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a. Abstract 
The overall purpose of the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fisheries Enforcement (CRITFE) program is to increase protection of fish, wildlife and watersheds within the Columbia Basin – that are under the jurisdiction of the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission member Tribes.  The main focus of the CRITFE program is to implement an enhanced enforcement effort to provide additional protection against illegal takes of Columbia River salmon species throughout their life cycle with an emphasis on weak stocks passing through the hydro-power corridor into tributary streams. 

Goal, Scope, and Approach of Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fisheries Enforcement
The goal of this program is to reduce illegal take of Columbia River Basin salmonids and native resident fish, and thereby help to rebuild all endemic fish populations within the basin.  Illegal take includes illegal harvest of adults and juveniles, harassment of spawners attending redds, destruction of eggs or fry within redds, direct mortality of juveniles caused by various human activities (e.g., water diversion), and degradation of critical habitat.  Specific goals and objectives of the CRITFE Enforcement Program are consistent with protection and enhancement goals of the region’s fish and wildlife managers (CBFWA).

The conceptual scope of the program is the entire life cycle of the target fish species, (i.e., “gravel to gravel”).  The targeted fish stocks are depleted anadromous salmonids and resident fish species -- especially species petitioned or listed under the ESA.  It is expected that enhanced protection will also extend to all other endemic fish populations in the Columbia Basin (e.g., steelhead, and white sturgeon); this enhancement “spin-off” is beneficial to the fishery resources of the entire region.

The approach we are taking is threefold:

First, to initiate an enhanced (three patrol officers and one dispatcher) level of harvest and habitat law enforcement in the Columbia Basin (specifically in the Zone 6 area).  This enhanced level of enforcement personnel staffing will allow CRITFE to maintain the present high levels of voluntary compliance by tribal fishers.  The program as funded and initiated thus far has clearly shown a high degree of success in creating pro-active, high visibility enforcement actions that create a significant deterrence against unlawful fishing activities.

Secondly, to enhance the efficiency of this increased harvest and habitat enforcement effort by promoting cooperation and assistance from appropriate federal, state, tribal, regional and local entities.

Thirdly, to educate the public on the plight of specific fish stocks in danger of extinction and the need to protect their critical habitats and make the public aware of the importance to society of conserving the cultural values and diversity of anadromous salmonid and resident fish for future generations.

b. Technical and/or scientific background
Geographic Scope

The enhanced fish, wildlife and habitat law enforcement provided by this project serves to protect and enhance all targeted salmonid stocks, resident fish stocks, wildlife species, essential habitats, and other commercially, ecologically and culturally important natural resources within the project area.  The primary focus is depleted stocks of anadromous salmon and steelhead listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  The primary area of CRITFE effort is Zone 6 of the mainstem Columbia River – which encompasses about 150 linear miles of river between Bonneville and McNary Dams.  The mainstem dams, reservoir pools, and natural resources targeted for protection within the Treaty fishery area (Zone 6) is summarized in Table 1.  CRITFE coordinates and shares available resources (within budget constraints) with the Nez Perce Tribe’s conservation enforcement project – it has primary jurisdiction in the mainstem Snake River and its tributary river systems.

Table 1.  Gross characterization of mainstem Zone 6 area and targeted natural resources.

	Pool
	Lower Dam
	Upper Dam
	River Miles
	Target Resources

	Bonneville
	Bonneville
	The Dalles
	45
	Primary: all anadromous salmonid species/stocks. Secondary: sturgeon; lamprey; walleye; bass, northern pikeminnow; shad; other depleted or protected resident fish. In conjunction with member Tribes: wildlife species utilized for hunting; ecologically, culturally & commercially important plant species; and, cultural resources.

	The Dalles
	The Dalles
	John Day
	31
	

	John Day
	John Day
	McNary
	76
	


The vast watersheds that are tributary to the mainstem Columbia River and are under the co-management jurisdiction of the CRITFC member tribes can be subdivided into geographic regions defined by Northwest Power Planning Council as “Ecological Provinces”.  The following Provinces include subbasins under the co-management or law enforcement jurisdiction of the CRITFC member Tribes in the mainstem Columbia River:

· Columbia Gorge Province;

· Columbia Plateau Ecological Province – north; and

· Columbia Plateau Ecological Province – south.
The Columbia Gorge Province includes the mainstem Columbia River between Bonneville and The Dalles Dams, and subbasins that are tributary to the mainstem.  Subbasins within the Columbia Gorge Province are:

· Bonneville Reservoir; 

· Fifteenmile; 

· Hood; 

· Klickitat 

· Little White Salmon; 

· White Salmon; and

· Wind.

The Columbia Plateau Ecological Provinces include the region from The Dalles Dam to, up the Mid-Columbia River, to Wanapum Dam on the North; and from The Dalles Dam, up the Snake River, to Lewiston on the South.  The Columbia Plateau North includes the Columbia River and all tributaries upstream of The Dalles Dam up to and including Wanapum Dam.  Subbasins within the Columbia Plateau – North are:
· Crab; 

· Mainstem Columbia; 

· Rock Creek; and 

· Yakima. 

The Columbia Plateau South includes the Columbia River and all tributaries on the south bank upstream of The Dalles Dam up to the confluence with the Snake River; and the Snake River and all tributaries from Lewiston, Idaho to the confluence with the Columbia River.  Subbasins within the Columbia Plateau – South are:

· Deschutes 

· John Day 

· Mainstem Snake 

· Palouse 

· Tucannon 

· Umatilla 

· Walla Walla 

Primary Enforcement for Zone 6 Fisheries - Anadromous Salmonids

Diverse and complex fisheries occur within the Zone 6 of the mainstem Columbia River River.  Fishing seasons and closures covered by CRITFE Conservation Enforcement for CY 2000 are summarized in Table 2.  Regulations and fisheries proposed for 2001 are summarized in Table 3.
Table 2.  Priority fish species / seasons for CRITFE Conservation Enforcement patrols – with preliminary catch for CY 2000 (Source Stuart Ellis, CRITFC Harvest Manager).

	Fish Species
	Season
	Zone 6 Fishery 

(total 2000 preliminary catch by season)

	Steelhead
	Winter:
	N/A

	
	Spring:
	C&S + incidental catch in chinook commercial (n= 686)

	
	Summer:
	C&S (n= 1,670)

	
	Fall:
	C&S + commercial gillnet (n= 18,403)

	Chinook salmon
	Winter:
	Gillnet commercial (n= 6)

	
	Spring:
	C&S + platform + commercial (n= 11,250)

	
	Summer:
	N/A

	
	Fall:
	C&S + commercial gillnet (n> 53,322)

	Coho salmon
	Winter:
	(n= 0)

	
	Spring:
	(n= 0)

	
	Summer:
	(n= 0)

	
	Fall:
	Gillnet commercial (n> 4,373)

	Sockeye Salmon
	Winter:
	(n= 0)

	
	Spring:
	(n= 0)

	
	Summer:
	C&S + commercial gillnet (n= 3,020)

	
	Fall:
	(n= 0)

	Sturgeon 
	Winter:
	Setline + gillnet (n= 2,448)

	
	Spring:
	Setline + gillnet (n= 670

	
	Summer:
	Setline + gillnet (n= 49)

	
	Fall:
	N/A

	Walleye
	Winter:
	Commercial gillnet (n= 247)

	
	Spring:
	Commercial gillnet (n= 30)

	
	Summer:
	N/A (n= 0)

	
	Fall:
	C&S + commercial gillnet (n= 47)

	American Shad
	Open
	Spring-Summer

	Northern pikeminnow
	Open
	BPA bounty fishery:  April-September


Table 3. A preliminary summary of year 2001 Zone 6 Fisheries and regulations (Source Stuart Ellis, CRITFC Harvest Manager).  

	Fishery
	Dates (Start-Stop)
	Special Regulations

	Winter Fisheries:
	
	

	C&S and Platform
	1/1-3/14
	

	Sturgeon
	1/1-1/31
	

	Gillnet
	2/1-3/14
	

	Spring Fisheries:
	
	

	Ceremonial Permits
	3/15-4/15,

5/28-5/31
	1

	Platform
	3/15-5/31
	2

	Sturgeon
	Closed
	

	Chinook gillnet Fisheries
	4/17-4/19, 4/26-4/28, 

5/4-5/5, 5/10-5/12, 5/24-5/26, 5/28-5/31
	

	Summer Fisheries:
	
	

	C&S and platform
	6/1-7/31
	3

	Sockeye gillnet
	6/25-6/26, 6/30-7/1
	

	Sturgeon setline
	6/1-8/18
	4

	Fall Fisheries:
	
	

	C&S and Platform
	8/1
	5

	Gillnet
	8/28-9/1
	

	Gillnet
	9/4-9/8
	

	Gillnet
	9/11-9/15
	

	Sturgeon (
	
	


Special Regulations:

1. Ceremonial Permit fishery was managed individually by each tribe.  Process and dates varied slightly by tribe.

2. Sales of platform caught fish allowed from 4/21-5/28.

3. Sales of platform caught fish allowed from 6/30-7/15.

4. Bonneville and John Day pools open only.

5. Sales of platform caught fish allowed from 8/20 to present.

(:  Data not yet available

Resident Fish Stocks

Resident fish are freshwater fish that live and migrate within the rivers, streams and lakes of the Columbia River Basin, but are not anadromous.  Resident fish species exist throughout the mainstem Columbia River; and a beneficial “spin-off” of the CRITFE anadromous salmonid protection in Zone 6 is protection of resident fish.  Resident species include sturgeon, walleye, lamprey, shad, smelt, smallmouth bass, and northern pikeminnow.

Enforcement Results from the FY2000 Performance Period – June 2000 to May 2001 

Patrol Effort Statistics 

CRITFE officers spent a total of 9,899 hours conducting field patrols during the 12-month period of June 2000 through May 2001, i.e., an average of about 825 hours per month.  Monthly distribution of effort is variable during the year with extra hours spent during spring, summer and fall fishing seasons.  The temporal distribution of CRITFE officer time spent on patrol illustrates that effort declines in October and is at minimum levels during November and December -- due to absence of fishing seasons and annual leave taken for holidays (Figure 1).  This monthly pattern generally holds true for most years and actually increases enforcement effectiveness by accruing overtime and compensation hours during the times when resource protection is needed the most and taking leave during the winter off-season.
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Figure 1.  Total CRITFE monthly enforcement patrol effort (all categories) for the FY2000 performance period -- June 2000 through May 2001 – compared to the previous 12-month baseline.

The quarterly statistics show substantially increased levels of patrol effort starting in Quarter 3 of 2000, i.e., after the enhanced BPA-funded effort was initiated (Table 4).  For example, patrol effort during Quarter 1 of 2001 (2,627 hrs.) was 31% higher than the effort for the same period of year 2000 (2003 hrs.) -- prior to BPA funding.  More comprehensive comparisons will be presented in future performance reports, e.g., the longer project period will be evaluated in comparison to an extended baseline time series.

Table 4.  Total CRITFE officer patrol effort, by quarter, January 2000 through June 2001.

	Patrol Effort Category

(Hours)
	Year 2000
	Year 2001

	
	Q1

(Jan-Mar)
	Q2

(Apr-Jun)
	Q3

(Jul-Sep)
	Q4

(Oct-Dec)  
	Q1

(Jan-Mar)
	Q2

(Apr-Jun)

	Patrolled Commercial
	1,823
	1,902
	2,541
	1,089
	2,378
	2,299

	Patrolled Ceremonial
	28
	97
	5
	0
	10
	88

	Patrolled Sport
	118
	83
	53
	10
	162
	82

	Patrolled Aircraft
	0
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0

	Worked Inter-Agency
	5
	26
	28
	9
	13
	67

	Worked Investigation
	29
	43
	47
	12
	64
	74

	Total Patrol Effort
	2,003
	2,151
	2,677
	1,120
	2,627
	2,610


In general, over ten times more patrol effort is allocated to commercial fishing seasons and closures compared to other fisheries such as ceremonial, subsistence or sport. 
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Vehicle patrol mileage is generally correlated with CRITFE officer patrol hours in Zone 6; this relationship, along with supporting data, indicates that a consistently large proportion of the officers’ field time is spent patrolling shore areas from vehicles.  About 150 river miles extend between Bonneville and McNary Dams; therefore the reservoir shore line under the jurisdiction is roughly twice that – i.e., more than 300 miles.  Vehicle patrol mileage, by quarter, is summarized in Table 5. 

Table 5.  Total CRITFE vehicle patrol mileage versus officer patrol effort, by quarter, January 2000 through June 2001.

	Patrol Effort Category

(Miles / Hours)
	Year 2000
	Year 2001

	
	Q1

(Jan-Mar)
	Q2

(Apr-Jun)
	Q3

(Jul-Sep)
	Q4

(Oct-Dec)  
	Q1

(Jan-Mar)
	Q2

(Apr-Jun)

	Vehicle Patrol Effort (mi.)
	44,775
	51,113
	52,624
	29,280
	53,562
	52,304

	Officer Patrol Effort (hrs.)
	2,003
	2,151
	2,677
	1,120
	2,627
	2,610

	Patrol miles per hour
	22.4
	23.8
	19.7
	26.1
	20.4
	20.0


Monthly vehicle patrol mileage was relatively stable from January to April 2000 (under 15,000 miles per month), but increased substantially to average of 17,850 miles during May-September.  Fall fisheries were closed in October, and as a result patrol mileage subsequently declined to an average of about 7,550 during the November-December off-season.  The patrol mileage for 2001 started out at higher levels than the previous year, averaging over 17,000 miles per month during January-April 2001.

Monthly officer patrol time averaged 635 hours from January to April 2000, then increased substantially to average of about 760 during May-July, and averaged over 1,000 during August-September.  Fall fisheries were closed in October, and as a result patrol time subsequently declined to an average of about 310 hours per month during the November-December off-season.  The monthly officer patrol effort for 2001 started out at consistently higher levels than the previous year -- averaging over 873 hours per month during January-June 2001, with a peak of over 1,000 hours in March.

During the June 2000 – May 2001 performance period, about 1,893 hours were spent in boat patrols and 8,596 hours in vehicle patrols.  About 67% of the total vehicle patrol effort during June 2000 – May 2001 was conducted during daytime; i.e., about 5,735 hours were spent in day patrols versus 2,861 hours in night patrols.  

Contacts with Resource Users

From June 2000 to May 2001, CRITFE officers made a total of 8,258 contacts with resource users; concurrently, 365 outside agency assists and 221 public assists occurred.  Total contacts patrol during Quarter 1 of 2001 (2,110 hrs.) was 91% higher than the effort for the same period of year 2000 (1,106 hrs.) -- prior to BPA funding (Table 6; Figure 2).

Table 6.  Total CRITFE enforcement contacts, calls for service (demand), violations reported, -- by quarter, January 2000 through June 2001.

	Enforcement Contacts

 and Compliance Rates

(Number / Percent)
	Year 2000
	Year 2001

	
	Q1

(Jan-Mar)
	Q2

(Apr-Jun)
	Q3

(Jul-Sep)
	Q4

(Oct-Dec)  
	Q1

(Jan-Mar)
	Q2

(Apr-Jun)

	Total Contacts
	1,106
	2,351
	2,573
	497
	2,110
	3,817

	Total Calls For Service
	107
	323
	327
	82
	180
	370

	Violations Reported & Investigated
	23
	109
	102
	19
	73
	172


The two time periods of maximum conservation enforcement contacts during the FY 2000 performance period was March-June and September – corresponding to major spring/summer and fall salmon fishing seasons in Zone 6.  Both the number of contacts (Figure 2) and violations (Figure 3) showed an increased level during the FY 2000 performance period compared to the previous 12-month baseline.
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Figure 2.  Total contacts with resource users by CRITFE officers during the FY2000 performance period -- June 2000 through May 2001 – compared to the previous 12-month baseline.
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Figure 3.  Total violations reported to CRITFE dispatchers and officers during the FY2000 performance period -- June 2000 through May 2001 – compared to the previous 12-month baseline.

Fishing Gear and Target Fish Seized

The number of salmon hoop nets and gill nets seized for illegal fishing activities in Zone 6 increased from a monthly average of about 1.8 during January-April 2000 to about 9.5 per month during May and June.  Five illegal sturgeon set lines were confiscated in January 2000, with none for the remainder of the time period.  The total number of illegal gear seized increased 65% -- from 31 during the period of January-June 2000 compared to 51 during January-June 2001 (Table 7).

Table 7.  Total illegal fishing gear seized or recovered by CRITFE officers, by quarter, January 2000 through June 2001.

	Fishing Gear Seized

 or Recovered

(Number)
	Year 2000
	Year 2001

	
	Q1

(Jan-Mar)
	Q2

(Apr-Jun)
	Q3

(Jul-Sep)
	Q4

(Oct-Dec)  
	Q1

(Jan-Mar)
	Q2

(Apr-Jun)

	Gill Nets 
	1
	14
	18
	2
	12
	27

	Hoop Nets 
	5
	6
	9
	4
	9
	3

	Sturgeon Set Lines 
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total Gear Seized 
	11
	20
	27
	6
	21
	30


The total number of illegally caught salmon and steelhead confiscated for commercial fishery violations in Zone 6 during year 2001 increased from a monthly average of about 3.3 during January-April to a peak of 52 during May, with a subsequent decline to 11 in June.  Total number of illegally caught salmon reported for the FY2000 performance period (357 fish) was 157% higher than the previous 12-month baseline (139 fish); the pre-project versus post-project monthly trends are illustrated in Figure 4.

The three disposition categories for illegally caught fish are (a) spoiled and returned dead to the river, (b) unharmed and released alive to the river, and (c) mortalities in good condition seized and frozen for beneficial uses.  Of the 76 illegally caught salmon & steelhead handled by enforcement officers during January-June, 2001 -- 31 (41%) were spoiled and wasted, 33 (43%) were mortalities in edible condition, and 12 (16%) were released alive to the river.  All of the saved fish (released alive) were during May & June fishing seasons.

The total number of illegally-caught fish seized (salmonids + sturgeon) increased 170% -- from 113 fish during the period of January-June 2000 compared to 305 fish during January-June 2001 (Table 8).
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 Figure 4.  Seizures of illegally caught salmonids by CRITFE officers during the FY2000 performance period -- June 2000 through May 2001 – compared to the previous 12-month baseline.

Table 8.  Total number of illegally-caught fish seized or recovered by CRITFE officers, by quarter, January 2000 through June 2001.

	Fish Seized

(Number)
	Year 2000
	Year 2001

	
	Q1

(Jan-Mar)
	Q2

(Apr-Jun)
	Q3

(Jul-Sep)
	Q4

(Oct-Dec)  
	Q1

(Jan-Mar)
	Q2

(Apr-Jun)

	Salmon Seized
	0
	32
	79
	2
	0
	66

	Salmon Released Live
	0
	11
	4
	0
	0
	19

	No. Spoiled Salmon
	2
	14
	82
	2
	6
	91

	Steelhead Seized
	0
	1
	7
	4
	0
	0

	Steelhead Released Live
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1

	No. Spoiled Steelhead
	8
	7
	3
	1
	3
	1

	Total Salmonids Seized
	11
	66
	176
	9
	9
	178

	Sturgeon Seized
	2
	3
	2
	4
	2
	2

	Sturgeon Released Live
	14
	7
	3
	0
	27
	21

	No. Spoiled Sturgeon
	4
	6
	15
	1
	5
	61

	Total Sturgeon Seized
	20
	16
	20
	5
	34
	84

	Total Fish Seized
	31
	82
	196
	14
	43
	262


Violations Reported and Warnings Issued

A substantial proportion of cases are developed from telephone tips from the public taken by CRITFE enforcement dispatchers.  Cases can also be initiated by “discovery” – i.e., field officers finding physical evidence or direct observation of resource violations.  Regardless of the origin of a case that is opened by enforcement personnel, it will ultimately be determined by the investigating officer to be either unfounded or to be a valid violation.  Total violations reported for the FY2000 performance period compared to the previous 12-month baseline are illustrated in Figure 5.
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Figure 5.  Total violations reported to CRITFE dispatchers and officers during the FY2000 performance period -- June 2000 through May 2001 – compared to the previous 12-month baseline.

Fishery Arrests and Compliance Rate

The number of total arrests for fishery violations in Zone 6 increased from a monthly average of about 4.8 during January-April 2000 to about 22.5 per month during May and June (Figure 6).  Concurrently, the number of warnings increased from a monthly average of about seven during January-April 2000 to about 14.5 per month during May and June.  Fishery arrests declined in July, with an increasing trend through October – corresponding to the execution of the fall salmon fishery.  Low arrests were observed during the late-fall to winter off-season.  An increasing trend in fishery arrests and warnings was observed for the first half of CY2001 – with an average of about 25.5 arrests and 41 warnings per month during May and June.
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Figure 6.  Time series of tribal, sport and other fishery-related arrests in Zone 6 from January 2000 to June 2001.  Overall column height indicates total number of fishery-related arrests by month.

The total number of fishery arrests (non-tribal + tribal) for the FY2000 performance period (50 arrests) was 178% higher than the previous 12-month baseline (18 arrests); the pre-project versus post-project monthly trends are illustrated in Figure 7.  The total number of fishery arrests, summarized by arrest category and quarter, also show the increasing trend after project implementation (Table 9).
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Figure 7.  Arrests of fishers during Zone 6 tribal fisheries by CRITFE officers during the FY2000 performance period -- June 2000 through May 2001 – compared to the previous 12-month baseline.

Table 9.  Total CRITFE fishery arrests, by quarter, January 2000 through June 2001.

	Fishery Arrest Category

(Number)
	Year 2000
	Year 2001

	
	Q1

(Jan-Mar)
	Q2

(Apr-Jun)
	Q3

(Jul-Sep)
	Q4

(Oct-Dec)  
	Q1

(Jan-Mar)
	Q2

(Apr-Jun)

	Commercial Arrests
	2
	2
	11
	5
	7
	11

	Subsistence Arrests
	1
	5
	3
	8
	3
	7

	Ceremonial Arrests
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Other Tribal Arrests
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	State Sport Arrests
	3
	27
	8
	0
	19
	29

	State Court Arrests
	0
	7
	5
	1
	2
	5

	Arrest Assists
	4
	8
	6
	11
	6
	7

	Arrest Warrants Served
	2
	1
	2
	1
	1
	5

	Total Number Of Arrests
	12
	52
	35
	26
	38
	64


We calculated compliance rates
 from CRITFE conservation law enforcement action statistics (violations and/or warnings) as a percent of total contacts, by quarter, for the period April 2000 through March 2001 (Table 10).  

Table 10.  Total CRITFE enforcement violations reported, arrests, and mean compliance rate -- by quarter, January 2000 through June 2001.

	Enforcement Contacts

 and Compliance Rates

(Number / Percent)
	Year 2000
	Year 2001

	
	Q1

(Jan-Mar)
	Q2

(Apr-Jun)
	Q3

(Jul-Sep)
	Q4

(Oct-Dec)  
	Q1

(Jan-Mar)
	Q2

(Apr-Jun)

	Violations Reported & Investigated
	23
	109
	102
	19
	73
	172

	Total Number Of Arrests
	12
	52
	35
	26
	38
	64

	Compliance Rate #1*
	97.92%
	95.36%
	96.04%
	96.18%
	96.54%
	95.49%

	Compliance Rate #2*
	98.92%
	97.79%
	98.64%
	94.77%
	98.20%
	98.32%


	*Compliance Rate #1
	Calculated as 1-(total number of violations reported and investigated divided by total contacts) expressed as a percentage.

	*Compliance Rate #2
	Calculated as 1-(total number of arrests divided by total contacts) expressed as a percentage.


On a monthly basis, compliance rate was greater than 97% during 17 of the 18 the months of record (94% of the time).  The lowest recorded compliance rate during the 18-month time-period was 90% compliance during October 2000.

Monitoring and Evaluation – Achievement of Law Enforcement Effectiveness Objectives and Biological Objectives

Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) is an integral part of the ongoing CRITFE program.  We continue to adaptively manage the enforcement program via M&E -- according to enforcement statistics and biologically-based performance criteria.  The evaluation of desired/actual achievements are in terms of:  Inputs (e.g., budget, personnel, equipment ), Outputs (e.g., fishery statistics, contacts, arrests, seizure, etc.), and Outcomes (e.g., fish & wildlife saved, critical habitats protected).

The following three LE effectiveness objectives and three biological objectives have been identified for evaluation of the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fisheries Enforcement program.

Law Enforcement Effectiveness Objectives:


Increased LE effectiveness throughout the watersheds of the Columbia Basin under the co-management of the CRITFE member Tribes -- via increased public awareness, voluntary compliance with laws and rules, and deterrence of illegal activities.


Increased LE effectiveness in anadromous and resident fish protection via annual planning to ensure effective use of personnel and equipment, and close coordination with fisheries management and regulatory agencies.


Increased LE effectiveness in anadromous and resident fish protection via long-term strategic planning, tribal coordination at LE command levels, and support of state & federal enforcement agencies.

Biological Objectives:


Improvement in adult salmon survival during in-river migration as measured by temporal trends in inter-dam and reach conversion rates.


Increased survival of juvenile salmon and protection of critical habitat as measured by case studies, and compliance with various regulations.


Increased survival of resident fish populations via enforcement, habitat protection, and public outreach.

These objectives can be measured against specific biologically-based performance criteria and metrics (Table 11).

Table 11.  Performance criteria, null hypotheses, and metrics for evaluation of biological benefits of enhanced law enforcement.

	Performance Criteria
	Null Hypotheses
	Metrics

	Adult salmon passage survival through the migration corridor and fisheries
	An increase in the level of enforcement in the mainstem Columbia River does not reduce illegal take and improve adult salmon survival.
	Inter-dam conversion rates, Bonneville to Lower Granite dams.  Radio telemetry studies in tributary areas.

	Protection of critical spawning and rearing habitat of anadromous salmonids
	Enforcement of habitat regulations
 in tributary areas does not increase natural production success or improve the integrity of critical habitat.
	Compliance rates with laws and rules for the protection of stream habitat, riparian zones, watersheds and ecosystems.

	Juvenile salmonid out-migration survival through the migration corridor
	Enforcement of “trout” fishing regulations and water diversion & screening regulations does not increase juvenile salmonid survival in tributaries and mainstem.
	Compliance rates with “trout” fisheries and screening regulations on mainstem pump and tributary diversions.

	Inter-agency coordination
	Enhanced inter-agency coordination and resource sharing does not improve efficiency and cost-effectiveness of LE efforts.
	Contacts, enforcement statistics, habitat protected, and fish saved via inter-agency task forces per cost level.

	Public participation
	Improved public education and awareness does not enhance LE efforts via public support and involvement.
	Public opinion polls, public volunteer work, voluntary compliance with laws and rules, “poacher hotline” information on violations.

	Resident Fish
	Increased levels of law enforcement for Columbia Basin resident fish species and their critical habitats does not improve the species’ life cycle survival and population levels.
	Enforcement statistics; compliance rates with laws and rules; fisheries statistics; public awareness.


The Columbia Basin Fish & Wildlife Authority (CBFWA) and the Northwest Power Planning Council (Council) have directed that comprehensive Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) be an integral part of fisheries & conservation law enforcement projects funded via the regional process.  At the conclusion of FY2001 performance period, the CRITFC Enforcement Department and the M&E Consultant provided a progress report to the NPPC staff that includes an update on the evaluation the project results with respect to performance standards.
c. Rationale and significance to Regional Programs
Relevance of Conservation Enforcement to Fish & Wildlife Management 

The fundamental need for integration of fish & wildlife conservation enforcement (resource user management) with biologically based fish & wildlife population and ecosystem management is a pragmatic historical fact.  Fish & Wildlife management entities in the Columbia Basin began with the establishment of laws and rules designed to protect renewable natural resources from overexploitation and their essential habitats from destruction -- empowered by Fish & Wildlife Commissions and law enforcement.  Protection of fish, wildlife and habitats – via enhanced conservation enforcement – has consistently been a strategy integrated with other fish & wildlife enhancement measures in regional fish & wildlife plans, e.g., the Northwest Power Planning Council’s “Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program” (NPPC 1994), the original Anadromous Salmonid Snake River Recovery Team Plan (Bevan et al. 1994), the Proposed Recovery Plan for Snake River salmon (NMFS 1995), the Tribes’ “Spirit of the Salmon” (Nez Perce et al. 1995), and the Draft Multi-Year Implementation Plan for Resident Fish Protection (RFM-CBFWA 1997).  

Rationale for Conservation Enforcement Conducted by CRITFE

Authority for Tribal fisheries law enforcement is derived from Treaties with the U.S. Government.  It has consistently been held that treaties were grants of rights from tribes to the United States and that anything not expressly granted was reserved.  It is fundamental that a federal treaty guaranteeing certain rights to the subjects of a signatory nation is self-executing and supersedes state law, U.S. v. Washington, and that a state may enact no statute or regulation in conflict with a treaty between the United States and an Indian Tribe.

The U.S. v. Oregon litigation was initiated by the United States in 1968.  It established the Tribes’ co-management responsibilities for the Columbia Basin.  The U.S. v. Oregon case began as a means of establishing the nature and extent of treaty reserved rights of four Indian Tribes to fish in the mainstem of the Columbia River for anadromous fish. 

The Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission (CRITFC) is comprised of four member Tribes -- Umatilla, Nez Perce, Warm Springs and Yakama.  Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fisheries Enforcement (CRITFE), as a department of CRITFC, is delegated tribal enforcement responsibilities the four Treaty Tribes.

Power Act – in lieu Funding Issue

BPA funding does indeed supplement funding available from the BIA for CRITFE's enforcement effort, but this does not create a problem with the express language of the "in lieu" provisions of section 4(h)(10(A).  The section of the Act requires that "[expenditures of [BPA] pursuant to this paragraph shall be in addition to, not in lieu of, other expenditures authorized or required from other entities under other agreements or provisions of law." 16 U.S.C. 839b (h)(10)(A)(emphasis added).   In fact, the Act expressly contemplates (4(h)(8)(C)) and encourages coordination (4(h)(2)(A) and (11)(B)) with other measures dealing with non-hydro programs.  Supplemental funding is not prohibited by the Act as long as the funding is not in lieu of other expenditures authorized or required by law. 

The primary area to which the enhanced CRITFE effort has been directed is the mainstem of the Columbia River -- in particular Zone 6 - which is the area between the Bonneville and McNary dams (147 linear miles).  Zone 6 fisheries are very complex with several different species, e.g., various salmon stocks, steelhead, sturgeon, walleye, and shad, different seasons for each species/stock, and different types of fisheries, e.g., tribal treaty commercial and ceremonial/subsistence fisheries, and sport fisheries.  All of the fish in these fisheries are affected by the operation of the hydropower system.  Most of these fish species benefit from specific mitigation measures targeted at them for which the Bonneville Power Administration is financially liable.   For example, BPA's investments in flows, the Corps of Engineer's investment in fish ladders, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's investment in artificial propagation of spring Chinook in the Snake River Basin result in financial obligations to the Bonneville Power Administration.  CRITFE's enhanced efforts protect the fruits of these investments, Snake River spring Chinook in this example, and other stocks benefited by mitigation measures under the Act.  

CRITFC Enforcement Interface with Endangered Species Act

Beginning in 1989, numerous species and stocks of anadromous salmonids – originating throughout the Pacific Northwest -- have been listed as “threatened” or “endangered” under the Endangered Species Act, ESA.  The first ESA-listings of Columbia River salmon were Snake River (Redfish Lake) sockeye salmon in 1991 and Snake River fall and spring/summer chinook stocks in 1992.  The Snake River Basin steelhead ESU was listed as “threatened” in August 1997.  Subsequent ESA salmonid listings are documented in the record (see NMFS NW Region web site) and the overlapping ranges of these stocks cover the Columbia Basin.  The recovery plans developed by independent scientists on the Recovery Team (Bevan et al.) and the plan subsequently endorsed by NMFS (Schmitten et al. 1996) – included enhanced law enforcement as a key strategy to protect and conserve depleted salmonid stocks.

d. Relationships to other projects 
 The cornerstone of effective law enforcement has been coordination among the various The cornerstone of effective law enforcement has been coordination among the various tribal, state and federal entities with fisheries law enforcement jurisdictions within the Columbia River Basin -- in conjunction with BPA funding.  In Zone 6, CRITFE routinely coordinates with other fisheries enforcement agencies but as per the US vs. Oregon court mandated "Fisheries Management Plan".  CRITFE maintains primary jurisdiction for tribal enforcement responsibilities by virtue of a delegation of that governmental enforcement responsibility by the four Treaty Tribes (Umatilla, Nez Perce, Warm Springs and Yakama).

CRITFE has primary enforcement authority regarding all treaty tribal fisheries and shares concurrent jurisdiction on the mainstem Columbia River regarding enforcement of state law.  CRITFE officers are also commissioned with Special Law Enforcement Commissions by the Bureau of Indian Affairs - Law Enforcement Division.  Additionally, CRITFE officers have federal commissions issued by the U.S. Department of Interior, Dept. of Fish and Wildlife, for the purpose of enforcing applicable federal laws.  In summary, other related conservation enforcement projects and/or cooperating entities in Zone 6 of the Mainstem Columbia River include:

· Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

· Oregon State Police, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

· Nez Perce Tribe

· Yakama Tribe

· Umatilla Tribe

· Warm Springs Tribe

· National Marine Fisheries Service - Law Enforcement

· U.S. Fish and Wildlife- Law Enforcement

As a department within the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission, CRITFE coordinates fisheries enforcement efforts with all four Commission member tribes for the purpose of implementing an enforcement program focused towards achieving the fisheries management priorities of the four Treaty Tribes.  This includes assisting the tribes relative to enforcement issues on the reservations and in the tribal ceded areas as requested or required by the tribes.

Currently Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fisheries Enforcement Project coordinates and, if possible, shares resources with the BPA-funded Nez Perce Tribal Conservation Enforcement Project #2000-55-00.  If and when additional Columbia Basin fish, wildlife and habitat enforcement programs are implemented – e.g., the Umatilla Tribes Conservation Enforcement Project and/or the Colville Tribes Conservation Enforcement Project proposed for FY2003 – it will be important to enhance inter-project coordination and have consistent performance standards and methodologies to evaluate results and effectiveness of all BPA-funded conservation enforcement projects.

e. Project history (for ongoing projects) 

Historic and Recent Changes in Columbia River Mainstem Enforcement

Over the past decade, Columbia Basin Tribes' fisheries law enforcement efforts have benefited from BPA funding and the independent M&E reviews conducted in 1996  demonstrate this fact.  BPA funding does not replace Tribal (BIA and other) enforcement funding, which has remained stable during the period in which BPA enhanced funding has been available

The BPA addendum funding during 1991-98 (Project 91-024) allowed CRITFE to increase enforcement personnel by eight positions.   These additional enforcement positions allowed us to nearly double our enforcement effort in Zone 6.  This allowed CRITFE to initiate a “pro active” law enforcement effort, whereas, prior to BPA funding our efforts were primarily “reactive” and in fact CRITFE could not even keep up with the  “calls for service” (complaints from the public, primarily CRITFE’s  tribal constituency).  The funding provided for a very visible law enforcement effort in Zone 6 and substantial public education efforts.  Further, with the purchase of new equipment, field personnel became much more efficient in preventing and detecting violations, creating a significant “deterrent” effect, resulting in the much-improved voluntary compliance rates.  Significantly increased compliance rates in the treaty fishery have occurred since the inception of addendum funding in 1992.  The Northwest Power Planning Council’s decision to cut the BPA-funded law enforcement program in 1998 necessitated that CRITFE incur a 40% reduction in force.  

The following Table 12 summarizes the evolution from previous multi-agency fish, wildlife and habitat enforcement project – into the development of the current conservation enforcement projects (BPA# 2000-55 and -56 ).

Table 12.  Chronology of the development of system-wide enhanced conservation law enforcement in the Columbia Basin.

	A Brief Chronology of the Columbia Basin Conservation Enforcement Program

	1991
	· A multi-agency fisheries law enforcement demonstration project was funded in 1991 -- to provide immediate protection of Columbia Basin anadromous salmonid stocks proposed for listing under the ESA (Vigg 1991).

· Cooperating agencies were Inter-Tribe (CRITFE), Oregon (OSP), Washington (WDFW), and Idaho (IDFG).

	1992-1994
	· National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (MFWP) joined the BPA-funded enforcement project.

· Evaluation of the first three years of implementation demonstrated that the project achieved increased fisheries and habitat  protection of depleted anadromous salmonid stocks throughout the Columbia Basin (Vigg (editor) 1995).

	1996 
	· The Tribal Needs Assessment (Vigg and Stevens 1996) documented the need for conservation enforcement in tributary areas under tribal jurisdiction. 

	1997
	· In the mainstem Zone 6 patrol effort increased 70% during 1992-1997 compared to the pre-project baseline.

· Increased enforcement effort resulted in deterrence -- from 1992 thru 1997 tribal arrests decreased by 59% and tribal gillnet, setline and hoop-net seizures decreased by 63%. 

· Independent evaluation of the basin-wide enforcement project demonstrated cost-effectiveness (refer to Vigg 1997; Peters et al 1997).

	1998-1999
	· NPPC shifted support from all-agency system-wide enforcement to more focused conservation projects; and BPA funding for all existing fisheries and habitat enforcement was cut.

	2000-Present
	· Two new Conservation Enforcement projects implemented in March 2000 -- CRITFC in the mainstem corridor and NPT in mainstem Snake and tributary areas.

· The Council specified that Monitoring and Evaluation would be an integral component of the new projects.


The CRITFE mainstem enforcement project is based on Adaptive Management principles, and we anticipate that ongoing Monitoring & Evaluation coupled with responsive CE management will result in continual improvements in the efficiency and effectiveness of our program.  Enhancements will occur both in terms of refining performance measures that best fit our specific Zone 6 application and changing our enforcement implementation approach & evaluation methodology to address opportunities for project improvement.  This adaptive management process will not occur all in the first year, but incrementally over the life of the project.
Accomplishments of Previous Columbia Basin Enforcement Efforts 

The results and efficacy of the previous Columbia Basin fish, wildlife and habitat law enforcement project (BPA Project 92-024) – implemented during 1992-1997 – were documented in four separate evaluation reports:

1) the BPA Final Report, 1992-94 (Vigg, editor 1995);

2) a system-wide evaluation of the need for tributary enforcement (Vigg and Stevens 1996);

3) a performance evaluation of the CRITFE mainstem component of the Columbia Basin Program, 1992-1996 (Vigg 1997); and  

4) a comprehensive Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) of the entire Columbia Basin fish, wildlife and habitat law enforcement project, 1992-1997 by Research Into Action and Harza (Peters et al. 1997).

The following excerpt from a section written by one of the Principal Investigators of the 1992-1997 M&E – economist Dr. Darryll Olson – determined that the system-wide enforcement program was cost-effective compared to other BPA-funded measures he has evaluated: 

“A cost-effectiveness analysis of the Enhanced Law Enforcement Program effort, as compared to other non-law enforcement efforts to save salmon, indicate a comparable and in some cases, better, return on expenditure.  This comparison shows that law enforcement dollars are as legitimately well spent as many other more costly measures and, while the outcomes are difficult to measure, they are more measurable for law enforcement than for many other efforts” (from Peters et al. 1997).

Reductions in all CRITFE output statistics occurred during calendar years 1998-2000 relative to the enhanced 1992-1997 period.  Temporal trends in three of the primary enforcement outputs – officer patrol effort, contacts with resource users, and total arrests for fishery violations – show decreases in CRITFE performance during 1998-2000 compared to 1997 (Figure 8).

Figure 8.  Trends in enforcement output statistics (patrol effort, contacts and arrests) by CRITFE Conservation Officers in Zone 6, CY 1997 to 2000.

CRITFE patrol effort declined from a high of 12,010 officer hours in 1997 to a low of 7,260 in 1999.  Likewise, enforcement contacts decreased from 9,924 in 1997 to 5,934 in 1999.  CRITFE officers arrested 163 violators in 1997, but only 119 in 1999.  Thus, the primary output measures – patrol effort, contacts, and arrests – showed declines of 39.6, 40.2, and 27.0 percent , respectively from 1997 to 1999 (Table 13).  Conversely, renewed BPA funding during the second half of CY2000 has resulted in reversal of the downward trends and 5-10 percent increases in these same output statistics.

Table 13.  Changes in three primary enforcement output statistics during calendar years (CY) 1997 to 2000.
	Enforcement Statistic  
	Percent Decrease

From CY 1997 to 1999
	Percent Increase

From CY 1999 to 2000

	Officer Patrol Hours
	39.6%
	9.5%

	Enforcement Contacts
	40.2%
	10.0%

	Total Fishery Arrests
	27.0%
	5.0%


History of the Implementation of the FY2000 CRITFE Project 2000-056-00

Since resumption of BPA funding to the new Conservation Enforcement Project 2000-056-00 in May 2000, CRITFE resource enforcement effort has been significantly enhanced.  Three additional enforcement positions were hired in August and received academy and field training during the remainder of CY 2000.  In addition an experienced officer was promoted to supervise BPA-funded field activities.  Thus, although BPA funding in May immediately provided focus on Conservation Enforcement objectives and invigoration of the command structure, the achievement of additional fully functional and commissioned officers in the field was not fully realized until January 2001.  Thus, much of the enhancement in CRITFE field effort from FY2000 funding occurred during the latter segment of the performance period – specifically, January –May 2001. 

A summary of funding to date for the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fisheries Enforcement (CRITFE) Project 2000-056-00 is presented in Table 14.

Table 14.  Annual budget amount for CRITFE enhanced enforcement – BPA Project 2000-055-00 – FY2000-2003. 

	Fiscal Year - Funding
	Performance Period
	Budget Amount
	Note

	2000
	May 15, 2000 through May 14, 2001
	$388,427
	First year funding for the project

	2001
	May 15, 2001 through May 14, 2002
	$419,808
	Actual BPA-approved budget amount

	2002
	May 15, 2002 through May 14, 2003
	$434,082
	Actual BPA-approved budget amount

	2003
	May 15, 2003 through May 14, 2004
	$455,787
	This SOW; ~ 5% increase over FY2002


During FY2002, CRITFE personnel consisted of a baseline of 14 Full Time Equivalents (FTE’s) funded by the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA).  Four additional CRITFE positions are currently being funded under the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) Inter-Governmental Agreement: one sergeant, two field officers, and one dispatcher (Table 15).  Other funding sources
 provided an additional 1.0 FTE – for a total of 19.0 FTE in the CRITFE department during 2002.  The BPA personnel enhancement will be 4.0 FTE again in FY2003.

Table 15.  The number of CRITFE enforcement personnel (Full Time Equivalents) supported by various funding sources; and the BPA enhancement budget for the fiscal years 1999 through 2002.
	Fiscal

Year
	CRITFE Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) by Funding Source

	
	Total FTEs
	BIA
	Other

	BPA

	1999
	15.5
	13.0
	2.5
	0.0

	2000
	19.3
	13.0
	2.3
	4.0

	2001
	19.0
	14.0
	1.0
	4.0

	2002
	19.0
	14.0
	1.0
	4.0


In addition, CRITFE has been able to enhance the BPA project’s goals & objectives, and leverage the effectiveness of the BPA-funded positions – via Department of Justice COPS Grants that provide sophisticated equipment that, in turn, makes field operations more effective.  

f. Proposal objectives, tasks and methods
PERFORMANCE PLAN

Goal, Objectives, Tasks, Products and Schedule

tc \l2 "Objectives and tasks
[?]Briefly describe measurable objectives and the tasks needed to complete each objective.  Use Column 1 to assign numbers to objectives (for reference in the next table), and Column 3 to assign letters to tasks.  Use Columns 2 and 4 for the descriptive text.  Objectives do not need to be listed in any particular order, and need only be listed once, even if there are multiple tasks for a single objective.  List only one task per row; if you need more rows, press Alt-Insert from within this table.  Alt-Delete to delete rows.
The Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fisheries Enforcement Department will assist the tribes in maintaining the integrity of treaty reserved rights and in carrying out tribal co-management responsibilities and regulatory authority by providing law enforcement services as an integral and highly visible component of the tribes' treaty rights to self-regulation.

Objective 1.  Adaptively manage the Columbia River Inter-Tribal fisheries enforcement project by making changes to the BPA performance plan, enforcement strategic plan, and evaluation study design – based on M&E results.
Task 1.1.  Revise the BPA statement of work and performance plan for FY 2004 – based on the results of the M&E component during 2000-2003 implementation {see Objective 2 for implementation phase}.

Task 1.2.  Update the CRITFE implementation approach and Zone 6 enforcement strategic plan to respond to opportunities for FY 2004 project improvement – based on the results of the M&E component during 2000-2003 implementation {see Objective 5 for implementation phase}.

Task 1.3.  Refine performance measures that best fit CRITFE’s mainstem Zone 6 fishery enforcement application and revise monitoring & evaluation study design for FY 2004, as needed – based on the results of the M&E component during 2000-2003 {see Objective 6 for implementation phase}.

Product: The CRITFE Conservation Enforcement (CE) program is based on Adaptive Management principles, and we anticipate that M&E coupled with responsive CE management will result in continual improvements in the efficiency and effectiveness of the program.  Enhancements will occur both in terms of refining performance measures that best fit our specific CE application and changing our enforcement implementation approach & evaluation methodology to address opportunities for project improvement.  This adaptive management process will not occur all in the first year, but incrementally over the life of the project.

Objective 2. Enhance enforcement for protection of anadromous & resident fish throughout the Columbia Basin.

Task 2.1.  Maintain the enforcement baseline and increase the overall fisheries and habitat law enforcement within the hydro-corridor (Zone 6) over the CRITFE 1999 baseline levels.  The current base (BIA+COPS+COE) level of effort for CY2002 is eleven (11) officers and five (5) full time dispatchers.  The BPA enhanced enforcement project will add three additional officers and one additional dispatcher resulting in an enhanced total of fourteen (14) officers and six (6) dispatchers.

Task 2.2.  In conjunction with tribal policy directives and guidelines, coordinate with other enforcement entities to enhance protection for depleted fish stocks throughout the Columbia Basin.


Task 2.3.  Develop specific enforcement action plans in coordination with tribal fishery management goals, objectives and priorities.  Meetings will be held on a regular basis with Tribal biologists (they come to our office and do biological presentations) to determine what their biological objectives and priorities are.  Enforcement priorities will be developed accordingly.  The deliverable is to implement enforcement activities that are consistent with fishery management concerns and priorities.  

Task 2.4.  Provide inter-agency support, coordination and cooperation to enhance enforcement effectiveness – to the extent possible given operations budget restrictions.
Subtask 2.4.1.  Conduct overt and covert enforcement operations, aircraft surveillance, inter-agency patrols, and public awareness efforts, via coordination and cooperation with other enforcement entities.

Subtask 2.4.2.  Provide other enforcement entities, such as CRITFC member tribes, with assistance for protection of resident fish in tribal fishing areas and provide support in coordination with the four Treaty Tribes (within constraints of current funding levels).  

Subtask 2.4.3.  Provide other enforcement entities with assistance for protection of critical habitat of anadromous and resident fish throughout tribal fishing areas and provide  support in coordination with the four Treaty Tribes (within constraints of current funding levels).

Task 2.5.  Provide required basic and advanced training of fisheries enforcement personnel relative to specific tribal and Inter-Tribal enforcement responsibilities. 

Product: Enhanced enforcement effort, personnel, equipment, training, and integrated operational plans resulting in better coordination and effectiveness of the BPA-funded, CRITFE Law Enforcement Program.  Ultimately, increased protection of the fishery resource and treaty fishing rights.
Schedule: All of these tasks are on going throughout the life of the contract.

Specific to Task 3: Meetings would be held prior to the winter Treaty Fishery, prior to the spring run, prior to the sockeye run and prior to fall season.  Formally meet at least four times during the year and informally interact with them almost on a weekly basis – sometimes on a daily basis.  This interaction is not limited to CRITFC biologists but also to interact with tribal fish managers and biologists on issues specific to that particular tribe.

Objective 3.  Operate and maintain patrol vehicles, patrol boats, aircraft flights, equipment, and facilities – to the extent possible given budget restrictions – to provide for full time (7x24x365) enforcement readiness and effectiveness.

Task 3.1. Operate and maintain patrol vehicles, patrol boats, equipment, and facilities – to the maximum extent possible given budget restrictions.

Task 3.2. Contract aircraft flights for aerial patrols of Zone 6 during open fisheries and closures – to the extent possible given budget restrictions – in order to monitor compliance, direct boat patrols to specific violations and problem areas, and minimize fish wastage in illegally set nets.

Product: Optimized enforcement readiness, resulting in maximum performance.   Ultimately, increased protection of the fishery resource and treaty fishing rights.
Schedule:  All of these tasks are on going throughout the life of the contract.

Objective 4. Coordinate with environmental and habitat enforcement programs and projects -- in cooperation with tribal, state, and federal regulatory agencies.

Task 4.1. Seek opportunities for specialized training for law enforcement personnel in the area of environmental and habitat enforcement application via inter-agency cooperation & resource sharing.  All current officers have attended an ESA enforcement training class.  As training announcements are identified and are deemed specific and necessary to our program, all officers will be directed to the training.  Some officers have been trained to specific environmental and habitat enforcement protection.  New officers will complete the basic Oregon Police Academy training and then work on the “enhanced” training modules such as the ESA and environmental training.

Task 4.2. To the extent possible, coordinate field operations in a specific location with local enforcement agencies.

Task 4.3. Work within tribal policy guidelines to enhance “gravel-to-gravel management” of salmonid resources; and to the extent possible, coordinate with state, tribal, and federal agencies -- in an effort to provide other enforcement entities with assistance for protection of spawning and habitat areas.


Task 4.4. Coordinate with tribal conservation enforcement efforts and participate in basin-wide habitat enforcement efforts within the constraints of current funding levels and respective tribal policies.  This will be done in collaboration with the four tribes’ conservation enforcement efforts so that we are compliment with one another and to avoid duplication of effort.  

Task 4.5. Assist tribal agencies, to the extent possible given funding limitations -- in the coordination and integration of their currently funded fish, wildlife and habitat Enforcement Programs.

Product:  Improved and expanded law enforcement protection, effectiveness, and accountability – via enhanced inter-agency cooperation.  Throughout the Columbia River Basin, expanded habitat and environmental enforcement protection is being proposed and/or implemented; to the extent possible, CRITFE will coordinate with fish, wildlife and habitat restoration efforts being conducted by other entities.  

Schedule:  Tasks will be ongoing.  Efforts will be made to encourage member tribes to attend the monthly CBLEC meetings as a coordination mechanism.  

Objective 5.  Increase voluntary compliance with of laws and rules to protect Columbia Basin fishes and their critical habitats via increased public involvement and deterrence of illegal activities.

Task 5.1. Coordinate with the Public Information Departments (PID) of the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission and the four Treaty Tribes in an effort to increase public awareness of the effects of illegal take and habitat degradation on anadromous salmonid and resident fish stocks.  Prior to any new release or public information activity, review and approval will be made through the PID Manager.  Emphases will be on the need to conserve depleted naturally spawning stocks.
  

Task 5.2. Educate the general public as well as resource user groups as to the critical and important role that protective enforcement plays in comprehensive recovery plans for salmon and resident fish.  This will be done primarily with press releases, informational pamphlets, presentations at schools, and for sportsman and various civic groups.

Task 5.3. Educate the public (both Indian and non-Indian) on the major issues related to restoration of depleted fish stocks in the Columbia Basin with a focus on the role of enforcement by providing information in a variety of formats and developing news releases to various media. 

Task 5.4.  Develop the M&E web site www.Eco-Law.net to facilitate real time information dissemination to all interested parties and to enhance the achievement of the tasks above.

Product:  Increased public awareness of problems associated with illegal take and habitat degradation.  Increased public participation in reporting and deterring violations via poaching hotlines and the M&E web site.  Increased deterrence for criminals and the general public in violating laws and rules, and improved voluntary compliance of fish and wildlife laws and rules.  These improvements in public support for resource law enforcement efforts will ultimately result in enhanced survival of the depleted fish stocks. 

Schedule: Ongoing.
Objective 6.  Continue coordination with CRITFC and regional fisheries management entities to assure that enforcement efforts are conducive to tribal fish and wildlife protection and enhancement priorities.

Task 6.1. Coordinate with fish and wildlife biologists, managers, and policy makers within CRITFC, individual tribes, and other entities -- to identify and prioritize law enforcement activities in the Columbia Basin.  Promote inter-agency cooperation to complement and maximize the efficiency of tribal mainstem and tributary (i.e., “gravel to gravel”) management goals -- relative to the protection and enhancement of anadromous and resident fish stocks and their critical habitat.  

Task 6.2. Coordinate with regional fish and wildlife management, planning, and funding entities within Columbia Basin (e.g., NMFS harvest Biological Opinions, Recovery Plan Teams, Columbia River Compact committees, CBFWA, NWPPC, and BPA) to identify and prioritize law enforcement activities in the Columbia Basin.  This coordination will complement and maximize the efficiency of regional management goals relative to the protection and enhancement of anadromous and resident fish stocks and their critical habitats. Use the M&E web site www.Eco-Law.net to disseminate relevant information to all interested parties.  This task is intended to communicate to all parties in such a way that (a) they know what our program is about and (b) have confidence that the program is consistent with regional fish and wildlife goals, objectives and strategies.

Task 6.3. Develop annual cooperative enforcement plans and the CRITFE long term strategic plan for the protection and enhancement of Columbia Basin fish stocks and their critical habitats, using the input and review derived from the coordination described in the above tasks. 

Task 6.4.  Provide input to the CBFWA mainstem/system-wide Conservation Enforcement Program Summary and the NPPC Provincial Review Process.
Product:  Increased efficiency and effectiveness of law enforcement efforts with an emphasis on protection and enhancement of depleted Columbia Basin fish stocks and the ecosystems upon which they depend.  Provide M&E results to all interested parties via the M&E web site www.Eco-Law.net, written input to the system-wide Conservation Enforcement Program Summary, and an oral presentation (if requested) to the NPPC mainstem/system-wide Provincial Review Process.
Schedule: The Columbia Basin Fish & Wildlife Authority (CBFWA) and the Northwest Power Planning Council (Council) have directed that comprehensive Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) be an integral part of fisheries & conservation law enforcement projects funded via the regional process.  At the conclusion of FY2003 fiscal funding period, the CRITFE and the M&E Consultant will provide an Annual M&E report to BPA and the Council that includes an update on the evaluation of the project including responses to any questions or criteria identified in the FY2003 funding process.  The CRITFE Conservation Enforcement (CE) program is based on Adaptive Management principles, and we anticipate that M&E coupled with responsive CE management will result in continual improvements in the efficiency and effectiveness of the program.  Enhancements will occur both in terms of refining performance measures that best fit our specific CE application and changing our enforcement implementation approach & evaluation methodology to address opportunities for project improvement.  This adaptive management process will not occur all in the first year, but incrementally over the life of the project.
Objective 7.  Conduct ongoing integrated monitoring & evaluation (M&E) to maximize the accountability of CRITFE enhanced law enforcement for the protection of fish and their critical habitats.

Task 7.1. Develop performance standards and specific quantitative and qualitative criteria to objectively measure achievement of biological results from law enforcement efforts.  This will be reported in quarterly reports to BPA and will be a major component of the M&E portion of the project.  Pursuant to the M&E, the Council requires a mid-year update of the process.  We will use data and M&E products to prepare the formal presentation for the CBFWA and the NWPPC. 

Task 7.2. Collect and summarize law enforcement & fishery statistics using a consistent methodology and document the results of the CRITFE enhanced law enforcement program through required quarterly and annual M&E reports.

Subtask 7.2.1.  Present relevant law enforcement results of the preceding year and proposals for the next years work at annual CBFWA, NPPC or BPA project reviews.  

Schedule: Interim progress reports and presentations as formally requested CBFWA, NPPC or BPA (one per year).

Task 7.3. Conduct integral independent scientific evaluations of the efficacy of enhanced Inter-Tribal fishery enforcement efforts in Zone 6 of the Columbia River.  The monitoring and evaluation (M&E) component will run concurrently with the CE project implementation.

Task 7.4.  Develop and maintain the M&E web site www.Eco-Law.net to disseminate information on a timely basis – so that all stakeholders and interested parties have immediate access to the latest evaluation data and reports.

Product:  A comprehensive evaluation of the efficacy of the CRITFE enhanced law enforcement program through establishment of performance measures, collection of scientifically valid data, written documentation, strategic plans, and third-party evaluation results – available to all regional entities and interested parties on the M&E web site www.Eco-Law.net.  Adaptive management of the law enforcement operations, based on M&E – to improve efficiency, effectiveness and accountability of the overall Conservation Enforcement Program.

Schedule:  Ongoing progress on enhanced enforcement efforts will be documented in BPA quarterly and annual M&E reports.  Quarterly project M&E reports will be submitted on: September 1, 2003 (Apr-Jun), December 1, 2003 (July-Sept), March 1, 2004 (Oct-Dec); and June 1, 2004 (Jan-Mar).  The first draft of the annual report to be completed 45 days from the end of the performance period (i.e., July 1, 2004); after a 30 day BPA review period, the final annual report completed 30 days from receipt of BPA comments on draft report (i.e., about September 1, 2004).  The M&E web site will be updated, as needed, to provide access to the latest information and project deliverables.  Interim oral progress reports and presentations will be provided to the CBFWA, NPPC and/or BPA as formally requested (one per year budgeted).  
g. Facilities and equipment
Boat storage and maintenance facilities located at 4270 Westcliff Drive - Hood River, Oregon 97031.  Boat storage and satellite office facilities located near Boardman, Oregon, to accommodate east-end patrols.

Specialized computer equipment for development of enforcement statistical databases, electronic exchange and transfer of information with the four Treaty Tribes, CBFWA, BPA COTR, NWPPC staff and other departments within the CRITFC and fisheries management staff of the four Columbia River Treaty Tribes.

h. References

Technical reports derived from this project and media for their dissemination to interested parties are listed in Table 16.  Recent and historical baseline data are also presented on the Columbia River Conservation Law Enforcement M&E web site – www.Eco-Law.net .  This internet site is a direct product of the M&E components of the two Conservation Enforcement projects started in FY 2000 – sponsored by the Nez Perce Tribe and the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission.  The M&E web site facilitates access – by technical, policy and public interest groups – to Conservation Enforcement plans, implementation progress and results in a dynamic and interactive mode.

Table 16.  Summary of technical reports produced by the CRITFE mainstem enforcement Project 2000-056, from April 2000 to May 2002.

	Report
	Time Period
	Disseminated 

	Quarter 2 --2000 M&E
	April-June, 2000
	Submitted to BPA / Posted on Eco-Law.net

	Quarter 3 --2000 M&E
	July-September, 2000
	Submitted to BPA / Posted on Eco-Law.net

	Quarter 4 --2000 M&E
	October-December 2000
	Submitted to BPA / Posted on Eco-Law.net

	CRITFE-CE Draft Multi-Year Strategic Plan
	FY 2000-2004
	Posted on Eco-Law.net

	Quarter 1 --2001 M&E
	January-March 2001
	Submitted to BPA / Posted on Eco-Law.net

	Annual M&E Report -- FY2000
	January 2000-March 2001
	Submitted to BPA / Posted on Eco-Law.net

	Quarter 2 --2001 M&E
	April-June, 2001
	Submitted to BPA / Posted on Eco-Law.net

	Quarter 3 --2001 M&E
	July-September, 2001
	Submitted to BPA / Posted on Eco-Law.net

	Quarter 4 --2001 M&E
	October-December, 2001
	Submitted to BPA / Posted on Eco-Law.net

	Conservation Enforcement –

System-wide Program Summary
	January 2000-December 2001
	Submitted to CBFWA & NPPC / Posted on Eco-Law.net

	Quarter 1 --2002 M&E
	January-March 2002
	In Preparation

	WWW M&E Report --2000-2002
	January 2000-June 2002
	In Preparation


	Reference (include web address if available online)
	Submitted w/form (y/n)

	www.Eco-Law.net 
	Y

	Bevan, D., J. Harville, P. Bergman, T. Bjornn, J. Crutchfield, P. Klingeman, and J. Litchfield. 1994.  Snake River Salmon Recovery Team: final recommendations to the National Marine Fisheries Service.  May 1994.  Rob Jones, Recovery Plan Coordinator.  National Marine Fisheries Service, Portland, Oregon.
	N

	Louisiana State Division of Administration.  1996.  Manageware -- a practical guide to managing for results.  Version 2.0.  A Publication of the Office of Planning and Budget, Division of Administration, State of Louisiana.
	N

	National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). 2001.  Biological Opinion under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act on FCRPS Operations.  National Marine Fisheries Service, Portland, Oregon.
	N

	Northwest Power Planning Council (NPPC) 1994.  Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program.  Publication 94-55. December 15, 1994.  Northwest Power Planning Council, Portland, Oregon.
	N

	Peters, J.S., J. Jennings, A. Dunau, J. Campbell. 1997.  Implementation evaluation of the program for enhanced fish and wildlife law enforcement in the Columbia River Basin.  Research into Action, Report, May 2, 1997.
	N

	Resident Fish Manager’s Caucus of the Columbia Basin Fish & Wildlife Authority (RFM-CBFWA). 1997.  Draft Multi-Year Implementation Plan for Resident Fish Protection, Enhancement & Mitigation in the Columbia River Basin.  April 24, 1997 Draft.  Columbia Basin Fish & Wildlife Authority, Portland, Oregon
	N

	Schmitten, R., W. Steele, Jr., and R. P. Jones, Jr.  1995.  Proposed Recovery Plan for Snake River salmon.  March 1995.  U.S. Department of Commerce.  National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service. 
	N

	Vigg, S. 1991. Increased Levels of Fishery Harvest Law Enforcement and Public Awareness for Anadromous Salmonids in the Columbia River Basin.  Grant Proposal and Project Description for Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission, Oregon Department of State Police, Washington Departments of Fisheries and Wildlife, and Idaho Department of Fish and Game.  Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon.
	N

	Vigg, S. (editor). 1995a. Increased levels of harvest & habitat law enforcement and public awareness for anadromous salmonids and resident fish in the Columbia River Basin -- Project 92-024 Final Report for the demonstration period, 1992-94.  June 31, 1995.  Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon.
	N

	Vigg, S. and R. Stevens. 1996.  Needs Assessment of Tribal law enforcement in Columbia River tributaries relative to anadromous salmonid mitigation & restoration.  Final Report prepared on August 1, 1996 for CRITFC, by S.P. Cramer and Associates, Inc., Gresham, Oregon. 109 pp + Appendices.
	Eco-Law.net

	Vigg, S. 1997. Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission, Department of Fisheries Enforcement (CRITFE) Five-Year Performance Report, 1992 - 1996.  August 21, 1997.  Submitted to the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission by S.P. Cramer & Associates, Inc., Gresham, Oregon.
	Eco-Law.net

	Vigg, S. 1998.  Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission, Department of Fisheries Enforcement (CRITFE) -- Response to CBFWA Criteria for Recommending BPA funding of FY 1999 Columbia Basin Law Enforcement Proposals.  Report prepared on September 4, 1998 for CRITFE, by S.P. Cramer and Associates, Inc., Gresham, Oregon. 34 pp. 
	Eco-Law.net

	Vigg, S.  2000a.  Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission, Department of Fisheries Enforcement (CRITFE).  Multi-Year Strategic Plan Development FY 2000-2004.  Prepared for Chief John Johnson, CRITFE Manager – by Steven Vigg & Company, December 31, 2000 Draft.  10 pages.
	Eco-Law.net

	Vigg, S. 2000b.  Protect Anadromous Salmonids in the Mainstem Corridor – M&E Progress Report for Quarter 2 – for the period April 1, 2000 through June 31, 2000. Contract Number: 000000112-00001, BPA Project Number: 2000-56.  Prepared for Brad Miller, COTR, Bonneville Power Administration.  Submitted by Chief John Johnson, Manager, Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fisheries Enforcement (CRITFE). 
	Eco-Law.net

	Vigg, S. 2000c.  Protect Anadromous Salmonids in the Mainstem Corridor – M&E Progress Report for Quarter 3 – for the period July 1, 2000 through September 30, 2000. Contract Number: 000000112-00001, BPA Project Number: 2000-56.  Prepared for Brad Miller, COTR, Bonneville Power Administration.  Submitted by Chief John Johnson, Manager, Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fisheries Enforcement (CRITFE).
	Eco-Law.net

	Vigg, S. 2000d.  Protect Anadromous Salmonids in the Mainstem Corridor – M&E Progress Report for Quarter 4 – for the period October 1, 2000 through December 31, 2000. Contract Number: 000000112-00001, BPA Project Number: 2000-56.  Prepared for Brad Miller, COTR, Bonneville Power Administration.  Submitted by Chief John Johnson, Manager, Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fisheries Enforcement (CRITFE).
	Eco-Law.net

	Vigg, S. 2001a.  Protect Anadromous Salmonids in the Mainstem Corridor – M&E Progress Report for Quarter 1 – for the period January 1, 2001 through March 31, 2001. Contract Number: 000000112-00001, BPA Project Number: 2000-56.  Prepared for Brad Miller, COTR, Bonneville Power Administration.  Submitted by Chief John Johnson, Manager, Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fisheries Enforcement (CRITFE).
	Eco-Law.net

	Vigg, S. 2001b.  Protect Anadromous Salmonids in the Mainstem Corridor – M&E Progress Report for Quarter 2 – for the period April 1, 2001 through June 30, 2001 Contract Number: 000000112-00001, BPA Project Number: 2000-56.  Prepared for Brad Miller, COTR, Bonneville Power Administration.  Submitted by Chief John Johnson, Manager, Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fisheries Enforcement (CRITFE).
	Eco-Law.net

	Vigg, S. 2002a.  Protect Anadromous Salmonids in the Mainstem Corridor – M&E Annual Report for FY2000 – for the performance period May 15, 2000 to May 14, 2001. Contract Number: 000000112-00001, BPA Project Number: 2000-56.  Prepared for Ken Kirkman, COTR, Bonneville Power Administration.  Submitted by Chief John Johnson, Manager, Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fisheries Enforcement (CRITFE), Hood River, Oregon.  
	Eco-Law.net

	Vigg, S. 2002b.  Protect Anadromous Salmonids in the Mainstem Corridor – M&E Progress Report for Quarter 3 – for the period July 1, 2001 through September 30, 2001.  Contract Number: 000000112-00001, BPA Project Number: 2000-56.  Prepared for Ken Kirkman, COTR, Bonneville Power Administration.  Submitted by Chief John Johnson, Manager, Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fisheries Enforcement (CRITFE).
	Eco-Law.net

	Vigg, S. 2002c.  Protect Anadromous Salmonids in the Mainstem Corridor – M&E Progress Report for Quarter 4 – for the period October 1, 2001 through December 31, 2001. Contract Number: 000000112-00001, BPA Project Number: 2000-56.  Prepared for Ken Kirkman, COTR, Bonneville Power Administration.  Submitted by Chief John Johnson, Manager, Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fisheries Enforcement (CRITFE).
	Eco-Law.net

	Vigg, S. 2002d. Mainstem / Systemwide Conservation Enforcement Program Summary. NPPC Provincial Review and Project Selection Process FY 2002. February 22, 2002 Draft.  Prepared for the Northwest Power Planning Council by Steven Vigg & Company under Contract to the Columbia Basin Fish & Wildlife Authority, Portland, Oregon. 64 pp.
	Eco-Law.net

	Vigg, S. 2002e.  (In Preparation) Protect Anadromous Salmonids in the Mainstem Corridor – M&E Progress Report for Quarter 1 – for the period January 1, 2001 through March 31, 2002 Contract Number: 000000112-00001, BPA Project Number: 2000-56.  Prepared for Ken Kirkman, COTR, Bonneville Power Administration.  Submitted by Chief John Johnson, Manager, Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fisheries Enforcement (CRITFE).
	Eco-Law.net


Section 10 of 10. Key personnel

John B. Johnson (Project Leader)

Title:
Chief of Enforcement

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission (CRITFC)

Law Enforcement Department (CRITFE)

Duties: Overall Management of the CRITFC Law Enforcement Department (LED)

General Statement of Duties: The Chief of Enforcement is the highest-level certified law enforcement officer of the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission’s Law Enforcement Department (LED).  The Chief is responsible for the overall administration of the LED and serves as liaison between the LED and the CRITFC (Commission), the Law Enforcement Committee (LEC), the Office of the Executive Director, and the Fish and Wildlife Committees of the Umatilla, Warm Springs, Yakama and Nez Perce Tribes. 

Supervision Received: Works under the direct supervision of the Executive Director to implement the policies of the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission and its member tribes.

Supervision Exercised: Directly supervises the activities of the Captain of Enforcement and indirectly supervises the Sergeants, the Administrative Supervisor and personnel of both the patrol and communications divisions.

Principal Duties and Responsibilities:  

1.  Serves as the Department Manager for the law enforcement department with the police rank of Chief of Enforcement.  Maintains all necessary DPSST certification standards associated with that rank. 

2.  Serves as the principal official and the primary advisory consultant to CRITFC, the Law Enforcement Committee (LEC), the Tribal Police Chiefs, the Fish & Wildlife Committees of the CRITFC member tribes and the Executive Director on enforcement related matters.

3.  Indirectly supervises assigned personnel engaged in patrol, enforcement, investigative and protective services as related to the Indian treaty fishery and other enforcement actions.  

4.  May supervise, conduct or assist in the hiring of new staff, evaluations of personnel performance and training. 

5.  Attends meetings as necessary to facilitate coordination and communication with other departments both within CRITFC and with outside agencies.

6.  As a member of the CRITFC Management Team, attends all managers’ meetings and participates directly in organizational strategic planning and the development of organizational workplans and budgets.  

7.  Assist in the development and implementation of policies as established by the CRITFC including personnel polices applicable to all CRITFC/CRITFE personnel.

8.  Responsible for the development and administration of the budget for the law enforcement department.

9.  Responsible for implementation of the law enforcement budget; approves and monitors all expenditures.

10. Approves all personnel actions and salary adjustments for enforcement personnel.

11. Regularly informs the Law Enforcement Committee (LEC), the Commission and the Executive Director of department activities through scheduled reports, attendance of meetings and personal contact with individuals and groups as necessary and/or as directed by the Executive Director.

12. Maintain liaison and open lines of communications with other law enforcement agencies, particularly tribal and those having enforcement responsibilities in the Columbia River Basin.

13. Maintain liaison with tribal officials, prosecutors and attorneys. 

14. Serve as liaison between the enforcement department and other CRITFC departments.

15. Directly supervises the handling of serious allegations of employee misconduct and is the only enforcement supervisor delegated authority by the Executive Director to invoke termination proceedings as a form of personnel discipline.

16. Initiates operating procedures through application of the department's Operations Manual (OM), written memorandum and verbal directives.  Assists the Captain in annually reviewing and updating the OM for the purpose of maintaining it as a working, living document.

17. Maintains personnel compliance to established personnel policies through application of CRITFC's Personnel Policies Manual and the Law Enforcement Department's Operations Manual.

18. Prepares required monthly, quarterly and annual reports as required by contract(s), submitting the original to the contractor and copies to the LEC, the Commission and the Executive Director.   

19. Conduct annual performance evaluation of the Captain.

20. Reviews and approves all outgoing correspondence, including reports, complaint log copies, memos, letters and any other "external" release of information, whether written or verbal.

21. May attend all communications, patrol and department level staff meetings and participate in the preparation of the agenda of said meetings.

22. Responsible for preparing and conducting department staff meetings involving matters of mutual importance to all law enforcement department personnel.  This responsibility in no way alleviates the Captain, Sergeants or the Administrative Supervisor from conducting regular division/staff meetings.

23. Responsible for the department's public relations program and directly supervises activities of department personnel assigned duties and responsibilities in that area.  Works closely with the CRITFC Public Information Office in development, implementation and release of public information regarding the activities and responsibilities of the enforcement department.

24. Work closely with the LEC, Commission, tribes and involved CRITFC departments in a technical advisory role towards the refinement and development and implementation of tribal law and order codes.  

25. Reviews and updates personnel job descriptions for every position within the law enforcement department in conjunction with division supervisors, appropriate enforcement staff and subject to review and approval of the Executive Director.

26. Other duties and responsibilities as assigned by the Executive Director.

Qualifications Required:

1.  Must have at least ten years of criminal justice related experience.  Possess Executive Level police certification with the Oregon Department of Public Safety Standards and Training (DPSST).  Possess training in law enforcement administration and management and meet all DPSST qualifications for this position.    

2.  Be knowledgeable of Indian tribal laws, customs and traditions in general and most particularly those of the four Columbia River Treaty Tribes and maintain close rapport with all official tribal organizations and tribal leaders.  

3.  Have a working knowledge of all tribal, state and federal fishing codes, rules and regulations. 

4.  Be able to prepare and present comprehensive written reports on enforcement goals, objectives and practices to the Executive Director, the Commission, the Law Enforcement Committee or others as directed by the Executive Director.

5.  Be able to exercise independent judgment with minimal supervision or direction.  

6.  Be able to generally perform job responsibilities of the Captain, Sergeants and Administrative Supervisor. 


Key Qualifications: Approximately twenty-seven (27) years of law enforcement experience work involving multi-jurisdictional authorities and responsibilities (Idaho State Police, Blackfoot City Police, Aberdeen City Police Chief, Idaho State University Campus Police, Shoshone Bannock Tribal Police, United States Fish & Wildlife Enforcement and Bureau of Indian Affairs Criminal Enforcement).  

Have worked the last 18+ years for the member Treaty Tribes (Umatilla, Nez Perce, Yakama and Warm Springs) of the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission.  

Received "Executive Police Certification" on February 24, 1987.  In Oregon there are five possible levels of police certification (1) Basic (2) Intermediate (3) Advanced (4) Management and (5) Executive.  Each level requires additional academic education, applied law enforcement experience and Oregon Department of Public Safety and Standards (Oregon Police Academy) approved training hours.  The Executive Certification is the highest level of police available in the State of Oregon.

Publications/Job Completions: Chief Johnson has managed the Law Enforcement Department of the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission for the four Columbia River Treaty Tribes (Umatilla, Nez Perce, Warm Springs and Yakama) since 1988.  Captain Johnson has managed the BPA funded law enforcement program as the project manager since its inception in the fall of 1991 and initiated development of grant proposals and SOW's for the three "Tribal Tributary" components previously funded under Project # 9202400.  Also, refer to letter from Robert Lohn, BPA to Ted Strong, CRITFC dated January 11, 1995. 

Chief Johnson served as Chairman for the Columbia Basin Law Enforcement Council (CBLEC) for two years (1993-1994) -- the only regional Law Enforcement Administrator elected to serve a continuous two-year term in the 20-year history of the CBLEC.

The key conservation enforcement supervisor and officers are summarized below:

Sergeant Mitch Hicks:  Sergeant Hicks was assigned to the BPA contract to provide for direct, experienced supervision of the BPA contract deliverables of the CRITFE enforcement project 2000-056-00.  Sergeant Hicks coordinates field operations with Sergeant Lame Bull and is directly supervised by the Captain of Enforcement, who in turn is supervised by the Chief of Enforcement.  Subsequently, the BPA project benefits from the experience of not only Sergeant Hicks, who is leading the BPA enforcement project, but also three additional supervisors.  This constitutes approximately 74 years of combined law enforcement experience focused on the implementation of the BPA enforcement project. 

Communications Officer (Dispatcher):  (One position) Beth Deskin is funded 12 months per year BPA contract. The Communications Officer is directly responsible for the operation of all office radio, telephone and criminal data base communication equipment, maintaining a close watch on patrol activities in the field, and for the general office needs of the agency.  This position allows CRITFE to maintain a 24 hour/day - 7 days per week Communications Center.
Fish & Wildlife Conservation Officers (Two positions) Brent Ocheskey and Justin Frazier are funded 12 months per year. Fisheries Enforcement Officers are directly responsible for carrying out all enforcement and protective patrols by foot, vehicle and boat on the mainstem Columbia River (Oregon and Washington shores) and it's environs.  Patrols are dictated by Commission policy, Tribal policy, contractual obligations of the Fisheries Enforcement Department and, at the direction of patrol supervisors.

Steven Vigg & Company:  Technical monitoring & evaluation (M&E)  services are performed under an ongoing subcontract to Steven Vigg & Company – a Oregon subchapter-S Corporation.  Steven Vigg is the principal M&E consultant on both ongoing Conservation Enforcement (CE) Projects, Mr. Vigg coordinates and communicates with the enforcement chiefs  – Adam Villavicencio (NPT) and John Johnson (CRITFE) – on a regular basis.  This coordination and cooperation developed among the project leaders and M&E consultant results in an excellent working relationship and enhanced CE Program efficiency.  The inter-project coordination, in turn, facilitates an effective Monitoring, Evaluation and Adaptive Management component for both projects in an integrated fashion.  

Resume – Steven C. Vigg 

Education and Training
1986


Ph.D. program coursework; University of Washington, Seattle

1979‑84

Graduate level Biology courses; University of Nevada, Reno

1974‑75

M.S. in Natural Resources, Humboldt State Univ., Arcata, CA

1971‑73

B.S. in Fisheries, Humboldt State Univ., Arcata, CA

1968‑70

A.A. in Biology, Palomar Jr. College, San Marcos, CA

Employment History
1998-Present

Steven Vigg & Company, Principal, Natural Resources Consulting

1995-1998

S.P. Cramer & Associates, Inc., Senior Fisheries Consultant

1990-1995

Bonneville Power Administration, Fisheries Biologist (Mgmt)

1988-1990

ODFW, Supervisory Fish & Wildlife Biologist

1984-1988

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Fisheries Biologist

1979-1984

Desert Research Institute, Staff Biologist

1975-1978

W.F. Sigler & Associates Inc., Aquatic Ecologist

Professional Experience
Steve Vigg has worked in the field of natural resources management and fisheries research for 27 years.  His experience includes a broad variety of fish & wildlife resource issues related to salmon restoration and ecosystem level natural resource management.  In recent years, Mr. Vigg has provided consulting services related to Conservation Law Enforcement, ESA salmon status & restoration strategies, harvest analyses, evaluation of Mitchell Act hatcheries, and Tribal Natural Resource Management Planning.  As a fisheries biologist for Bonneville Power Administration, Steve worked on a basin-wide Enhanced Fishery & Habitat Law Enforcement Program and ESA restoration measures pertaining to Columbia River salmon and steelhead stocks.  At Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Steve worked as the Project Leader for the Predator‑Prey and Predator Control studies.  At the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Steve conducted research on the effects of fish predation on out-migrating juvenile salmonids in the John Day Reservoir.  At the Desert Research Institute, Nevada Steve conducted fish ecology and limnology research on interior Great Basin reservoirs and saline lake systems.  Steve worked for a private consulting company -- conducting ecological research on resident fish communities of Pyramid Lake, Nevada in support of water rights litigation on behalf of the Northern Paiute Tribe and the U.S. Justice Department.

Publications
Steve has authored over 90 research, management, and planning documents regarding fishery issues and has delivered presentations at numerous scientific symposiums.  Steve received American Fisheries Society citation for most significant paper of the year, TAFS 1991.
� Two compliance rates were calculated for a specified time period: (1) violations/total contacts, and (2) violations+warnings/total contacts – expressed as a percentage.  The compliance rate based on violations only is probably the more consistent statistic for temporal comparisons because it excludes the infractions that are considered to be in the “gray area”, have extenuating circumstances, or are less damaging to the resource – based on the conservation officers’ subjective judgment.


� State and Federal water quality standards, Forest Practices Acts, BLM grazing regulations, etc.


� The annual variation in CRITFE funding from “other” sources is independent of BPA funding levels.


� “Other funding” includes USACE, DOJ COPS Grants, and cultural resources funding.





1

