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June 4, 2003

MEMORANDUM

TO:
Fish and Wildlife Committee


FROM:
Steve Waste, Manager, Program Analysis and Evaluation

SUBJECT:
Funding Recommendations and Other Issues for Monitoring and 


Evaluation Projects
Action

This briefing provides an update and a status report focused on two policy issues discussed at last month’s Council meeting in Walla Walla: 1. the roles and responsibilities of NOAA Fisheries in project selection decisions; and, 2. coordination of monitoring an evaluation by the federal agencies with the states and tribes.

Recommendation

We recommend that NOAA Fisheries and Bonneville continue their efforts to improve the project selection process.  We also recommend they continue their participation in the development of a regional monitoring and evaluation program through further work with the States and tribes.

Background

1. Roles and Responsibilities of NOAA Fisheries in the Council’s Proposal Review Process 
The Action Agencies, Regulatory Agencies and the Northwest Power Planning Council have been working together to integrate implementation of the Federal Columbia River Power System Biological Opinion (Biological Opinion) with the rolling Provincial Review Process of the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program.  While this effort has been successful for some actions, other Biological Opinion implementation needs have not been addressed by proposals submitted in the Provincial Review process.  Generally, these unmet needs consist of RPAs requiring initiation of a large-scale, programmatic approach, e.g., RPA 153, or RPAs requiring specialized technical expertise and/or the ability to sustain a long-range program of experimentation, such as the RPAs for research, monitoring, and evaluation. 

In particular, the experimental aspect and research needs associated with the Federal initiative for monitoring and evaluation have prompted a different approach to meeting the requirements of the Biological Opinion and the region.  In order to address the “gaps” in project coverage of RPAs for monitoring and evaluation, the Regulatory and Action Agencies collaborated in new ways to forge solutions. As we move forward in time, a successful comprehensive monitoring and evaluation program will require the entities within the region to contribute jointly to the development of a monitoring and evaluation framework that provides a mechanism for evaluation at the programmatic scale, and then work together to implement and institutionalize the program. 

Efforts in support of this monitoring and evaluation initiative have required stepping past the bounds of traditional interactions, and prompted the need for this statement of clarification on roles and responsibilities between the NWFSC and NMFS regional management, the Action Agencies, and the Northwest Power Planning Council.

Role of NOAA Fisheries  In the case of the Endangered Species Act, NOAA Fisheries must discharge multiple roles under a single mandate e.g., in consultations, conservation, and recovery planning.  Specifically:

* as author of the Biological Opinion;

* as a collaborator for implementation of the Biological Opinion (participate in design and conduct of field work); 

* as an evaluator of Action Agency implementation of the Biological Opinion (annual findings letters, three, five, and eight year check-ins);

* leading development of the products of the two Technical Recovery Teams;

* as evaluator of the quality of scientific information to be used in assessing progress in recovery of ESUs;

* leading development of “collaborative” recovery plans for the Willamette/Lower Columbia River and the Interior Columbia River Basin; and,

* as collaborator in the conduct of research to address scientific uncertainties.

There is a risk that the public could perceive that the regulatory responsibilities of NOAA Fisheries could bias how the Action Agencies or others relate to NOAA Fisheries in its scientific and implementation capacities.  In its, “Review of Mainstem Systemwide Proposals for Research, Monitoring, and Evaluation (ISRP 2003-6)” the ISRP raised the issue of the appearance of conflict of interest in relation to NOAA staff who helped develop the RPAs, participated in the Federal R, M, and E workgroup and plan, and also sponsored revised proposals.  In response to this concern, NOAA has clarified the roles and responsibilities of the staff of the NOAA Fisheries Northwest Fisheries Science Center and those of the Northwest Regional Office on the following points:

* The NWFSC provides scientific advice to NMFS management program in regard to the FCRPS Biological Opinion. 

* Only the NMFS management program will participate in development of RFPs/RFSs. 

* NWFSC may submit proposals to Council’s Provincial review process.

* The NWFSC chairs the Technical Recovery Teams.

In addition, the federal agencies have committed to the following actions to ensure regional ownership of the monitoring and evaluation program. 

* Gain independent science review of the Federal Monitoring and Evaluation Plan.

* The Federal Monitoring and Evaluation Plan will be provided to CBFWA, concurrent with submittal to the ISAB.

* Ensure competitive solicitation for proposals on monitoring and evaluation projects.  Clear requirements will be provided for future solicitations.

* ISRP review of proposals relevance and applicability to the Federal Monitoring and Evaluation Plan objectives. 
* Continue to participate in the ongoing State-Federal Partnership for Coordinated Watershed Condition Monitoring. 
*  Continue to participate in the ongoing state and federal standardization of reporting and monitoring protocols for projects funded under the PCSRF.
A “Chronology of the Mainstem/ Systemwide Project Review Process” is portrayed in

Attachment 1.   Additional text describing the roles of Bonneville, the Council, the ISRP, and CBFWA in the review process is also provide in Attachment 1. The broader context in which the project review process occurs is depicted in Attachment 2. “Integration of R, M, an E in the ESA and the F&W Program.”
2. Coordinating the Federal Monitoring and Evaluation Plan with the States and the Tribes 

As we have previously stated, Council support for the long-range, expensive, and anadromous fish focused monitoring and evaluation program required by the Biological Opinion is contingent upon: strong scientific underpinnings; coordination with the States and Tribes; and shared responsibility for funding. 

Status of the Federal Monitoring and Evaluation Plan The Federal Research, Monitoring, and Evaluation Plan should be submitted for joint ISAB and ISRP review by mid-June.    Representatives of the Federal Research, Monitoring, and Evaluation Team will present an overview of the plan to the ISAB on June 25.  The ISAB plans to do an initial review prior to the briefing and will develop questions for this discussion.  The ISAB will discuss the results of their review at their July meeting, and will complete the review by mid-August and post it on the Council’s website.  Bonneville has provided a graphic illustrating the relationship between the regional needs for a monitoring and evaluation (attachment 3.) and paper explaining the role of the biological opinion in the development of a regional monitoring and evaluation program (attachment 4.).

State and Tribal Review of the Federal Monitoring and Evaluation Plan

The Federal Agencies will seek broad review of the Federal Monitoring and Evaluation Plan from state and tribal fishery managers.  They will provide the plan to CBFWA, concomitant with submission for ISAB review, with a letter noting that the technical review of the Plan, suggested improvements to pilot project designs, and additional integration with the F&W Program is to be provided through the CBFWA Collaborative Systemwide Monitoring and Evaluation proposal (35003). 

The State/Federal Partnership for Monitoring and Evaluation  The objective of the Partnership is to foster integration of existing monitoring and to develop a monitoring program that allows federal agencies, the states, and tribes to make watershed condition status and trend inferences at multiple scales.  The Partnership will help identify the effectiveness of different management programs and actions, and identify areas with the greatest need for protection and restoration.  Improved communication, shared resources and data, and compatible monitoring efforts will provide increased scientific credibility and greater accountability to stakeholders.
On May 28 the State/Federal Partnership for Monitoring and Evaluation met in Portland.  Council staff participated in this meeting as well as several preparatory meetings of  a core work group.  Two members of the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission also participated in the meeting.  The Partnership, with Council staff participating, will brief the Federal Caucus Executives, and the Executives of the Regional Interagency Executive Committee to seek authorization to proceed with their initiative. The Partnership will also brief the Fish and Wildlife Committee at the July meeting. 

Initiative to Design a Policy Level Group for Monitoring and Evaluation  Council staff is participating in a series of meetings with CBFWA, Bonneville, and various members of CBFWA to design a policy level oversight group for a regional monitoring and evaluation program.  This initiative includes a survey of existing groups to ascertain suitability for meeting our objectives.  It may be that no existing groups have sufficient membership for capacity to provide this function.

Attachment 1. Chronology of the Mainstem/ Systemwide Project Review Process
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Attachment 1. (Continued)

Role of the ISRP   The ISRP provides the Council with independent scientific review of fish and wildlife recovery projects within the context of the Council’s program. The Council directs the ISRP to focus its review on those projects that, in the Panel’s judgment, would benefit from scientific review. This includes especially research, evaluation, and management projects.  Sequencing and scheduling of project review are based on the annual project review procedures agreed to among the Council, Bonneville Power Administration and the region’s fishery managers and tribes.

ISRP reviews are based on written proposals prepared by project sponsors and submitted in accord with Bonneville funding procedures. The Panel may also utilize additional written reports and materials that will assist them in understanding the scope and context for the proposal. In some cases, it may be appropriate for the panel to directly communicate with sponsors or to conduct site visits, however, there are procedures to ensure that all communications are conducted in a fair and open manner that maintains the independence of the panel.  The ISRP reports the results of its review before the Council adopts funding recommendations. The Council uses the ISRP review as a basis for making recommendations regarding funding, and will provide an explanation in writing where its recommendations diverge from those of the ISRP.
Role of Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority (CBFWA)   CBFWA conducts a concurrent review of project proposals and provides the results to the Council and Bonneville. However, the membership of CBFWA includes many entities that submit project proposals. In part, the ISRP was created was to be a check against the perceived potential for conflict of interest within the CBFWA review.  

Role of Bonneville and Council Staff  Bonneville staff reviews project proposals during  the provincial reviews and provides input to the Council staff.  Although Bonneville contracted out their review of project proposals during the last provincial review cycle, we recommend that Bonneville develop an internal review process in order to capture and institutionalize the expertise developed through the review exercise.

In other instances Bonneville has contracted to obtain scientific advice.  We recommend that when doing so, that Bonneville keep the science and technical aspects separate from policy consideration. Thus, in the context of a technical exercise, policy folks in Bonneville should recuse themselves in order to achieve a clear demarcation between policy and technical spheres.  This would enable Bonneville to meet the same expectation previously articulated for the NMFS management side.  Similarly, if the resolution of an issue requires policy development, then members of the science side should recuse themselves. All the agencies involved in fish and wildlife management need to maintain a clear separation between technical work and decision making so that the former informs the latter. Any effort by policy makers to predetermine or constrain the outcomes of technical work is to be avoided.

Attachment 2. Integration of R, M, an E in the ESA and the F&W Program
(follows on the next page)
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Attachment 3.  Regional RME needs - cross coverage







Attachment 4. 
Advancing Toward a Regional RME Program
The Role of the Biological Opinion RM&E

June 2, 2003

1. RM&E is a key requirement of the regional Fish & Wildlife Program and a major missing element for evaluation and adaptive planning.  

·  The ISRP and other Independent Science Reviews have repeatedly identified weakness of the F&W Program and ESA Planning in this area. 

· Recent GAO report noted the lack of knowledge on the results of mitigation actions.  

· An adequate and well-structured RM&E program is something that has eluded the region repeatedly despite multiple past and ongoing processes that have pointed to its critical need (MEG, AMWG, ANCOR, PATH, ESA BiOps, F&W Amendment Processes, etc.).  

· Currently have multiple independent efforts, primarily focused at individual projects, with no sampling or reporting standards or programmatic framework. 

· Multiple regional agencies and mandates that are not coordinated to be able to function together, let alone realize potential major cost-efficiencies through an adequate common vision and framework.

2. RM&E requirements for the BiOp should be viewed as a substantial “part of” a regional F&W RM&E program, not “apart from” a regional RM&E program.

· Given this overlap, progress on RM&E for listed anadromous fish will provide valuable experience for expanding the program to encompass other non-listed salmon, and resident fish and wildlife.

· Although Federal needs are a sub-piece of regional needs, they can be a strong driver (expertise and dollars committed) to get all parties started on a regional program or at least a more efficient integration of multiple regional programs.

3. NOAA and the Action Agencies have taken a first major step in regional RME with the development of the RM&E Plan that is a requirement of the FCRPS BiOP and Federal All- H Strategy.  

· This work identifies a framework and approach to meet the research, monitoring and evaluation requirements for ESA listed salmon and steelhead in the Columbia Basin. 

· RME implementation is critical to assess the success of the BiOps performance standards and “All H” approach, e.g. habitat and hatchery effectiveness studies and evaluation of critical uncertainties.

· The BiOp RME framework has six major components:  

1)  Status Monitoring (tributary habitat, hydropower corridor, estuary/ocean, and comprehensive/systemwide) 

2) Action Effectiveness Research  (habitat, hatcheries, harvest, hydro)

3)  Critical Uncertainties Research (inriver juvenile migration survival; survival difference of inriver vs transported fish; effect of ocean entry timing;  delayed hydro passage mortality; effects of differing dam passage histories; extra mortality and its causes; reproductive success of hatchery vs. wild fish; effect of hydrosystem flow modifications on the estuary; salmonid use of the estuary)

4)  Project Implementation Monitoring

5)  Data Management

6)  Regional Coordination 

4. All but a very limited number of the 199 RPA BiOp requirements are being  met through the F&W Program Process, in addition to Corps, BOR, and NOAA appropriations. 

· Extensive efforts have been made to review proposals in all Provinces and work with proposals to help them meet RM&E requirements.  This is working in many areas.  Exceptions include areas that require an entire program or highly technical expertise.  Several proposals have been developed and need to be funded yet through the Mainstem and Systemwide Province.

· A very limited number of RM&E Gaps that were not met by the F&W Program Provincial Process have been identified and addressed through the modification of a Status and Action Effectiveness proposal (35019) with ISRP review and with targeted solicitation of Hatchery research proposals.  Only minor gaps remain in the areas of : Action Effectiveness Research related to Tributary Habitat Projects (RPA 183 bottom up approach), Satellite/Digital Imagery pilot monitoring (RPA 181) and Data Management for Status and Action Effectiveness Pilot projects (RPA 198).

· These Mainstem and Systemwide proposals and the remaining gaps require immediate implementation in order to understand the effects of our actions under the Biological Opinion’s performance based approach.   

· A RM&E Framework is being initiated under the BiOp that will generate information necessary to track environmental and population performance, identify the effectiveness of actions, and address critical uncertainties in the region, which are also key research needs of the Council’s F&W Program and a major advancement toward a regional RM&E Program.

5. The NOAA BiOp is still in place and RM&E is a critical element for demonstrating progress.  

· Although the BiOp has been remanded, it continues in effect and therefore all implementation actions including measurement of performance needs to continue.

· The RM&E framework is an essential element to demonstrating biological progress for future evaluations.  

6. Next steps:

· Provide independent science review of the BiOp RM&E Framework.  The framework will  be submitted to the ISAB for review shortly.   

· Provide the RME Plan to CBFWA concurrent with ISAB submittal with a letter noting that technical review of this RM&E plan, suggested improvements to  pilot project designs, and additional integration with the F&W Program is planned to be provided through the CBFWA Collaborative Systemwide Monitoring and Evaluation proposal (35033).  

· Work with federal and state agencies and tribes on common metrics and protocols for habitat monitoring Continue to participate in the ongoing State-Federal Partnership for Coordinated Watershed Condition Monitoring and the ongoing state and federal standardization of reporting and monitoring protocols for projects funded under the PCSRF.

· Ensure competitive solicitation for proposals on RM&E projects.  Clear requirements will be provided for future solicitations.

· ISRP review of proposals relevance and application to the RM&E framework objectives.  

____________________________
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