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Preface

In May 2008, the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA), US Army Corps of
Engineers, and US Bureau of Reclamation (collectively, the “federal action
agencies”) signed agreements with the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla
Indian Reservation (CTUIR), the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs
Reservation (CTWSRO), the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama
Nation (YN), the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission (CRITFC),
Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribe
and the states of Idaho and Montana to implement a set of projects and actions
that were developed to deliver specific, scientifically sound results for the region's
fish and wildlife. \

These Accord projects are subject to scientific review by the Independent
Scientific Review Panel (ISRP), which was created by the Northwest Power and
Conservation Council (Council) in response to section 4(h)(10)(D) of the
Northwest Power Act as amended in 1996. Under the amended Act, the ISRP
provides the Council with independent scientific review of projects funded by the
Bonneville Power Administration. The Council then makes a funding
recommendation to Bonneville w*ke that into account when making a
final decision. This helps ensure tha | decisions will reflect the best scientific
knowledge and produce the greatest benefit for fish and wildlife.

This guidance document reflects general agreement by the Council and
Bonneville of the process by which Accord projects will undergo science (ISRP)
and Council w. The long-established ISRP project review process includes
a review of the‘xosal and narrative; possible site visits; a response loop; an
opportunity for public comment and a final report to include recommendations on
scientific soundness. Because of the need for immediate implementation of
many of the Accord projects, newly proposed work will be reviewed when
submitted to get the projects underway as quickly as possible. However, where
appropriate, Accord projects will be reviewed within the Fish and Wildlife
Program’s categorical or geographic reviews to maintain consistency and work
load efficiency. In all cases there will continue to be an opportunity for public
comment on the ISRP recommendations.


http://www.nwppc.org/
http://www.nwppc.org/
http://www.nwcouncil.org/library/poweract/4h_program.htm#4h10d

ISRP Review

As with Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program projects proposed in the
past, the ISRP will conduct scientific review of proposed Columbia River Basin
Fish Accords projects using criteria established by the Act. These criteria include
whether projects:

1. Are based on sound scientific principles

2. Benefit fish and wildlife \
3. Have a clearly defined objective and outcome

4. Include provisions for monitoring and evaluation of results
5. Are consistent with the Council’s fish and wildlife program

Within the scope of this review, the ISRP report may also identify potential
scientific problems with the projects and suggestions for how the Accord parties
may remedy them. In addition, the ISRP will inclu ccord projects in its annual
“retrospective” review of the results of prior year Igi&nd Wildlife Program
expenditures.

Council Review

The Council recognizes that BPA has made specific and binding commitments to
projects under the Accords. However, the Accords do not alter the Council’s
authority or responsibilities as set forth in the Northwest Power Act with respect
to ISRP review or.the Council’s r&ving ISRP review. Accord projects have
established budgets, and have been determined by BPA to satisfy in lieu
requirements and other consistency issues. Consequently, in its review of new
Accord projects, the Council will provide its recommendation on each project
based on full consideration of the ISRP report and the Council’s program. In
making its re mendations to BPA, the Council shall also consider the impact
of ocean con% on fish and wildlife populations and shall determine whether
the projects employ cost-effective measures to achieve program objectives.

If the Council’'s recommendation differs from the recommendation of the ISRP,
the Council will explain the basis for the difference. In addition, if BPA and the
Sponsor choose to implement the project differently than the Council
recommends, BPA will work with the project sponsor and provide a report on the
final disposition of the project to explain the decision and how the Council
program was taken into account.



Categorizing Accord Projects for Review

Accord projects fall into two categories; new and existing projects. The “new
project” category can be further categorized by whether or not the project has
previous ISRP review. The Council will coordinate ISRP review of the Accord
projects and resolve any unanticipated workload issues with review of non
Accord projects. Determination of whether a project should go directly to review
will be based on the following categorization.

A. New Projects (2008 “start-up” review) k

1. New Accord projects that have not already been reviewed in prior solicitation
processes will go directly to ISRP for review. New work can also be
characterized by work that is an expansion of an existing project that is:
e in a different geographic area (e.g. subbasin or other ecologically
different area),
e affecting a different species or ESU; or
e will use different methods or treatments

2. New work that does not need immediate ISRP review includes work that was
not funded but which was previously reviewed with a favorable outcome; and
expanded work that does not represent a change in scope in previously reviewed
work. These projects may be integrated into the existing'schedule for the
appropriate categorical or geographical review.

B. Existing 'Projects

Existing Accord projects are tho t have had previous ISRP review and are
ongoing. These projects will.be & into the existing schedule for the
appropriate categorical or geographical review. The following circumstances and
project types do not need to go directly to ISRP for review:

e Previously reviewed ongoing work and expanded* work that does not
re ent a change in scope from previously reviewed work will be
re\m in the normal course of categorical and geographic reviews;
and

e Administrative and coordination work aimed at the “umbrella”
administrative proposals that BPA set up quickly for the MOA patrties to
develop projects and proposals.

e Projects already in or qualified for the Three-Step process will continue
to be reviewed in that process (recognizing that this process may be
modified to reflect that BPA has committed to full implementation and
specific funding levels).

Accord projects will also be included in performance check-ins in future
geographic and categorical reviews undertaken by the Council and the ISRP in



the ten-year period covered in the Accords. The Accord parties and the Council
will agree on how the Accord projects will be incorporated into these reviews.

The future reviews of ongoing Accord projects will focus primarily on project
performance — accomplishments, reporting of results, whether expected results
are being achieved, and whether the project’s actions and methods reflect new
information gained from those results. The Accord parties and the Council will
meet to consider how to include Accord projects in these reviews. Following this
review the Council will make recommendations to BPA for changes and adaptive
management. BPA will work with project sponsors to provide the sponsors and
the Council with a written report on the final disposition of t&oject including
how the disposition is consistent with the Fish and Wildlife Program.

ISRP Review Process

ISRP reviews of new projects will be based primarily ‘on project descriptions
(narratives) prepared by Accord project proponents. Reviews of existing projects
will be based primarily on reported results. Wherever feasible, project
proponents will link to their Statements of Work in Pisces, BPA’'s web-enabled
software tool for managing Fish and Wildlife Prograkrojects and contracts.
The primary difference between the Accord project narrative form and past forms
is that it will focus on new, previously un-reviewed work.. Links to historical data
— project evolution, previous reviews, andrecent Statements of Work — will be
provided for consideration inthe review. Ongoing work will need to be
summarized to the extent it provides context for the scientific review of new work.

In the Accord review process, the project proponents may submit projects doing
similar work; orin.the same geo%rea, to be reviewed as an entire
programmatic effort. Or, Accord projects may be integrated into the categorical
or geographical review process if appropriate and as scheduling permits.

In past reviews, BPA and Council have been most appreciative of ISRP’s
observations of, and suggestions regarding the limiting factors and interactions at
the subbasinNnce, and program levels. Because of its unique vantage
point, the ISRP can assess projects in the context of similar, parallel, and
complementary effarts occurring in the project’s subbasin, or program-wide. To
the extent possible, Accord projects will be reviewed in logical categorical or
geographical groupings similar to the review process established for non-Accord
projects. Grouping of like projects, or projects from the same geographic area,
will better enable the ISRP to address the larger issues facing these projects,
and will encourage project proponents to coordinate with one another in
planning, implementation, and monitoring.

In addition to reviewing groups of projects holistically, the ISRP will also be
looking at scopes of work that stretch ten years, as opposed to the three year


http://www.efw.bpa.gov/contractors/usingpisces.aspx

scopes submitted in past reviews. The Accord parties will participate in future
categorical and geographic reviews sponsored by the Council, and report on
project performance during the ten year Accord period.




