of status and trends of priority species and habitat characteristics as well
as factors affecting them;

e Support evaluation and reporting on project effectiveness and the effectiveness of actions
in protecting, mitigating, and enhancing the Basin’s fish and wildlife resources;

e Facilitate sharing and reporting of RME information with the public in an easily
accessible and understandable manner;

e Ensure that RME are integrated with relevant plans and guidance documents such as
biological opinions and recovery plans; and,

e Provide further context for the Independent Scientific Review Panel’s review of projects
and of the Program.

Meeting some of these expectations requires that the Council has a clear understanding of RME
and reporting expectations of other policy-decision makers in the Basin such as NOAA-
Fisheries. For this reason, having the other policy-decision makers in the Basin identify their
RME priorities and desired level of certainty is important. By explicitly stating expectations, this
will aid integration of the Council’s RME with other plans and guidance documents and facilitate
collaboration and coordination among entities.

2.3) Policy Guidance

Existing fish, wildlife, and habitat RME efforts in the Basin are highly complex and expansive in
scope and detail. Given limited resources and competing needs of fish, wildlife, and habitats the
Council has developed policy guidance for the MERR Plan based on existing and new policies.
New policies are indicated with an asterisk with the Program page from which the new policy
was based upon, if pertinent. Existing policies are referenced with the relevant 2009 Program
page number. The following new (identified with an asterisk ‘**) and existing policies will
ensure that appropriate RME and reporting are being conducted:
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10.

11.

Apply information gathered from the Implementation Framework and its Implementation
Strategies to adaptively manage the Program, Research Plan, and MERR Plan* (2009
Program page 24);

Evaluate RME and reporting approaches detailed in the MERR Plan on a regular basis, such
as every 5 years, to assess whether the best approaches for informing Council decisions are
being utilized™;

Vigilantly review on-going and proposed RME and projects to identify opportunities to
increase efficiencies and reduce duplication (2009 Program page 24, 26, 61);

Consider the amount of certainty or confidence needed to inform Council policy decisions.
Where appropriate, base Council decisions on a preponderance of evidence standard? versus
the 95-percent confidence level (Program page 24). The application of preponderance of
evidence is limited to guiding policy decisions as related to the Program and is not intended
to guide scientific assessment;

Utilize a risk-uncertainty analysis approach to guide Council decisions on whether resolving
a research uncertainty is a high or low priority to be addressed through the Program* (2009
Program page 54);

Adopt measurable and quantitative biological objectives and performance standards for the
Program where feasible (2009 Program page 11);

Ensure that the Program’s biological objectives and performance standards are being
assessed by the Program’s RME and projects (Program page 24);

Preferentially collect or identify data at population and reach spatial scales that contributes to
basinwide evaluation and reporting of the Implementation Framework’s priorities* (2009
Program page 24);

Require that actions implemented under the Program have a monitoring component that is
appropriate in terms of scale and effort level (2009 Program page 24 and 25);

As required by the ISRP, all research and monitoring conducted must apply scientifically
sound study design and analyses, be based on sound scientific principles, have measurable,
quantitative biological objectives, and collect or identify data appropriate for measuring
progress toward their biological objectives. Furthermore, projects should use protocols that
are consistent with guidelines approved by or that are adopted by the Council? as feasible
(2009 Program page 7, 9, 25, 26 and 61).

All RME projects are required to have effective and efficient monitoring and evaluation tasks
appropriate for the projects’ objectives; identify who will do the monitoring and reporting
and on what schedule; incorporate independent scientific review, provide a budget for the

2 Preponderance of evidence standard does not require a 95 percent level of certainty. The standard is met if the
proposition is more likely to be true than not true. Effectively, the standard is satisfied if there is greater than 50
percent chance that the proposition is true. The actual percentage may be higher if the risk of being wrong is great,

e.g.

, may result in extirpation of a species.

3 As of the date of adoption of the 2009 Program amendment, the Council had adopted the following methods and
protocols: Northwest Environmental Data Network’s Best Practices for Reporting Location and Time Related Data;
Pacific Northwest Aquatic Monitoring Partnership’s (PNAMP) Methods for Collection and Analysis of Benthic
Macroinvertebrate Assemblages in Wadeable Streams of the Pacific Northwest; and PNAMP’s Salmonid Field
Protocol Handbook.
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monitoring and evaluation work, be measurable, and yield statistically reliable results that are
biologically relevant within a reasonable timeframe* (2009 Program page 19, 21, 23, 25
and 65);

12. To the extent practicable, ensure that status and trend monitoring and action effectiveness
monitoring are designed to assess at the appropriate scale, such as suites of projects,
population scale, and subbasin-scale (2009 Program page 25);

13. All Program funded RME data need to be readily accessible and in an agreed-upon electronic
format. RME data will consist of either the raw data, derived data, or summarized
performance measure as agreed upon by the project proponent, the funding agency, and
Council. RME data, its metadata and relevant reports should be available annually, as well as
within six months of completing a significant phase of any research project or within six
months of project completion (2009 Program page 25 and 26).

The Council will be responsible for ensuring that the 13 policy guidance items are implemented
by Council and project proponents, as appropriate. The ISRP’s review of project and of the
Program will also serve to assess whether the 13 policy guidance items are being implemented. If
the ISRP’s review of a project determines that some of the 13 policy guidance items are not
being applied, then the Council may recommend that project proponents addresses this omission.

The above 13 policy guidance items are discussed in more detail throughout the Implementation
Framework.

3) Implementation Framework for Research, Monitoring,
Evaluation, and Reporting

3.1) Purpose

The Implementation Framework for Research, Monitoring, Evaluation, and Reporting
(Implementation Framework) is a basinwide approach to RME and reporting that is guided by
the Strategic Plan and that is realized through Implementation Strategies. The Implementation
Framework follows the Strategic Plan in focusing and providing effective and efficient
approaches for Program RME and reporting. The Implementation Framework explains linkages
among the RME and reporting components, provides details on how the Council will prioritize
RME, and describes approaches for conducting RME and reporting through the Program. The
Implementation Framework also describes how information will be made available and reported
to facilitate adaptive management of the Program, Research Plan, and MERR Plan. To ensure
compatibility of RME conducted for fish and wildlife, the Implementation Framework provides
guidelines for developing standardized basinwide Implementation Strategies. These
Implementation Strategies align with the Council’s expectations for RME and reporting of
anadromous fish, resident fish, and wildlife. The RME data collected through the Program then
feeds back through the Implementation Strategies to provide the information needed to assess
and improve Program progress towards meeting biological objectives. The RME data gathered
can influence the evolution of all components of the MERR Plan. In the sections that follow, the
guidance and processes used to focus and conduct RME and reporting are explained.

3.2) Focusing Program Research, Monitoring, Evaluation and Reporting
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3.2.1) Council’s Management Questions

RME conducted through the Program should assist the Council in answering one or more of the
Council’s working list of nine basinwide draft management questions.* The Council utilizes the
term management in the sense of seeking to handle, direct, administer, conduct, and guide the
Council's actions and not in the sense of managing fish and wildlife populations as this latter
responsibility resides with the Basin's fish and wildlife managers. With this definition in mind,
the Council's management questions are intended to assess how the Council's Fish and Wildlife
Program is making progress towards achieving its congressionally declared purpose:

to protect, mitigate and enhance the fish and wildlife, including related spawning
grounds and habitat, of the Columbia River and its tributaries, particularly anadromous
fish which are of significant importance to the social and economic well-being of the
Pacific Northwest and the Nation and which are dependent on suitable environmental
conditions substantially obtainable from the management and operation of Federal
Columbia River Power System and other power generating facilities on the Columbia
River and its tributaries. [Northwest Power Act, 82(6), 94 Stat. 2698.] (94 Stat. 2698, 16
USC §839)

All RME conducted through the Fish and Wildlife Program must contribute data toward
answering one or more of these Council’s management questions.

Placeholder for Management Questions - Bucket 2

The topics and format for the Council’s management question will be discussed along with the
issues placed in Bucket Two. The Bucket Two phase will include further discussion with the
region’s managers and stakeholder through focused meetings or online forums and will take
place during the interim period between the RME categorical review and Program amendment.

3.2.2) Biological Objectives

The Program contains numerous quantitative and qualitative biological objectives requiring
research to resolve uncertainties and monitoring to assess action implementation, action
effectiveness and the status and trends of Basin fish, wildlife, and habitat characteristics.
Achieving the Program’s biological objectives is a shared responsibility among the Basin’s
federal, tribal, and state fish and wildlife managers. As the Program’s biological objectives are
developed further, they should aid in prioritizing RME and reporting conducted through the
Program, because these efforts should provide data needed to assess progress toward the
biological objectives.

4 The Council approved the nine draft management questions as a working list in October 2009. The list of
questions are listed in Appendix 3 with their associated indicators as well as available online at
http://www.nwcouncil.org/fw/program/hli/Default.htm (January 2010).
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Placeholder for Biological Objectives — Bucket 3

As outlined in the 3-phase approach for revising the draft MERR that was approved by the
Council’s Fish and Wildlife Committee during its June 2010 meeting, the development and
prioritization of the Program’s biological objectives has been assigned to the Bucket Three
(long-term) and will to be addressed prior to the onset of the next Program amendment process.
The Bucket Three phase will include further discussion with the region’s managers and
stakeholder through focused meetings or online forums.

This section will include a description of the process and criteria used to develop biological
objectives. The actual list of biological Objectives will be inserted in the appropriate appendix.

3.2.3) Performance Standards

Placeholder for Performance Standards — Bucket 3

Currently, the 2009 Program contains some quantified basinwide biological objectives for
anadromous salmon and steelhead that can be used as performance standards. As the Council
assesses the need for, and further develops, quantitative objectives for the Program, this process
will also result in changing or further developing performance standards for assessing Program
progress.

Performance standards will be assessed in conjunction with the process for developing and
prioritizing the Program’s biological objectives. As described in the previous section, this process
will occur prior to the onset of the next Program amendment process at which time Bucket Three
(long-term) items, including biological objectives, will be addressed.

3.2.4) Prioritization Criteria

Placeholder for Prioritization Criteria — Bucket 3

There are limited resources available for implementing RME. This limitation necessitates the
Council prioritize RME and reduce duplication of effort in the Basin.

The Council, as outlined in the 3-phase approach for revising the draft MERR that was approved
by the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Committee during its June 2010 meeting, assigned this topic
to be addressed as part of Bucket Three (long-term) prior to the next Program amendment. The
Bucket Three phase will include further discussion with the region’s managers and stakeholder
through focused meetings or online forums.

3.2.5) Decision Making Process

Placeholder for Decision Making Process — Bucket 3

Once the prioritization scheme for the MERR Plan is addressed during the Bucket Three phase,
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then the decision making process used by the Council will be depicted in this section.

The Bucket Three phase will to be addressed prior to the onset of the next Program amendment
process and will include further discussion with the region’s managers and stakeholder through
focused meetings or online forums.

3.3) Approaches for Program Research, Monitoring, Evaluation and
Reporting

There are three main approaches that apply to all research, monitoring and evaluation activities
and projects implemented through the Program. These consist of applying adaptive management,
using preponderance of evidence to guide Council decision as applicable, and basing Council
prioritization on a combined technical and a policy evaluation process (risk-uncertainty
approach).

(i) Adaptive Management Approach

As emphasized in the MERR Plan’s section 1.3 Implementation of the Monitoring,
Evaluation, Research and Reporting Plan’s - Approach, Roles and Responsibilities,
projects conducting research and should incorporate uncertainties by embracing adaptive
management. Depending on the project type, either active or passive adaptive
management may be appropriate. The active adaptive management approach consists of
"actively probing" in order to distinguish between competing hypotheses. Passive
adaptive management is an approach that involves implementing the best alternative and
then monitoring to see if this is correct and making adjustments as needed. As the
Council learns from the research, monitoring and evaluation conducted through the
Program this may result in modification of priorities and monitoring conducted.

(if) Preponderance of Evidence Approach

The Council in assessing whether there is sufficient information to guide a policy
decision regarding a research uncertainty, change in a population, species and habitat,
and the effectiveness of an action may rely on a preponderance of evidence standard.
Preponderance of evidence standard does not require a 95 percent level of certainty. The
standard is met if the proposition is more likely to be true than not true. Effectively, the
standard is satisfied if there is greater than 50-percent chance that the proposition is true.
The actual percentage used by the Council when making their assessment may be higher
if the risk of being wrong is great, e.g., may result in extirpation of a species. The Council
will based their assessment whether the there is a preponderance of evidence to guide a
policy decision on information provided by the ISAB, ISRP, as well as information
available from the peer-reviewed literature and non-peer reviewed literature such as
reports and technical publications. The decision of whether or not existing information
meets the preponderance of evidence standard for guiding a policy decision is based on
these criteria:

Information Meets Preponderance of Evidence Standard

e Thoroughly established, generally accepted, good peer-reviewed empirical
evidence in its favor;
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e Strong weight of evidence in support, but not fully conclusive;
e Misleading or demonstrably wrong; based on good evidence to the contrary.

Does Not Meet Preponderance of Evidence Standard for Proving or Disproving
Effectiveness of Actions
e Theoretical support with some evidence from experiments or observations for
action effectiveness;
e Speculative; little empirical support for action effectiveness.

When the Council chooses to make a policy decision based on preponderance of
evidence, the information used in the assessment will be made available on the Council
website for public comment. This will provide the opportunity for the Council’s regional
partners to provide input on whether the information is complete, biased, being accurately
or inaccurately interpreted and the rational for the regional partners’ support or non-
support of the Council’s assessment of the information meeting or not meeting the
preponderance of evidence standard.

The use of the preponderance of evidence standard to guide Council policy decision is
not intended to reduce the scientific requirement for projects funded through the
Program. Projects will still be accountable for applying scientifically sound study design
and analyses, be based on sound scientific principles, have measurable, quantitative
biological objectives, and collect or identify data appropriate for measuring progress
towards their biological objectives, which may require, per ISRP guidance, the
conventional 95% standard to demonstrate scientifically valid results. The use of the
preponderance of evidence standard is to be applied in the policy arena to guide policy
decisions, and not scientific decisions.

(iii) Risk-Uncertainty Approach

To make recommendations on RME actions implemented through the Program, the
Council will use a two-step process in which a technical evaluation is followed by a
policy evaluation. The technical evaluation weighs the risk posed by the mitigation action
to fish and wildlife resources and scientific uncertainty using a risk matrix (Figure 2),
whereby risk and uncertainty are interpreted as:

Risk - How much risk is there to fish and wildlife in the Basin if the scientific
foundation or assumptions related to a type of mitigation action are wrong?

Uncertainty - How certain are we of the science underpinning the mitigation
actions?

The risk-uncertainty matrix (Figure 2) provides a visual characterization of how
mitigation actions may fit along the risk and uncertainty continuum. Some mitigation
actions may fit clearly in one category whereas others may seem to fall between
categories. Below are two examples illustrating how two types of mitigation actions may
fit into the lower risk and lower uncertainty quadrant (lower left) and the higher risk and
higher uncertainty quadrant (upper right) of the risk-uncertainty matrix. For each
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example, the potential Council recommendation for monitoring of these mitigation
actions and for resolving critical uncertainties associated with these mitigation actions are
also indicated.

(1) Riparian Fencing Mitigation Action - Lower Left Quadrant of the Risk-

Uncertainty Matrix

e Low risk to fish and wildlife and their habitat

e Low uncertainty as these mitigation actions’ outcomes are well understood.
For example, the fence will exclude cattle from the riparian area and allow
riparian vegetation to grow.

e The Council may recommend funding a lower level of monitoring and
evaluation for these mitigation actions, and recommend a lower level of
prioritization for funding research uncertainties associated with these
mitigation actions.

(2) Lamprey Passage Mitigation Action - Upper Right Quadrant of the Risk-

Uncertainty Matrix

e High risk to fish

e High uncertainty as these mitigation actions’ outcomes are not well
understood. For example, if the lamprey passage structures are ineffective for
passage or result in harm.

e The Council may recommend funding a higher level of monitoring and
evaluation for these mitigation actions, and recommend a higher level of
prioritization for funding research uncertainties associated with these
mitigation actions.
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Risk to Fish and Wildlife

Low Risk
Low Uncertainty

| —

Scientific Uncertainty

Mitigation action may require lower level of monitoring and have a lower
priority associated with its research uncertainties

. Mitigation action may require moderate level of monitoring and have a
moderate priority associated with its research uncertainties

. Mitigation action may require higher level of monitoring and have a higher
priority associated with its research uncertainties

Figure 2. Risk-uncertainty matrix f