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MEMORANDUM
TO: Fish and Wildlife Committee Members
FROM: Patty O’Toole

SUBJECT: Update on the Project Selection Process

The Project solicitation is still underway. The project selection workshops have been completed
and we estimate around 400 people attended the workshops.

As a reminder, project proposals are due January 10", according to our current schedule.
Hundreds of proposals are under development at this time.

Development of province level recommendations
One of the major discussion topics at the workshops and with various entities around the basin
has been the development of province-level recommendations.

We have worked with central and state staff to develop the basic framework for the development
of province level recommendations.

First, we are developing a document to send to the various local province review groups,
describing what the Council needs from these groups. This will include:

e A province package that includes a list of priority proposals for the FY 2007-2009
timeframe, and associated three year budgets from each proposal.

e The recommendations need to be ultimately at the province level.

e These recommendations need to be completed and submitted to the Council by June 16,
2006.

e Council staff will provide a template for communicating the recommendations from the
province review groups so that the information will come to the Council in a consistent,
ready to use format. We will not be issuing general criteria or standards for all groups to
use. We strongly encourage however, that the province review groups provide an
explanation of how they arrived at the recommended set of proposals
(criteria/framework/rationale).
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0 We recognize that the first level of discussion in some cases will need to occur at
the subbasin level, then be handed to a broader level group (For example:
Columbia Plateau)

0 After the subbasin level discussion, state staff or their designees will lead a
discussion to translate subbasin priorities into province priorities.

0 This sub-province level work will need to occur during the spring. The exact
time-frame will be developed by organizers of the review in each state.

0 The subbasin groups will be tasked to match proposals to the subbasin plans. The
sub-province level discussions, due to the timeframe, will not have the benefit of
having the ISRP preliminary report as reference. We will work to have the ISRP
preliminary report available

o0 Key contact people for development of province recommendations are the state
staff members and designated others.

Development of basinwide recommendations

Parallel to the development of province recommendations, basinwide (systemwide)
recommendations will be made as well. Staff anticipates that much of this review will occur in a
similar fashion as the 2003 systemwide review. Project proposals that address mainstem
survival, regional coordination, research and monitoring and evaluation will be reviewed in this
process. A workgroup consisting of Council staff, Bonneville and the fish and wildlife managers
will prioritize proposals and develop a set of projects that fit the available budget.
Representatives from NOAA, the USFWS and the COE may be consulted on specific issues.
Just as the province reviews will utilize the subbasin plans as reference for prioritizing proposals,
the basinwide review will utilize the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program and the 2004
Biological Opinion for the FCRPS for reference in prioritizing project proposals.

Attached to this memo is the issue memo from the 2003 Mainstem/Systemwide review. This is
attached as an example of how the staff prepares issues for discussion and decision with the
council.
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MEMORANDUM \
TO: Council Members ‘\
N \ \\
FROM: John Ogan \ \>
Q NN
SUBJECT: Staff Recommendation for Mainstem/Systemwide Projects \ /

\ \\)>
| Introduction and Action Requested ‘,\\ \ ’

The Mainstem/Systemwide (MSSW) projects group is the final “‘area” to\ge dea tvﬁ in the first
round of the new Province based project review and recommendation format. Once the Council
makes its recommendations for the MSSW projects, all ongoing projects-and new proposals will
have been subject to the modified review process described in the 2000

providing its recommendations for projects:and funding ﬁ\;‘ Is for Fis
2006 to the Fish and Wildlife Committee at tb\re\Jun%kmee '\Eg\xBoi
d i

ram. The staff is
| Years 2004 through
. Because this funding
recommendation has been deferred several months, an ecé&e t believes this recommendation
is ready for Council decision, the staffis recomme dihg??jt e Fish and Wildlife Committee
make a funding recommendation to the full Council th owing day.
N

. Explanation of the Process a@/Con 'dgr;ions Guiding the Staff Recommendation

A. Fu@ng: iooe o@.

fl
The total Bonnevﬁle Nnding for ea h\pnévince, and now for the MSSW projects group, is
determined based upon historical spending using Fiscal Year 2001 as the base year. In prior
project funding recommendations’the Council has developed its funding recommendations

within th pro§’s ro rata share of $186 million (expense and capital combined) as a

the Mainstem/Systemwide

plarining budget. This pastWinter, Bonneville advised the Council that it was changing its
accounting procedu r the fish and wildlife program from a planning or obligations basis to
one that was based)on actual spending for the expense portion of the fish and wildlife program.
Bonneville further advised that it intended to limit actual spending in the coming fiscal years,
beginning with Fiscal Year 2003, to $139 million in expense spending each year. Bonneville
staff has advised Council staff that it will limit its actual contract obligations in the coming fiscal
years to that $139 million level each year. That is, Bonneville staff has advised Council staff
that, beginning with Fiscal Year 2003, it would not would not “plan to $150 million”, expecting



Project selection update
December 1, 2005

to spend only $139 million as originally conceived and described the Administrator in December
2001. The Council has not officially agreed or rejected the application new accounting rules
beyond Fiscal Year 2003. However, the staff recommendation does use those parameters
described by Bonneville.

The MSSW expense budget allocation is approximately $31 million and is calculated as follows:

$139 million expenselyear committed by BPA - (placeholders = subbasin planning
[$10 million]; I SRP/ISAB [$0.9 million]; Water Marketing/RPA 151 [$5 million];
BPA overhead [$12 million]) = $111.1 million expense budget basinwide. \

$111.1 million expense budget basinwide X (M SSW historical pro rata baan|de
funding =27.9%) = $30.913 million.

The staff recommendation does not attempt to “make-up” any shortfalls for Fiscal Year \S
funding within the MSSW allocation. The $31 million allocation is what is available in. ||ghy€f
Bonneville’s funding commitment and currently applied accounting rules. Capital spending ma

augment the expense budget, and the staff recommendation does include capital project ?\;
just under $ 3 million. The total staff recommended funding package, there%g i
approximately $34 million for Fiscal Years 2004 through 2006.

B. Project Prioritization Consuderatlorti §
m} Council adopted a

In the fall of 2001, and as part of its Columbia Plateau provmce ecisi

suite of criteria or considerations that it would employ to prioritize pro cts for purposes of
making funding recommendations to Bonneville.” Prioritization critepra have been necessary
because there are more qualified proje\cts than a\(ail@lex unding can support. The criteria are:

/dequ e funding for the operation, maintenance,

1. As a matter of first priority, maﬂnt in‘a
monitoring and evaluation of ongomg pr01 \

2. As a second-level pnorlty prov f ndi
are prepared to take the n&antlc pate

0 multi-step or phased ongoing pr oj ects that
cal step in their development;

3. As a secoﬁ vel priority meg)al with 2 above), provide funds to new and ongoing
pr oj ects that ct currently productive, high quality habitat, and/or provide connections to
historic habit&

-~

2000 Biological Opinion on Hydrosystem Operations for which Bonneville has been
assigned responstbility;

5. As a‘éond-level priority (co-equal with 2, 3 and 4 above) where there are new projects
that have been developed and coordinated with a broad coalition of local interests including, for
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example, local governments, tribes, state agencies, agriculture interests and others, and there is
consensus support, fund the projects;

6. As a third-level priority, provide funding for proposed new projects that present an
opportunity to protect, mitigate or enhance fish and wildlife that will be lost if delayed until after
subbasin plans are completed (next 1-4 years);

7. Finally, the Council likely will not support funding new or expanded research initiatives.

The staff continued to use these same criteria in developing its MSSW recommendations, butithe

priority of the considerations was modified. Specifically, based on comments from Bonneville
and NOAA representatives that the FCRPS Biological Opinion implementation put significant
reliance on the MSSW project group, the staff made Biological Opinion implementation <
(criterion #4) a consideration that was on par with preserving the existing investment of ongoi
projects (criterion #1). In addition, because a significant amount of this Biological Op|n|Qn wor
could be characterized as research, the staff believed that it could not continue to treat researpﬂ
as disfavored (criterion #7) while meeting Biological Opinion needs. This approa; the
same prioritization criteria, but with a different priority than as applied in th Rmi \§
similar to the approach applied by the Council in the Estuary and Lower CoI bia Pr vms
where substantial new Biological Opinion based work was required.

scientific reviews of the ISRP. The staff reviewed and consid ed mm mitted by
NOAA Fisheries on January 21, 2003 that related projects to RP iological Opinion,
comments from Bonneville dated February 19, 2003;'and ajoint N /Bonneville letter that
evaluated the criticality of projects specifical})/ for the B%WI‘O ical Opinion 2003 “check-in.” The
staff also reviewed and considered numerous proje spﬁc comments in developing its

The staff continued to take into account the prioritization recommen t'O]jS Fe\/A and the

recommendation. All of these commepts help jd the staff make“determinations with regard to

how each project in the MSSW group responded to\t\be critgria listed above.

As an aid in applying the prioritizatio (terl out tlined above to the MSSW projects, the staff
sorted projects into “tiers.” Tier pl’Oj cts wer d by the ISRP as “Fundable”, given a
priority rank in the BPA/ aI Biological Opinion projects” comments (ranked as a 1
or 2), and were‘identified a “co r ” by CBFWA. Tier 2 projects were those that
continued to be r r{;Funa‘able or\glndable in Part” by the ISRP, were ranked by
BPA/NOAA as not-im edlately critical for Biological Opinion implementation (ranked 3 or not
ranked), and ere in the lower C A prioritization categories of “High Priority,”

“Recom DAct n” or Do Not Fund”. Tier 3 were all remaining proposals that did not
quak Tle or hi he staff developed workbooks that showed how projects fell into
these»thr e tiers and shared them with Bonneville, project sponsors, and CBFWA.

ncil Preliminary Review and Guidance Regar ding Staff Project

/r ioritization

At its meeting in Walla Walla in May, the staff shared the MSSW projects workbook with the

Fish and Wildlife Committee, and described the considerations that went into its tiered approach.

Y
\\3
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The staff described how the funding allocation for the province had been developed, and
explained how Biological Opinion implementation was being treated as a primary consideration
in this project group. The staff, in a memorandum from Patty O’Toole, explained that the there
were several projects that were not in Tier 1 that staff believed were important for Fish and
Wildlife Program implementation, and that the staff would continue to refine its
recommendations by taking the following next steps:

Reviewing the full suite of Bi-Op requirements with NOAA fisheries and Bonneville to
determine duplication of effort that can be eliminated from project budgets

Reviewing ISRP comments for less essential elements of major project budgets \

Reviewing scopes of work for ongoing projects that may be a lower priority for \
Bonneville funding given budget constraints.

The staff understood the Committee to support using $31 million dollars as the avallable bu

and to support meeting Biological Opinion implementation critical needs as a an ry.
prioritization criterion. However, the staff also understood that the Commit an d %
the staff, in following through with the next steps identified in the bullets above, ¢ uI dev
recommendation that more evenly balanced new ESA based work with broater Flsh \ﬁlldllfe
Program projects, particularly the ongoing projects that contlnued to have SR an\) FWA
support.

D. Bonneville Recommendations
( N
Bonneville staff has expressed to the gouncn sta a preferenge€ that the final
recommendations for the mainstem/systemwide project be one in two phases. If the Council
makes final recommendations on a $3,m|II| pan el J , Bonneville urges the Council to
use a subsequent tributary project status'r V|€ to i ntlfy ore funds to augment the
mainstem/systemwide allocation and that the ;5 es rve a follow-on decision on fundmg of

additional projects above the current tardet allocation for mainstem/systemwide projects (i.e.
Phase 3). Bonneville provided the staff

with accompanying tables and ex I 1a to identify which alternative projects it
recommends as priorities r tatlv to cil staff’s recommendation of priorities.

Bonneville staff II rt|CIpate in unC|I discussions to support its prioritization alternative
and for deferxg ounC|I reco mendatlons

Bonneville Phase 2 projects, and oten iallyso
cr;)

Iﬁbrlmevnle p Vld n alternative set of recommendations and has summarized those in
ase ft comp thls memo. The essence of the alternative is a set of different

proj be funded in)the first tier of the current allocation to the mainstem/systemwide
projects. hen,a second list of additional priority projects was provided that require funding
above the urre location to mainstem/systemwide. A third list included the remaining
projects, somes6f which warrant further regional discussion about priority, scope, and potential
funding. The differences with the staff recommendation are in part differences in priority and in
part differences in actual project planning budgets. Again, Bonneville recommends that a
Council decision on a first set of projects be followed by work to look through other provincial

»

\\3
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projects and budgets to identify funds that can be reprioritized to augment the
mainstem/systemwide allocation. Bonneville also argues that the review of the provincial
budgets could achieve efficiencies through improved integration of existing work relative to
some of the remaining Bi-Op requirements.

Summary:

e Bonneville structured its project review in three “phases”, similar to the Council staff’s
three “tiers”. The difference is that Bonneville presumes that both its “Phase 1” and
“Phase 2” need funding to implement the Bi-Op and preserve the benefit of ongoing \
projects under the Program. \

o Bonneville’s “Phase 1” totals approximately $30 million in FY 2004; $32.5 million‘in Y. \\

2005 and $30.2 million in FY 2006 (subject to further refinement based on regional

discussion, and final development of work statements, improved integration; and Q
e The list of differences from the Council staff recommended “Tier 1”\\5(

contracting). \) >
the accompanying tables - “BPA Phase 1 Compared to NPPC” s th \3

additional projects and five proposed changes in recommended b gets CAf fthe
budget changes may be resolved before the Council meeting. The rop d ditional
projects and proposed changes are substantive issues Tor Cou il d%ﬁ)

e Bonneville proposes making 13 projects in the Councd st I|st either part of the
second phase of projects to be funded\m its recommended sequ nce or part of the third
tier of lower priorities, some of whictpmay also warra t furt r discussion for potential
funding. \ N

) ‘
Bonneville defined its list of Phase 2| rofects a Iggbs to but with a different priority than
the Council staff’s Tier 2. The difference i \:55 hat Bonneville maintains that this list of

additional projects must also be funded but can‘waitifor some additional review before the end of
the fiscal year. The Council sta Tle 2 is\notelevated above other qualified projects in the
region for prioritized fundi ng as cated nds are identified. They have equal status, for
example, with the second ti OjeCtS identified by the provincial work groups in the
Columbia Cascad thé{ could not b ed within that province’s allocated budget.

Summari X
& Ilst fp%W ojects Bonneville recommends totals approximately$12.5 million in
< FY 2004, $1 illion in 2005 and $12.8 million in 2006 (these too, are subject to
further refinement based on regional discussion, and final development of work
statements, improved integration, and contracting).

e This list is a mix of seven ongoing projects the Council staff recommends in Tier 1 and
additional projects the Council staff did not recommend as priorities. Bonneville’s
criterion was that the Phase 2 projects are Bi-Op critical that provide data to support
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decision making and other Bi-Op critical projects that received “do not fund” ratings
from the ISRP but which are undergoing more development and further review.

e The remainder of mainstem/systemwide projects were included in Bonneville’s Phase 3
list; Bonneville has indicated that there are some ongoing projects appropriate for further
regional discussion for potential funding.
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[I1.  Council Staff Recommendation for MSSW Proj ects

The staff recommendation is reflected in an accompanying Excel table. The staff recommends
that the Council support Bonneville funding the Tier 1 projects at the levels identified. The
projects in Tier 2 are prioritized if additional funds become available, but the staff
recommendation is that these projects compete on an equal basis with other funding needs
basinwide (for example, there is a second “tier” of projects in the Columbia Cascade province
that has been prioritized should remaining funds become available that remain candidates for \
funding) if additional funding becomes available. The staff, at this time, cannot forecast if

additional funding will be available for these Tier 2 projects or any other needs in the basin. \

\
* \
\ \

N
As outlined above, the staff and Committee discussed the next steps in developing a staff
recommendation in Walla Walla that would go beyond the basic sort that had been used. hIS
subsequent work changed the composition of Tier 1 from a reflection of the mechanical sortmg
of projects that met the ISRP-BPA/NOAA-CBFWA ratings discussed in B. abdvé es
reasons changes are best discussed categorically. \ e\

Considerations that Led Staff to Remove Projectsfrom Tier 1initsR ehdangn)

1. The staff recommendation seeks to meet BloIQ'cucaI O%lnlon needs T’Iést through
ongoing work that is supported by ISRP and CB FWA and es-ot recommend

projects that appear redundant.
Throughout the provincial reviews, the Coun il has cons te Iy asked'that Bonneville and
NOAA seek to define and |mplement the Blologjca pi |0 s’ requirements through the
provincial review process, and that it vyould be mo ost-eff: e to meet those needs with
existing work. N

Projects Affected

The staff recommendation dropp pro om Tier 1 because the it believes that the
basic the investigation pr osed |tn ss of hatchery and wild spring chinook that spawn
naturally, is being conducted in projects such as the ldaho Supplementation
Studies, the YK others T omg projects address the RPA that this project is

addresses RPA 182, and is.being gxpanded in the staff recommendation. The staff

aimed at (18% e N FS genetlc onltorlng and evaluation project (198909600) also
recommendatio alsﬁﬂer s a placeholder in Tier 1 for proposals that are being developed to

add sS RPA 1 onneville nor NOAA presented an explanation as to why additional
|nv ga ions of hatche y v. wild spring chinook fitness are needed, (and that explanation would
seemlng have needed to include a statement of why the information being gathered in the other
areas of th IS not “transferable”) and why there is presently an inadequate response to

RPA 182. /

The staff recommendation does not include project 35027. This is a USFWS project studying
two captive rearing methods. The project responds to RPAs 182 and 184. There are several

@
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ongoing projects that are recommended by the staff that address these RPAs, and several projects
recommended by the Council in past provincial reviews address these RPAs. The staff
recommendation also reserves a placeholder in Tier 1 for proposals that are being developed to
address RPAs 182 and 184. Neither Bonneville nor NOAA presented a rationale for starting this
new investigation in light of existing work addressing the RPAs it relates to. The staff is also not
recommending this new captive broodstock strategy investigation in light of the ISRP’s
comments that the existing ongoing project in this area (NMFS 199305600), which is included in
the staff recommendation, should be subject to an in depth review, clarification, and
restructuring. The staff believed that the ISRP programmatic comments on captive broodstock
research did not support starting this new investigation. (See ISRP 2002-14, p. 9). \

2. The staff recommendation would not fund projects that have been found by the \
ISRP to be not scientifically sound or to provide minimal benefits.

\
The staff recommendation holds projects deemed to be critical to Biological Opinion \ \ \>
implementation to the same scientific standards as other Fish and Wildlife program prOJects/
They must meet the scientific standards established in the Northwest Power Aq an pII d by
the ISRP.

Projects Affected ’

Project 35024 was modified by the sponsor to be more respofisive. to |oI glcal \Iéwlon

requirements than as originally proposed. As modified, the IS P ra edmti% t as “Do Not
in

Fund.” The staff recommendation is to not fund the project, andit is luded in Tier 1. As
originally proposed, it is only marginally applicable to the B |olog| al Qpinion (as evidenced by
the need to modify it) and would not be prlor y new wor at h|s time; and as modified, it is not
scientifically supportable. BonneV|IIe continues. tofi Qtt is rOJect it supports in its Phase 2.

Bonneville supports projects 35016, 3&)20 5r{d 35048 as par of its Phase 2 package. The staff
recommendation does not include these.in r Tor Tier 2 recommendations, as all
were rated “Do Not Fund” by the ISRQV/I' he taff ry concerned that the Bonneville
recommendation to fund these projects S ngly require special treatment for these
projects. Specifically, s Bonneville é:’sig esting that these projects be funded over the
objections of the ISRP, tﬁro;e ts d to be modified and re-reviewed by the ISRP.
The opportunity ye\t anoth&r IS RL@‘)IeW for a select few projects raises serious fairness
aff

wrote to this project a e NATURES techniques extensively in its programmatic
recammendation hile the ISRP found that the project itself met scientific standards, it
conclude that many of the techniques have been adopted and are being implemented, and that
the “relati its of NATURES rearing alone are likely to be relatively small.” (ISRP 2002-

14, pp. 89)/

3. The staff recommendation does not include projects that are appropriately funded
by other agencies.

concerns for%
Project 19910 00@ ongoing NMFS sponsored NATURES project. The ISRP final report
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There is a limited budget to meet the fish and wildlife program and ESA needs in the MSSW
group. One of the best illustrations of this is that Bonneville is recommending that
approximately $42 million be allocated to the MSSW in each of the next three fiscal years when
its pro rata allocation is $31 million. In order to try to stay within the allocation, the staff
recommendation does not include projects that would seem to have an alternative appropriate
funding source.

Projects Affected

Project 35027 (also discussed previously above in item 1.) is proposed by the USFWS, and it \
evaluates two captive rearing methods for steelhead and coho. The project would respond to \
RPA 184. Because there are numerous ongoing projects that respond to RPA 184 thatare & " \
recommended here or have been recommended for funding by the Council in prior provincial \ \>
reviews. The staff has also reserved funding in its Tier 1 recommendation for studies tha

under development to address RPA 182 and 184. The staff believes that Bonneville’s respoueé

to its Biological Opinion obligations in this area is adequate at this time, and deeé \it;gFort

Bonneville funding for this new project. The USFWS has expertise, management and m{\}
responsibilities, and jurisdiction germane to the study proposed here. If this's &

priority, the staff believes that it should be conducted with its own funds. a|n |

responding to the RPAs addressed by this research were absent or few th endatlon

may be different.

Project 199702400, researching avian predation on Juvenlle sal nis\n ommended for
funding. The staff believes that the basic uncertainties ¢ frontlng the eglon in this arena have
been sufficiently resolved by the research col ucted thro g hIS project. As we have learned
Caspian terns thrive in the habitat created prlmarll o s of Engineers, in the estuary,
the predation on juvenile salmonids |s§|gn|f| nt\at the re on impact is related to the
number and location of the birds in the €s ua?y We\have léarned that dislocating the terns
reduces predation in the lower Columbia. S management jurisdiction over
Caspian terns. The staff believes that e'Co s an he USFWS more appropriately fund
continuing research inthis area. he ratepayer |but|on to the research to date has been

significant and well spen Howe nless nd until actual significant management actions
aimed at substantially redu uvenlle salmon are implemented, the staff believes
that Bonneville funding shoutd be I ted The staff would recommend that the Council

predation; but\it does not understand this proposal to have that focus, primarily because
significant man ge

Projgct 02007 , ev uatlng live capture (tangle net) methods for commercial Columbia River
fisheries i not rec@mmended. Bonneville has funded this project, originally an innovative
project, fo tWQ rs. The staff believes that although there have been some implementation

difficulties in utilizing this gear (capture of non-target species -- wild steelhead and listed spring
chinook) this project has demonstrated the effectiveness of this gear in this area for a commercial

spring chinook fishery. The staff believes that, having proven the functionality of the gear, the
obligation to fund the enforcement and monitoring of the fishery shifts to the state management

support fundQEa or monitoring the ffectlveness of management actions aimed at reducing

nt actl ns are not permitted at this time.
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entities. The staff is not persuaded that the additional studies to investigate the reproductive
success of released fish are a priority. The state fish and wildlife management agencies have
employed catch and release fisheries for salmon and steelhead for many years, and have done so
either without studying post-release impacts on reproductive success or have funded such studies
themselves as an incident to its management choices. The staff believes that NOAA and
Bonneville should determine that the RPAs that this project addressed have been satisfied, or
work with appropriate parties to test live capture harvest with different gear and/or in different
areas.

Projects 35046, 35064, and 34065 are projects that investigate how juvenile salmon utilize the\
plume and continental shelf. The ISRP considered these projects related, and gave them

fundable ratings with significant qualifications and limitations. While the ISRPs reservations \

were a significant factor in the staff recommendation, a major consideration is our belief that this” \
research is more appropriately funded by NOAA Fisheries as part of its coast wide \ \>
investigations. While it is understandable how the plume study traces back to FCRPS

operations, (the characteristics of the plume change depending on FCRPS operatlonskil\s

RN

Bonneville’s Phase 1 recommendation would dedicate approximately $3.2 |I th these
projects in Fiscal Year 2004 (we do not have out-year estimates for Bonnevn\le’ ha 1
recommendations).

Projects that the Staff Recommend Remain in Tier 1 at Redgced F&q ing
Nksed on ISRP,

The staff reviewed the budgets of the ongoing projects.that Were nT

CBFWA, and NOAA/BPA review (the package present ‘i W Ila) with an eye to
making reductions that would permit fundlng ore prole |th|n t ier 1 allocation of $31
million. The basic approach was to reV|eW the prol p to ensure that Objectives and
Tasks proposed describe priority work)and tha thEy @l essentially level funding from
prior approvals. In some cases, especially Iarge\prOJe ts, the staff recommends reduced

funding.

4
At the meeting with project sponfrs,‘tg’;e iiS; xptained the budget reductions to the projects
that it included in Tier 1. “Most, I all, of e objections were met with objections. The
sponsors argued that many. fth e p%: ave been level funded for some time, and that this
is actually leading to Ioss of \cap &;ome sponsors argued that the project objectives might
not be achlev le W|th the fundlng ductions proposed by staff.

Affected olec
Pro;gcts 820% co ed wire tag -PSMFC); 19990301 (evaluate fall chinook and chum

spawnlng 1987120700 (smolt monitoring) were held at level budgets.

Project 199007700, the Northern Pikeminnow Management Program is reduced in the staff
recommenddtion by 50%. This project is proposed for $2.8 million in Fiscal Year 2004,
increasing to approximately $3.1 million in Fiscal Years 2005 and 2006. The staff is
recommending that this project be reconfigured and downsized. The staff suggests that some

10
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alternative year or alternating zone management construct be developed that can reduce the costs
of the program by approximately 50%. Further, the staff is aware that this program has
developed some very proficient pikeminnow anglers that could be engaged as sub-contractors as
an alternative or in conjunction with alternative year management. Project sponsors and
Bonneville have objected to this staff proposal, and seek full and increasing funding. If the
objections persist without alternatives being offered, the staff recommends that Bonneville and
the sponsors explain in writing why funding this project at approximately $1.5 million/year over
the next three fiscal years will not yield substantial biological benefits.

\

Projects that the Staff Recommendation Elevated to Tier 1 \
After taking the steps described in the above subsections, there was funding available within t \>
$31 million allocation for the MSSW projects. The Council staff elevated the following p(rOJects \
and recommends them for funding at the levels described in the table because of thelr |mpor12ﬁce \ ’

to the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program:

e Project 198810804 (Streamnet) The staff believes that this ongo\ng\gje t r@
critical to serving the data management needs of the program, an t‘ |s ah | (}ant
resource for the current subbasin planning work.-The staff r allz |0n is
engaged in discussions about the structure of a morefintegrated a com enS|ve data
management system, and recommends that this project.willhave to |mportant
component of whatever arrangement is developed if it |s om | its funding support.

e Project 198906201 is the CBFWA bqse proposalan as nororiginally in Tier 1. The
staff recommends elevating the proposal to r ca e of the important coordination
work traditionally provided thgpugh ttys pTOj he aff recommendation reduced the
funding for the project by elimin mﬁ the fu di ng ssociated with Objectives and Tasks
that will not be required over the nextthre f| al years. The staff recommends that the
appropriate funding level for CB A pro osal be established by jointly developing
a task based budget, and iund A central staff and member time and travel
against those taskf{

e Project 3@1 is the Intera t |od|ver5|ty Information System (IBIS). This project is
important for the terrestrial elements of the current subbasin planning effort. NOAA
rated the pr jeé’[ as.respopding to RPA 198. CBFWA rated this project as core to the

1. Like St re mnet, this project will have to find a niche in the data management

region settles on for continued funding support in the future.

v
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=
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e Project 199800401 is funding for the Columbia Basin Bulletin. The staff recommends
this project because of the coordination and information distribution it serves a region
that islarge and engaged in many fish and wildlife and natural resource activities. The
cost to maintain this service is relatively modest at just under $180,000/year.
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Project 35036 would advance work to identify the mechanisms of stranding of fall
chinook in the Hanford Reach. The staff is aware of related work being done by the
PUD, but is convinced that this work builds on, and is not duplicative, of that work. The
staff is aware that stranding of this area was a live system management topic this year,
has been in the past, and will likely be active in the future. Because of the potential to
inform real management decisions about operations, the new study appears valuable.

Project 35047 is a new project to investigate delayed (extra) mortality associated with
passing Snake River dams. This NMFS research is related to RPAs 188 and 195, was
rated as “Fundable” by the ISRP, and continues to be identified as a Biological Oplnlo&
priority.

Project 199105100 is the University of Washington Monitoring and Statistical suppOr
project that Bonneville has traditionally insisted be funded. The project was rated “1” i \S
the NOAA/BPA review. NOAA evaluated the project as addressing RPAs 185 £8

190. CBFWA recommended that the project not be funded.

\

198605000 is the ongoing white sturgeon mitigation and restoration\o{% ct.. Th ;f")
elevated this project as an important fish and wildlife program project, butrec m@ ds
that it be reduced in scope and funding by eliminating the artIfICIQﬁFOdUCtI

included as a lower priority element of the proposal.

Project 199705900 the Oregon Wildlife project, and fu ds d;%st e operations and
monitoring and evaluation costs to associated W|th Iands rev acquired are

recommended for funding.

Project 1996 01900 is a University of WashYQ a ase support project that is
traditionally insisted upon by Bonne ule ments indicate it addresses RPAS
198, 180, and 152. The ISRP rats |n “Fun v CBFWA recommended that the
project not be funded.

Project 19980310 |s the@Rl'lg P aI that support implementation of Wy-Kan-Ish-
Mi Wa-Kish-Wit. nt re that the proposal addresses RPAs 152 and 154
and CBFgA rated “co pr \o% "

Proje 200002300 is an ongoing project focused on lampreys. The project is important
 the coordinati on f the"other work supported in prior provincial reviews, and was
ﬁ@d “Urg nt” by) CBFWA.

12
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Staff Tier 2 Projects

The accompanying table includes a Tier 2 group of projects that the staff believes are the next
highest priorities within the MSSW, but cannot be funded within the available allocation. This
Tier 2 includes all other projects rated by NOAA/BPA as 1 or 2 in terms of Biological Opinion
“criticality”, and all other projects that rated “Urgent” by CBFWA.

The total cost of the Tier 2 projects is slightly more than $3 million in Fiscal Year 2004 and
approximately $3.5 million in each of the next two fiscal years. Again, the staff recommends
that if additional funding is available in Fiscal Year 2004, that these Tier 2 projects would haw-“\
to compete on equal footing with any other funding needs now known or to be identified in the
future.

\ ‘\

\
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Project selection update
December 1, 2005

Mainstem/Systemwide
FY 2004 - FY 2006
(Council Approved, 6/11/03)

j24
® c
FY 2004 total FY 2005 total FY 2006 total E g
NOAA 8 €
Fisheries/BPA 8
ID Title Sponsor CBFWA ISRP rank
1. Council Staff preferred projects that fit province allocation
35019 Develop and Implement a Pilot  NMFS Urgent* Fundable 2 1,515,000 1,515,000 1,515,000 |Adjusted 060403 to reflect BPA
Status and Trend Monitoring (Qualified) revision to budget. As approved by
Program for Salmonids and their the Council on May 7, 2003.
Habitat in the Wenatchee and
Grande Ronde River Basins
35033/ Collaborative, Systemwide CBFWA Core Program* Fundable 2 968,800 968,802 968,802 |Check ties to overall CBFWA project
Monitoring and Evaluation (#1989-062-01) for any overlap.
Program.
198201301 Coded-Wire Tag Recovery PSMFC Core Program Fundable 2 2,028,757 2,028,757 2,028,757 |Reduce scope of objectives 1a, 1c,
Program 1d, 3a, 6a and 7b to 2001 levels.
198201302 Annual Stock Assessment - ODFW Core Program Fundable 2 217,881 217,881 217,881
Coded Wire Tag Program
(ODFW)
198201304 Annual Stock Assessment - WDFW Core Program Fundable 2 319,137 319,137 319,137
Coded Wire Tag Program
(WDFW)
198331900 New Marking and Monitoring NMFS Urgent Fundable 1 41,900 - - Project is R&D for captial project
Techniques for Fish 2001-003-00, planning and design
should be capital, total reflects only
expense portion
198712700 Smolt Monitoring by Federal and PSMFC Core Program Fundable 1 (RPA N/A); 2 1,910,000 1,910,000 1,910,000
Non-Federal Agencies (RPA 180)
198906500 Annual Stock Assessment - USFWS Core Program Fundable 2 119,268 119,268 119,268
CWT (USFWS)
198909600 Monitor and evaluate genetic NMFS Urgent Fundable 2 593,900 460,500 460,500
characteristics of supplemented
salmon and steelhead
199007700 Northern Pikeminnow PSMFC Urgent Fundable in 1 1,435,000 1,435,000 1,435,000 Effort divided into 2 zones, above
Management Program Part and below the Dalles Dam. Alternate
zones each year.
199008000 Columbia Basin Pit Tag PSMFC Core Program Fundable 1 (RPA 192); 2 2,431,442 2,431,442 2,431,442 Address ISRP concerns regarding
Information System (Qualified) (RPA 198) metadata.
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Mainstem/Systemwide

(Council Approved, 6/11/03)

FY 2004 - FY 2006

j24
T ©
FY 2004 total FY 2005 total FY 2006 total E g
NOAA o £
Fisheries/BPA © 8
ID Title Sponsor CBFWA ISRP rank
199009300 Genetic Analysis of Ul Urgent Fundable 2 126,436 126,000 98,000 |Link to programmatic captive
Oncorhynchus nerka (modified broodstock issue.
to include chinook salmon)
199302900 Estimate Survival for the NMFS Core Program Fundable 1 (RPA 185); 3 1,884,200 1,884,200 1,884,200 |Should be part of programmatic
Passage of Juvenile Salmonids (RPA 189) review of PIT tag program.
Through Dams and Reservoirs
of the Lower Snake and
Columbia Rivers
199305600 Assessment of Captive NMFS Urgent Fundable 2 1,468,100 1,468,100 1,468,100 |Link to programmatic captive
Broodstock Technologies broodstock issue.
199403300 The Fish Passage Center PSMFC Core Program Fundable 1 1,302,904 1,302,904 1,302,904
199602000 Comparative Survival Rate PSMFC/CBFWF |Core Program Fundable 1 (RPA 189); 3 1,736,542 1,806,066 1,806,066 Address ISRP concerns, rework
Study (CSS) of Hatchery Pit (Qualified) (RPA 187) funding for mathematical and
Tagged Chinook & Comparative statististical models for ISRP review
Survival Study Oversight
199602100 Gas bubble disease research USGS Core Program Fundable 1 16,885 16,885 16,885
and monitoring of juvenile
salmonids
199606700 Manchester Spring Chinook NMFS Urgent Fundable 2 877,600 792,000 767,200 |Link to programmatic captive
Broodstock Project broodstock issue.
199900301 Evaluate Spawning of Fall PSMFC/ODFW/ |Urgent Fundable (RPA 199); 1 779,586 779,586 779,586 |Budget revised by Council decision.
Chinook and Chum Salmon Just| USFWS/PNNL (RPA 157); 2 Need management plan from NMFS.
Below the Four Lowermost (RPA 156); 3
Mainstem Dams (RPA 155)
200000700 |Infrastructure to Complete FDA |UI Urgent Fundable 2 160,919 161,000 - |FDA approval seems to be taking too
Registration of Erythromycin long. Project request funding through
2006. Anticipate completion by 05
with, no funding beyond.

35002 Determine origin, movements \WDFW/YN Urgent Fundable in  USFWS Bl-op 293,351 305,000 - |Two year project addresses USFWS
and relative abundance of bull Part Bi-op, according to BPA designation.
trout in Bonneville Reservoir. ISRP recommends only funding the

feasibility of bull trout capture in
200001700 Kelt Reconditioning: A Research|CRITFC Urgent Fundable 2 555,121 544,119 544,119 |Project evaluation in 05 to address
Project to Enhance concerns raised by ISRP in 2002-14
Iteroparityin Columbia Basin (Step Review).
Steelhead (Oncorhynchus
198810804 StreamNet PSMFC Core Program Fundable in 3 2,261,033 2,261,033 2,261,033 Dependent on coordination of
Part database system issue for subbasin
(Qualified) plans.
12/2/200511:25 AM 2
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Mainstem/Systemwide

FY 2004 - FY 2006

(Council Approved, 6/11/03)

FY 2004 total

FY 2005 total

FY 2006 total

NOAA
Fisheries/BPA

General
Comments

ID Title Sponsor CBFWA ISRP rank
198906201 Fish and Wildlife Program CBFWA Core Program Not Applicable 1,245,700 1,245,700 1,245,700 |Revised 061103 by Council decision,
Implementation objectives 1 and 4 of Section 6 need
to be revised to reflect current work
plan. Section 7 to be reviewed for
Request for studies (placeholer) 1,800,000 1,800,000 1,800,000 Placeholder funds for RFP's to
address Bi-op gaps.
199800401 Electronic Fish and Wildlife NWPPC Fundable 179,800 179,800 179,800 |Support information and
Newsletter responsibility communication of fish and wildlife
news throughout basin.

35010 An Interactive Biodiversity NHI Core Program* Fundable in 432,000 583,902 583,902 | Dependent on coordination of
Information System for the Part database system issue for subbasin
Columbia River Basin plans.

35036 Identify the mechanisms of USGS/USFWS |Urgent* Fundable 250,332 225,868 207,000 |Addresses impacts to Hanford fall
stranding of juvenile fall chinook chinook. Identified by CBFWA as
salmon in the Hanford Reach highest priority new projects.

35047 Evaluate Delayed (Extra) NMFS High Priority Fundable 2 1,100,000 1,100,000 1,100,000 |Correct budgets are needed.
Mortality Associated with
Passage of Yearling Chinook
Salmon Smolts through Snake
River Dams

199105100 Monitoring and Evaluation uw Do Not Fund Fundable 1 394,655 394,655 394,655 NOAA Fisheries/BPA rank 1.
Statistical Support
198605000 White Sturgeon Mitigation and |ODFW Urgent Fundable 1,378,916 1,378,916 1,251,803 | Project reduced, hatchery component|
Restoration in the Columbia and removed. Fund Section 5 Task 1la.
Snake Rivers Upstream from Section 7 tasks 1c, 3a, b (complete
Bonneville Dam by 2005) and 3c. CBFWA had
199705900 Securing Habitat Mitigation Sites OMC Urgent Fundable 123,000 123,000 80,187 Land Acquisition/ Cl removed @
- Oregon (Qualified) $1.8, $3.0 and $3.0 million for '03 to
'05. Costs reflect only ongoing O&M
expense.
199601900 Second-Tier Database Support UW Do Not Fund Fundable 2 (RPA 198); 3 275,111 264,075 264,075 |ldentified as Bi-op critical.
(RPA 180)
199803100 Implement Wy-Kan-Ush-Mi Wa- |CRITFC Core Program Fundable 314,093 314,093 314,093
Kish-Wit Watershed (Qualified)
Assessment and Restoration
Plan Now
200002900 | Identification and thermal USGS, CRRL Urgent Fundable 186,945 75,000 - |Relatively small dollar figure for two
requirements of larval Pacific, year ongoing.
river, and western brook
lampreys
12/2/200511:25 AM 3
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Mainstem/Systemwide
FY 2004 - FY 2006
(Council Approved, 6/11/03)

j24
< C
FY 2004 total FY 2005 total FY 2006 total E g
NOAA o £
Fisheries/BPA © 38
ID Title Sponsor CBFWA ISRP rank
Total Tier 1 30,724,314 30,537,689 29,755,095
2. Projects that Council staff would recommend if funidng becomes available
35012 | Spatial scales of homing and the NMFS High Priority Fundable 2 370,100 369,000 387,000 |Identified as Bi-op critical
efficacy of hatchery
supplementation of wild
populations
35029 Transfer IHN virus genetic strain USGS High Priority Fundable 2 116,479 149,816 149,816 |Identified as Bi-op critical
typing technology to fish health
managers
35039 The influence of hatcheries and USGS High Priority Fundable 2 303,448 652,993 814,700 |Identified as Bi-op critical
their products on the health and
physiology of naturally rearing
fish
35030 Evaluate potential to enhance  |PNNL/CCT Urgent Fundable 25,000 125,000 125,000 |Identified as Bi-op critical
spawning of summer/fall chinook
salmon in the tailrace of Chief
Joseph Dam, Columbia River
35052 Conservation Enforcement to CCT Urgent Fundable 239,218 235,418 235,418 |Other funding sources?
Enhance and Restore Fish &
Wildlife Resources of the Upper
Columbia River under
Jurisdiction of the Colville Tribes
195505500 Umatilla Tribal Fish & Wildlife CTUIR Urgent Fundable 108,320 108,320 108,320 |Other funding sources?
Enforcement
200005500 Enhanced Conservation NPT Urgent Fundable 511,210 511,210 511,210 |Other funding sources?
Enforcement for Fish & Wildlife,
Watersheds of the Nez Perce
200005600 Protect Anadromous Salmonids [CRITFC Urgent Fundable 435,787 435,787 435,787 Other funding sources?
in the Mainstem Corridor
35046 Estimate juvenile salmon NMFS High Priority Fundable 1 (RPA 197); 2 96,300 417,500 430,000 Correct budgets are needed, capital
residence in the Columbia River (Qualified) (RPA 195) determination, large portions of
Plume using micro-acoustic project involve equipment installation
transmitters. for tracking that appear to be capital.
198910700 Statistical Support for Salmonid UW Do Not Fund Fundable 1 (RPA 188); 2 265,850 265,850 265,850 Based on NMFS comments of

Survival Studies

(RPA 195)

January 21.
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Restoration Program for the
Lower Columbia River and
Columbia River Estuary

j24
R=
FY 2004 total FY 2005 total FY 2006 total E g
NOAA 8 €
Fisheries/BPA 8
ID Title Sponsor CBFWA ISRP rank
35007 Evaluate Restoration Potential of PNNL Recommended Fundable 2 (RPA 155); 3 564,200 423,300 - Correct budgets are needed.
Snake River Fall Chinook Action (RPA 180) Potential management actions as a
Salmon Spawning Habitat result of this project?
Total Tier 2 3,035,912 3,694,194 3,463,101
TOTAL Tier 1 and 2 33,760,226 34,231,883 33,218,196
Capital Projects recommended by staf
198331900 New Marking and Monitoring NMFS Urgent Fundable 1 836,100 1,032,300 508,600 Project is R&D for captial project
Techniques for Fish 200100300, planning and design
should be capital
200100300 ISO Adult Pit Interrogation PSMFC Core Program Fundable 1 1,972,106 1,660,200 665000 Capital project not counted toward
System Installations expense budget
199705900 Securing Habitat Mitigation Sites OMC Urgent Fundable 2,140,000 3,340,000 3,000,000 Land Acquisition/ Cl removed @
- Oregon (Qualified) $1.8, $3.0 and $3.0 million for '03 to
'05, budget here reflects capital
component.
TOTAL Capital 4,948,206 6,032,500 4,173,600
TOTAL Capital and Tier 1 35,672,520 36,570,189 33,928,695
3. Other projects not recommended by staff
35001 Habitat Monitoring and LCREP Withdrawn Withdrawn
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Mainstem/Systemwide

FY 2004 - FY 2006

(Council Approved, 6/11/03)

FY 2004 total

FY 2005 total

FY 2006 total

Title

Sponsor

CBFWA

ISRP

NOAA
Fisheries/BPA
rank

General
Comments

35041

Monitoring the reproductive
success of naturally spawning
hatchery and natural spring
chinook salmon in the

Wenatchee, Tucannon, and
Kalama Rivers

WDFW/NMFS

Urgent

Fundable

2

35024

Evaluating the sublethal impacts
of current use pesticides on the
environmental health of

salmonids in the Columbia River
Racin

NMFS

Urgent

Fundable

35027

Evaluation of Two Captive
Rearing Methods for Assisting
with Recovery of Naturally
Spawning Populations of
Steelhead and Coho Salmon

USFWS

Urgent

Fundable

199702400

Avian Predation on Juvenile
Salmonids in the Lower
Columbia River

OSU/USGSI/CRI
TFC/IRTR

Urgent

Fundable

1 (RPA 102); 3
(RPA 186)

Not deemed responsibility of
ratepayers, COE should fund to
attempt to resolve responsibility
under lawsuit.

199105500

Natural Rearing Enhancement
Systems (NATURES)

NMFS

Urgent

Fundable

Currently being implemented (e.qg.
NPTH and Cle Elum). Staff does not
see the need to fund this project
given the work in the provinces.

200100700

Evaluate live capture selective
harvest methods for commercial
fisheries on the Columbia River

ODFW/WDFW

Urgent

Fundable in
Part

Project was originally billed as
innovative evaluation of technology.
Have not proven that they can
prosecute the fishery without

35003

Vitality based studies of Delayed
Mortality

uw

Recommended
Action

Fundable

35004

Harvest Model Development

uw

Do Not Fund

Do Not Fund

35005

Independent Economic Analysis
Board

NPPC

NWPPC
responsibility

Not Applicable

35006

Use of Mainstem Habitats by
Juvenile Pacific Lamprey
(Lampetra tridentata)

PNNL

Recommended
Action

Fundable

35008

Systemwide Lamprey Program
Coordinator

USGS

High Priority

Fundable in
Part
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FY 2004 total

FY 2005 total

FY 2006 total

Title

Sponsor

CBFWA

ISRP

NOAA
Fisheries/BPA
rank

General

Comments

35009

Evaluate Status of Pacific
Lamprey in the Willamette River
Subbasin

ODFW

High Priority

Fundable

35011

The Floating Net Pen
Transportation System Pilot
Project

CBFRLLC

Do Not Fund

Do Not Fund

35013

Species- and site-specific
impacts of gas supersaturation
on aquatic animals

USGS

High Priority

Fundable in
Part

35014

Measurement of Quantitative
Genetic Variation Among
Columbia River Basin Chinook
Propagation Programs

CRITFC

High Priority

Fundable

35015

Replicated stream system for
the evaluation of hatchery and
wild juvenile salmonid interaction
and development of innovative
culture technologies

UI/CRITFC

High Priority

Do Not Fund

35016

A Pilot Study to Test Links
Between Land Use / Land Cover
Tier 1 Monitoring Data and Tier
2 and 3 Monitoring Data

NMFS

High Priority

Do Not Fund

35017

Inventory and Synthesis of
Physical Process Models and
Methods to Supplement Habitat
Conditions Analysis and
Subbasin Plannina

KWA/Golder

Recommended
Action

Do Not Fund

35018

Evaluate recreational and
commercial mark-selective
fisheries.

WDFW/UI

Withdrawn

Withdrawn

35020

Regional Project Effectiveness
Monitoring Program for
Columbia River Basin Listed
Anadromous Salmonids.

NMFS

Urgent

Do Not Fund

35021

Purchase And Evaluation of
Automated Marking and Tagging
Systems (MATS)

ODFW

Recommended
Action

Do Not Fund

35022

Habitat Mitigation Tracking
System

Do Not Fund

Fundable
(Qualified)

35023

Establish Relationship between
Fish Passage Survival and
Turbine Operating Efficiency

Do Not Fund

Do Not Fund
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NOAA 5 E
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ID Title Sponsor CBFWA ISRP rank
35025 Optimization of FCRPS Impacts OHSU Recommended Fundable
on Juvenile Salmonids: Action
Restoration of Lower-Estuary
and Plume Habitats
35026 On-line Subbasin Recommended Fundable
Planning/Watershed Newsletter Action
35028 Evaluate White Sturgeon PSU Recommended Fundable
Nutritional Needs & Contaminant Action
Effects Influenced by the
Hydroelectric System
35031 Tagging Study Technical BPA Recommended Do Not Fund
Committee Action
35032 Assess the Feasibility of USGS, CRRL; |High Priority Do Not Fund
Reducing Predation on Juvenile |lODFW
Salmonids in the Columbia River,
Through Operation of the
Hvdronower Svsterr
35034 Fish Behavioral Guidance NS Recommended Fundable
Through Water Velocity Action
Modification PHASE ONE
35035 | Incorporating Pit Tag WDFW Recommended Do Not Fund
Technology to Evaluate and Action
Monitor the Reintroduction Effort
for Anadromous Salmonids in
the Upper Cowlitz Watershed
35037 Measuring the potential for UW/NMFS Recommended Fundable
domestication selection of Action
spawn timing in chinook captive
and supplementation programs;
implications for recovery.
35038 Develop Computational Fluid ENSR Do Not Fund Fundable
Dynamics Model to Predict Total
Dissolved Gas Below Spillways
35040 Determination of post-release | |PNNL Recommended Do Not Fund
survival of spring chinook Action
salmon in a mark-selective sport
fishery
35042 Evaluate the Effects of Prey USGS High Priority Fundable
Availability on Recruitment of
White Sturgeon in the Columbia
River
12/2/200511:25 AM 8
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ID Title Sponsor CBFWA ISRP rank
35043 Monitoring and Models for USGS Recommended Fundable
Adaptive Management of White Action
Sturgeon
35044 Determine Effects of osu High Priority Fundable
Contaminants on White
Sturgeon Reproduction and
Parental Transfer of
Contaminants to Embryos in the
Caliimhia River Ragin
35045 Modeling and Information PNNL Recommended Do Not Fund
Management System to Assess Action
Effectiveness of Alternative
Actions
35048 NWFSC Salmon Data NMFS Recommended Do Not Fund |2
Management, Analysis, and Action (Qualified)
Access for Research Monitoring
and Evaluation Programs
35049 A multiscale evaluation of NMFS High Priority Fundable
steelhead supplementation in
the West Fork Elochoman River
35050 UW Offsite Habitat and Fish uw Do Not Fund Do Not Fund
Survival Effectiveness
Monitoring
35051 Evaluate Feasibility of a System- Recommended Fundable
wide Multi-Agency Fish, Wildlife Action
& Habitat Conservation
Enforcement Web-Based Data
N antar
35053 Biological Feasibility of Recommended Do Not Fund
Reintroducing Fishwheels to the Action
Columbia River System
35054 Engaging the Public in CBFWA Recommended Do Not Fund
Watershed Planning; A Tool Box Action
for Cultural Shift
35055 Role of Bacteria as Indicator USFWS Recommended Do Not Fund
Organisms for Watershed Action
Assessment and in Determining
Fish Pathogen Relationships
with Fauna of Abernathy Creek
35056 Develop Human Resources CRITFC Recommended Do Not Fund
Necessary to Exercise Co- Action

Management Responsibilities
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FY 2006 total
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CBFWA

NOAA
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ISRP rank

General

Comments

35057

Habitat Condition and
Restoration Potential of
Columbia River Flood Plains: A
Critical, Missing Element of
Fisheries Recovery Science and

UM

Recommended
Action

Fundable
(Qualified)

35058

Evaluation of food availability
and juvenile salmonid growth
rates under differing thermal and
sediment regimes.

CRITFC

Do Not Fund

Do Not Fund

35059

Rapid Detection of White
Sturgeon Iridovirus in Spawning
Fluids, Eggs and Juvenile
Tissues of White Sturgeon

USFWS

Do Not Fund

Do Not Fund

35060

Instream evaluation of
populations, migration, individual
adult return and wild-hatchery
interactions of naturally
nroduced salmaonids

USFWS

High Priority

Fundable

35061

Prophylactic Treatments for
White Sturgeon Infected with the
White Sturgeon Iridovirus
(WSIV)

USFWS

Do Not Fund

Do Not Fund

35062

Impacts of Flow Regulation on
Riparian Cottonwood
Ecosystems in the Columbia
River Basin

ul

High Priority

Fundable
(Qualified)

35063

Compare Bacterial Fish
Pathogen Populations in
Hatchery Water and in Adjacent
Creek Water and Evaluate
Possibile Disease Transfer

USFWS

Recommended
Action

Do Not Fund

35064

An Acoustic Tracking Array for
Studying Ocean Survival and
Movements of Columbia River
Salmon

Kintama Corp

TBD - Do Not Fund
(Estuary)

Fundable in
Part
(Qualified)

35065

Canada-USA Shelf Salmon
Survival Study

DFO

TBD - Do Not Fund
(Estuary)

Fundable in
Part (Estuary)

198740100

Assessment of Smolt Condition:
Biological and Environmental
Interactions

USGS

198907201 Independent Scientific Advisory DOE/ORNL

Board Support

High Priority

NWPPC
responsibility

Fundablein |3
Part
(Qualified)

Not Applicable

Placeholder
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199600500 Independent Scientific Advisory CBFWF NWPPC Not Applicable Placeholder
Board responsibility

199800800 Regional Forum Facilitation NMFS Core Program Fundable
Services (Qualified)
200005200 Upstream migration of Pacific ~ |USGS High Priority Fundable

lampreys in the John Day River:

behavior, timing, and habitat use

38,708,432

40,264,383

37,391,796
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